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An Unpublished Madonna and Child

by Fra Filippo Lippi

Laurie Fusco

INTRODUCTION

There are few paintings by Fra Filippo Lippi that sur-
vive,! and every addition to his oeuvre is important. The
discovery of a much overpainted Madonna and Child by
Lippi {fig. 1, p. 18) in the basement of the Utah Museum of
Fine Arts in Salt Lake City is thus of significant interest.
The director of the Utah Museum, Mr. E. F. Sanguinetti,
agreed to lend the panel to the Getty Museum for conser-
vation and study purposes.? At the beginning of its six-
year stay in Malibu, the panel was x-rayed, and the radio-
graph revealed serious damage: large losses and a wooden
insert (see conservation report by Elisabeth Mention, pp.
17-20). The choice, as for many such damaged and re-
stored paintings, then became to leave the panel as it was,
which would preclude exhibiting it since there was very
little on the surface of the original painting, or to remove
the modern overpaint and reveal what remained of Lippi’s
work. Mr. Sanguinetti agreed to have the Getty painting
laboratory remove the restorations; a photograph of the
panel in a cleaned state shows the remaining original areas
(fig. 2, p. 19). The purpose of the two articles is to place the
panel in Lippi’s ceuvre and the art of his time and to

*The work on the Utah Madonna had indeed been a family affair, and
there are many people to thank. We are grateful to Mr. Sanguinetti, the
Director of the Museum of Fine Arts, Salt Lake City, for entrusting the
restoration of the painting to the Getty Museum. Several visitors and
staff members made useful suggestions about its art historical placement,
including Carol Mancusi-Ungaro, Andrea Rothe, Federico Zeri, Eliza-
beth Gardner, Miklos Boskovits, and Jeffrey Ruda. I would like to thank
a student intern in my office, Ann Woods, for her help. Finally, it is due
to the initial insight of Burton Fredericksen that the authorship of the
panel became clear, and it is an indication of his constant generosity that
he allowed other staff members to publish his discovery.

For the dating of works by Lippi used in this essay, see footnote 9. The
following is a list of the major literature on the artist: E. Strutt, Fra Filippo
Lippi, London, 1901; L. Supino, Fra Filippe Lippi, Florence, 1902; H.
Mendelsohn, Fra Filippo Lippi, Berlin, 1909; G. Gronau, entry in
Thieme-Becker, Kiinstlerlexikon, Leipzig, XXIII, 1929, 271-274; R. Qertel,
Fra Filippo Lippi, Vienna, 1942; M. Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, Florence,
1949; M. Pittaluga, entry in The Encyclopedia of World Art, IX, New York,
1964, 257-266; G. Marchini, Filippo Lippi, Milan, 1975. It should be
noted that the doctoral dissertation by Jeffrey Ruda, Filippo Lippi Studies:
Naturalism, Style and Iconography in Early Renaissance Art, Harvard
University, 1979, was not available and may provide interesting material
to apply to the Utah Madonna. Literature before B. Berenson’s innova-

report on the cleaning and restoration. Beyond this, since
the top layers of paint in many areas have been abraded, a
precious opportunity was available to examine Lippi’s
underpaint and to study his painting technique.

ATTRIBUTION

Although the many staff members and visitors who
studied the Utah Madonna in the process of its cleaning
and restoration had no thoughts other than that it was an
autograph Lippi, the attribution should be secured before
proceeding to other issues. The forms of the figures show
Lippi’s conception (compare fig. 1 with figs. 2-10). The
Madonna has an extremely round, smoothly modeled
head, with a high, wide forehead and the face tapering to a
firm chin. This head tilts gently, a gesture that combines
with a far-off glance to the side to give her a pensive,
mournful expression.’ Because the Child’s face is the best
preserved part, it is here that Lippi’s style is truly revealed.
He is a tousle-haired, full-cheeked baby with button eyes
and a snub nose, typical of all Lippi babies.* The head in a
three-quarter view is strangely foreshortened, as if the face
were slightly stretched to reveal more cheek (figs. 2, 6,

tional essay (“Fra Angelico, Fra Filippo e la cronologia,” Bollettino d’Arte,
XXVI, 1932, 1-22, 49-66) is unreliable for undocumented works, since
this older literature dated works on the basis that Lippi evolved from a
style reflecting that of Fra Angelico towards a more robust, realistic style
reflecting the art of Masaccio; Berenson showed the opposite was the
case; the essay was reprinted in Homeless Paintings of the ltalian Re-
naissance, London and Bloomington, 1970, 199-234 and is the one
cited here.

1. There are about thirty paintings on wood surely by his hand and
three frescoes (the Carmelite Rule in Chiesa del Carmine, Florence; the
great cycle of the Lives of SS. John the Baptist and Stephen in the Prato
Duomo; and the Stories of the Virgin in the Spoleto Duomo which was
continued by Fra Diamante after Lippi’s death).

2. Mr. Fredericksen (with F. Zeri) had previously listed the painting as
by a follower of Lippi in the Census of Pre-Nineteenth Century Italian Paint-
ings in North American Public Collections, Cambridge (Mass.), 1972, 107. It
entered the Utah Museum of Fine Arts in 1951, donated by Mrs.
Winifred Kimball Hudnut, and was formerly in the collection of Baron
Raoul Kuffner from Dioszegh, Hungary.

3. See also the Madonna and Child, Palazzo Medici-Riccardi, Florence
(ill., Marchini, op. cit., pl. 74).

4. See also the child in the painting mentioned in footnote 3.
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Figure 1. Lippi, Madonna and Child. Salt Lake City, Utah Museum of Fine Arts (51-16).

8-10). The hands of the Madonna and the hands and feet
of the Child are simple in form, standard in Lippi’s work.
A hallmark of Lippi’s style is his foreshortening of a hand
or foot so the fingers or toes have a contour of very
abstract-looking bumps (figs. 3,4, 7).

The coloring is typical of Lippi’s style. More than any
other fifteenth-century painter Lippi did fanciful marble
architecture in an enormous range of design in swirls, as
here, or splotches or dots (figs. 2-8).5 His use of color com-
binations is unique, and once one has experienced them,
they are unmistakable. For draperies, he uses not just blue,
red, or green but mixes them for a green-blue, grey-blue,
blue-vermillion, yellow-crimson, violet, green-violet, olive-

\ CS.\'.\'.\'.\‘.\\‘.\\“...

5. See also Annunciation, S. Lorenzo, Florence; Coronation of the Virgin,
Pinacoteca, Vatican; Annunciation, Frick Collection, New York; Annunci-
ation, Palazzo Doria, Rome; St. Lawrence Enthroned with Saints and Donors,

) o Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York; Annunciation, Pinakothek,
Figure 1a. Diagram of architectural elements in Lippi, Ma- Munich; Annunciation and Seven Saints, National Gallery of Art, Lon-

donna and Child. Salt Lake City, Utah Museum don; and Madonna and Child, Palazzo Medici-Riccardi, Florence (ill.,
of Fine Arts. (drawing by Patrick Dooley) Marchini, op. cit., pls. 26, 34, 42, 51, 53, 54, 57, 65 and 74).

7
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Figure 2. Lippi, Madonna and Child (Tarquinian Madonna).
Rome, Galleria Nazionale, Palazzo Barberini.

green, and grey-green. Whites are not flat whites but have
tints of blues, lavenders, greys, greens, or yellows. Land-
scape ranges among olive-browns, grey-greens, and red-
browns. Even the architecture, instead of being the brown-
grey-terracotta colors of stone or tile, is given a wide range
by mixing in green, lavender, red, and yellow. Very par-
ticular to Lippi is the use of a lavender-grey for architec-
tural elements, a predominant hue in the Utah Madonna.®

The architectural setting and the placement of the fig-
ures within it reveal Lippi’s design and touch. In several

6. Also in figs. 3, 5, 6 and 9; see in addition Coronation of the Virgin,

Pinacoteca, Vatican; Annunciation, Frick Collection, New York; Annun-
ciation, National Gallery of Art, London (ill., Marchini, op. cit., pls. 34,

An Unpublished Madonna and Child by Lippi 3

Figure 3. Lippi, Madonna and Child. New York, The Met-
ropolitan Museum of Art.

other paintings Lippi puts the Madonna close to the
viewer, almost against the frontal plane (figs. 2, 3, 7-10).
She is often locked into the edges of the panel by flanking
architectural elements (figs. 2, 3, 7, 9).” The Madonna has
very little room in which to move. The flanking architec-
tural elements rest on a ledge, and this ledge makes, with
the columns and piers, a squared-off “U” that brackets the
figures for close attention. In strong opposition to the for-
ward thrust and containment, the architectural lines
quickly plunge into depth. The resulting tension between
42, 54).

7. See also Madonna and Child, Palazzo Medici-Riccardi, Florence (ill.,
Marchini, op. cit., pl. 74).
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Figure 4. Lippi, Madonna and Child with Saints and Angels,
detail. Paris, Musée National du Louvre.

surface and space is a typical Lippi feature. Scholars have
not spoken enough about the opposition between the for-
ward and backward motion which exists both in represen-
tations of the Madonna (figs. 2-4, 7-10) and also in other
scenes and whether they are small devotional panels or
large complex altarpieces (fig. 5).8 The opposition in the
Utah Madonna is made playful with the roundness of the
Madonna’s head placed against round arch shapes, a

8. See further, Annunciation, S. Lorenzo, Florence; Annunciation, Alte
Pinakothek, Munich; and Madonna and Child, Palazzo Medici-Riccardi,
Florence (ill., Marchini, op. cit., pls. 26, 57, 74).

9. The dating of these nine paintings depends on the following
literature:

1. Tarquinian Madonna—dated 1437.

2. Metropolitan Madonna—c. 1437-8: E. Zeri (with E. Gardner),
Italian Paintings, Florentine School, A Catalogue of the Collections of the
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, 1971, 83 (c. 1437-8; be-
tween the Tarquinian Madonna of 1437 and the Louvre Madonna
commissioned in 1437); Marchini, op. cit., 95 (similar to the Tarquin-

Figure 5. Lippi, Annunciation. Rome, Museo Nazionale,
Palazzo Barberini.

design which is repeated elsewhere (figs. 2-7). Most of the
tension in the Utah Madonna has been lost because of
damage. The viewer sees only the dark and light planes of
each pier at the edges and must mentally diagram them
out with the attached columns (fig. 1a) to regain sight of
these massive blocks which constitute almost half the
width of the panel. Originally they would have anchored
the Madonna even more firmly to the frontal plane, mak-

ian Madonna of 1437 and the Louvre Madonna of 1437-8); Pittaluga,
Encyclopedia of World Art, op. cit., 259 (belonging to the works of
1437-40 following the Tarquinian Madonna of 1437); Pittaluga, Filip-
bo Lippi, op. cit., 47, 210 (similar to the Louvre Madonna of 1437-8;
close to but different from the Tarquinian Madonna of 1437); Oertel,
op. cit., 18-9, 22 (similar to the works following the Tarquinian
Madonna of 1437); G. Pudelko, “The Early Works of Fra Filippo
Lippi,” Art Bulletin, XV1II, 1936, 108 (1437-1441); G. Pudelko, “Per
la datazione delle opere di Fra Filippo Lippi,” Rivista d’Arte, XVIII,
1936, 58: (almost contemporary with the Louvre Madonna begun in
1437 and being worked on in 1438); M. Salmi, “La giovinezza di Fra




Figure 6. Lippi, Madonna and Child with Saints, detail. Flor-
ence, Galleria degli Uffizi.

ing her loom large. In addition the plunge into the hollow
of the arch behind the Madonna would also have read
more clearly; the mouldings, which direct the viewer into
depth, are partially missing, due to burn-holes to the left
and right of the Madonna’s head. The marble of the col-
umns (still visible) and that of the piers (almost totally lost)
would have sparkled against the marble of the arch’s span-
drel, mouldings, and back (the last-mentioned barely visi-

Filippo Lippi,” Rivista d'Arte, XV, 1936, 21, n. 1 (c. 1440); Beren-
son, op. cit., 215-6 (just before or after the Louvre Madonna begun in
1437; at the same time as the Tarquinian Madonna of 1437 and veer-
ing towards the Louvre Madonna).

3. Louvre Madonna—commissioned in 1437 and known that still
working on it in 1438, therefore 1437/8 and the years following: Gli
Uffizi, Catalogo Generale, Florence, 1979, 334, no. P874; Marchini,
op. cit., 231; Pittaluga, Encyclopedia of World Art, op. cit., 258, 260;
Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, op. cit., 159-60, 195, Qertel, op. cit., 18, 53;
Pudelko, Art Bulletin, op. cit., 108; Pudelko, Rivista d’Arte, op. cit.,
58; Berenson, op. cit., 216; Gronau, op. cit., 271; Mendelsohn, op.

An Unpublished Madonna and Child by Lippi

Figure 7. Lippi, Madonna and Child. Washington, D.C.,
National Gallery of Art.

ble in the arc to the Madonna’s left). All the use of marble
would have brought the Madonna into a strong surface
design in opposition to the abrupt recession, producing a
tension which is lacking in the present state.

DATING
Nine paintings by Lippi can be brought in relation to the
Utah Madonna in order to place it in his ceuvre.’

cit., 9-10, 26, 80-83, 227-9, 247; Supino, op. cit., 55-7; Strutt, op.
cit., xxi, 57-8, 60, 179.

4. Barberini Annunciation—c. 1441-7: Marchini, op. cit., 97, 204
(close to the Uffizi Coronation of the Virgin of 1441; leaving the
Masacciesque period and approaching the Angelesque period); Pit-
taluga, Encyclopedia of World Art, op. cit., 259 {(belonging to works of
1442-7 including the Vatican Coronation of the Virgin, the Metro-
politan Alessandri Triptych, the Munich Annunciation, the Washing-
ton National Gallery Tondo, and the London National Gallery Vi-
sion of St. Bernard); Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, op. cit., 69, 190 (about
the time of the Uffizi Coronation of the Virgin of 1441, first years of

5
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1. Madonna and Child (Tarquinian Madonna) (fig. 2)
Rome, Galleria Nazionale, Palazzo Barberini.
2. Madonna and Child (fig. 3)
New York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art.
3. Madonna and Child with Saints and Angels (fig. 4)
Paris, Musée National du Louvre.
4. Annunciation (fig. 5)
Rome, Galleria Nazionale, Palazzo Barberini.
5. Madonna and Child with Saints (fig. 6)
Florence, Galleria degli Uffizi.

1440s); Oertel, op. cit., 25 (belonging to works 1442-1453; belong-
ing with the Uffizi Madonna and Child with Saints of c. 1445, the
Vatican Coronation of the Virgin, and the Munich Annunciation);
Pudelko, Rivista d'Arte, op. cit., 67-8 (after the S. Lorenzo Annuncia-
tion of the late 1430’s and before the Munich Annunciation commis-
sioned in 1443; similar to the Uffizi Coronation of the Virgin of 1441
and the Munich Annunciation commissioned in 1443); Berenson, op.
cit., 224, 226, (similar to the Uffizi Coronation of the Virgin of 1441
and the S. Lorenzo Annunciation of c. 1437/8-1441; just after the Uf-
fizi Coronation of the Virgin of 1441; belonging with the works of
1442-7 including the Munich Annunciation, the Vatican Coronation
of the Virgin, and the Metropolitan Alessandri Triptych).

5. Uffizi Madonna and Child with Saints—c. 1440-5: Gli Uffizi . . .,
op. cit., 334, no. P875 (literature dates it c. 1440/2/5); Marchini, op.
cit.,, 97, 204 {c. 1442 and in the direction of 1450); Pittaluga, En-

Lippi, Madonna and Child with Stories of the Life of St. Anne (Pitti Tondo). Florence, Galleria Pitti.

6. Madonna and Child (fig. 7)
Washington D.C., National Gallery of Art.

7. Madonna and Child with Stories of the Life of St. Anne
(Pitti Tondo) (fig. 8)
Florence, Galleria Pitti.

8. Madonna and Child with Two Angels (fig. 9)
Florence, Gallerie degli Uffizi.

9. Madonna and Child (fig. 10)
Munich, Alte Pinakothek.

cyclopedia of World Art, op. cit., 259 (1440-2); Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi,
op. cit., 63, 176 (c. 1442); Qertel, op. cit., 24, 66-7 (after 1439 when
the chapel built and c. 1445 at the time of a Medici gift; c. 1445; goes
further along the direction shown in the Uffizi Coronation of the
Virgin of 1441); Pudelko, Rivista d’Arte, op. cit., 66, n. 1 (c. 1442);
Berenson, op. cit., 210 {earlier than the Uffizi Coronation of the Virgin
of 1441).

6. Washingron Madonna—c. 1445: Marchini, op. cit., 98, 208
(dated by scholars between 1437 and 1445; points towards the Pizti
Tondo of 1452); F. R. Shapley, Paintings from the S. H. Kress Collec-
tion, London, 1966, 107 (c. 1440-5); Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, op. cit.,
214-5 (many say 1440’s but more mature, like Botticelli to whom it
may be attributed); Qertel, op. cit., 75 (from the time of the
Barberini Anunciation and the Uffizi Madonna and Child with Saints,
c. 1445); Pudelko, Rivista d’Arte, op. cit., 68 (belonging with works of
1442-7).



Figure 9. Lippi, Madonna and Child with Two Angels. Flor-
ence, Galleria degli Uffizi.

Although in some of these Lippi depicted a full or half-
length Madonna or Virgin similarly placed before an
arched structure, there is not a single work to which the
Utah Madonna resembiles so closely that the dating is ob-
vious. Rather one must make a very close examination of
various details to find its nearest relative. A comparison of

the Madonna’s head, Child’s head, and hands and feet

7. Pitti Tondo—c. 1452-3: commissioned in 1452 and some
scholars include the year 1453: Gli Uffizi. .., op. cit., 335, no.
P878; Marchini, op. cit., 223; Pittaluga, Encyclopedia of World Art,
op. cit., 258; Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, op. cit., 162; Oertel, op. cit., 705
Pudleko, Rivista d’Arte, op. cit., 51; Berenson, op. cit., 213; Gronau,
op. cit., 271; Mendelsohn, op. cit., 29-30, 232-3, 247-8; Supino, op.
cit., 80-1; Strutt, op. cit., xxi, 89-90, 188-9.

8. Uffizi Madonna and Child with Two Angels— late 1450’s—c.

1465; Gli Uffizi. .., op. cit., 335, no. P879 (literature dates it
1455/7); Marchini, op. cit., 103, 214 (c. 1465); Pittaluga, Encyclopedia
of World Art, op. cit., 260 (shows late style of works late 1450’ and
early 1460’s including the Berlin Adoration of the Child, the London
National Gallery lunettes of the Annunciation and Seven Saints, and
the Munich Madonna); Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, op. cit., 127, 173 (c.
1465); Oertel, op. cit., 75 (c. 1465); Pudelko, Rivista d*Arte, op. cit.,

An Unpublished Madonna and Child by Lippi

A

Figure 10. Lippi, Madonna and Child. Munich, Alte
Pinakothek.

provides some clues, and a discussion of color and compo-
sition provides others.

In comparing the head of the Utah Madonna with other
Madonnas, one must be aware that only the underpaint is
left and, of course, there is a great loss in the center of the
face. Consequently there is neither the plastic nor the lin-
ear strength that one finds elsewhere in Lippi’s figures. The

51, 52 (mid 1450’s but could be mid 1460’s because of the color and
because of links with Botticelli).

9. Munich Madonna—c. 1460-7: Alte Pinatothek Miinchen V,
Italienische Malerei, Munich, 1975, 63 (c. 1460-5 along with Uffizi
Madonna and Child with Two Angels); Marchini, op. cit., 103, 214 (a
lictle after the Uffizi Madonna and Child with Two Angels of c. 1465);
Pittaluga, Encyclopedia of World Art, op. cit., 260 (late style of late
1450’ and early 1460’s including the Berlin Adoration of the Child,
the London National Gallery lunettes of the Annunciation and Seven
Saints, and the Uffizi Madonna and Child with Two Angels); Pittaluga,
Filippo Lippi, op. cit., 130, 200 (immediately after the Uffizi Madonna
with Two Angels of c. 1465); Qertel, op. cit., 75 (c. 1465-7); Pudelko,
Rivista d’Arte, op. cit., 51-2 (a little after the Uffizi Madonna and
Child with Two Angels of the mid 1450’s or mid 1460’s).
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forms are still “sculptural,” but it is as if one were looking
at a rough, pitted marble damaged by weather, with nei-
ther the sheen of polished round surfaces nor the sharp-
ness of line from chiseled edges. A comparison with the
Tarquinian Madonna (dated 1437) (fig. 2) shows a similar
global head with high forehead and firm chin and jaw.
The lips of the Tarquinian Madonna are not so full and,
because she glances down, large portions of the eyelids are
exposed. In the full lips and distant glance, the Utah
Madonna is closer to the Metropolitan Madonna (c. 1437-8)
(fig. 3). Although the Louvre Madonna (1437/8 and the
years following) (fig. 4) differs in glance, the lips are also
full. Two other figures are related and share features with
these early types, the Virgin in the Barberini Annunciation
(c. 1441-7) (fig. 5) and the Madonna in the Uffizi Madonna
and Child with Saints (c. 1440-5) (fig. 6). They are all “sis-
ters” and range in date from 1437 to c. 1447. The Utah
Madonna is more similar to the Tarquinian Madonna than
to the others since the noses of both are broad and termi-
nate in a distinctive triangular form, and the faces taper to
a short, angular jaw instead of a more rounded one. There-
fore, although the Utah Madonna is a member of a whole
family of “early” matronly types, there are hints that the
panel may be closest in date to the Tarquinian Madonna
(1437). In 1452 and the years following until Lippi’s death
in 1469, the Madonna becomes a sophisticated, pretty type
with delicate features such as a thin, turned-up nose,
slightly pursed mouth, and pointed chin (figs. 8-10). These
are only “distant relatives” of the earlier matronly women,
and they herald Botticelli’s winsome, elegant types. Transi-
tional is the Washington Madonna (c. 1445) (fig. 7) who
shares features with both the early and late groups.
Because the Child’s face is well-preserved, one is on
firmer grounds in comparing him to other babies by Lippi.
There is a real kinship between children of the Utah Ma-
donna and the Tarquinian Madonna (dated 1437) (fig. 2),
and the closeness would be even more apparent if they
were turned at the same angle. Both have button eyes pop-
ping from their sockets and snubbed noses with bulbous
ends. The hair is a mass of curls, each going its own direc-
tion and made into tufts by the placement of dark strokes
next to light ones. However, in the Tarquinian panel the
cheeks are fuller (indeed, the child has almost no neck at
all), the eyeballs bulge more, and the hair is slightly agi-
tated, with each lock taking a serpentine curve back on
itself. This is a brute of a child, made more so because of
his active pose of charging at his mother. The child in the
Utah painting is tamer in form and pose. In some ways he
fits better with the babies in the Metropolitan Madonna (c.
1437-8) and the Louvre Madonna (1437/8 and the years
following) (figs. 3 and 4). Older “brothers” of the Utah

child are found in some of the heads of angels in the
Louvre Madonna (the one to the left of the throne, fig. 4)
and in the Uffizi Coronation of the Virgin (1441-7) (first row
left side, second from edge).!® The child in the Uffizi
Madonna and Child with Saints (c. 1440-5) (fig. 6) is still
similar, and although the hair has lost some of its plastic
strength, the face has the same rounded features. In all
these children there is an additive quality to the forms, as
if each rounded element were slightly separate from the
others. The cheeks bulge out from the face, the round iris
seems to float up from the eyeball, and the eyeball is en-
circled by the curved segments of the lids. These tough lit-
tle urchins are all “brothers” and range in date from 1437
to 1447, although there may be hints that the Utah child
fits closest to the children of the Tarquinian Madonna and
the Metropolitan Madonna, thus 1437-8. In 1452 and the
years following the children change, a change which is
equivalent to the change of the Madonna into a pretty
woman. They are sweeter, with dainty features and soft,
downy hair. Transitional and like a “cousin” to both the
early and the late groups is the child in the Washington
Madonna (c. 1445) (fig. 7).

Because of a burn hole in the lower center of the Utah
Madonna, the Madonna’s right hand is almost totally lost.
Enough of the original contour of the fingers is visible to
reconstruct the position of the hand which hangs down,
with a few fingers curled in—not like the hand in the re-
storation which was placed laterally, as if steadying the
child (fig. 1, p. 18). The other hand is badly abraded, and
one sees only the brownish underpaint. The contour,
however, is very readable and this hand is a large “mitt,”
with splayed pointed fingers, slightly bent at the knuckles.
Similarly-formed hands appear in the Tarquinian Ma-
donna, the Metropolitan Madonna, the Louvre Madonna,
the Barberini Annunciation, the Uffizi Madonna and Child
with Saints, and the Washington Madonna (figs. 2-7). By
1452 and in the years following, the hands are much better
articulated, with a sense of bone structure and tendons
(figs. 8-10), particularly apparent in the Uffizi Madonna
and Child with Two Angels (fig. 9). The hands of the child
in the Utah panel are short and pudgy, with the mitt-like
quality of the hands of his mother; and they find their
counterparts in the Tarquinian Madonna, the Metropolitan
Madonna, Louvre Madonna and the Uffizi Madonna and
Child with Saints (figs. 2-4, 6). Like the Madonna’s hands,
the extremities of the child become progressively finer and
better articulated over time (figs. 8-10). In the Uffizi Ma-
donna and Child with Two Angels (fig. 9), the two angels
make a veritable flutter of little digits. The portrayal of
hands and feet puts the Utah Madonna within the early
group, 1437-c. 1447.



Through a comparison of figural style in Lippi’s work
one arrives consistently at a range of possible dates 1437~
1447, although through comparisons there are often hints
that the Utah Madonna clings more closely to the Tarquin-
ian Madonna and the Metropolitan Madonna, thus c.
1437-8. One can narrow the date to precisely 1437-8 by a
discussion of color and composition—although speaking
about color is hard because of the loss of glazes in the Utah
panel, and a consideration of composition is difficult
because of the indistinctness of the architectural elements
(see p. 4).

The underpaint of the draperies of the Utah Madonna is
warm red, and although the missing glazes might have dif-
ferentiated the mother and child (see Conservation Re-
port, pp. 17-20), they are basically bound by hue. This
binding together through color occurs in only two works.
All are early and all use a red hue: the Madonna of Humility
with Saints and Angels, Museo del Castello Sforzesco, Milan
(c. 1432)!1 and the Metropolitan Madonna (c. 1437-8) (fig.
3). Considering the color of the Utah panel in the most
general terms, one sees a massive block of blue and red
drapery placed against a cool grey architecture and sur-
rounded by busy marble elements of ochre, rose, lavender,
and white. There is only one striking parallel in Lippi’s
work, the Metropolitan Madonna (fig. 3).

The tension resulting from the opposition between for-
ward and backward motion in the Utah Madonna is
similar to that in the Tarquinian Madonna and in the
Metropolitan Madonna (figs. 2 and 3). The tension in the
Tarquinian Madonna is the most extreme of the three
because the figures are bigger and the depth more ample;
however, the bulk of the architecture flanking the Utah
Madonna and its vibrant overall marble architecture (now
lost) ties it firmly to that early masterpiece dated 1437.
Still, the Utah Madonna is also close to the slightly later
Metropolitan Madonna (c. 1437-8), although there the sur-
face area of architectural members is less and the arms of
the throne seem somewhat behind the Madonna instead
of truly engulfing her and locking her to the edges of the
panel. Even the swirls in the marble architectural elements
of the Utah Madonna are closest in design to these early
works. There is a lessening of tension between the surface
and the space in the Washington Madonna (c. 1445), (fig. 7)
since she is clearly seated before the niche. And, even
though the figures in the Pitti Tondo, the Uffizi Madonna
and Child with Two Angels, and the Munich Madonna (figs.
8-10) are jammed up against the frontal plane, there is a
sense of release in the vastness of the spatial depth and the
potential that the Madonna could swing on her knee out

10. 1lL., Marchini, op. cit., pl. 21.
11. 1Il., Marchini, op. cit., pl. 7.
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Figure 11. Masaccio, Madonna and Child (Pisa Altar). Lon-
don, National Gallery of Art.

Figure 12. Lippi, Adoration of the Child. Berlin (Dahlem),
Staatliche Museen.
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Figure 13. Luca della Robbia, Tambourine Players, Cantoria.
Florence, Museo del’Opera del Duomo.

of the confines of the painting. The Utah Madonna fits
well with the early works, and one only has to make the
mental effort to fill in the architecture to appreciate the
balance-through-tension which gives this early work its
breadth and power, a tough aesthetic very different from
the serene art of a contemporary like Fra Angelico.

LIPPP’'S FIGURAL TYPES IN RELATION TO
MADONNAS BY OTHER ARTISTS
During the second half of the fourteenth century and
the first half of the fifteenth century, some painters por-
trayed Madonnas with a melancholic far-off glance similar
to that of the Madonna in the Utah panel. There were

12. For examples by Fra Angelico, see ]. Pope-Hennessy, Fra Angelico,
Ithaca, 1974, 2nd ed., pls. 1, 11, 15, 25, 36, 38, 39, 48, 90, 96, 126 and
fig. 17.

13. This gesture appears in some fourteenth-century examples. See
Van Marle, op. cit., Il, 1924, fig. 278; D. Shorr, The Christ Child in Devo-
tional Images in ltaly during the XIV Century, New York, 1954, 186-7; and
R. Fremantle, Florentine Gothic Painters, London, 1975, fig. 700. For some
fifteenth-century examples done outside Florence, see Van Marle, VII,
1926, figs. 147, 227; VI, 1927, figs. 151, 155; IX, 1927, figs. 203, 218, 343.
For fifteenth-century examples done in Florence, see Fremantle, figs.
1043, 1050, 1136, 1096 and Gli Uffix, catalogo generale, Florence, 1979,
488, no. P1484.

14. See Domencio di Bartolo’s Madonna, Pinacoteca, Siena, dated 1433

™

Figure 14. Donatello, Madonna and Child and Angels. Bos-
ton, Museum of Fine Arts.

painters both outside and in Florence such as Cennino
Cennini, the Maestro del Bambino Vispo, Masolino, and
Fra Angelico. While Masolino (fig. 19) and Fra Angelico
depict children who are usually stiff little adults, often in
the act of blessing and/or holding the globe of the world as
the Salvator Mundi,!? other painters contrasted a melan-
cholic Madonna to a human-acting child, and there are a
few examples where the child, like Lippi’s, sucks his fin-
gers.!3 These examples might make one think that Lippi
could only look to painting outside his native town!* or to
second-rate painting by his fellow Florentines except for a
major monument finished in 1426, Masaccio’s Pisa Altar
(fig. 11).}5 Masaccio, Vasari writes, was so influential on

which has been thought to influence other early works by Lippi (ill., Van
Marle, op. cit., IX, 1927, fig. 338). However, it is possible that Lippi
influenced him or that the two artists arrived at similar images simultane-
ously, perhaps because they were drawing on a common source, Masac-
cio. For varying opinions about their relation, see Salmi, op. cit., 14-16;
G. Fiocco, “Filippo Lippi a Padova,” Rivista d'Arte, XVIII, 1936, 32ff.;
Pudelko, Art Bulletin, op. cit., 108, 111; Qertel, op. cit., 14-15; Pittaluga,
Filippo Lippi, op. cit., 32; and Marchini, op. cit., 198-99.

15. Although Masaccio’s Altar was commissioned for the Church of
the Carmine in Pisa, parts of it could have been worked on in Florence,
as suggested by Berti in P. Volponi and L. Berti, L'opera completa di
Masaccio, Classici dell’arte, Milan, 1968, 84. Lippi was also in Pisa at
some date, for Vasari attributes to him a figure in fresco in the Church of




Figure 15. Donatello, Cantoria, detail. Florence, Museo

dell’ Opera del Duomo.

Lippi “that many said the spirit of Masaccio had entered
into the body of Fra Filippo.”!¢ It is not only in the Ma-
donna’s expression and the child’s gesture that the two
panels are related. In his early works Lippi consistently
emulated Masaccio in the sculptural quality of his figures
and drapery folds, and in this respect the Lippi is closer
to Masaccio’s Madonna than to the Madonnas of other
painters.

Two additional artists, sculptors both, were important
influences on Lippi’s art in general and may relate in parti-
cular to the Utah Madonna. Before the date of the Utah
Madonna (c. 1437-8), Luca della Robbia created two mel-
lancholic Madonnas with children who behave like real

the Carmine which had been thought to be by Masaccio (Vasari-
Milanesi, op. cit., IIl, 292-3).

See also the San Giovanale Triptych, attributed by most critics to Masac-
cio and dated 1422. Here the Madonna’s expression and the child’s
gesture are similar, although the plasticity is less strong than that in
the Pisa Altar: Berti in Volponi and Berti, op. cit., no. 1 (with further
bibliography).

L. Berti discusses the particular motif of the child eating grapes present
in both of Masaccio’s paintings: “Masaccio, 1422, Commentarii, X1, 1961,
86, n. 4; Masaccio, University Park and London, 1967, 44, 63; and in
Volponi and Berti, op. cit., no. 1.

16. G. Vasari, ed. G. Milanesi, Le wite de’piit eccellenti pittori scultori ed
architettori, Florence, 1906, 1I, 613.
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Figure 16. Donatello, Pazzi Madonna. Berlin (Dahlem),
Staatliche Museen.

babies, and Michelozzo made two others. Interestingly,
two of the four babies put their fingers in their mouths.!?
Although one cannot say that the Lippi surely relied on
any of these Madonnas by Masaccio, Luca, or Michelozzo,
the meaning of the painting becomes clear via the Masac-
cio: the child is eating grapes, an established sacramental
reference to the blood Christ shed to save mankind; while
the child acts like a normal baby stuffing the grapes in his
mouth, the mother is sadly contemplating his future sacri-
fice. The contrast between the spiritual state of the Ma-
donna and the unaware child occurs throughout Lippi’s

Madonnas, although in only one is the meaning as overt
as in the Masaccio. In the Pitti Tondo (fig. 8) the Child is

17. For Luca della Robbia, see his Madonnas, Ashmolean Museum,
Oxford, before 1428 and Bode Museum, East Berlin, c. 1430-4 (J. Pope-
Hennessy, Luca della Robbia, 1980, Ithaca, cat. nos. 22 and 24 and pls.
90A and 92). For Michelozzo, see his Madonnas in the Tomb of Pope John
XX (by Donatello and Michelozzo), Baptistry, Florence, c¢. 1421-c.
1428 and portal lunette, Sant’Agostino, Montepulciano (R. W. Light-
bown, Donatello and Michelozzo, London, 1980, 1, 323 and 11, 322, 329,
pls. 140 and 70). For similar but later Madonnas by Luca, see Pope-
Henessy, Luca della Robbia, op. cit., pls. XXV-XXIX and figs. 84 A and B,
96, 97, 102, 103 (one of which has the motif of the child sucking his
fingers). For further examples of the motif in fifteenth-century sculpture,
see ]. Pope-Hennessy, Catalogue of Italian Sculpture in the Victoria and
Albert Museum, London, 1964, IIl, figs. 68, 87, 88 and A. Venturi, Storia
dell'arte italiana, V1, Milan, 1908, figs. 295, 296.

11
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Figure 17. Anonymous Florentine, Madonna and Child.
Florence, Duomo, Campanile.
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Figure 19. Masolino, Madonna and Child, fresco. Empoli,
Chiesa di Santo Stefano degli Agostiniani.

about to eat a pomegranate, an alternate symbol for the
blood of Christ, and the Madonna stares out at the
viewer, her all-seeing eye in the dead center of the paint-
ing. In addition, in two of Lippi’s three representations of
the Adoration, the Utah Child’s gesture recurs (fig. 12). Set
in an exotic, otherworldly landscape, and accompanied by

18. The second Adoration, Galleria degli Uffizi, Florence, no. 8350, is
from the nuns’ convent of Annalena, c. 1452-55 or soon afterwards..In
the third Adoration, Galleria degli Uffizi, Florence, no. 8353, from the
hermitage monastery of Camaldoli c. 1463, the child has his hand near
his mouth. It should be noted that although the figures in these three
Adorations were not used in the stylistic analysis of this essay (pp. 7-8)
since the evidence of workshop participation is apparent, especially in the
main figures, the design as well as much of the surface is surely by Lippi
and the paintings are documented by early sources to him.

Figure 18. Andrea della Robbia, Madonna and Child (Via
dell’Agnolo Lunette), enameled terracotta. Flor-
ence, Museo Nazionale,

Figure 20. Fra Angelico, St. Peter Martyr, fresco. Florence,
S. Marco.

saints and heavenly beings, the Madonna is rapt in her
own thoughts while she worships her son. All figures share
a highly mystical state of awareness but in contrast the
child sucks his finger—an unknowing, helpless babe iso-
lated on the ground.!®

Although the figural types in the Utah Madonna are

19. However, in one instance a Lippi Madonna comes very close to
that by a sculptor. The undated Medici-Riccardi Madonna (ill., Marchini,
pl. 74) differs somewhat from any of Lippi’s Madonnas discussed in the
course of the essay and this might be explained by its derivation from a
Madonna by Michelozzo (Lightbown, op. cit., I, 323 and 11, 322, pl. 140),
who shares with it an unusually long face, slender and straight nose, and
wide but thin lips (the architectural shell is also similar). Because the
Michelozzo dates c. 1421-c. 1428, it does not help place the Lippi Medici-
Riccardi Madonna, variously dated c. 1440-1465: Marchini, op. cit., 98
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Figure 21. Giovanni del Biondo, Madonna

Siena, Pinacoteca.

and Child.

Figure 23. Giovanni Toscani, Madonna and Child. Flor-

ence, Palazzo Vecchio.

uniquely Lippi’s (see pp. 1-2), writers have often men-
tioned various artists when discussing the figural types in
his Madonnas: Lorenzo Monaco, Gentile da Fabriano,
Masolino, Masaccio, Fra Angelico, Donatello, and Luca
della Robbia. For the most part these writers are making
general comparisons and not citing specific precedents for

(points towards Pitti Tondo c. 1452), cat. no. 40, 208 (middle phase of his
style and hard to date); Pittaluga, Encyclopedia of World Art, op. cit., 259
(c. 1442-3); Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, op. cit., 177 {c. 1442-3); Oertel, 42
(time of Prato Duomo fresco cycle and not until after 1460), cat., 75
(similar to Adoration of Child, Uffizi no. 8353 c. 1463); Berenson, op. cit.,
223 (c. 1441); Pudelko, Rivista d’Arte, op. cit., 64 (c. 1441); and Pudelko,
Art Bulletin, op. cit., 108, n. 10 (c. 1445). The dating of the Medici-
Riccardi Madonna is also not helped by comparison with Masolino’s
Madonna dated 1423 (see Fremantle, op. cit., fig. 1014) which is similar in

An Unpublished Madonna and Child by Lippi

Figure 22. Giovanni di Milano, Madonna and Child with
Donors. New York, The Metropolitan Museum
of Art.

Figure 24. Lippi, Annunciation, Washington, D.C., Na-
tional Gallery.

Lippi’s figures.

The Madonna in the Utah panel does not have a strik-
ing parallel with a Madonna by any other artist, and
indeed, the majority of Lippi’s Madonnas do not seem
inspired by others’ types.!® Nor does the Child in the Utah
panel find a striking parallel with a child by another artist,

the glance of the child, his position of striding and reaching towards his
mother, and his little shirt. The Medici-Riccardi Madonna can also be
compared with one by Luca della Robbia where the pressing together of
the faces, the grasping of the mother’s veil, and the placement of the child
on a ledge is similar. Luca’s Madonna has recently been dated c. 1460 in-
stead of a previously suggested dating of c. 1450 (Pope-Hennessy, Luca
della Robbia, op. cit., cat. no. 40, 255, colorpl. XXIX). In either case, a
possible dependence of Lippi on Luca would place the work in the 1450’
or 1460’s, during the second half of his career.

13
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Figure 25. Maestro della Misericordia, Vision of St. Cather-
ine, detail. New York, The Metropolitan Mu-
seum of Art (Lehman Collection).

but he does come somewhat close to a few of the heads of
Tambourine Players in Luca della Robbia’s Cantoria, 1431
-1438 (fig. 13).2° As well as sharing a general roundness of
forms, the eyes look up, creating a similar floating effect of
the iris, typical of Lippi’s children. The importance of
Luca’s Cantoria for other Lippi children has been pointed
out by Del Bravo who compares heads in Lippi's Uffizi
Coronation with heads in two of the reliefs and by Mar-
chini who says that youths in Lippi’s Castello Sforzesco

20. For the dating, see Pope-Hennessy, Luca della Robbia, op. cit.,
226-8. The child’s head is also similar to one at the left of a relief of danc-
ing putti by Donatello, Michelozzo and Workshop in the Outdoor Pulpit,
Duomo, Prato, 1433-8; see Lightbown, op. cit., II, 323 and pl. 86 and
H. W. Janson, The Sculpture of Donatello, Princeton, 1963, 108 and
pl. 48b.

21. C. Del Bravo, “L’'Umanesimo di Luca della Robbia,” Paragone,
CCLXXV, 1973, 12-13 (he also compares the poses of the children in the
Tarquinian and Louvre Madonnas to figures in the Cantoria) and Marchini,
op. cit., 21. See also J. Pope-Hennessy, “The Interaction of Painting and
Sculpture in Florence in the Fifteenth Century, Jowrnal of the Royal Soci-
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Figure 26. Sodoma, A Priest Brings Food to St. Benedict,
fresco, detail. Monteoliveto, Monasterio.

Madonna of Humility owe their “di sott’in su” presentation
to the Cantoria.?! It is indeed possible that the foreshorten-
ing peculiar to Lippi, evident in the Utah Child’s head (see
p. 2) resulted from Lippi’s looking at relief sculpture. This
is suggested by a further comparison. In Lippi’s Uffizi Ma-
donna and Child with Saints, c. 1440 (fig. 6), and Donatello’s
Boston Madonna, c. 1425-8 (fig. 14)?2, done in low relief,
the distant cheek is pulled into too full a view. In another
instance Lippi also seems to depend on Donatello. The

ety of Art, CXVII, 1969, 420.

22. For the dating, see Janson, op. cit., 86.

23. For the dating, see Lightbown, op. cit., Il, 324; Janson, op. cit., 119.

24. lil. Pope-Hennessy, Fra Angelico, op. cit., figs. 3, 7, 8, 21, 22, 59, 60
and pls. 15, 18, 56b, 96, 126, 127.

25. See Freemantle, op. cit., figs. 1012 and 1014 and Berti, Masaccio,
op. cit., 109 and fig. 62.

26. See R. Ghiotto and T. Pignatti (catalogue), L’opera completa di Gio-
vanni Bellini, Classici dell’arte, Milan, 1969, passim.

27. For the dating, see E. Micheletti, Masolino da Panicale, Milan,
1959, 21 and for a fourteenth-century precedent by Taddeo Gaddi, see



brutish baby in Lippi’s Tarquinian Madonna, dated 1437
(fig. 2), is similar to a putto who puffs his cheeks as he
blows a trumpet in Donatello’s Cantoria, 1433-1439 (fig.
15).23 The heads are depicted at the same angle, the bulg-
ing eyes are set close together, and the cheeks are so fat
there is almost no neck at all. About mid-way through his
career, c. 1450, Lippi came under the sway of Fra Angel-
ico, and his style shifted from its robust beginnings into a
softer, more lyrical vein. The above comparisons underline
the impact of sculpture on his early art—both the example
of the sculpturesque style of Masaccio and the example of
sculpture itself.

ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS
AND FORMAT OF THE UTAH MADONNA

The sources of some of the architectural details of the
Utah Madonna and its format as a pointed lunette are diffi-
cult to determine, and it seems that in several of these
aspects Lippi is unusual or unique.

The marble architecture evident in the Utah panel and
many other paintings by Lippi is shared with Fra Angel-
ico.2* It is not a common fourteenth-century device,
despite its appearance in works by Giotto and a few
followers. Fra Angelico first uses marble in the late 1410’s,
and Masolino and Masaccio use it in the 1420’s.25 The
earliest work securely by Lippi that has marble architec-
ture is the Tarquinian Madonna dated 1437 (fig. 2); here he
employs this pictorial device with abandon. Therefore,
Lippi might have been influenced by Fra Angelico, Maso-
lino, or Masaccio. Marble architecture is relatively rare
in the first half of the fifteenth century except in the work
of Lippi and Fra Angelico; and when it appears at mid-
century, it does so in works by their studio and followers.

The ledge in the Utah Madonna, on which the child rests
his foot, is also rare until the second half of the century
where it becomes a favorite motif of Giovanni Bellini, c.
1450-1510.26 In painting it seems to occur first in Maso-
lino’s Empoli Madonna, 1424 (fig. 19),2” which is followed
by Lippi's Utah Madonna, his Washington Madonna, c.
1445 (fig. 7), his Medici-Riccardi Madonna, c. 1450-1460’s,
Domenico Veneziano’s Madonna, Settignano, c. 1432-7,28

Boskovits, op. cit., fig. 2.

28. 1., H. Wohl, The Paintings of Domenico Veneziano, New York and
London, 1980, pl. 24 (the ledge is implied).

29. 1. E. Flaiano and L. Tomasi (catalogue), L’opera completa di
Uccello, Classici dell’arte, Milan, 1971, cat. no. 33.

30. For the dating, see Janson, op. cit., 44, and for another example, see
J. Pope-Hennessy, An Introduction to Italian Sculpture, I, London and New
York, 1971, fig. 28.

31. 1ll. Pope-Hennessy, Luca della Robbia, op. cit., cat. no. 23, 249, pl.
90B. For other examples by Luca and one by Buggiano, see pls. XXV,
91A, 94A, and figs. 26, 27.

An Unpublished Madonna and Child by Lippi

and Uccello’s Madonna, Dublin, c. 1445.2° These are the
few examples in painting in the first half of the fifteenth
century. The stimulus to use a ledge and, in addition, to
join the ledge with a frame, might very well be due to
sculpture where there are earlier and more numerous ex-
amples. Donatello’s Pazzi Madonna, c. 1422 (fig. 16),%° pre-
dates the Masolino, and Luca della Robbia made use of the
ledge combined with a surrounding frame, beginning in
the Madonna, Jacquemart-André Museum, c. 1428.3!
Therefore, Lippi might have been inspired by Masolino,
Donatello, or Luca della Robbia, but it is significant that
he used the motif more than other painters and went fur-
ther than sculptural examples by combining the ledge not
just with a frame but with flanking architectural elements.
It is by this ledge and architecture that he creates a tension
between the frontal plane and the depth of the back-
ground architecture—something which is unique to his
art, for in no other prototype or contemporary example in
painting or relief sculpture is the conflict between surface
and space even suggested.

The last item under consideration is undoubtedly the
hardest to unravel, the pointed lunette format of the Lippi
Utah Madonna. There are three media from which Lippi
might have drawn. The format of a pointed or round
lunette for a half-length Madonna (or saint, Man of Sor-
rows, ot God the Father) occurs in the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries, but it seems to become less fre-
quently used in the fifteenth century. For relief sculpture
the pointed “Gothic” lunette was popular in the older
period (fig. 17), while the round lunette appears to be more
typical of the fifteenth century (fig. 18). Frescoes with half-
length Madonnas (or other figures) use either a round or
pointed lunette (figs. 19 and 20).%2 In panel painting there
are many older examples of polyptychs with the half-length
Madonna in a rectangular vertical format terminated in a
round or pointed arch; the Madonna image was then oc-
casionally isolated as an independent altar (fig. 21). How-
ever, there are very few examples of half-length Madonnas
without the rectangular vertical shape and thus equivalent
to the sculpted reliefs and frescoes. There are only a hand-
ful, including round lunettes by Taddeo Gaddi and Gio-

32. For more fifteenth-century examples of a half-length Madonna in
relief sculpture in a lunette, see Pope-Hennessy, An Introduction . . . , op.
cit., 11, fig. 58; Lightbrown, op. cit., 11, pls. 21, 70; Venturi, op. cit., VI, figs.
227, 260; Pope-Hennessy, Luca della Robbia, op. cit., pls 96, 97 and figs.
24, 26. For a fifteenth-century example of a fresco, see one by Pseudo Am-
brogio di Baldese, Florence, Carmine and for some fourteenth-century
ones, see Boskovits, op. cit., figs. 2, 544; Venturi, op. cit., V, Milan, 1907,
fig. 397; and C. Volpe, La pittura Rimanese del Trecento, Milan, 1965, fig.
293; P. Toesca, Storia del arte italiana, Il Trecento, Turin, 1971, fig. 648.

33. For the Taddeo Gaddi, see Shorr, op. cit., 25. For the Giovanni da
Milano, see Zeri, op. cit., 33, who says the shape is “unusnal.”
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vanni da Milano from the fourteenth century (fig. 22)*3
and pointed lunettes by an anonymous Florentine ¢. 1450
and Giovanni Toscani (c. 1370/8-1430), from the fifteenth
century (fig. 23).3* Several of the examples cited date after
the Utah Madonna and could not have served as a pro-
totype. Furthermore, if Lippi was inspired by any of the
earlier examples in sculpture, fresco, or panel painting, he,
more than any other artist, was inventive in his use of odd
formats; the Utah Madonna is an instance of this experi-
mental zeal. He also used a rectangular horizontal panel
with a rounded arch (later cut off at the top) (fig. 24),’° a
rectangular horizontal panel with a pointed arch,* a rec-
tangular horizontal panel with a very slowly rounded
arch,*” and a tondo (fig. 8).

THE FUNCTION AND THE POSSIBLE ORIGINAL
LOCATION OF THE UTAH MADONNA

The function of Lippi’s Utah Madonna is extremely diffi-
cult to determine. It is clear that it is an independent
panel, not joined to other panels to the side or below. It
might have served as an altarpiece®® or have been placed in
an arch in a wall (fig. 25) or have been raised above in a
wall arch or have been placed in an arch over a door (like
the empty wall arch or overdoor arch in fig. 5). In any of
these cases the candle burns are explicable, since candles

34. For the anonymous Florentine, see Gli Uffizi..., op. cit.,
506, no. P1577.

35. The Vision of St. Bernard, National Gallery, London (ill. Marchini,
op. cit., pl. 36), a normal rectangle, was also cut later, at the corners.

36. See the Castello Sforzesco Madonna of Humility (ill., Marchini, op.
cit., pl. 7).

37. See the Seven Saints and the Annunciation, National Gallery of Art,
London (ill., Marchini, op. cit., pls. 53 and 54).

38. See, for example, Agnolo Gaddi, Miracle of St. Nicholas, Cappella
Castellani, Santa Croce, Florence (ill., Boskovits, op. cit., fig. 129).

39. Vasari-Milanesi, op. cit., II, 265.

40. Two other paintings by Lippi are documented in The Palazzo Vec-
chio. They function as overdoors, and they have been identified as ex-
tant works, both with odd formats. One is the Vision of St. Bernard (n. 35)
and the other is the Washington Annunciation, for which see figure
24. For documents and discussion of both panels, see Il codice Anonimo
magliabechiano, ed. K. Frey, Berlin, 1892, 97; Vasari-Milanesi, op. cit., 11,
617; F. Baldinucci, Notizie dei Professori del disegno da Cimabue. ..,
Florence, 111, 1728, 101; Marchini, op. cit., cat. no. 16, 203, 232; Pittaluga,
Encyclopedia of World Art, op. cit., 258; Pittaluga, Filippo Lippi, op. cit.,
161, 227-8; Oertel, op. cit., 67; Gronau, op. cit., 271; Mendelsohn, op.
cit., 10, 247; Supino, op. cit., 70; Strutt, op. cit., XXI, 71, 193. See also M.
Davies, The Earlier Italian Schools, National Gallery Catalogues, London,
1961, cat. no. 248, 292 and Shapley, op. cit., 107.

41. For the Fra Angelico lunettes, see Vasari-Milanesi, op. cit., II, 508;
for the Andrea della Robbia, see Vasari-Milanesi, II, 175 and for its attri-
bution and dating {Andrea della Robbia, not Luca della Robbia as Vasari
says and c. 1470), see Pope-Hennessy, Luca della Robbia, op. cit., cat. no.
69, 269.

42. There are two items to consider in this suggestion. The first is the
possibility that Vasari mistook the Giovanni Toscani panel in the Palazzo
Vecchio (fig. 23) for a Lippi (he sometimes made mistakes in attribution,

were not only put on altars but might have flanked wall
arches, low or high, or an overdoor; an image from the six-
teenth century shows a candle not screwed into the wall
which would have been one possibility, but placed on the
lintel of the door where it illuminates a piece of sculpture
(fig. 26).

Vasari writes about a now-lost work by Lippi done for
the Magistrato degli Otto in the Palazzo Vecchio: . . . in
mezzo tondo dipinto a tempera, una Nostra Donna col
Figliuolo in braccio.”* The Utah Madonna might possibly
be this “mezzo tondo.”® In scanning Vasari for another
use of the term “mezzo tondo,” one finds it applied to Fra
Angelico’s frescoes of half-length figures which are over-
doors in San Marco, all in the shape of a pointed lunette
(fig. 20 is one example) and to Andrea della Robbia’s relief
in the shape of a rounded lunette (fig. 18).*! “Mezzo
tondo” therefore means “lunette,” whether rounded or,
like the Utah Madonna, pointed. The extreme rarity of this
shape in the fifteenth century, particularly in panel paint-
ing, may very well argue that the Utah Madonna is the
painting by Lippi in the Palazzo Vecchio to which Vasari
referred, where it may have functioned as an altar, or set in
a wall arch, or placed high in a wall arch, or fitted as an

overdoor, in the very seat of the government of Florence.*?
Malibu

see footnote 41). However, Vasari knew Lippi’s style well and does not
make other errors in attributing works to him. Conclusive against this
possibility is the date when the Giovanni Toscani entered the collection
of the Palazzo Vecchio. It is due to the generosity of Serena Padovani who
called on her colleague, Dr. Silvia Melone Trulija of the Soprintendenza
of Florence to ferret out the provenance of the Giovanni Toscani. Dr.
Trulija found in the inventory of the Palazzo Vecchio of 1918 that the
Giovanni Toscani entered the collection in 1913 “from the tribunale,”
and clearly it was not in the Palazzo Vecchio before this time. My thanks
goes to both scholars for their spontaneous help.

The second item to consider is a long shot but a plausible one. If future
scholarship proves that the Utah Madonna is not the one seen in the
Palazzo Vecchio, it might be from Lippi’s Paduan period (documented to
1434). There are two versions of a Madonna in half-length (location
unknown and Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore) sometimes attributed to
Giorgio Schiavone (d. 1504), a Dalmatian who worked in Padua.
Although F. Zeri (Italian Painting in the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore,
1976, 204~5, pl. 102, with a full bibliography) does not give the composi-
tion to Schiavone but calls it “school of Padua,” he agrees with the
previous literature that suggested that the composition reflects a Lippi
precedent. Indeed, the composition shares several features with the Utah
Madonna: a mournful Madonna, a laterally-placedchild who sucks his
fingers, the positioning of the hands of the Madonna, the veil of the
Madonna, the tunic of the Child made from a substantial cloth and a
transparent veil, and a ledge on which the Child rests his feet. If the Pa-
duan artist was inspired by the Utah Madonna, then the problem is where
did he see it. Either he made a trip to Florence or he saw it at home
in Padua, where early sources describe some works by Lippi but none
remain. One has to conclude with a question: if the Utah Madonna
is not the one seen by Vasari in the Palazzo Vecchio, could it be a
product of Lippi’s stay in Padua and therefore before the Tarquinian
Madonna of 14372



Conservation Report on the Madonna and Child

by Fra Filippo Lippi

Elisabeth Mention

Support: Poplar panels vertically joined. Modern
cradle, 3 cm. on reverse.

Medium: egg tempura, est.

Shape: lunette

Dimensions: Height: 81 cm.; Width: 1 m.; Depth: lcm.

The conservation of the Utah Madonna and Child has
provided an unusual opportunity to investigate the tech-
niques and materials employed by an exceptional artist,
Work on the panel began in 1977 and has been carried out
intermittently to the present. Because of changes in the
conservation staff, the project was undertaken in essen-
tially three separate stages. Carol Mancusi-Ungaro was
responsible for the initial investigations and removal of the
majority of restorations in the paint layers. Three years
later, Bettina Jessell completed the cleaning of paint layers,
and filled the losses with gesso. A year later, the author
removed the modern gesso covering the border and carried
out the inpainting. At the suggestion of Andrea Rothe,
some restored areas were slightly reworked to make them
more legible; John Twilley, Conservation Scientist, was
responsible for paint analysis at the initial stage and again
in 1980 during the second cleaning.!

When the Lippi painting arrived at the museum conser-
vation laboratory, preliminary examination showed it to
be heavily restored (figure 1). Viewed in natural light large
areas of overpainting and faked craquelure appeared
throughout the picture, most notably on the Madonna’s
face and hands and in the marble pillars and niche behind
her. In addition, gesso on the entire border of approx-
imately 3.5 cm appeared to be a later addition.

To determine accurately the condition of the panel and
the extent of its damages, further investigations using
radiographs, ultra-violet, and infra-red light were carried
out. The ultra-violet and infra-red examination confirmed
the presence of heavy inpainting over virtually all of the

1. Mr. Twilley’s analysis involved s-ray fluorescence spectroscopy,
polarized light microscopy, and the use of x-ray fluorescence spectroscopy
in conjunction with electron microscope.

picture which was also covered with discolored, thick var-
nish. Radiographs showed that areas of heaviest restor-
ation had suffered severe damage in the form of large,
flame-shaped losses. These are characteristic of burns
caused by candles being placed close to the painting, and
the presence of which point to the panel’s possible func-
tion as an altar piece or overdoor. The radiographs also
reveal a long vertical loss running through the painting
where the two poplar panels were joined. The gesso on the
border of the picture revealed itself as an obvious later
addition, having a distinct craquelure and density from
the gesso ground under the remainder of the painting.

Despite the severity and extent of the damages to the
majority of the composition, the figure of the Christ child
appeared remarkably well-preserved. In addition, signifi-
cant elements in Lippi’s architecture, such as the column
on the left side of the panel and the marble molding and
detail on the right were in relatively good condition. After
consultation with Burton Fredericksen and with the Utah
Museum of Fine Arts, a decision was made to remove all
restorations in order to reveal, however fragmentary, the
remains of Lippi’s original painting.

The initial cleaning showed that the previous restorer
had taken major liberties in his reconstruction of the com-
position (figure 2). The architectural setting had been
altered by overpainting the ledge on which the child rests
his foot. In its place on the left, a pillow was painted which
disappears behind the column. On the right, the Virgin’s
cloak was brought down to cover the ledge and to bring
her figure in front of the marble column. Further changes
were made in the position of the Madonna’s right hand. In
the restored version her hand curves upward, while Lippi
positions it curved downward with fingers curled under,
supporting the child. The Virgin’s veil had been altered by
the addition of a very fine, lace-like second veil painted
under the original, heavier cap-like veil.
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Figure 1. Lippi, Madonna and Child (before restoration). Salt Lake City, Museum of Fine Arts.

The cleaning at the first stage also uncovered severe
damages which appear to have been caused by scraping
with a sharp instrument on the columns (figure 3). These
damages, however brutal, offer a unique opportunity to
see how the artist built up his paint layers to create his
marbled effect.

John Twilley’s analysis shows that the bottommost lay-
ers contain lead white and charcoal and are followed by
layers of a coarse yellow ochre, a pale pink lake, and a
thin, fine lead-tin yellow. To build up the volume of the
column, the artist painted first a flat stripe of light color

(corresponding to the side of the light source) juxtaposed
next to a darker stripe (corresponding to the shaded side of
the column). Over these flat bands of color he applied his
successive paint layers, working the light side gradually
into the dark side.

Further analysis at this stage included a cross-section of
the Madonna’s blue robe, which showed an underlayer of
charcoal and white lead covered by ultramarine followed
by a layer of azurite. This uppermost layer was very likely
restoration, as it was separated from the ultramarine by a
layer of discolored varnish. The Madonna’s red dress and
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Figure 2. Lippi, Madonna and Child, after first cleaning. Salt Lake City.

the Child’s wrap consisted of a first layer of red ochre and
lead white followed by a layer of crimson lake and a pale
red lake. The Child’s wrap differed from that of the Ma-
donna only by the addition of a fine cinnabar in the top
layer.

Perhaps the most fascinating discoveries in the conserva-
tion of the painting were to be found in Lippi’s creation of
flesh tones. He treated the Madonna’s face, her hands, the
Child’s face, and the Child’s body each in a distinct man-
ner. The Madonna’s face began with an underlayer of
charcoal and lead white over which he painted terre verte

mixed with yellow ochre. This was followed by a pink layer
estimated by Ms. Jessell to be red lake and lead white.
Lippi created her right hand with terre verte and hematite.
Unfortunately, virtually nothing remains of the flesh tones
of her left hand. The pigments used in the body of the
Child consist of, from the bottom layer, lead white, raw
sienna, and vermilion, followed by a pale pink lake on the
surface. The face of the Child has not been conclusively
analyzed, but is visually distinct from the body, having a
light opaque pink layer on top.

Also of special interest are the color changes which took

19




20 Mention

place in the Madonna’s right hand and the Child’s foot. In
both places the underlayers have darkened to such an ex-
tent that they appear almost black. A possible explanation
might be the conversion of mercuric sulfide to metacinna-
bar. An unusually high percentage of sulfur in the medium
may be another explanation for such a color change.
Although much has been discovered about the painting,
there are a number of questions which remain unan-
swered. Specifically, the precise layer structure of the flesh
tones where they have not been fully explored. Another
important question is the nature of the medium, which
varies tremendously from one sampled area to another.
Perhaps Lippi’s known use of additives to his tempera such
as honey or wax with glutinous ingredients? are responsi-

2. Sir Charles Eastlake, Methods and Materials of the Great Schools and
Masters, vol. 1, New York, Dover, 1960, p. 219 n.

Figure 3. Lippi, Madonna and Child, detail of scraped col-
umn. Salt Lake City.

ble for this variation.

Figure 1, p. 2, shows the completed conservation of the
Madonna. The false gesso covering the border has been re-
moved to reveal the raw wood which originally would
have been covered by either its own frame or the frame-
work of an altarpiece or overdoor. In restoring the picto-
rial elements, the approach was to inpaint the losses in a
manner distinct from the original yet which would allow
the viewer to reconstruct the composition visually. No at-
tempt was made to reconstruct those areas for which there
was any uncertainty. By minimizing the damages in this
way, the actual condition of the panel is not masked, yet a
unity of the pictorial elements is achieved.

Malibu



E COSI DESIO ME MENA

Burton B. Fredericksen

Even in this day of proliferating art historical literature,
many well-known and important paintings remain poorly
understood, and some works seem to escape successful in-
terpretation no matter how much attention is given them.
At the same time, there can be little doubt that one of the
attractions of working in the history of art—as opposed to
the critical study of literature—lies in the fact that there is
more to be discovered. At the very least, almost all works
of literature are still known by their original title, though
one may interpret and reinterpret their meaning. One
does not identify a new work by Ariosto or Schiller; at best
one might find an unknown letter. But what a luxury to
have so many paintings that carry no title at alll Not to
mention all of those whose author remains unknown, or
uncertain. Seen in this light, yet another incompletely
understood painting will only serve to improve our lot. I
have very little doubt that the next few years will reveal
more about the function as well as about the author of the
painting I intend to introduce here, but at the same time it
does not seem premature to discuss it now, to relate the
progress of initial research, and to voice the hope that we
are at least on the right track.

THE PAINTING

The painting is a small (45 cm., 17 in. square) lozenge-
shaped panel—patently from the sixteenth century—
depicting a scantily clad man riding bareback on a white
horse (fig. 1).! He wears a red cloth around his waist and
over one shoulder which flies out behind him as a flutter-
ing cape. Around his head is tied a thin, white ribbon, also
whipped by the wind and suggesting the speed with which
he rides. His lower legs are covered by golden leggings with
a cord at the top that also flies free. He sits on a dark,
vellow cloth or blanket that is fastened under the neck of
the horse and is cinched with a gray strap that goes com-

1. Acc. no. 80.PB.72.

2. The tradition of showing galloping horses with their two rear legs
planted on the ground is found already in Greek and Roman art and is
maintained throughout the Renaissance and into the nineteenth cen-
tury. One interesting parallel in Italy, pointed out to me by John Fletcher,
is the relief of a man on a horse by Andrea Pisano on the Florentine cam-
panile. He also wears a cape such as worn by the man in the Getty
painting.

pletely around the horse’s belly. The horse itself is seen in
full stride—or at least what the sixteenth century con-
ceived to be full stride—with his two front legs extended
and the two rear hooves firmly planted on the ground.
Thanks to the benefits of photography, we now know that
horses do not run this way, but it was a convention of the
time—and also perhaps an expression of the allegorical
function of the animal—to show them with the two rear
legs in virtually the same position.?

Under the horse is a patch of bright green grass. The
background is of azurite, originally very bright but now
thin from cleaning and therefore more grayish and sub-
dued in tone.* A tondo of gold leaf encircles the painting;
the inner edge is recessed, giving it some relief, and the
outer edge casts some shadow. The corners of the lozenge
are red with gold filigree. This ornament is highly delicate
in character and very skillful, clearly the work of someone
with experience in this genre and with a very strong decor-
ative sense.

Over the patch of grass, just under the hooves of the
horse, is a large gold cartouche with an inscription in gold
letters on a black field. The words read simply: E COSI
DESIO ME MENA.* The sense of the allegory derives from
this inscription, and with some license it can be inter-
preted in English as, “And so desire carries me along.”s
This fits well the image of the horse and rider: a white
horse—traditionally a symbol of passion—in full stride
with a half-naked man barely holding on to the mane. The
rider himself fixes his gaze on the viewer; he is not fright-
ened nor “impassioned,” but almost bemused; intent upon
his goal, but under control.

The sentiment itself is very beautiful. It is, however, a
motto that does not seem to have achieved any sort of cur-
rency; | am not aware of its having been used on other
occasions, and so far | have not found any record of its

3. The color was analyzed by the McCrone Laboratories in Chicago
and determined to be azurite.

4. In the sale catalogue of 1979 at Christie’s, the inscription was read as
E COSI DESIO MARFISA which was in turn related to Boiardo’s Orlando
Innamorato or Ariosto’s Orlando Furioso. The misreading was due to the
fact that part of the inscription was obscured by dirt and there is also a
loss of paint between the last two words.

5. Variations on this reading would be “And so desire carries me
away,” or even “And so desire leads me on.”
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Figure 1. Hans Holbein the Younger (attributed to), Allegory of Passion. Malibu, the J. Paul Getty Museum.



connection with any individual or group. A possible
source of the motto has been identified, however, and it
should come as no great surprise that it is from Petrarch’s
writings.6 The phrase, or one very nearly the same, is
found in his Canzoniere (or Rime), and specifically the one
hundred twenty-fifth canzone which begins with the line:
“Se ’l pensier che mi strugge. . . .” The complete stanza in
which one finds the motto reads as follows:

Come fanciul ch’a pena

volge la lingua e snoda,

che dir non sa ma 'l pitt tacer gli & noia,
cosi ’l desir mi mena

a dire, e vo’ che m’oda

la dolce mia nemica anzi ch’io moia.
Se forse ogni sua gioia

nel suo bel viso & solo,

e di tutt’altro & schiva,

odil tu, verde riva,

e presta a’ miei sospir si largo volo
che sempre si ridica

come tu m’eri amica.

This can be translated as follows:

Like a child who can hardly

move his tongue to form a word,

who cannot talk but finds it still more trying
to be silent,

so my desire leads me

to speak, and | want my sweet enemy

to hear me before I die.

If perhaps all her joy

is only on her beautiful face,

and she is averse to all else,

listen, green embankment,

and lend my sighs such lengthy flight

that it will always be repeated

how you were my friend.

This particular canzone is generally thought to have
been written by Petrarch (1304-1374) between the years
1337 and 1341 while the author was still in his early to mid
thirties and living in the Vaucluse in southern France. It is
typical of the love poems written in adoration of Laura,
the girl whom he saw when young and to whom he dedi-
cated a lifetime of poetry. It must be noted that the phrase

6. The connection with Petrarch was first made by Prof. J. H. Whitfield
of Birmingham, and it was also he who eventually identified the exact
source. .

7. It has been suggested—by Maria Chiara Arese Lucini of our staff—
that the phrase E COSI DESIO ME MENA was and is a colloquialism in
common usage in Italy. Dr. Nicholas Mann of Pembroke College, Ox-
ford, has confirmed this possibility, and so it is not to be excluded that
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“E cosi desio me mena” is only a portion of the complete
sentence, and by dropping off the final words of the phrase
—“a dire”—its meaning has been changed. In fact Petrarch
said that desire led him to speak. The omission of the last
words lends the phrase a more general character, one more
suitable for a motto. It is also more personal.?

That a Petrarchian phrase should appear on an allegory
from the sixteenth century is not surprising. Petrarch exer-
cised a strong influence on the art and literature of both
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. He was considered
all over Europe to have been the person who most con-
tributed to the rebirth of poetry in the Renaissance, and
he was generally honored as one of the founders of the
humanistic movement, a man whose writings inspired imi-
tators in virtually every country in Europe. Numerous edi-
tions of his works, including the Canzoniere, appeared
throughout the sixteenth century in a variety of languages,
and his poems were current among the educated class.

The presence of an Italian motto would naturally point
toward an Italian patron and an Italian artist, and when
the painting was auctioned in 1979 at Christie’s it was in
fact connected with the name of Giulio Romano, that pas-
sionate devotee of classical lore.® Giulio did not commonly
use such inscriptions on his pictures, and I know of noth-
ing he did that relates directly to Petrarch; he was much
too intent on the Latin sources. The style of the panel is
also clearly not related to that of Giulio, who loved fleshy
figures that derived from Roman sarcophagi. The wiry lit-
tle man on a horse in the Getty panel, with his thin and
very individualized features, also does not correspond in
any way to the canon of an artist whose classicizing ten-
dencies led all of his figures to approximate those of
Roman statuary. Indeed, no Italian painter could have
painted such a figure.

It will save further debate on this point if one detail is in-
troduced here that should settle the question of whether
the picture could have been painted in Italy. The artist
painted it on an oak panel, a support found primarily in
the low countries and Northern Germany, and this im-
plies that the painting also originated in the north.? Excep-
tions could be found, but since the style of the painting is
obviously northern, there does not seem to be any reason
to search for exceptions.

A second detail that should be mentioned here is a small
stamp on the reverse of the panel. This stamp takes the

the phrase did not come via Petrarch. In any case the sentiment is very
Petrarchian in nature.

8. Christie’s sale, February 9, 1979, lot no. 24.

9. Qak trees are found in England, the low countries, northern France
to a point somewhat south of Paris, and in most of northern and central
Germany.
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Figure 2. Stamp on the reverse of the panel of fig. 1.

form of an elaborated figure eight (fig. 2), and its signifi-
cance is still unknown. It was at first assumed!® that this
was a panel-maker’s stamp such as is often found on the
reverse of panels made in Antwerp. Other examples of this
particular stamp are unknown, but the explanation re-
mains a very tempting one. Unfortunately, very little is
recorded about panel stamps of any kind. It may be, for
instance, that certain collectors used such stamps, but if
they did, they must be very rare. The more famous marks,
such as those of Charles I, were not stamped but rather
branded. Indeed, virtually all stamps on the back of panels
have traditionally been assumed to be panel-makers’
stamps such as are often found on the reverse of panels
from Antwerp.

However, the overwhelming majority of such panel
marks are from the seventeenth century and not before.!!
According to John Fletcher only one other sixteenth cen-
tury panel has so far been identified with a stamp on the
reverse, the Portrait of Elizabeth of York in the Queen’s col-
lection at Holyrood House in Edinburgh, which has on
the back a stamp in the form of petals.’? The significance
of this stamp is not yet understood, and it is, therefore, of
very little help in identifying that on the Getty panel. It is
known that sixteenth-century Flemish sculptors com-
monly stamped their finished works: in Antwerp they
sometimes utilized a stamp in the form of a hand and
sometimes of a castle; in Brussels a hammer was employed,

10. John Fletcher has published this stamp as a panel-maker’s stamp in
an article in the Antiquaries Journal, v. 61, ii, 1981.

11. T have not been able to find any substantive material on this sub-
ject. The only article, very brief in nature, known to me is by Rene van
de Broek in the Gazette Nationale 'Antiquaire, no. 33, August,, 1972, pp.
XII-XIII. In a letter to John Fletcher of December, 1981, M. van de
Broek, a restorer active in Brussels, says that marks from the sixteenth
century are rare, and he could find no record of any. Since the subject
has been studied so little, however, it is always possible that more such
stamps exist without having been noticed.

12. This stamp is apparently not published, and I know of it only from
John Fletcher, who kindly volunteered the information

and in Mechelen, a coat of arms.!* But so far, no similar
practice is known for painted panels, at least not until the
seventeenth century, and the stamps from the seventeenth
century do not much resemble the two mentioned above.
Therefore one should probably resist the temptation to
assume that the Getty stamp and that on the painting in
Holyrood Palace are simply very early examples of Flem-
ish, and particularly Antwerp, panel-makers’ stamps.

There may be other reasons, however, for thinking that
the panels come from Antwerp. John Fletcher believes
that panels of the quality used for the Getty painting were
produced only in the major Flemish cities and not in
England.!* This has yet to be demonstrated conclusively,
in my opinion, but certainly Antwerp, because of its
preeminent importance as a center of art activity in the
sixteenth century, was a much more likely place to find
good oak panels at this time than any other major city in
northern Europe.

THE PROVENANCE

The next important bit of information that can be de-
rived from an examination of the painting is provided by a
somewhat larger mark branded on the back of the panel, a
monogram “HP” beneath a coronet. This monogram is
well known as that of Henry Prince of Wales and is our
earliest clue to the provenance of the painting. Henry
Frederick, the eldest son of James VI of Scotland (James I
of England), was born in 1594 and is rightly famous as a
patron of the arts, in spite of the fact that he died at the
age of eighteen and never attained the throne.

Not a great deal has been written about Henry’s activi-
ties as a collector, and a certain amount no doubt remains
to be gleaned from the English royal archives.!> No inven-
tory of the prince’s collection has yet been found; and
though some of the sources of his possessions have been
identified, it is also obvious that the list is far from com-
plete. The bulk of the prince’s collecting apparently took
place between 1610 and 1612, the year of his death, but
there is reason to think that James | acquired some pieces
on Henry’s behalf and gave them to him before 1610, the
year he was made Prince of Wales.!¢ In that year Henry

13. This information comes from ]. Lambrechts-Douillez, Associate
Curator at the Museum Vleeshuis in Antwerp, in a letter to John Fletcher
of December, 1980.

14. Dr. Fletcher’s opinion on this subject is contained in the following
article, pp. 39-44.

15. The definitive study of this subject must await publication of Sir
Roy Strong’s book. In the meantime, the best summary of Henry’s col-
lecting is found in Oliver Millar, The Queen’s Pictures, 1977, pp. 25-28.
See also Roy Strong, The English Icon: Elizabethan and Jacobean Portraiture,
1969, pp. 20, 55-57.

16. James I is credited with having bought the Lumley Library for
Henry in 1609 when the prince was just fifteen years old. See T. Birch,



also received a gift of some marine pieces by Hendrik
Vroom and Jan Porcellis from the Dutch ambassadors.!?
There are records of his buying paintings from Dutch
dealers who carried their offerings across the channel, and
from a variety of unidentified persons in England.!® But it
is also known that Henry asked for gifts of paintings as
part of the negotiations connected with his projected mar-
riage to Caterina de’ Medici, and he is also said to have
bought paintings through agents in Venice and probably
other cities on the continent.!® In addition to artists
already in England whom he patronized, such as Isaac
Oliver, Nicholas Hilliard, and Inigo Jones, Prince Henry
attracted to England Dutch painters such as Michel Miere-
veldt and the carver cum keeper Abraham Van der Doort,
as well as an Italian architect. None of these has yet proved
to be the source of the Getty panel. The number of pain-
tings known still to carry Henry’s mark is hardly more
than a half dozen; Van der Doort’s catalogue of the paint-
ings belonging to Charles [ lists a few more.?° However,
although no clear picture is yet available, the weight of
evidence makes it probable that the prince would have
acquired a painting such as the Getty panel in England
between 1610 and 1612, though it could easily have been
imported from somewhere else.

A similar painting has recently appeared that might
eventually lead to the source of the Getty picture. This is
the Allegory of Painting (?) by Hendrick Goltzius that passed
through an auction at Christie’s in 1981 (fig. 3).2! Al-
though larger than the Getty panel, it is also lozenge-
shaped and has the monogram of Henry Prince of Wales
on the reverse. The significance of lozenge-shaped panels
will be dealt with below (p. 27), but lozenge-shaped pic-
tures are rare, and two of them in the same collection,
both with allegories, implies—though it does not prove—
that they had a common origin., The artist of the Getty
panel cannot have been Goltzius, because its style is very
different from his, but the panels may well have had a sim-
ilar function—assuming that their shape implies a particu-
lar function—and could therefore have performed this
function for the same owner, or owners. The Goltzius
panel is datable probably around the end of the century.??

The Life of Henry Prince of Wales, 1760, pp. 161 ff.

17. See J.G. van Gelder, “Notes on the Royal Collection, IV: The
‘Dutch Gift’ of 1610 to Henry, Prince of ‘Whalis’, and some other Pres-
ents,” in Burlington Magazine, CV, December, 1963, pp. 541 ff.

18. Some of these are mentioned by O. Millar, op. cit., p. 28. Further
notices were kindly relayed by Sir Roy Strong who has found reference in
the Public Record Office of pictures bought from “Vandellivell
Duchman” in 1611-12.

19. See for instance, Calendar of State Papers, Venetian, v. XII, 1905, p.
106, quoted in Millar, op. cit., p. 27.

20. Margaret Toynbee (in a letter of January, 1981) has identified six
additional paintings with the mark of Henry: the well-known Battle of
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Figure 3. Hendrick Goltzius, Allegory of Painting. Art mar-
ket, Germany.

Goltzius was active in Haarlem, but there is no way of
knowing for whom he might have painted the allegory.
Presumably it remained in the Lowlands until roughly the
time Prince Henry bought it, implying perhaps that the
Getty panel was also there at that time.

The collection of Henry Prince of Wales is generally
assumed to have passed upon his death in 1612 to his
twelve-year-old brother Charles, later to become Charles 1.
A few panels survive with the marks of both Henry and
Charles on them, and Van der Doort also records a few
that belonged to both men. In fact, it appears that the col-
lection remained intact for at least a few years, but eventu-
ally the paintings did pass to Charles. Some of them have
remained in the British royal collections until the present;
others were apparently traded by Charles during his life-
time, and some were dispersed after his execution. The
Getty panel must have been one of those traded.

The Getty painting does not have the monogram of
Charles on the reverse, but not all of his paintings bore it,

Pavia at Hampton Court, Christ in the House of Martha and Mary by Hans
Vredeman de Vries, Youth Looking Through a Window by an anonymous
Italian (?) artist, Shipwreck by Moonlight by Porcellis, and the Old Woman
Blowing Charcoal, also anonymous, all in the Royal collections. In addi-
tion there is a Parable of the Tares attributed to Bloemaert in Somerville
College, Oxford. In Van der Doort’s catalogue of Charles’ collection,
mention of pictures coming from Henry are given {ed. Millar, 1960} on
pp- 8, 17, 185.

21. Sold at Christie’s, October 30, 1981, lot 33, the property of a lady.
It has passed to a private gallery in Germany.

22. See E.R.]. Reznicek, “Het begin von Goltzius’s loopbaan als Schil-
der,” Oud Holland, 1960, pp. 42-43.
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and it is furthermore possible that some were disposed of
before the brand was applied. Qur painting cannot be
identified in Van der Doort’s inventory of 1639, though
this does not necessarily mean that the painting had
already left the royal collections. It is known that other
paintings in Charles’ collection, that were certainly pre-
sent at the time of inventory, were not included. But there
remains the possibility that our panel left the royal collec-
tions early in Charles’ reign, or perhaps even before his
ascent to the throne in 1625.

The next certain record of the painting is in 1653 when
it is recorded in the notebook of Richard Symonds among
the pictures in the quarters of Lady Anne Mary Howard at
Arundel House in London.2? The description reads:

“a fellow on horseback flying almost. with this cosi.

desio. mi mena.”

Unfortunately no artist is given; apparently his name had
been forgotten by this time.

Symonds describes the painting among those “in the
Closett of the Lady Anne Mary Howard,” perhaps a kind
of dressing room. With it were some other pictures, appar-
ently mostly small, including a large Madonna by
Raphael, a portrait by Diirer, a self portrait by Holbein
dated 1543, two portraits of Michelangelo and Giulio Ro-
mano, and a Madonna and Child in miniature by “E
Oliver” (Isaac Oliver?). None of these can be identified
in the 1639 Van der Doort inventory of Charles I’s collec-
tion, and none of them can be connected with Henry
Prince of Wales. Two of the pictures, the Raphael and the
Diirer, are described as having belonged to a “Mr. Fox”
about whom nothing is known; the miniature by Oliver is
not known to exist, and the others are not described in
enough detail to be traceable.

Only the Holbein self-portrait may be identifiable, since
a miniature in the Wallace collection, which has long been
called a self-portrait, does in fact carry the date 1543 and is
thought to have belonged to Lord Arundel.?* This minia-
ture is traditionally identified as the same that was seen by
Karel van Mander in the collection of Jacques Razet (or
Raset) in Amsterdam in 1604.2° It is worth noting that
Razet displayed a taste for erudite allegories of the sort
found on our panel; in particular he owned at least three
by Cornelis Ketel, all of which are now lost. One might
hope therefore, that the Getty panel came from there also,

23. Symonds’ notebook is in the British Museum, Department of
Manuscripts. The text was copied by Vertue and is found in his manu-
script (Brit. Mus. MS. 23.081). The text of Vertue’s transcription is in
turn given by Mary Hervey, The Life, Correspondence and Collections
of Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel, 1921, p. 521. 1 am indebted to
Susan Foister of the Warburg Institute who was the first person to notice
this entry.

but of the various allegorical paintings mentioned by Van
Mander that belonged to Razet, none of them can be our
panel. It remains possible that Razet owned the Getty
panel and that it was simply not mentioned in Van Man-
der’s book. The Arundel inventory of 1653, however,
simply describes the portrait as an “oil” without calling it a
miniature or round which is a strong indication that it
may not be the same painting. If so, this would suggest
that the Arundels had two self portraits by Holbein dated
1543, and this is, of course, not impossible.

Lady Anne Mary Howard was the eldest daughter of Ed-
ward Somerset, second marquis of Worcester, and in 1652
married Henry Howard, a grandson of Thomas Howard,
Earl of Arundel. Henry succeeded to the title of the Earl of
Arundel and Surrey and became sixth Duke of Norfolk upon
the death of his elder brother in 1677. Anne Mary Howard
had thus been married only one year at the time of the in-
ventory of 1653, and her husband would not succeed to
the title for another two and one half decades. It remains
possible, therefore, that she had the allegory panel from
her own family; but it is more likely that it was a gift from
her new spouse and that it came to them from the collec-
tion of his grandfather, the famous and powerful Thomas
Howard, second Earl of Arundel, who had died in 1646.
Thomas Howard was close to both Charles and his elder
brother, Henry Prince of Wales, and is known to have
owned paintings formerly in the collection of Charles I,
with whom he made various exchanges. We know, for in-
stance, that the album of portraits by Holbein that is now
in the royal collections at Windsor Castle followed this
path. This album is first recorded in the collection of Ed-
ward VI who probably had it from his father Henry VIIIL.
From Edward it passed to Henry Fitzalan, first Ear] of
Arundel, and upon his death in 1580 to his son-in-law,
Lord Lumley. Lumley died in 1609, and the album appar-
ently passed to Henry Prince of Wales. When Henry died
in 1612, the album went to his younger brother, Charles
I, who then gave it to Lord Pembroke in an exchange.
Finally, Pembroke gave it to Thomas Howard, second
Earl of Arundel.

It is not known how the Getty panel left the collection of
Lady Anne Mary Howard and her husband. The latter
died in 1684, and Arundel House and its collections passed
to Henry, the seventh Duke. It was evidently he who dis-
posed of this portion—roughly a third—of the Arundel in-

24. For the most complete discussion of the history of this miniature,
see Graham Reynolds, Catalogue of Miniatures (Wallace Collection), 1980,
pp. 33-39. It is now attributed to Lucas Horenbout.

25. K. van Mander, Schilderboek, 1604, folio 223v, quoted by P. Ganz
in Burlington Magazine, LXXI, August, 1937, p. 67.

26. Two such sales are mentioned by John Evelyn in his Diary. See D.



heritance. Two sales are supposed to have taken place, in
1686 and 1691, but neither catalogue survives.?¢ Sir Peter
Lely is supposed to have acquired a great many things
from him, but Lely’s sale catalogue of 1682 does not in-
clude the Getty panel.?” Norfolk’s wife divorced him in
1700 and then married Sir John Germain, taking with her
some elements of the Arundel collection; these were even-
tually sold in 1770 by a descendant, but this sale also does
not include the Getty panel. Most probably our panel was
among those included in the sales of 1686 and 1691, whose
contents are not recorded.

The modern provenance of the painting is also confused
and unclear. The painting first definitely reappears in a
country sale in 1978, that of the contents of Spetchley
Park, sold on July 11/12. The Getty panel was lot no. 281,
and it is described as follows:

A square hatchment, painted and inscribed, the oak
panel bearing a former owner’s initials—HP and Coronet
framed 21 in. square.

Spetchley Park was the property of the Berkeley family,
but according to Bruton Knowles, the firm of auctioneers
that managed the sale, lot 281 did not come from Spetch-
ley but was added to the sale by Mr. T. G. Burn of Rous
Lench Court, near Hereford.?8 It was the only painting in
the sale from Mr. Burn’s collection. Further enquiries with
Bruton Knowles and Mr. Burn produced the information
that the picture was bought by Mr. Burn, along with other
effects, from the widow of the Rev. E. W. M. de la Hay,
rector at North Cerney, where he lived until his death in
1936. According to a resident of North Cerney who
knew him, Hay paid visits to Northern Italy with local
companions from 1912 onwards and bought works of
art there;?9 the strong implication was that he would have
acquired our panel there. This does not, however, bring
us very close to the Norfolk provenance, and it would
seem much more likely that Hay would have bought the
panel somewhere in England. In any event we are as yet
unable to bridge the gap of approximately 250 years in
its provenance.

In 1978 the painting was bought by a small dealer from
Coventry, Anthony Haynes. He in turn gave it to Chris-
tie’s to sell, and it was put into a sale on February 9, 1979
as a work from the circle of Giulio Romano. The buyers in
1979 were a group of dealers, including Anthony Speel-

Sutton in Burlington Magazine, 89, March 1947, p. 75, n. 81.

27. The sale was on April 18, 1682.

28. Letter from Bruton Knowles dated September 16, 1980, in the
museum files.

29. All of this information about the Rous Lench collection is due to
John Fletcher, who made enquiries with all of the principals and also
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man, Colnaghi’s, and David Carritt; the museum acquired
the painting from Speelman a year later.

THE FUNCTION OF THE PANEL

One of the most puzzling aspects of the Getty painting
has been its original function. It has been suggested that it
might have been a portrait cover, or the cover of a box,
part of a paneled room, or a “hatchment,” as it was called
in the sale in 1978. Although these are all possibilities,
some are less probable than others. To be a portrait cover,
for instance, the Getty panel, because of its shape, would
have had to fit over a round portrait. Circular portraits do
exist, and a circular portrait in a lozenge-shaped format is
not inconceivable; but I do not know of any, and the idea
seems unlikely. ‘

David Carritt has suggested that it could have been the
lid of a box, such as the two allegories by Lorenzo Lotto in
Washington.?® The same objections would pertain in this
instance, [ believe, because one must then assume that the
box contained something in lozenge form since the con-
tents could hardly have been- aligned differently from
the lid.

The idea of a hatchment, or some variation of a hatch-
ment, seems the most likely. The word “hatchment” is not
a familiar one to American readers, but in England it is
used to signify a panel, or tablet, with the coat of arms of
an individual. Originally it was utilized to announce a
death and was hung in a public place, normally on an
outside wall of the home of the deceased. And, most im-
portantly, it was hung by the corner and was designed
generally with a lozenge form. The Getty panel cannot
have been a “hatchment” because is does not depict any-
one’s arms. The subject is an allegory with a motto, and it
may be a personal motto, but the subject cannot possibly
be a coat of arms.

Nevertheless, the function of the panel may be in some
way related. Egbert Haverkamp-Begemann has suggested a
very plausible solution.?! He has pointed out that lozenge-
shaped panels were used by the Rederijkers (rhetoricians)
in the Lowlands as blazons, and that they normally depict
allegories with mottos. A group of five such blazons exists
in the Vleeshuis Museum in Antwerp, and others have
been published. A fairly typical blazon is that of the Reder-
ijkers van de Groeiende Boom (growing tree) from the
town of Lier painted by Crispin van den Broeck in 1561

travelled to Cerney to speak to residents. | am very much indebted to
Dr. Fletcher for his enterprise in this matter.

30. Mr. Carritt’s opinion was given to John Fletcher,

31. Professor Begemann’s suggestion was made to me in January of
1981 when he was a guest scholar at the Getty Museum, and his discus-
sions with me on this matter have been very rewarding.
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Figure 4. Crispin van den Broeck, Blazon of the Rederijkers
van de Groeiende Boom, Antwerp, Koninklijk
Museum voor Schone Kunsten.

(fig. 4).°% It depicts Saint Gommaire holding a staff with a
flourishing oak at the top. It does not have a motto, but
the mottos were often put on the frame. Others exist with
a rebus as a theme.?? Although such blazons are now fairly
scarce,’* there must have been many in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. Most large- and middle-sized Flem-
ish and Dutch towns had chambers of rhetoric, sometimes
more than one—Antwerp, for instance, had three—and all
of them produced such blazons. Moreover, they held festi-
vals at which representatives of many groups gathered
together. The most famous of these, in 1561, included
fourteen different groups, and special blazons were made
for the occasion.? The blazons were displayed at the festi-
vals, and prizes were awarded for the best ones. Normally
a blazon was simply hung by its corner on a wall while the
chamber was in session. The well-known painting by Jan
Steen from the next century shows some drunken rhetori-

32. Antwerp cat. no. 553, presently on loan to the Vleeshuis Museum
in Antwerp. It is discussed briefly in P. Wescher, “Crispin van den Broeck
as Painter,” in Jaarboek van het Koninklijk Museum voor Schone Kunsten,

Antwerp, 1974, pp. 175-6.

Figure 5. Jan Steen, The Rederijkers. Brussels, H. Stokvis
collection.

cians with the blazon prominently displayed in the fore-
ground (fig. 5). Because they were considered heraldic
devices and prominently shown, the groups may have
modernized their blazons from time to time regularly pro-
ducing new versions in the more current taste, and dis-
carding the old ones. Whatever the reason for their
relative rarity now, they were clearly considered valuable
at the time they were painted.

The Rederijker groups were also significant for the art of
their time because of their close association with the ar-
tists’ guilds. In Antwerp the guild known as De Violieren
included both artists and rhetoricians. Many well-known
painters were also famous as performers, and no doubt this
contributed to the quality of the blazons.

The Getty panel, unfortunately, does not precisely fit
the pattern of other blazons. For one thing, it would be the
only such blazon with an Italian inscription.?¢ This does

33. See for instance the rebus blazon sold at Christie’s on July 11,
1980, lot 122, as by Hans Jordaens. Others are discussed in Aug. A.
Keersmaekers, “Drie Rebus-Blazoenen van de Antwerpse Violieren,” in
Verslagen en Mededelingen van het Koninklijke Viaamse Academie voor Taal-
en Letterkunde, 1957, pp. 343 ff. There is a particularly good reproduction
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Figure 6. Emmanuel de Witte, Church Interior, Oberlin,
Allen Memorial Art Museum, Oberlin College,
R.T. Miller, Jr. Fund, 43.279.

not, perhaps, exclude it, but since the Rederijkers were
very much involved in the use of their own language as
their dramatic medium, the appearance of an Italian motto
seems definitely out of place. Moreover, the motives found
in the majority of blazons are religious in nature. This is
not true in all cases, especially those done as a rebus where
mythological figures are utilized at times; but most often
the mottos reflect a pious sentiment very much at odds
with the Petrarchian phrase found here. At the same time,
it must be emphasized that Petrarch was an important
figure for the Rederijkers who considered him the founder
of modern poetry, the man who most brought about the
Renaissance in letters, and his works were brought out in a
variety of editions in the North. His name is often found
in literary works published during the fifteenth and espe-
cially the sixteenth centuries in the Netherlands. It would
be completely in character for the Rederijkers to pay him
homage.

of one in S. Speth-Holterhoff, Les Peintres Flamands de Cabinets d’Ama-
teurs au X Vlle siecle, 1957, fig. 1.

34.Dr. E. van Autenboer, an authority on Rederijkers blazons, has
kindly written to me (September 17, 1981) that he has studied 200
blazons, both heraldic and rebus style, but many of these are only known
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There is one further objection to thinking the Getty
allegory was the emblem of a Rederijkerskamer. The motto
seems somewhat too personal to be that of a group. In-
deed, the reflexive verb menarsi is used in the first person,
me mend; and this seems to exclude its use as a club slogan.
The Getty panel seems more likely to have been the per-
sonal sentiment of someone very much aware of Italian
culture and literature, perhaps one of many writers in the
Netherlands or England who emulated Petrarch and
would have been proud to feature one of his phrases on his
blazon.

It seems likely that the Getty panel had a heraldic func-
tion. The motto and the lozenge shape are enough to
allow us at least this assumption. The lozenge shape seems
to have traditionally served for heraldic devices, like the
hatchment in England, the origin of which comes from the
continent. One need only recall the use of lozenge-shaped
panels in Dutch churches where they grace the pillars in so
many paintings of church interiors (fig. 6).

However, it is a mistake to assume that every lozenge-
shaped panel is heraldic in character. Two pictures by
Goltzius, one depicting the Dying Adonis (Amsterdam,
Rijksmuseum) and the other showing the figure of Christ
Crowned with Thorns (in the Marienkirche in Ulzen in Ger-
many) are enough to show that these panels were .not
always intended to be heraldic. We simply do not know
why Goltzius painted these pictures to be hung from the
corner. The panel in Ulzen may simply have been meant
to hang from a pillar, since it is difficult to have more than
one point on a round column from which to hang the
painting. But certainly the Dying Adonis does not come
from a church.

THE DATE AND THE ARTIST

The appearance of the Getty panel for sale at Christie’s
in 1979 as the work of a member of Giulio Romano’s circle
marked the first time that an opinion has been given about
its authorship. In the inventory of 1653 the panel was al-
ready an anonymous work, and it seems to have remained
anonymous after that. The attribution to the circle of
Giulio (died 1546) implies that the compilers of the 1979
sale thought it was to be dated during the first half of the
sixteenth century, but since the painting clearly has
nothing to do with Giulio, this inference is of little value.
At the time of the sale, however, a series of people, mostly
dealers, thought of Hans Holbein as a possibility, and at-
tention has centered on this artist since that time. The pre-

from prints and do not exist in panel form.

35. For a recent overview of the subject of the Rederijkers festivals, see
E. van Autenboer, Het Brabants Landjuweel der Rederijkers (1515-1561).
He also gives extensive bibliography.

36. According to Dr. E. van Autenboer, see note 34.
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Figure 7. Isaac Oliver, Edward Herbert, Ist Baron Herbert of
Cherbury. Earl of Powis collection.

sent author was one of those to whom the name occurred,
and the attribution was also suggested independently by
Richard Herner, Anthony Speelman, David Carritt, and
Michael Simpson. Subsequently the first two had serious
doubts about this idea, and only Carritt continued to
believe in it. Indeed, the suggestions made during the fol-
lowing year while the painting was studied by its new
owners ranged very late into the century to include even
such artists as Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (active
1561-died 1635).

It must be admitted that the theme of the Getty panel is
just as well suited to the taste of the second half of the six-
teenth century as to the first. It coincides perfectly with the
allegories fashionable in Elizabethan England and also in
the Lowlands of the same period. One must only recall the
allegories described by Van Mander that were painted by
Cornelis Ketel—now all lost—or the paintings and minia-
tures from the court of James I and even Henry Prince of
Wales. Indeed, the famous melancholy picture of Edward
Herbert lying by a stream painted by Isaac Oliver (fig. 7)
would perfectly embody the theme of the 125th canzone of
Petrarch:

37. See ]. Rowlands, “Terminus. The Device of Erasmus of Rot-
terdam,” in Bulletin of the Cleveland Museum of Art, February, 1980,

pp. 50 ff.
38. Ganz, Die Handzeichnungen Hans Holbeins des Jingeren, 1911-37,

Figure 8. Hans Holbein the Younger, Erasmus’ Terminus.
Cleveland, The Cleveland Museum of Art, Gift
of Dr. and Mrs. Sherman E. Lee in memory of
Milton S. Fox.

“. .. odil tu, verde riva, e presta a’miei sospir si largo

volo...”

Nor is the pictorial style of the Getty picture radically dif-
ferent from that of the Jacobean and Elizabethan periods.

And yet the Getty panel is not as “mannered” as the
work of any of the artists from the later part of the cen-
tury. The anatomy is not as “pinched” as the work of Hill-
iard or Oliver. The style is less refined in character. Its
mannerisms are much more modest in nature, pointing to
a time when the elaboration of classical motifs into some-
thing we now call anti-classical had not yet begun in
earnest. But of course Holbein was the principal font of
Elizabethan and Jacobean style.

It is difficult to compare the Getty panel to the accepted
works of Holbein. If by him, it would be very unusual in
his oeuvre. For one thing, there are virtually no other
paintings with secular allegories by his hand. The only
work that could fit that description is the recently discov-
ered depiction of Erasmus’ Terminus (fig. 8), which is also
heraldic in general character, in a tondo, and similarly
small in scale.’? It does not otherwise offer any obvious

nos. 263 and 266. The former is in the British Museum (Holbein 35d) and
is illustrated by Chamberlain, Hans Holbein the Younger, 1913, v. 2, pl. 50,
no. 1. The second is in Basel. -

39. Gangz, op. cit., no. 257, at Chatsworth. Reproduced in Old Master



Figure 9. Hans Holbein the Younger, Allegory of Time.
Chatsworth, Duke of Devonshire.

points of comparison. One should not forget also the two
lost paintings of the Triumph of Riches and Poverty.
However, one does find a number of drawings by Hol-
bein, notably those with decorative designs, that are alle-
gorical. These generally date from the time of Holbein’s
employment by Henry VIII in England. An example is the
depiction of Time Extracting Truth from the Rock, of which
there are two versions in medallion form.*® Some also uti-
lize Italian mottoes. At least two can be mentioned: a
design, perhaps for the back of a watch, which depicts a
young man sleeping under a tree with a putto striking the
bell on a large clock (fig. 9).3° The motto reads: ASPETTO
LA HORA. The other is a design, perhaps for a medallion,
depicting a hand extended from the clouds and resting on
a book which lies on the peak of a mountain (fig. 10)* The
inscription says: SERVAR’ VOGLIO QVEL CHE HO GVI-
RATO. The original purpose of the medallion is not cer-
tain, but apparently many of these medallion designs were
intended to be worn either on a cap or hanging from a
chain. Such medallions often had a personal emblem, or
devise, and it was fashionable to accompany them with
either a Latin or an [talian motto, probably to some extent

Drawings from Chatsworth, National Gallery, etc., 1962/63, no. 107.

40. Known in two versions, Ganz, op. cit., nos. 388 and 389, both
British Museum (Holbein 29b and c). The former is illustrated in
Chamberlain, op. cit., v. 2, pl. 50, no. 7.
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Figure 10. Hans Holbein the Younger, Allegorical Design for
a Medallion. London, British Museum.

because many of the jewelers who made them were Ital-
ians. The emblem usually expressed some sentiment partic-
ularly beloved of the wearer, often fairly obscure, and
allowing the observer some latitude in his interpretations.
Seen in this context, the Getty panel fits very well, except
that it is not for jewelry.

In spite of the fact that the oeuvre of Holbein does not
present an abundance of similar themes, the individual
parts of the painting can, nevertheless, find parallels. The
figure of a man riding on a galloping horse can be found in
a variety of compositions. The earliest comparable repre-
sentation of a horse occurs in the Portrait of Benedikt von
Hertenstein, now in the Metropolitan Museum.*! At the
top of the painting is a sculptural frieze with a triumphal
procession (fig. 11). The rearing horse has certain affinities
with that in the Getty painting; it is much simplified and is
not so carefully defined, but this portrait is an early work
of 1517, and Holbein was hardly twenty years old.

Much closer is a drawing in Berlin*? for a stained glass
window which also has at the top a frieze with galloping
horses (fig. 12). The horse and rider in the center are in
reverse, and running through water, but the parallels with

41. Metropolitan Museum acc. no. 06.1038.

42. Berlin, Kupferstichkabinett Inv. no. 3103, Ganz, op. cit., no. 189.
Included in Die Malerfamilie Holbein, exh. Basel, 1960, no. 263, illus. in
C. Glaser, Hans Holbein d. ., Zeichnungen, 1924, pl. 31.
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Figure 12. Hans Holbein the Younger, Design for stained
glass (detail). Berlin Kupferstichkabinett.

Figure 11. Hans Holbein the Younger, Portrait of Benedikt
von Hertenstein (detail). New York, The Metro-
politan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund.

the Getty painting are very obvious: a naked soldier with
a cape that billows out behind him and with his arms

around the neck of the horse. The saddle-blanket is fas-  Figure 13. Hans Holbein the Younger (attributed to), De-
sign for a Chimneypiece (detail). London, British
Museum.

tened in the same manner. The structure of the horse’s
head and its swept back ear, are very nearly the same. This
drawing must date from 1523/24 because one of the figures
appears in a window dated 1524 that is copied after this
design.

The most striking comparisons appear in ornamental
drawings done by Holbein in England after 1526. Espe-
cially close is the rearing horse seen in the midst of a battle
scene, part of the design for an elaborate chimney piece ap-
parently commissioned by Henry VIIL.#* A detail of this
portion of the drawing (fig. 13), though very quickly
drawn, very small in scale, and lacking the elaboration of
the painting, is remarkably similar to the Getty horse. The
horse is in a slightly different position, but the tail has the
same flourish, and the head as well as the hooves have the
same structure we saw in the Getty panel. There is also
a half-naked rider. Though only sketchily drawn, he is
clothed in almost exactly the same manner as our rider

43. Ganz, op. cit., no. 123, British Museum Holbein no. 16, illustrated
in G. Davies, op. cit., 1903, pl. preceding p. 225. It is formerly from the
Arundel collection and supposedly was a design for a chimney piece in Figure 14. Hans Holbein the Younger (attributed to), Alle-
Henry’s new palace at Bridewell. gory (detail). Malibu, The J. Paul Getty Museum.




Figure 15. Hans Holbein the Younger, Design for a dagger
hilt. London, British Museum.

(fig. 14), with a cape that catches the wind and which
wraps around his waist and then flows out behind. The
rider however, wears a helmet and is intent on an en-
tirely different feat. Otherwise, the two figures are nearly
identical.

Other similar figures can be identified, though not al-
ways riding horses. A design for a dagger hilt in the British
Museum** shows a kneeling figure blowing a horn who has
certain characteristics in common-and the same leggings
(fig. 15). Lastly, there are the two ornament figures at the
top of a stained glass window design in Basel (fig. 16)%
These figures wear the same capes that billow out behind,
although the figures are not in motion and not riding
horses; they also crouch and stretch out their arms in the
same pose as the Getty panel. Finally there is a design for
an enameled mount with two very similar satyrs (fig. 21).46

All of these details do not, of course, conclusively prove
that the Getty allegory is by Holbein, but there is another
bit of evidence. The ornamental work traced in gold on
red in the corners of the Getty panel (fig. 18) have a nearly
exact counterpart in some arabesque designs by Holbein

44. Gangz, op. cit., no. 442, British Museum Holbein no. 20e, illustrated
in Chamberlain, op. cit., v. 2, pl. 47, no. 4.

45. Gangz, op. cit., no. 199, Basel, Kupterstichkabinett, inv. 1662.157,
illus. in C. Glaser, op. cit., pl. 21, and included in Die Malerfamilie Hol-
bein in Basel, exh. Basel, 1960, no. 202.

46. Ganz, op. cit., no. 376, Brit. Mus. Holbein no. 63h.
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Figure 16. Hans Holbein the Younger, Design for stained
glass (detail). Basel, Kupferstichkabinett.

Figure 17. Hans Holbein the Younger, Design for metal
work (7). London, British Museum.

Figure 18. Detail of fig. 1. Malibu, The J. Paul Getty
Museum.
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Figure 19. Hans Holbein the Younger, Arabesque designs.
London, British Museum.

Figure 20. Hans Holbein the Younger, Design for a button.
London, British Museum.

Figure 21. Hans Holbein the Younger, Design for an enam-
eled mount. London, British Museum.

Figure 22. Hans Holbein the Younger, Design for a portable
tablet (7). London, British Museum.

now in the British Museum (fig. 19).47 These designs are
generally assumed to have been intended for execution in
enamel, but virtually every detail of the Getty spandrels
can be found there, including the pierced tendril-like
leaves and the two vines that come together to produce a
single leaf, also pierced by a round hole. Though the
British Museum design is not the one used for our paint-
ing, the style and character of the two are certainly the
work of a single person. Other arabesque designs by Hol-
bein show exactly the same decorative sense: one for a
button (fig. 20)**; another of unspecified function, perhaps
for metal work (fig. 17);* and two sometimes identified
simply as “tablets” or book covers (fig. 22).5°

The close similarities between these designs excludes a
date for the Getty panel later than the 1550s and implies a
date in the 1530s or 1540s. Other ornamental designs by
artists such as Peter Flotner (died 1546) and Virgil Solis
(died 1562) exist with the same general type of arabesquerie,

47. Ganz, op. cit., nos. 409-411, Brit. Mus. Holbein 33a, b. and h., il-
lustrated in Chamberlain, op. cit., v. 2, pl. 52.

48. Ganz, op. cit., no. 307.

49. Ganz, op. cit., no. 231, Brit. Mus. Holbein no. 34o.

50. Ganz, op. cit., no. 403, Brit. Mus. Holbein no. 31d. llustrated in
G. Davies, op. cit., preceding p. 227. Other similar designs are Ganz nos.
231 and 307.
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Figure 23. Hans Holbein the Younger, Portrait of an Unknown Woman. Detroit, The Detroit Institute
of Arts, Bequest of Eleanor Clay Ford.

but by the second half of the century the taste in ornament
was more mannered.’! The graceful design seen on our
panel is fairly typical for a period during the second quarter
of the century. It is also noteworthy that the artists who
developed and used it were German, and Holbein may
have carried the tradition with him to England.
Although it is not easy to compare the Getty allegory to
existing paintings by Holbein, there are some in which one
senses a kindred technique. Not wanting to belabor these
comparisons, there are at least two portraits in which one

51. See for instance ]. Byrne, Renaissance Ornament Prints and Drawings,
Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1981, figs. 19 and 114. For Flétner in par-
ticular, see F. Reimers, Peter Flotner nach seinen Handzeichnungen und
Holzschnitten, 1890, pp. 25-36. A series of 40 sheets by Flotner published

finds some of the features of the rider in our panel, though
on a very different scale. One is the drawing of Sir John
Godsalve at Windsor. The other is the Portrait of an Un-
known Woman (fig. 23) now in Detroit.5? These three faces
may have no more in common than the fact that they are
seen from slightly above and that they have similarly
pointed features, but the artist has rendered them in a very
similar way. In particular, the head of the woman in
Detroit, though much larger, is modeled and structured in
very much the same manner.

in Zurich in 1549 is very similar in character to those by Holbein.

52. Detroit Institute of Arts, acc. no. 77.81; for a discussion see K.
Baetjer, “A Portrait by Holbein the Younger,” in Bulletin of the Detroit In-
stitute of Arts, v. 51, no. 1, 1979, pp. 24ff.
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Finally, there are three other paintings, all very different
in nature, that have stylistic parallels with our painting.
Two of them are the pictures in Basel which depict a single
woman, Magdalena Offenburg as Venus and Lais Corin-
thiaca, both dated 1526. A close look at the originals
reveals a similar stage of Holbein’s development and a
parallel rendering of form. The third parallel is the Noli Me
Tangere at Hampton Court which is merely the most con-
venient painting to use to demonstrate the way that Hol-
bein renders a leg and his proclivity for sandals and leg-
gings. There are many other examples, too, often with the
same prominent buckle at the top in the front and with a
button between the first and second toe.

Also significant is Holbein’s tendency to paint his fig-
ures, no doubt under the influence of Italian artists, as if
they were dancing. Again and again one sees how he likes
to paint the full sweep of the leg, from the knee to the toe,
with a single easy arc. He often points the foot in such a
way as to emphasize this motion; and the outside contour
of the foot, as well as the heel, is simplified in order to
give a graceful whole. To my eye this is characteristic of
Holbein’s figures from the 1520s until the end of his life.
It is one of the artist’s most prominent idiosyncracies,
and the Getty rider shares it, though he is not standing
on the ground.

It should also be pointed out that the azurite blue back-
ground of the Getty painting was a color favored by Hol-
bein for many of his portraits and is more commonly used
by him as a background than any other color. In addition,
the drawing revealed by infra-red photography under-
neath our picture (fig. 24) corresponds very well to what
we know of his style.

If the Getty painting is by Holbein, it can also be dated
with reasonable accuracy. All of the drawings and paint-
ings that I have mentioned fall within a relatively short
period of the artist’s life. The painting of Benedikt von
Hertenstein of 1517 with the rearing horse above is much
less developed than the others and is rather dissimilar in
technique. It shares few stylistic parallels with our painting.
The two drawings for stained glass windows are datable
about 1518 and before 1524. The earliest painting with
which we can compare our own would be the two of Mag-
dalena Offenburg dated 1526, when Holbein was still in
Basel. The Noli Me Tangere has been dated as early as 1524
and as late as 1532, with the general consensus placing it
during the late 1520s; it is probably to be dated after 1526
when Holbein went to England. The Detroit portrait is
normally dated about 1534. The Portrait of Sir John God-
salve is placed during the mid 1530s. The various designs
for daggers, chimney pieces, etc. are impossible to date,
though they were certainly done in England and generally
between 1536 and 1543.

In the article below, pp. 39-44, John Fletcher will pre-
sent his arguments in favor of a date of 1526. Briefly, his
technical analysis of the panel leads him to believe that the
tree was felled in a period between 1515 and 1530. The ex-
ecution of the painting would have followed this within a
very few years. He also feels that the quality of the panel
itself and the presence of a stamp that might be from An-
twerp indicate that it is likely to have come from that city.
His measurements of other panels have led him to believe
that Holbein’s painting of Noli Me Tangere and three other
paintings by Holbein (two of them dated 1527 and 1528)
were all painted on panels cut from the same tree, or from
trees from the same grove. He therefore believes that all of
those panels originated in Antwerp, although some, if not
most, of them were used in England. Since the Getty panel
has the same source and is stylistically compatible with the
others, it, too, can be assigned to Holbein.

It is known that Holbein passed through Antwerp on
his way from Basel to London in 1526; he remained in
the Flemish city for no more than six weeks, but he may
well have executed one or more paintings while there. Dr.
Fletcher believes that a small, relatively fragile panel such
as the one used for the Getty portrait, would not have
been carried across the Channel for use in England. There-
fore he concludes that our panel was painted in Antwerp
in 1526.

I do not find all of the details of this argument compel-
ling. I am not capable of judging whether or not the work-
manship of the Getty panel must necessarily mean it is
from Antwerp, and certainly the stamp cannot yet be
taken as proof. However, if we assume the dates proposed
for the felling of the tree are correct and that the painting
was executed during the 1520s as Dr. Fletcher suggests,
then I believe that the panel could just as well have been
brought to England with the others. If our panel could be
connected with a Rederijkerskamer—which it cannot—
that would be a strong reason to think that it was executed
in Antwerp. But its early recorded presence in England is
some reason to think that it may have been painted in
England. The extensive parallels with other works by Hol-
bein certainly executed in England also lead me to think
that the Getty panel is English in origin.

[t is no more difficult to imagine how the Getty painting
might have come to be commissioned in England than in
the Lowlands. After all, he spent most of his time there,
and there was no lack of patrons. There are a number of
Englishmen, and one in particular, who can be suggested
as owners of the allegory. That one person is Sir Thomas
Wyatt (1503-1542), the famous statesman and writer who
belonged to precisely the same generation as Holbein. He
was an important member of the court of Henry VIII and



Figure 24. Infra-red photograph of fig. 1.

was an accused lover of Anne Boleyn. His family commis-
sioned much work from Holbein, and it is known that
Holbein painted portraits of Sir Thomas’ father, Sir Henry,
as well as of his son, Sir Thomas Jr., and of Sir Thomas
himself. (The latter portrait is lost and is known only in
copies.)

The reason Whatt is such an attractive candidate for the
original owner of the Getty allegory is the character of his
poetry. Wyatt was a writer of sonnets in the Italian style
and the most prominent of the many English writers who
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both translated and emulated Petrarch. The critic Putten-
ham, writing in 1589, describes Wyatt as one of those who

“. .. having travailed in Italie and there tasted the sweet
and stately measures and stile of the Italian Poesie, as
novices newly crept out of the schooles of Dante, Arioste
and Petrarche, greatly pollished our rude and homely
maner of vulgar Poesie, from that it had been before.”3

53. Art of English Poesie, 1589, reprinted in J. Haslewood, Ancient
Critical Essays, 1811, v. 1, p. 48.
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Wyatt wrote at least ten sonnets that were direct transla-
tions of Petrarch, and the bulk of his work shows the
strong influence of Petrarch and “Petrarchisme.” Wyatt
would have been attracted to a motto like E COSI DESIO
ME MENA. It must be stated, however, that so far a
search of his writings has not revealed any special rever-
ence for the phrase.

As concluded above, the Getty panel seems to date be-
tween the two paintings still in Basel, of 1526, and the
Detroit portrait of ca. 1534. Holbein was in England from
1526 until 1528, when he returned to Basel. In October of
1531 he was still in Basel, but by the fall of the next year he
was again in London. If our painting was executed in
England, it would be during the period 1526/28, or 1532/34.
I am more inclined to the earlier dating.

There is one more reason, albeit not a very strong one,
for believing that our emblematical panel was painted by
Holbein. We have already seen that it belonged to Prince
Henry and probably later to Lord Arundel. This lineage is
of importance because it is well known that Arundel was
eager to collect the works of Holbein; he bought them or
made exchanges for them whenever he could. In a letter of
1619, he describes himself as having a “foolish curiosity in

54. Letter to D. Carleton, September 17, 1619, quoted in M. Hervey,
op. cit., pp. 131-2.

55. Various people have been of help to me in the course of studying
this painting. In particular John Fletcher of the Research Laboratory for
Archaeology and the History of Art at Oxford University has made the
cause his own and pursued many paths of enquiry on his own volition.
Although I have not always agreed with his conclusions, I am most

enquiringe for the peeces of Holbein.”* This obsession
with Holbein is adequately documented elsewhere, and
need not be repeated here. Suffice to say that the album of
portrait drawings came to him as a result of this passion, as
did a wide variety of other works by the artist. The Getty
panel may also have been acquired by Arundel in the same
manner as the drawings. By 1653, Arundel’s grandson—or
at least Richard Symonds, who visited his grandson—no
longer knew who the panel’s author was. But its presence
in the Arundel collection, coupled with all of the other
indications accumulated above, helps us to advance the
attribution to Holbein with some conviction.

No doubt the exact purpose of the Getty panel will
someday be found, and it may then be possible to learn
who it was that chose the motto E COSI DESIO ME MENA.
The sentiment embodied in the allegory can also be taken
to typify the passion of later collectors who both owned it
and admired it. It could stand for the desire of the Lord
Arundel to possess as many works by his favorite artist,
Holbein, as he could possibly buy, and it can stand for
our own desire to reconstruct and understand the works of
the past.5

The J. Paul Getty Museum
Malibu

grateful for his interest and assistance. Others, such as George Goldner,
John Pope-Hennessy, John Shearman, and Gaby Kopelman have be-
lieved in the attribution and expressed their support. Miss Kopelman, for
instance, having worked on other paintings by Holbein, had no doubts
that the technique of our painting corresponded to the other works she
knew. Her encouragement was especially helpful.



Panel Examination and Dendrochronology

John Fletcher

Examination of the two boards that form the support
panel for the Getty Museum painting (Fredericksen fig. 1,
p. 22) has provided a large amount of information regard-
ing its date and provenance. First, the panel is made of
oak. This implies that the panel and the painting on it
originated in northwest Europe, although the painting is
in the Renaissance style. If the attribution to the “Circle of
Giulio Romano” suggested in the recent sale catalogue!
had been correct, the wood almost certainly would have
been poplar,? the tree most often used for panel paintings
in northern Italy. Second, dendrochronology (vide infra)
demonstrates with high reliability that the latest annual
tree rings on the two boards that form the panel are dated
1486 and 1491 respectively. Thus it can be deduced that
the painting was executed no earlier than 1515 and is likely
to date from the period 1520-1530. The slow growth and
exceptionally large number of rings (301) on the boards
may also identify other panels derived from the same or a
very similar long-lived tree. Third, the oak timber is of
high quality,’ and therefore the panel is particularly suit-
able for the preparation of a smooth surface for painting.

Both the quality of the timber and the fine workman-
ship visible on the back of the panel indicate that it was
made by a Netherlandish*—probably Antwerp’—panel
maker rather than an English one. Further, although
transport from the Netherlands to England would have
been relatively easy for an unpainted, robust panel, such
as the one Holbein used for Noli me Tangere (in the collec-
tion of the Queen), movement by land and water for this
thin panel would have required considerable care; it more

1. Christie’s, Catalogue of Fine Old Masters, 9 February 1979, no. 24.

2. Jacqueline Marette, Connaissance des Primitifs par 'Etude du Bois, A.
& J. Picard & Cie, Paris, 1961. In selecting which of local species to use,
the choice would obviously fall on a wood which grew readily, could be
easily worked, and would provide a smooth surface. Such criteria would
have influenced the use of poplar rather than oak, available as scrub oak,
in Italy.

3. ]. Fletcher, “What Wooden Panels can Reveal,” The Conservator, 1
(1979) 12-16.

4. The tree-ring research on panel paintings at Oxford has included
some thirty-five well-established as being on panels of Netherlandish
origin. Most of them were used prior to 1550. They include paintings by
Van Eyck and Roger van der Weyden; arch-topped portraits of ¢. 1500
from Brussels workshops; and Antwerp paintings by Quentin Matsys and

likely to have been used by an artist in the Netherlands
than in England, let alone Italy. Lastly, the painting is
known to have been in the collection of Henry, Prince of
Wales (1594-1612) because the back of the panel bears a
large FP mark surmounted by a coronet (Fredericksen fig.
2, p. 23). On the back of the panel there is also a small
mark (fig. 1) which was first interpreted as of the type used
by Antwerp panel makers.S Alternatively, the stamp could
have been a contemporary collector’s mark, particularly as
the design is thought to be related to a symbol used in
humanist circles. The facts that Holbein carried a letter
from Erasmus at Basel to Peter Gilles at Antwerp on his
journey there in 1526 and that the style and subject of the
Getty painting are strongly influenced by the Italian Re-
naissance suggest that a humanist may have been the
patron who commissioned this emblem at Antwerp.
Other examples of emblems created by Holbein exist, e.g.
for Froben$? and for Erasmus.8

DENDROCHRONOLOGY

Two facts make it possible for dendrochronology to date
the years during which the wood of an oak board grew.
First, the oaks (Quercus petraea and Quercus robur) of
northwest Europe each year produce a visible band of
growth that is clearly separated from the previous year’s
growth. Second, the widths of the sucessive bands on a
board form a pattern of wider and narrower annual
growth which has specific features similar to those on
boards not only from the same tree but also from other
trees growing in a given region (say, the North Sea basin,

Joos van Cleeve. Panels of English origin, including those used by Hol-
bein up to his death in 1543, were at that time more crudely made and
from timber of poorer quality.

5. When the harbour of Bruges silted up shortly before 1500, Antwerp
became the leading commercial city in northern Europe. Patronage from
merchants and bankers who thrived there, by the 1520’s had attracted ar-
tists and panel-makers from elsewhere.

6. René Van de Broek (supra Fredericksen n. 9) has reproduced the
marks noticed on the back of Antwerp panels of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. These include both the arms of Antwerp (the castle and
two hands) and the individual marks of panel-makers.

6A. The caduceus, the trademark of Froben, formed part of Holbein’s
earliest design of a title page for the printer, one first used in 1515.

6B. See Rowlands (supra, Fredericksen n. 37).
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Figure 1. Drawing of cypher taken from a rubbing on the
back of the panel.

or, more specifically, Flanders) would have shared the
same climate for a given year. Trees in the same forest or
grove would have shared almost identical rainfall and sun-
shine and the resulting growth patterns have been
demonstrated to be alike.

As a result of progress in the science of dendrochronol-
ogy at Oxford University since 1971, it has been possible
to supplement the German chronologies compiled a gener-
ation ago for hilly parts of northwest Europe with two
called “MC 50” and “REF 2/3” covering the thirteenth to
the sixteenth centuries and each based on many trees from
the lowland areas around the North Sea basin.” The two
differ somewhat in pattern. MC 50 is based on slow-grown
Anglo-Flemish samples and REF 2/3 on faster grown sam-
ples, mainly English. Each successive value in the sequence
is the mean of ring-widths on several boards. Dating of the
sequence of bands measured on the edge of a particular
panel is achieved by visual and computer comparisons
with these and the German chronologies. The method is
now so successful that eighty-five to ninety per cent of the
sequences that have been measured since 1971 on 250 oak
panel paintings of the fourteenth to seventeenth centuries
have been dated.®

In almost every case each board is of radial section and
was prepared from a forest oak as illustrated in fig. 2. It will
be noticed that during manufacture sapwood was removed
because of its susceptibility to insect attack. Its removal
creates a substantial interval in years between the date of
the latest ring measured on a panel and the date of use of
the panel, normally the date of the painting. The interval,
at least twenty years and often twenty-five years or more,
includes any years of heartwood growth removed in mak-

7. J. M. Fletcher, Oak Chronologies for Eastern and Southern England:
Principles for their construction and application: their comparison with others
in north-west Europe in Dendrochronology in Europe, BAR International

Table 1. English and Netherlandish portraits of 1500-1540.
Interval, in years, between the date of the latest ring measured
on each panel and the known date of used of the panel.

Artist No. of Date Interval
Boards Of Date
Measured latest ring Used vyears
Henry VIL Sittow 1 1476 1505 29
Erasmus Matsys 2 1491 1517 26
Bernard Duer 1 1488 1521 33
van Reesen
Thomas & John Holbein 2 1501 1528 27
Godsalve
Robert Cheseman Holbein 2 1509 1533 24
Jane Seymour Holbein 2 1506 1536/7 30/31
A Lady AW 2 1507 1536 29
Thomas Howard Hotbein 2 1509 1539 30
Edward Vlasa Holbein 2 1512 1539 27

child

Note: The intervals in the last column range from 24 to 33 years.
20 to 25 years are likely to be due to the sapwood having been
removed. The sapwood has a width of about an inch and so the
number of rings in it varies wit their width, slow growth produc-
ing more rings than fast growth. With very slow growth, as in the
final rings of E Cosi Desio me Mena, the number may rise to thirty
rings.

ing the panel and the years needed for preparing, season-
ing, and storing a panel. Estimates of the interval derived
from some reliably dated portraits painted between 1500
and 1540 in England or in the Netherlands are given in
Table 1. It will be seen that they range from twenty-four to
thirty-three years. For panels of oak of that time and prov-
enance, the likely date of painting therefore can be
predicted to within a period of ten to fifteen years.

DATING

Of the two boards that form the panel of E Cost Desio me
Mena, the right and lower one is somewhat wider (24.7
cm.) than the left and top one (20.3 cm.). Both have an un-
usually larger number of rings; the right one has 296 on
the top edge and 286 on the bottom edge. The mean of the
measurements on the two edges is shown in fig. 3 as a
chart of the ring-widths (in millimetres) in successive years.
The mean width of the rings is much lower (0.83 mm.)
than for almost all other known panels, those given in Ta-
ble 1 ranging from 0.9 to 1.9 mm., with a mean of 1.5 mm.

The sequence was dated by comparison with the Anglo-

Series 51, 1978.
8. J. M.. Fletcher, Burlington Magazine CXVI (1974) 250-8 and idem,
Proc. Royal Institution of Great Britain 52 (1980) 81-104.
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Figure 2. Stages in the making of a panel from a radial section of

Flemish reference chronology MC 50, which has been
built up from measurements on the boards of forty-seven
panel paintings and three large Oxford chests, all of the
sixteenth century. Year to year variations, found to be
consistent and therefore called indicators, are marked on
the chart with a thick line (fig. 4). In the two fifty year
periods, 1251-1301 and 1351-1401, there are a total of
forty such indicators, of which thirty-eight can be matched
on the curve of E Cosi Desio me Mena. This implies that the
position and date are correct with a reliability of over
99.9999 per cent.

The rings on the left board of the Getty panel are in
many places narrower than those on the right one. The
widths of a sequence of seventy rings matches well those
on the right board, the agreement (¢t = 11) almost the
same as that (¢t = 10.5) between the top and bottom edges
of the right board.® This means that the two boards are
very likely to have been made from adjacent parts of the
same tree. From the date (1491) of the latest ring on the
two boards and with the minimum allowance of 24 years
that applies to the examples in Table 1, the earliest date for
the painting is 1515. The likely period in which it was
painted is 1520-1530. The end of this period, 1530, is
derived by increasing the maximum value that applies to
the examples in Table 1 from 33 to 39 years to allow, in
this case, for the rings being narrower and the sapwood
therefore covering more years than in those examples.

9. The t value obtained by the computer programme can be positive or
negative. It takes account of the length of overlap between the two se-
quences being compared. A value of about 3.5 implies a reliability of 99°
and ones over 5 are very reliable.
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a forest oak.

PANELS AND THE TREES FROM WHICH
THEY WERE DERIVED

The boards of the Getty panel would have been two of
several from the butt of a tall forest oak made by the series
of steps illustrated in figure 2. The tree would have been
selected as one of the rare ones suitable for panel making
partly because it had a long, straight butt. As many as
eight sections, each one-half to one metre high, might
have been cut from the butt log. After quartering, each
section would provide several pieces, tapered from the pith
to the bark end, as the raw material for a board.

The mean width of the successive growth rings and the
pattern they made would be very similar for adjacent
pieces. In fact, the agreement between the growth pattern
of many “two board” panels is so good (¢ greater than 10)
that we can be certain that the pair of boards came from a
single tree. Such panels are those of Holbein’s Robert
Cheseman; and of Thomas Howard, Duke of Norfolk. The
same applies to certain companion panels, e.g., the arch-
topped single boards of Louis XII and Philippe le Beau in
the collection of H. M. the Queen at Windsor Castle.

In 1975 the same techniques demonstrated that two
panel paintings by Holbein included boards from a single
tree, called Tree A.1° The two paintings are the portraits of
Archbishop Warham (inscribed 1527, now in the Louvre,
Paris) and Niklaus Kratzer (inscribed 1528, now in the
Louvre, Paris). In addition to the good agreement (t = 6.1)

10. Holbein appears to have realized that he would not find on arrival
in London panels of the quality and in the numbers available at Ant-
werp. He therefore arranged (possibly through Kratzer) for suitable un-
painted panels to be brought over to London for his use there.
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Figure 3. Chart with ring-widths (mean of two boards) of E Cosi Desio me Mena. It is aligned for comparison with the ring-widths (also
the mean of two boards) of Archbishop Warham. The good visual agreement between the charts is one of the reasons for believ-

ing that the two panels were made from a common tree.

between the pattern of a board from each panel, the panel
dimensions (83 x 66.5 cm.) and the panel construction
(three boards, the central one being narrow) are identical.
A further indication of origin from a single tree is the
many rings {(over 250) on each board and their indication
of steady, slow growth {for Warham, mean width: 1.0 mm.;
for Kratzer, 0.85 mm.). As the earliest ring (not the pith,
however) on Kratzer is for the year a.n. 1150, and the likely
felling of the tree is about A.p. 1520, Tree A must have
been well over 350 years old when cut. Small differences in
the mean width of the rings and the t between the Warham

and Kratzer sequences being 6.1 imply that the boards for
the two panels came from different parts of Tree A.

It is our conclusion that the boards of E Cosi Desio me
Mena were derived from Tree A on account of 1) the nar-
rowness of their many rings, 2) the tree-ring evidence for
the date of use of the panel also being in the 1520’s, 3) the
visual agreement between the charts of the two panels (fig.
3 and 4) the high t value (7.5) between the ring-widths of
the Warham boards and the boards of the Getty panel
over a common period of 230 years.

Two other Holbein panel paintings were studied closely
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Figure 4. The ring-width charts of E Cosi Desio me Mena and the Anglo-Flemish reference chronology MC 50 for the periods 1251-1301
and 1351-1401. The agreement of E Cosi Desio me Mena with the indicators (thicker lines) on the chronology are marked. From
1257-1301, the score is 17/18; for 1351-1401, 21/22. Note: in the years 1301-1351, the rings of E Cosi Desio me Mena are very

narrow (see fig. 3).

with reference to the Getty painting: Noli me Tangere!!
and Allegory of the Old and New Testament.!2 The Noli me
Tangere has been accepted as by Holbein for a century,
and Holbein has more recently been proposed as the artist
of the Allegory. On stylistic grounds, both have been as-
signed to the period shortly after the artist’s visit to France
in 1524, and both are on oak panels of unknown prove-
nance. For paintings by Holbein at that time, Antwerp
seemed a possible origin for the panels, so permission was
obtained to take tree-ring measurements on them. The Al-
legory may also have been painted in the mid 1520’s on a
panel made in Antwerp because the latest ring on its two
boards (1492) is almost the same as that (1491) on the E
Cosi Desio me Mena panel; the sequence of rings is nearly as
long and the panel itself is typical of Netherlandish qual-
ity. However, its ¢ values versus E Cosi Desio me Mena and
Warham are somewhat lower (3.5 and 4.1) than the values
of 6 and upward that we found between other boards from
Tree A.

The panel of Noli me Tangere is, however, exceptional
both in being made of thick, sawn boards and in being of
tangential, rather than radial, section. The sequence of
rings that could be measured (1240-1458) therefore pro-
vide little information about the date of the pith and the
date of felling. It could well ahve been sawn from the
trunk, but above the butt, of a 300-350 year old tree. The t
values of 4.4 with E Cosi Desio me Mena and with Warham

11. Oliver Millar, Tudor, Stuart and Early Georgian Pictures in the Collec-
tion of Her Majesty the Queen, Phaidon Press, London, 1963, no. 32.

12. F. Grossman, Burlington Magazine, CIII (1961) 491-4.

13. This almost square panel (35.1 x 35.7 cm.) has two boards arranged

suggest that the timber was Netherlandish and that it
might have been from Tree A. The thickness of the panel
and the fillet, probably original, that is dowelled on both
sides to prevent movement of the boards were at that time
common to Antwerp practice for making a thick panel. It
would have been suitable for Holbein to take, painted or
unpainted, from Antwerp to England.

To help resolve whether the boards of the Allegory and
Noli me Tangere came from Tree A or a different tree,
Table 2 assembles information from other panels used in
the period 1500-1540 and likely to have been painted in
Brussels or Antwerp. The panels fall into two categories.
First are those having boards with not less than 200 rings
and with ring-widths similar or only sightly greater than
those of E Cosi Desio me Mena, Warham, and Kratzer but
unlikely to be from Tree A because the paintings are dated
some five years before or after 1526-1528. Their timber,
however, is likely to have grown in a similar environment
to Tree A because their boards have t values in the range
3-4 with those of E Cost Desio me Mena or Warham. Sec-
ond are those mainly with less than 200 rings, usually
wider than those in category 1. Their boards were not
from Tree A or similar trees since the ¢ values with E Cosi
Desio me Mena are quite low. Holbein’s painting in 1528 of
the Godsalves!? is an informative example in this group, as
it implies that in that year his supply of panels from Ant-
werp came from a different environment. Thus the conclu-

horizontally and is a slightly smaller replica of the square panel of E Cos¢
Desio me Mena. Its workmanship is Netherlandish, yet some tree other
than Tree A was used as the pattern of the rings on both boards needed
the wider reference curve, REF 2/3, to date them.
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PANEL ANNUAL RINGS AGREEMENT (¢) WITH CONCLUSION

Painting, Artist & Date Likely Likely Number Years Mean

(if known) Origin Use Spanned Width Desio Warham
E Cosi Desio me Mena Antwerp 1526 301 1191-1491 0.83 7.4 From same
Warham, by Holbein, 1527 Antwerp 255 1168-1422 1.0 7.4 tree
Kratzer, by Holbein, 1528  Antwerp c. 335 1151-c. 1485 0.85 — 6.1 (Tree A)
Noli me tangere, by Holbein Antwerp Soon after 219 1240-1458 0.8 44 44 “Possibly
Allegory of Old and New from

Testimony, by Holbein Antwerp 1524 286 1205-1492 0.85 3.5 4.1 Tree A
Erasmus by Matsys, 1517 Antwerp 214 127841491 095 27 24 CATEGORY ()
Van Reesen by Diirer, 1521 Antwerp 213 1273-1485 1.4 4.4 1.4 From trees that
Henry VIII (with scroll) Antwerp c. 1536 266 1239-1504 1.2 2.6 3.3 grew in similar
Louis XII/Philippe le Beau Brussels ¢ 1500 210 1252-1504 1.2 4.0 39 environment
Louis VII, arched top Brussels After 1500 271 1203-1473 1.1 38 4.9 to Tree A
Godsalves by Holbein, 1528 Antwerp ~__~ ~ ~~ T~ - oo T oo oo T T T T T

Lower board 140 1361-1500 1.3 1.5 —

Upper board 97 1404-1500 1.7 1.6 -
Tybis by Holbein, 1533 Antwerp 231 1225-1453 1. 2.7 31 CATEGORY (ii)
St. Anne with Virgin Antwerp 1510-20 ¢ 153 . 1328-1480 1.3 2.9 2.6
Man With Letter, by Joos  Antwerp 152 1367-1518 2.3 0.0 2.0

van Cleve, 1537 Antwerp ¢ 1540 182 1329-1510 1.5 3.0 1.9

Table 2. Desio me Mena and other Netherlandish Paintings of 1500-1540. Panel and Tree-Ring Evidence.

sion in Table 2 that Noli me Tangere and the Allegory
possibly come from Tree A is based partly on their having
the same very narrow rings that characterise Tree A and
partly on their t value with Desio me Mena and with

Warham being over 4.

SUMMARY OF TREE-RING EVIDENCE

1. The dating of the ring-widths on the boards of E Cosi
Desio me Mena indicates that the panel was painted in
the 1520s.

2. The panel has boards with a very similar growth pattern
and of equally slow growth to those used by Holbein for
portraits of Archbishop Warham and of Niklaus Krarzer
(inscribed 1527 and 1528 respectively), indicating an
origin from timber of the same, unusually long-lived
tree and thereby suggesting that E Cosi Desio me Mena
was also painted close to 1527.

3. The quality of all three panels indicates that they were
from a Netherlandish workshop. Antwerp being the
foremost commercial and artistic centre in the Nether-
lands at this time, the panels were very probably made
there.

4. Boards of the panels of Noli me Tangere and Allegory of
the Old and New Testaments have a similar growth pat-
tern to the three panels mentioned above and like them
show very slow growth. This suggests that they could
also have come from the same tree.

5. A number of other Netherlandish panels (listed in Table
2) that were used from 1500 to 1540 have been exam-
ined and found to have a similar growth pattern to E

Cosi Desio me Mena. They are unlikely for one reason or
another to be from the same tree, but their existence
supports the view that panel makers in the Netherlands
were relying at that time on a supply of timber from the

same area.
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Jan Lingelbach in Rome
Thomas Kren

The artistic activity of Jan Lingelbach (1622-1674) from
ca. 1650/1651, when he returned to Amsterdam, is well
known, but the problems surrounding the youthful Roman
years, which began as early as 1644 and not later than
1647, are vexing ones.! More than fifty signed paintings by
Lingelbach are dated 1650 or later, while several times this
number may be assigned to the mature period.? In contrast
not a single signed or documented painting survives from
Lingelbach’s Roman period.> Rarely today, however, do
bambocciate, the Roman subcategory of Netherlandish
genre painting, bear signatures, and consequently a large
number of bambocciate still present unresolved problems
of authorship.

Thirteen bambocciate still in search of an author merit
consideration in this context. The following paintings,
arranged in approximate chronological order, are argued
here to be paintings from the period shorter than a decade
when Lingelbach was painting in Rome among the Bam-
boccianti:

1. An unpublished Rest of Travelers, formerly in the col-
lection of the late Professor Gino Doria, Naples, fig. 1.4

1 am grateful to Professor Linda Bauer for careful readings of several
drafts of this paper and to Professor Egbert Haverkamp-Begemann, Pro-
fessor George Bauer, and Maryan Ainsworth for helpful suggestions in its
preparation. My research on the Bamboccianti in Rome from 1975 to 1977
was aided by discussion with Professor Giuliano Briganti and consulta-
tion of his large photographic archive of bambocciate. I am indebted to
him for his kindhearted assistance.

1. A. Houbraken, De Groote Schouburgh der Nederlantsche Kontschilders
en Schilderessen, The Hague, 1753, p. 145; cf. C. Burger-Wegener, Johannes
Lingelbach 1622-1674, diss. Freie Universitat, Berlin, 1976, p. 9; G.].
Hoogewerff, Nederlantsche Kunstenaars te Rome (1600-1725): Ultreksels uit
de Parochiale Archieven (Studien van het Nederlandsch Historisch Instituut te
Rome, 1I), The Hague, 1942, p. 118.

2. Houbraken’s observation that Lingelbach departed from Rome on
May 8, 1650 is likely correct, or nearly so, since he is last mentioned in
the parish archives in the previous year, and because the technique of the
Dentist on Horseback (fig. 16) of 1651 is completely unlike Roman bamboc-
ciate. (A. Houbraken, De Groote Schouburgh, pp. 145-146.)

3. Burger-Wegener identifies about sixteen paintings with Lingelbach’s
Roman period. Cf. Johannes Lingelbach, 1622-1672, pp. 27-52, cat. nos.
2-1, 16, 17,97, 123, 124, 125, 126, 128, 129, 237 are paintings discussed
in the context of the Roman period. In this essay nos. 4-6 are considered
authentic works of the Roman period. No. 3 and no. 16 have the character
of Roman bambocciate, but the present writer is not entirely persuaded by
the attribution of the former to Lingelbach; and no. 16 appears likely to
be a replica or copy after Antoine Goubau. Nos. 123 and 124 are either
imitations of Lingelbach or belong to a later period. No. 237 seems to me
perhaps not to be by Lingelbach and certainly not from the Roman

2. The Barber, also unpublished and on the Roman art
market early in the last decade, fig. 2.5

3. The Liberation of St. Peter, unpublished, present where-
abouts unknown, fig. 3.6

4. The Parable of the Sowers in the Vineyard, Dresden,
Staatliche Kunstsammlungen, fig. 4.7

5. The Stoning of St. Stephen, formerly H. Shapiro Coll.,
Miami Beach, fig. 5.8

6. The Smith, Rome, priv. coll. fig. 6.°

7. The Waterseller, Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte An-
tica, fig. 7.1

8. The Farriers, formerly Rome, Coll. the late Dr. Agosto
Caraceni, fig. 8.1

9. The Shoemaker, Montauban, Musée Ingres, fig. 9.12

10. Il Ciambellaro, or The Cake-vendor, Rome, Galleria
Nazionale d'Arte Antica, fig. 10.13

11. The Sore Foot, Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, fig.
11.14

12. The Dentist in Piazza Navona, Rome, Galleria Nazio-
nale d’Arte Antica, fig. 12.

13. The Streetsinger, Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte An-
tica, fig. 13.15

period. Nos. 2 and 3 are known to me only in poor reproductions; for
125, 126, 128, and 129 I have seen neither the paintings nor
reproductions.

4. The painting is listed in the photo archive of the Soprintendenza
alle Gallerie della Campania, Naples as by van Laer. Van Laer and Jan
Miel both depicted well-dressed travelers stopping to rest in a grotto or in
the countryside.

5. This painting was generously drawn to my attention by Professor
Briganti.

6. The dungeon, which is awkwardly rendered, is the unique interior
setting among the twelve paintings. This painting was also brought to my
attention through the kindness of Giuliano Briganti.

7. 40 x 48 cm., canvas; since the earliest mention of this painting, it
has been attributed to Pieter van Laer. Both Janeck and Burger-Wegener
consider it to be by Lingelbach; for bibliography of the painting see
Burger-Wegener, Johannes Lingelbach, cat. no. 6; cf. also A. Blankert,
Museum Bredius: Catalogus van de Schilderijen en Tekeningen, The Hague,
1978, under cat. no. 90. Blankert suggested from a photograph that the
painting could be by Lingelbach.

8. 38 x 50 cm., canvas; Since the nineteenth century the painting has
been attributed to van Laer, though Janeck omits it from his catalogue of
the artist. {Untersuchungen diber den hollindischen Maler Pieter van Laer
genannt Bamboccio, diss. U. Warzburg, 1968 cat. no. C11). Katalog einer
Sammlung von Original-Gemalden etc. etc. dlterer und neuerer Meister aus der
Hinterlassenschaft des in Cassel verstorbenen Herm. Joh. Wilhelm Nahl
welche von Auftrag der Erben zum Verkauf gestellt wird, Cassel, 1881, no.
78. The painting is identified in Decimal Index of Art of the Lowlands as
owned by H. Shapiro, Miami Beach. | have not been able to determine

nos.
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Figure 1. Rest of Travelers, here attributed to Jan Lingel-
bach. Naples, formerly coll. G. Doria. Photo:
Soprintendenza alle Gallerie della Campania,
Naples.

whether Shapiro is the current owner. A contemporaneous painting of
the Stoning of St. Stephen which emphasizes the peasants as executioners
was executed by Bartholomeus Breenbergh in 1645 in Amsterdam (Push-
kin Museum, Moscow; Marcel Roethlisberger, Bartholomeus Breenbergh:
The Drawings, Berlin/New York, 1981, cat. no. 213, ill.).

9. Both Janeck and Burger-Wegener have attributed it to Lingelbach.
Janeck, Untersuchungen, under “Wrongly Attributed Works,” cat. nos.
C11 and C12. The Smith is not mentioned in the published version of the
dissertation, but it is apparently no. C181 in the unpublished version,
which I have not seen (cf. Burger-Wegener, Johannes Lingelbach, cat. no.
4). The painting was in the Zingone collection at the beginning of the
1970s, but the owner, who has been the victim of thefts, was unwilling
recently to indicate whether the painting is still in his possession.

10. Janeck, followed by Burger-Wegener, has attributed the painting to
Lingelbach; for bibliography see Catja Burger-Wegener, Johannes Lingel-
bach, cat. no. 5.

11. 47.5 x 37 cm., canvas; E. Samson coll., Newport, Montana, 1952
followed by Dott. A. Caraceni coll., Rome (G. Briganti, Ventidue Dipinti
d'una Raccolta Privata, Rome, 1958, pl. III); then Galleria Mario de’Fiori,
Rome, 1975. The painting has been attributed to van Laer by Briganti
but Janeck suggested a stylistic relationship to paintings by Jan Miel
(Untersuchungen, cat. no. C16). The depiction of a horse in profile was a
favorite motif of van Laer, but the acute realism in execution of the horse
in the Farriers suggests a sensibility distinct from van Laer’s, whose pain-
tings are carefully observed but more spirited and playful.

12. 43.5 x 61 cm., canvas; the painting has been attributed to Jan Miel
since its purchase by the city of Montauban in 1881. Miel treated the
shoemaker theme frequently, and this painting perhaps derives from one

Figure 2. The Barber, here attributed to Jan Lingelbach.
Roman art market.

of his compositions, but the figure types show little in common with his
art. I am grateful to Pierre Barousse, curator of the Musée Ingres, for pro-
viding the basic date on the painting. See also Thomas Kren, Jan Miel
(1599-1604), a Flemish Painter in Rome, II, diss. Yale U., 1978, cat. no. D1.

13. 33 x 42 cm., canvas; Mostra di Capolavori della Pittura Olandese, ex.
cat., Rome, Galleria Borghese, 1928, no. 63. The painting is possibly
identical with A Game outside the Porta San Paolo, 1634, attributed to Jan
Miel in Picture Galleries of Rome, Rome (Wyndham), 1892-93, pp. 166-67.
However, as far as | have been able to ascertain, the painting under con-
sideration is not dated. For further bibliography see under note 17 below.

14. The painting appears to have been in the collection of Archduke
Leopold Wilhelm in the seventeenth century, and at least since the time
of Parthey it has been attributed to van Laer: Kunsthistorischen Samm-
lungen des Allerhéchsten Kaiserhauses, Die Gemdldegalerie Alte Meister,
Wien, 1907, no. 1241; Parthey, Deutscher Bildersaal, I, Berlin, 1863, no.
34; Briganti, “Pieter van Laer e Michelangelo Cerquozzi,” p. 197. The
one exception is Hoogewerff who attributed the painting to Jan Ossen-
beck (Oud Holland, 1933 [L}], pp. 250-262). The painting is a variation on
a theme in a signed painting by van Laer (Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum). A
close variant in horizontal format was formerly in a private collection in
Stuttgart. (Photograph in RKD, The Hague, under Miel, formerly Stange
collection.)

15. The authorship of this painting and no. 12 has been widely de-
bated in modern scholarship; the two have been ascribed to Cerquozzi,
Sweerts, and Reuter at different times. Cf. under Michael Sweerts e i Bam-
boccianti, Rome, Palazzo Venezia, 1957, cat. no. 61 for the history of
attributions and literature. In my view the attribution to Reuter is not
convincing (cf. also Burger-Wegener, Johannes Lingelbach, no. 138).
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Figure 4. The Parable of the Sowers in the Vineyard, attributed to Jan Lingelbach. Dresden, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen.
Photo: Deutsche Fotothek Dresden.
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Figure 5. The Stoning of St. Stephen, here attributed to Jan Lingelbach. Miami Beach, Florida, coll. H. Shapiro (7). Photo:
Netherlands Institute for Art History, The Hague.

Figure 6. The Smith, attributed to Jan Lingelbach. Rome, Figure 8. The Farriers, here attributed to Jan Lingelbach.
priv. coll. Photo: Gabinetto Fotografico Nazio- Formerly Rome, coll. Caraceni. Photo: Nether-
nale, Rome. lands Institute for Art History, The Hague.
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Figure 7. The Waterseller, attributed to Jan Lingelbach. Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica. Photo: Istituto Centrale per il
Catalogo e la Documentazione, Rome.

Figure 9. The Shoemaker, here attributed to Jan Lingelbach. Montauban, Musée Ingres. Photo: Albert Ferlin, Montauban.
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Figure 10. Il Ciambellaro, here attributed to Jan Lingelbaéh. Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica. Photo: Gabinetto
Fotografico Nazionale, Rome.

Although three paintings on this list (nos. 4, 6, and 7)
have already been attributed to Lingelbach by Catja
Burger-Wegener, Il Ciambellaro (fig. 10) merits special at-
tention. Often discussed in the literature in conjunction
with them, these four paintings have until recently been
considered the work of Pieter van Laer, the brilliant
painter from Haarlem who established bambocciate paint-
ing during his years in Rome from ca. 1626 to 1637.1¢ How-
ever, Il Ciambellaro may be proven to be the greatest

16. Il Ciambellaro, nos. 6 and 7, were exhibited as by Pieter van Laer
in the Bamboccianti exhibitions of 1950 and 1957 (I Bamboccianti, Rome,
Palazzo Massimo alle Colonne, nos. 1, 9, and 2; and Michael Sweerts ¢ 1
Bamboccianti, nos. 79, 81, and 80, resp.)

17. After Hoogewerff the painting has been attributed with little dis-
sent to the Roman period of Pieter van Laer, i.e., from ca. 1626 to 1637.
G. ]J. Hoogewerff, “Quadri olandesi e fiamminghe nella Galleria nazio-
nale d’arte antica in Rome,” L’arte, 1911, p. 361; I Bamboccianti, no. 1,
and “Pieter van Laer e Michelangelo Cerquozzi,” Proporzioni, III (1950), p.

achievement of Lingelbach’s Roman period. In mood, col-
or, setting, number of figures, even dimensions, this paint-
ing is generally unlike the paintings from his subsequent
northern period, but it is both representative of his Roman
style and a key to understanding it. One of the most cele-
brated Netherlandish paintings executed in Italy, it is ap-
propriate to examine first the reasons the traditional and
widely held attribution of Il Ciambellaro to Pieter van Laer
is no longer tenable.!?

190; R. Longhi et al, Mostra del Caravaggio e dei Caravaggeschi, Milan,
1951, no. 123; S. Slive, J. Rosenberg, and E. H. ter Kuile, Dutch Art and
Architecture, 1600 to 1800, Baltimore, 1966, p. 173, pl. 152A and 3rd. rev.
ed., 1977, p. 302, pl. 240; Albert Blankert, Nederlandse 17¢ Eeuwse
Ialianiserende Landschapschilders, ex. cat., rev. ed., Utrecht, 1978, pp.
23-24, fig. 191; L. Salerno, I pittori di paesaggio a Roma nel seicento, I,
Rome, 1976, p. 311. The only dissenting opinion has been that of Axel
Janeck, Untersuchungen, cat. no. C11 (see no. 20).
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Figure 12. The Dentist in Piazza Navona, here attributed to Jan Lingelbach. Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica. Photo:

Gabinetto Fotografico Nazionale, Rome.
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Figure 13. The Streetsinger, here attributed to Jan Lingel-
bach. Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica.
Photo: Gabinetto Fotografico Nazionale, Rome.

Figure 14. Pieter van Laer, Riders at an Inn. Paris, Musée du
Louvre. Photo: Musées Nationaux, Paris.

Il Ciambellaro depicts two groups of peasants outside a
massive city wall. At the right, before a gate, a vendor of-
fers a customer a ciambella, or pastry ring,'® and another
man at the stand spins a multi-colored disc, possibly a rou-
lette wheel, with a youth. Further back on the right, three
men play cards while a fourth looks over their shoulders.
Lighting from the left draws the figures from the darkness

18. “A ring-shaped cake,” according to The Cambridge ltalian Diction-
ary, ed. Barbara Reynolds, I, Cambridge, 1962, p. 156.

19. J. Hess, ed., Die Kiinstlerbiographien des Giovanni Battista Passeri,
Vienna-Leipzig, 1934, p. 74.

20. Untersuchungen, cat. no. C11. Janeck’s revisionist catalogue of van
Laer’s oeuvre together with subsequent studies by Albert Blankert (“Over
Pieter van Laer als dier—en Landschapschilder,” Oud Holland, 1968 (LX-
XXIII), pp. 117-134), and Janina Michalkowa (“Quelques remarques sur

and vividly illuminates their coarse clothing. The effects of
chiaroscuro lend the small figures an imposing scale, and
the quiet gathering of peasants has the character of a “win-
dow onto life,” the phrase which Passeri introduced to ex-
toll the naturalism of Pieter van Laer.!?

Axel Janeck has already observed that the painting
offers meager visual support for an attribution to van Laer
himself.2% A picture such as the Louvre Riders at an Inn (fig.
14), which is securely attributed to van Laer, and like II
Ciambellaro, contains both architecture and landscape,
may serve to demonstrate that Il Ciambellaro is by a differ-
ent artist.?! The handling of light contrasts strikingly in
the two paintings. In the Riders, as elsewhere in van Laer’s
work, it is soft and even. In Il Ciambellaro chiaroscuro is
pronounced and results in sculptural figures, closer to
those of Michael Sweerts (fig. 15) who worked in Rome
from 1646 until 1654, than they are to figures by van
Laer.2? The landscape in Il Ciambellaro contains simplified
forms and flat lighting that contrast with the acute natur-
alistic detail and extraordinary sensitivity to the effects of
light, atmosphere, and space evident in landscapes by van
Laer. Finally, the proportions of the figures in the Riders
are more delicate and their postures more inventive.
Throughout his career van Laer explored the expressive
possibilities of people in motion—twisting, turning, and
bending in space. These artistic concerns are lacking in the
stolid figures in Il Ciambellaro.

Janeck suggested that the frozen action, the profile
views, and the handling of architecture in Il Ciambellaro
offer parallels with signed paintings by Jan Lingelbach
such as the Dentist on Horseback (Amsterdam, Rijksmu-
seumn, fig. 16) of 1651.2% Other similarities are evident in
the facial types and costumes, particularly the predilection
for floppy, wide-brimmed hats found in both paintings,
though the Dentist decidedly lacks the scale, concentration
and dark tonalities of Il Ciambellaro. However, Janeck also
discussed similarities between Il Ciambellaro and the work
of Jan and Andreas Both, and Burger-Wegener omitted Il
Ciambellaro from her recent catalogue of Lingelbach’s
paintings.? In light of the dozen other paintings under
consideration here, Il Ciambellaro assumes a key position
within the Roman activity of Jan Lingelbach.

In the following discussion it will be argued that Il Ciam-

Pieter van Laer,” Oud Holland, 1971 (LXXXVI), pp. 188-195) provides a
working definition of van Laer’s activity.

Professor Briganti originally attributed Il Ciambellaro, the Waterseller,
the Smith, the Farriers, and the Smokers (fig. 26) all to van Laer, and,
subsequently, privately agreed with Janeck that none are by the Dutch
painter (see also under no. 16). Briganti pointed out to me in discussions
held in 1975/76 that he considered them and the Barber to be by an artist
he named the Master of the Mestiere, i.e. a specialist in street tradesmen
themes.



bellaro and the twelve bambocciate here listed are of Roman
origin, that several may be dated to the late 1640s, and
that the others seem to be contemporaneous with them;
and finally that they not only appear to be by the same
hand, but that they also anticipate the mature manner
of Jan Lingelbach so strongly that they are in all probabil-
ity by him.

A number of technical characteristics suggest that Il
Ciambellaro was most probably executed in Rome.?’ The
relatively loose weave and coarse threads of the canvas
support are typical of seventeenth-century Italian paint-
ings. Both the economical preparation, which consists of a
thin priming of red bole, and the rapid execution seem to
have been the practice of a number of artists in Rome at
this time, including the Bamboccianti. Their painting mate-
rials and technique occasionally resulted in sunken pig-
ments and discoloration. They are found, for example, in
Miel’s paintings of the 1630s and 1640s as well as Roman
paintings by Van Laer, Sweerts, and Cerquozzi.26 The
thin paint films in Il Ciambellaro also show a characteris-
tically Italian physical trait, a blanching-like effect on the
knobs of the canvas weave. This is evident in the area of
the rampart behind the laden donkey. Since documents
and other seventeenth century sources suggest that except
for brief sojourns painters of bambocciate confined their ac-
tivity to Rome, it seems reasonable to assume on the basis
of the materials and technique that Il Ciambellaro was also
painted in the papal city.

Similar technical characteristics are found in the other
twelve paintings. Though the quality of weave varies from
canvas to canvas, the threads are generally coarse and the
weave is open. Red bole priming is apparent in most of the
paintings, notably figs. 4, 8, 12, and 13. Moreover, many
of the paint layers in these examples have become trans-
parent so that the priming is visible. Apparent to some
degree in nearly all twelve paintings, this transparency
reflects the same economical technique evident in Il
Ciambellaro.

Some of the paintings may also be localized and dated
on the basis of motif or influence. For example, Bernini’s
Fountain of the Four Rivers, which was begun in 1648 and
completed in 1651, is shown under construction in the
Dentist in Piazza Navona (fig. 12). This suggests that the

21. Le siecle de Rembrandt, ex. cat., Paris, Musée du Petit Palais, 1970,
no. 129.

22. The sturdy peasants in the Ciambellaro, their imposing scale, their
restrained gestures, and the strong chiaroscuro recall paintings executed
by Sweerts in Rome such as The Artist Drawing a Peasant, which was iden-
tified in the exhibition of 1958 as in the collection of A. van Hees,
Reeuwijk (fig. 15).

23. Janeck, Untersuchungen, cat. no. C11.

Jan Lingelbach in Rome

Figure 15. Michael Sweerts, Artist Drawing a Peasant.
Reeuwijk, coll. A van Hees (7).

Figure 16. Jan Lingelbach, The Dentist on Horseback, 1651.
Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.

24. Johannes Lingelbach.

25. 1 am grateful to Andrea Rothe for his assistance with the technical
analysis of the painting materials under discussion.

26. Examples include Miel’s Shoemaker (Munich, Alte Pinakothek) and
the Bocci Players (Paris, Louvre); van Laer’s Riders Before an Inn (Rome,
Galleria Spada) and the Smith in Roman Ruins (Schwerin, Staatliche
Museen); Sweerts’ Cardplayers (Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum) and the Wres-
tling Match (Karlsruhe, Staatliche Kunsthalle).
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Figure 17. Jan Miel, Hunters Resting. Stockholm, National-
museurn.

Figure 18. Jan Miel, Peasants Gathered Near a River.
Madrid, Prado. Photo: Foto MAS, Barcelona.

painting and probably the Streetsinger (fig. 13), its pendant,
were executed during those years.?” Other paintings show
the influence of artists active in Rome in the same period.
The imprint of Michael Sweerts, who arrived in Rome in
1646, on the strongly modelled figures of Il Ciambellaro
deserves mention, The imposing scale and the harmoni-
ously balanced and integrated composition in the Shoe-
maker (fig. 9) and the Waterseller (fig. 7) likewise seem to
reflect new classicizing values that were introduced to bam-
bocciate by Sweerts. Other paintings reveal an awareness of
the mature manner of Jan Miel from the late 1630s and
1640s. Along with Michelangelo Cerquozzi, Miel was then
the leading painter of bambocciate in Rome. The scale of
the figures and their relationship to the setting in the Rest
of Travelers (fig. 1) can be compared to Miel’s numerous in-

terpretations of the theme, in particular to a version in the
Nationalmuseum, Stockholm (fig. 17), which is datable to
the 1640s.28 The central figures in the Barber (fig. 2) recall
those in Miel’s Peasants Gathered near a River, datable ca.
1640 (fig. 18). The Shoemaker (fig. 9) may derive from paint-
ings of the subject executed by Miel in the 1640s and
earlier.?? For the remaining paintings there are fewer
indications to suggest their date, but on the basis of
brushstroke, coloring, and composition they all seem to be
closely contemporaneous.

Indeed the range of subject matter and the inventiveness
of the twelve paintings and Il Ciambellaro do not conceal
the personal artistic vocabulary that they share. For exam-
ple, in Il Ciambellaro the urban rampart recedes along a
short diagonal into the distance at the right. This side of
the painting is completed by distant mountains bathed in
a hazy blue light, and the figures of the foreground are lit
sharply from the left. Related handling in both the setting
and chiaroscuro is discernible in the Streetsinger (fig. 13),
where the architecture recedes diagonally from right to left
(though here the light still enters from the left); the Stoning
of St. Stephen (fig. 5), where an urban rampart once again
describes the diagonal recession; the Smith (fig. 6); the
Parable of the Sowers (fig. 4); and the Waterseller (fig. 7).
Similar relationships between figures and their settings are
apparent with only minor variations in the Barber (fig. 2),
the Rest of Travelers (fig. 1), the Sore Foot (fig. 11), and the
Shoemaker {fig. 9). Jan Lingelbach elaborates upon the
same conventions in his signed paintings. In the Dentist on
Horseback (fig. 16), architecture provides a backdrop for fig-
ures at the left while a hazy vista opens up on the right. As
in this example in paintings by Lingelbach dating after
1650, the number of figures and buildings is generally
greater and the space more complex.

A number of distinctive physical types appear through-
out the paintings under consideration here as well as in
signed paintings by Jan Lingelbach. Just as van Laer de-
picted certain women with smooth, round faces and rosy
cheekbones, and Miel, adolescents with deep-set eyes,
broad foreheads, and tapering jaws, Lingelbach seems to
employ a repertory of physical types. For example, the
short, stoop-shouldered old man with a trim white beard,
hook nose, and protruding forehead in Il Ciambellaro
resembles the slightly thinner man seated at the center of
the crowd in the Dentist in Piazza Navona (fig. 12), the
somewhat younger Smith (fig. 6), and the Shoemaker (fig. 9).
A similar though more youthful facial type is seated on the

27. G. Briganti, I Bamboccianti, no. 32.

28. Thomas Kren, Jan Miel (1599-1604), a Flemish Painter in Rome, I,
diss., Yale U., 1978, cat. no. A62.

29. Ibid., cat. nos. A26, Al and A2.
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Figure 19. Jan Lingelbach, The Fiddler. Formerly London art Market. Photo: Cooper, London.

ground scrutinizing the dentist in Lingelbach’s painting of
1651 (fig. 16) and still another is seated at a table in the Fid-
dler, a signed Lingelbach, datable to the 1650s (fig. 19).30
The sleeveless jerkin of the old man, his broad, round
shoes, white stockings, and baggy pantaloons reappear
throughout these paintings. They resemble closely the at-
tire of the Shoemaker, the helmeted soldier asleep in the
Liberation of St. Peter (fig. 3), the weary traveler in the Sore
Foot (fig. 11), and the elder of the two Farriers (fig. 8).
Also part of the repertory of physical types is a younger
man with prominent cheekbones, a thin dark moustache
and goatee, and a distinctive sloping nose with a bulbous
end. This figure appears in the Waterseller (fig. 7), and as
the sleeping soldier at the far left in the Liberation of St.
Peter (fig. 3). One of the attacking mob to the left in the
Stoning of St. Stephen shows similar features, as does the
man seated on the ground to the right of center in the
Dentist in Piazza Navona (fig. 12). Finally the same type,
now without goatee, is shown speaking to one of the labor-

ers in the Parable of the Sower (fig. 4). The Waterseller him-
self makes an appearance at the right in the Dentist (fig. 12)
of 1651 with only slight variation in the long forehead,
dark moustache, and dark beard. Another favorite type is
a youth or boy with smooth flesh, narrow eyes, and thin
lips. He takes the role of the Streetsinger (fig. 13), the boy
attending the weary traveler (fig. 11), and a shoemaker’s
young assistant (fig. 9). A youthful passerby in the Smith
{fig. 6) is similar to him, and, more importantly, the promi-
nent pug nose of this figure and the sweeping contour of
his hat anticipate a boy playing morra in the foreground of
the Dentist on Horseback {fig. 16).

For the most part the thirteen paintings under consider-
ation concern male peasants engaged in street occupa-
tions. Such themes were common among painters of
bambocciate. For example Miel depicted shoemakers, bar-
bers, and dentists, and van Laer farriers, barbers, and kiln

30. Burger-Wegener, Johannes Lingelbach, cat. no. 108.
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tigure 20. Jan Lingelbach, View of the Piazza del Popolo.
Vienna, Geméldegalerie der Akademie der bil-
denden Kiinste.

workers. Yet in comparison to their paintings, the concen-
tration on street-tradesmen themes within the thirteen
paintings here ascribed to Lingelbach is pronounced. Not
only these artisans but also ciambellari, street performers,
and a waterseller appear, marking a significant develop-
ment in bambocciate subject matter in the area of both
trades and urban themes.

A predilection for street tradesmen themes is strikingly
evident in Lingelbach’s bustling urban capricci of the 1650s
and later. Shoemakers and smiths as well as ciambellari,
equestrian dentists, street musicians, and watersellers fre-
quent the streets and piazzas depicted in these paintings.
Lingelbach’s large View of the Piazza del Popolo (fig. 20) of
1664(?) depicts a smith, a dentist, and a ciambellaro while
the aforementioned Dentist of 1651 shows the equestrian
subject, another ciambellaro, and, as previously noted, a
waterseller. The shoemaker is also one of the more familiar
characters in paintings by Lingelbach. In the signed Street
Scene near Trinita de’ Monti of 1651, the full white beard of
the shoemaker brings to mind the Shoemaker in Montau-
ban. (fig. 21)*! The subject matter of Lingelbach’s signed
paintings not only reflects the innovations of van Laer
and Miel, it incorporates even further themes from the
Ciambellaro and the dozen paintings by the same hand.

Although the signed paintings of Jan Lingelbach seem to
share numerous characteristics with the Roman bamboc-
ciate here attributed to him, some striking differences
between them merit acknowledgement. Until now Lingel-

31. Sold at Christie’s, London, November 29, 1974, lot 71, purchased
by Bourne Gallery. The painting is not included in Burger-Wegener.

32. He derived at least one painting from it: Vienna, Kunsthistorisches
Museum, inv. no. 776, Burger-Wegener, Johannes Lingelbach, pp. 58~59.

Figure 21. Jan Lingelbach, Street Scene near Trinita de’
Monti. Formerly London art market. Photo:
Cooper, London.

bach’s achievement has been assessed largely on the basis
of anecdotal paintings, often quite large, with a colorful
cross-section of street life gathered in settings freely inter-
preted after the buildings, monuments, and ruins of Ba-
roque Rome. Only a handful of paintings by Lingelbach’s
Roman predecessors anticipates to any reasonable degree
this type of painting. One, Miel’s Carnival in Piazza Co-
lonna (Hartford, Wadsworth Atheneum, fig. 22), Lingel-
bach probably knew, as it seems to have been executed
during his Roman sojourn.3 Paintings of the familiar bam-
bocciate type with small dimensions, relatively few figures,
and settings consisting of anonymous urban streets and tav-
ern courtyards occupy a minor place in Lingelbach’s oeuvre
after 1650. Even the technique of the Amsterdam paintings
is different. The Dentist on Horseback (fig. 16) and A Market
Scene in a Roman Piazza (fig. 23) not only feature monuments
and buildings fashioned after known Roman ones, they
show fatter paint films, more fluid handling, and lighter,
brighter colors weighted to the cool end of the spectrum.

If Jan Lingelbach may be considered responsible for the
thirteen Roman bambocciate, then these differences reveal
a discontinuity in his artistic development. The transition
from his Roman work, as defined here, to his later style,
requires elucidation. The later manner of Lingelbach is
already anticipated by at least one of the bambocciate
under consideration. This painting is the Dentist in Piayza
Navona (fig. 12), which bears detailed comparison with
Lingelbach’s Dentist of 1651 (fig. 16).3* The painful extrac-

33. Burger-Wegener also discusses these two paintings in relationship
to one another but without concluding that they are from the same
hand, ibid., p. 55 and no. 138.
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Figure 22. Jan Miel, Carnival in Piazza Colonna. Hartford, Wadsworth Atheneum.

Figure 23. Jan Lingelbach, A Market Scene in a Roman Piazza. Karlsruhe, Staatliche Kunsthalle.
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Figure 25. Jan Lingelbach, Peasants near the Colosseum. Formerly Zurich, Gallery David Koetser. Photo: Vito e Damiano, Rome.



tion of a tooth by a quack on horseback is their shared
theme. The dentist, with a wide moustache and tall hat, is
nearly identical in both, and the patient’s discomfort is in-
dicated by the same physical signs: a raised, flexed leg and
tightly clenched fist. Physical similarities in several other
characters shared by the two paintings have already been
noted. Finally, both paintings contain fragments of an-
cient architecture lying in the foreground. Although the
Dentist in Piazza Navona has technical characteristics of a
Roman bambocciate, its anecdotal quality and densely pop-
ulated setting look forward to the mature paintings of
Lingelbach. Some of the fluidity of handling visible in 1651
is already apparent in the garments of the earlier dentist
and in the face of his patient. The Dentist in Piazza Navona
marks a move away from the conventional bambocciate of
Miel, van Laer, and Cerquozzi toward the mature style of
Lingelbach. Moreover, while the small format of the Den-
tist on Horseback recalls bambocciate, it introduces still other
features of Lingelbach’s mature manner, including more
spatial complexity and the kind of architectural backdrop
already described. The two paintings appear to represent
successive phases of Lingelbach’s artistic development.
The Purgative Source, Montpellier, Musée Fabre (fig. 24),
which has been attributed to Jan Miel, is another painting
of transitional character.?* It depicts aristocratic riders and
peasants at a well where they fill their jugs and drink to en-
joy the water’s purgative effects. This subject seems to have
originated with Pieter van Laer; in all probability Miel also
treated it (Bordeaux, Musée des Beaux-Arts), but the ver-
sion in Montpellier is not from his hand.’s Like the
thirteen bambocciate, the crowded gathering of figures is
concentrated in the foreground and the architecture re-
cedes along a diagonal from the front left. The distant low
hills and mountains at the right are treated with even
coloring and flat light in the manner of the vista in the
Smith (fig. 6). The dress, especially the costume of the lady
on horseback, is virtually identical to the attire of the aris-
tocratic young woman in the Rest of Travelers (fig. 1). The
brighter colors, fatter paint films, larger number of figures,
and their loose spacing approach the execution of the Den-
tist on Horseback of 1651 (fig. 16). A similar handling of
light, the smooth textures of the drapery, and numerous
motifs of costume such as the white headdress also link the
two paintings. The fluid brushwork in the jerkin of the
standing peasant who has dropped his pantaloons resem-
bles the handling of the seated ciambellaro’s garments in

34. No. 825-1-153; 71 x 103 cm., canvas, Catalogue des Peintures et
Sculptures, exposées dans les Galleries du Musée Fabre de la Ville de Mont-
pellier, Paris, 1926, no. 243. See also T. Kren, Jan Miel, cat. no. Dé1.

35. ]. Hess, ed., Die Kiinstlerbiographien des Giovanni Battista Passeri,
pp- 73-74; and Thomas Kren, Jan Miel, cat. no. A84.
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Figure 26. The Smokers, here attributed to Jan Lingelbach.
Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica. Photo:
Gabinetto Fotografico Nazionale, Rome.

the painting of 1651, where detail and the nuances of
modelling are richer. Indeed the brushwork and modelling
are remarkably close to the Peasants near the Colosseum (fig.
25), an unsigned painting now correctly accepted as Lin-
gelbach.’¢ Finally the pattern of light and shadow in the
Purgative Source is further evidence of kinship with the
Dentist on Horseback of 1651, though the former still lacks
the clearly defined middle distance apparent in the latter.
The Purgative Source would seem therefore to date before
the painting in the Rijksmuseum, but not quite as early as
the bambocciate under consideration here.

The Smokers, Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica
(fig. 26), an encampment scene which has been attributed
to van Laer, is a third transitional painting.3” This one rep-
resents a group of men gathered at the mouth of a tent. A
soldier seated outside is smoking, his prominent cheek-
bones, sloping nose, and thin beard evoking the features of
the waterseller and related characters. He also wears the

36. The painting was first attributed to Lingelbach by Janeck (cf.
Burger-Wegener, Johannes Lingelbach, cat. no. 11).
37. I Bamboccianti, cat. no. 3.
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Figure 27. Sebastian Bourdon, Rest of Travelers. Paris, Musée du Louvre. Photo: Musées Nationaux, Paris.

same style of cuirass as the slumbering guard in Lingel-
bach’s Liberation of St. Peter (fig. 3). Nearby to the left, the
fluffy beard of a peasant seated on the ground handing
something to a standing man suggests the ubiquitous
white-haired type from the same artist’s repertory. The rel-
atively few figures, small format, and lighting are vestiges
of the earlier bambocciate. More precisely, the pattern of
light and dark across the smoker’s cape resembles the
handling of the cape held by the standing youth in the
foreground of the Rest of Travelers (fig. 1), while the even
color and flat lighting in the vista at right, as in the Purga-
tive Source, are shared with the Smith (fig. 6). The Smokers
looks forward to the mature Lingelbach in the fatter pig-
ments and more painterly execution, the motif of the
smoker’s pose, seated with crossed legs, and the use of
architecture on one side and cliffs opposite as framing
devices.38

Il Ciambellaro belongs to the great artistic achievements

38. The new directions suggested by these transitional paintings may
have been sparked in part by the bambocciate of Sebastian Bourdon,
whose work Lingelbach would have seen in Rome and possibly in Paris
on the occasion of his return to Amsterdam. Bourdon seems to have been
in Paris in 1650 and 1651. He was one of the founders of the Academie
Royale in 1648 and did not join the court of Christina of Sweden in
Stockholm until 1652.

The use of ancient monuments together with the loose organization of
the visitors about the Purgative Source is anticipated by the anecdotal

of the 1640s when Pieter van Laer had long since departed
Rome. It occupies the pinnacle in Lingelbach’s youthful
artistic achievement. Strikingly dissimilar from his charac-
teristic mature work, it is the product of a brief era in the
history of bambocciate of enormous vitality. These were
likely the same years that Miel executed the Carnival in
Piazza Colonna and Michael Sweerts, the Seven Acts of
Mercy and other great canvases. Il Ciambellaro, the Water-
seller, and the Shoemaker among the paintings of this
period seem to show Lingelbach’s absorption of the new
classicizing spirit of Sweert’s art. The unprepossessing
dignity of the these
Lingelbach’s most poetic works.

characters makes paintings

A glance at the body of Lingelbach’s Roman oeuvre as
defined here suggests the need for further reference to the
creative spirit of these years among the painters of bam-
bocciate. From the tentative draughtsmanship of the Rest
of Travelers and the Liberation of St. Peter to the lively char-

character and settings of such paintings by Bourdon as the Rest of
Travelers (Paris, Musée du Louvre, fig. 27) and the Bohemian Camp (Caen,
Musée des Beaux-Arts). Moreover, encampment subjects were a favorite
of Bourdon and in one example he included a still life of soldier’s armor
in the right foreground just as one finds in the Smokers (Plundering of a
Camp, formerly Gallerie Heim, Paris.) In this connection it bears men-
tioning that Antoine Goubau, the little-known painter of bambocciate
mentioned earlier, also seems to have painted encampment scenes in
Rome during the 1640s.
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Figure 28. Jan Lingelbach, Battle Scene, Malibu, The ]. Paul Getty Museum.
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acterization of the Stoning of St. Stephen and to the com-
positional purity and bold scale of II Ciambellaro, the
Waterseller, and the Farriers, a strong artistic personality
emerges under the impetus of diverse forces. Lingelbach
explored several idioms, especially those of Miel and
Sweerts, as he evolved a personal visual language. Finally,
among his Roman bambocciate it was not Il Ciambellaro or
the Waterseller that announced his future direction as fully
as the Dentist in Piazza Navona. In this painting and for the
development of Roman capricci, he shows a stronger debt
to Miel than to Sweerts.?®

The bambocciate of Jan Lingelbach as witnessed espe-
cially by Il Ciambellaro display a unique spirit within his
oeuvre. His peasants show a rough nobility as they silently
pursue their daily labors and pastimes. However, the ulti-

39. The figure types of dentist and patients, the curiosity and wonder
expressed by the spectators, and the handling of the brush suggest that
the painting may be based upon Miel’s Dentist at Christ Church, Oxford.
Cf. James Byam Shaw, Catalogue of Paintings by Old Masters at Christ
Church, Oxford, 1967, no. 145, and Kren, Jan Miel (1599-1664), 1I, no.
A4. The Dentist appears to be a characteristic painting of the 1640s.

40. The paintings discussed in this essay are the earliest known work
by the artist. Until now two signed paintings have been identified as from
Lingelbach’s first Amsterdam period. They are the Landscape with An-
cient Ruins, Frankfurt, Stadelsches Kunstinstitut (Burger-Wegener, cat.
no. 1) and a Battle Scene in the Getty Museum (fig. 28: B. F. Fredericksen,

mate character of Lingelbach’s art is determined by a dif-
ferent attitude. Even before completely freeing himself
from the spell of Michael Sweerts, he showed artistic
concerns which are not harmonious with a classicizing
manner. The floppy, wide-brimmed hats of the peasants
enliven the surface design in the Roman bambocciate; and
Lingelbach occasionally endows these characters with a
particular innocence. The doll-like male figures seated flex-
kneed on the ground in the Parable of the Sower and the
Liberation of St. Peter lend charm and intimacy to the
scenes. These paintings along with the Dentist in Piazza
Navona, the Purgative Source, and the Peasants near the Col-
osseum point to the mature, picturesque manner of this
beloved Dutch master,*
The J. Paul Getty Museum
Malibu

Catalogue of the Paintings in the J. Paul Getty Museum, Malibu, 1972, no.
103). However, Salerno argues persuasively thac the signature on the
former should be read as belonging to the Utrecht painter Abraham van
Cuylenborch (I pittori di paesaggio a Roma, I, p. 288), while the signature
on the latter, J: lingelbach, appears to be authentic. Burger-Wegener omits
the Getty Battle Scene from her catalogue, but the coloring, especially the
light ochre and the bright white of the horses, their contours, and the
handling of such details as the hat on the ground, are characteristic of the
artist, particularly his work of the early 1650s (cf. e.g., fig. 16}, and not his
earlier work.
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1. SECRETAIRE
French (Paris); ca. 1777
Height: 3" 6 %" (107.4 cm.) Width: 3" 3 %" (101 cm.)
Depth: 1" 2 (35.5 cm.)
Accession number 81.DA.80

The fall front of the secrétaire is set with two rectangular
plaques of Sevres porcelain, and the front of the drawer is
also decorated with three smaller oblong plaques. The
frieze above and the side friezes below are set with panels of
metal painted blue-black. The backs of the open shelves at
the sides are veneered with marquetry of tulipwood and
satinwood, engraved and filled with green and red mastic.

The piece is stamped twice beneath the drawer front
“M. CARLIN” for Martin Carlin {master 1766-died 1785)
(fig. 2). Carlin was the maker of a number of secrétaires
mounted with Sevres porcelain plaques. They usually
carry plaques on the fall front that are round or oval,!
those with rectangular plaques being found more rarely.?

The secrétaire closest in form to the museum’s piece is in
the Metropolitan Museum of Art.> Although the New
York piece has an illustrious provenance, it is of slightly
lesser quality. Probably made for the actress Madame De
Laguerre, it was certainly in her sale which took place at
her death in 1782. Shortly after, probably in 1784, it was
acquired by the Grand Duchess Maria Feodorovna, and it
stood for many years in her palace of Pavlovsk outside St.
Petersburg.

The museum’s secrétaire is unique for two reasons. It is
considerably smaller than the other secrétaires in Carlin’s
oeuvre, and so must have been made as a special commis-
sion for a small boudoir or chambre du lit. Also, the plaques

1. See a secrétaire by Carlin already in the museum’s collection, acces-
sion number 65.DA.2, and Geoffrey de Bellaigue, The James A. de
Rothschild Collection at Waddesdon Manor; Furniture, Clocks, and Gilt
Bronzes, 1974, pp. 342-347, no. 68, and C. C. Dauterman, J. Parker, and
E. A. Standen, Decorative Art at the Metropolitan Museum; The Kress Col-
lection, 1964, no. 26, figs. 112-117, pp. 144-149.

2. Dauterman, Parker, and Standen, op. cit., no. 28, figs. 121-127, pp.
154-161 and F.]. B. Watson, Wallace Collection Catalogue; Furniture,

on the fall front are not painted with the traditional hang-
ing baskets of flowers but with filled vases which resemble
stone mounted with gilt bronze. They stand on marble
surfaces, on one of which crawls a snail (fig. 3). Unfortu-
nately the reverses of these plaques do not bear the symbol
for a painter, but they are marked with the date letter “Y”
for 1776 (fig. 4). The three small plaques below are all
marked “Z” for 1777 (fig. 5) and the central plaque bears
the symbol 2t for the painter Jean-Charles Sioux the Elder
who worked at Sevres from 1752 to 1792 (fig. 6). The cen-
tral plaque on the drawer also bears a paper label printed
with the crossed “L’s” of the Sevres manufactory, inscribed
in black ink with “36”—the price in lLivres (fig. 7). If we turn
to the Sevres day book, we find that in 1777 the marchand-
mercier Daguerre bought eight plaques at this price, but no
description of their shape is given. In 1776 Poirier and
Daguerre, who were partners until 1778,% bought six
plaques quarrés in pairs, four being priced at 120 livres each
and two at 132 livres. It is likely that the pair of plaques on
the museum’s secrétaire are the more expensive ones,
because of their unusual design.

It is, however, possible that both Poirier and Daguerre
bought plaques to keep in stock, and the date letters on
the backs of 1776 and 1777 do not necessarily mean that
the secrétaire was made in the latter year. The secrétaire at
the Metropolitan Museum, mentioned above, has the date
letter “Y” for 1776 on the large plaque of the fall front, and
this could be the single plagque quarré sold for 216 livres in
1776. The smaller plaques below are not marked, but they
bear price labels showing that they sold for 60 livres each.
Four plaques were sold for this price in 1775. This could in-
dicate that the secrétaire was made one year before the

1956, F.308, pl. 91, pp. 164-165, and Gillian Wilson, Decorative Arts in
the J. Paul Getty Museum, 1977, no. 117, p. 90.

3. F. J. B. Watson, The Wrightsman Collection; Fumiture, vol. 1, 1966,
pp. 186-190, no. 105.

4. For a discussion on the role of the marchand-mercier, see Pierre
Verlet, “Le commerce des objects d’art et les marchand merciers 2 Paris

ca. XVIII® siecle.” Annales: Economies, Sociétés, Civilizations, vol. XIII,
Jan-Mar. 1958, pp. 10-29.
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Figure 1. Secrétaire & abbatant by Martin Carlin, circa 1777.

museum’s example and was the prototype for this form.
The secrétaire was bought by the museum from a private
collection in Paris. It had formerly belonged to Baron Guy
de Rothschild, who had inherited it from his mother, Bar-
oness Edouard de Rothschild, who died in the 1970s. Her
husband, Baron Edouard Alphonse James, was born in

1868 and died in 1949. His father, Mayer Alphonse, died
in 1905. The Rothschilds began to acquire French furni-
ture in the last decades of the nineteenth century, so either
Baron Edouard or Mayer Alphonse could have bought it.
Its earlier provenance, as is the case with nearly all Roths-
child objects, is not known.




Figure 3. One of the Sevres porcelain plaques on the fall front of the secrétaire.
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Figure 4. The mark painted on the back of one of the rec-
tangular porcelain plaques on the fall front of the
secrétaire, showing the crossed L’s of the Sevres
manufactory, with the date letter Y for 1776.

Figure 5. The mark on one of the smaller porcelain plaques
found on the drawer front, showing the crossed
L’s of the Sevres Manufactory (partly obliterated)
and the date letter Z for 1777. The painter’s mark
beneath is unidentified.

Figure 6. Detail showing the mark of Jean-Charles Sioux
the Elder.

Figure 7. The small printed paper label affixed to the back
of one of the smaller Sevres porcelain plaques, in-
scribed with ‘36’—the price in livres of the plaque.

2. WALL CLOCK (Pendule d’Alcove)
French (Chantilly); 1735-1740
Height: 2’ 5 1" (74.9 cm.) Width: 1 2" (35.6 cm.)
Depth: 4 %" (11.1 cm.)
Accession number 81.DB.81

The porcelain case is composed of interlacing floral
branches amongst which are perched a winged dragon
above (fig. 9), a duck to one side (fig. 10), and a monkey
below (fig. 11). The case has been fired in two parts, and
the lower porcelain section is attached to the metal back
plate with a brass clamp. Encircling the entire clock is a
sinuous gilt bronze branch with leaves, while surrounding
the enamel clock face are small clusters of gilt bronze
flowers and leaves.

The face of the clock is painted “CHARLES VOISIN A
PARIS,” and the movement is similarly inscribed (fig. 12).
Voisin became a master in 1710 and died in 1760. One of
the main wheels of the movement is covered with inscrip-
tions. Most are indecipherable—the words “Nettoyez” and
“Netoy” can be read and the dates “1756,” “1768,” “1817,”
and “1854” (fig. 13). These are the marks of various clock
repairers, following a tradition of signing and dating their
work.’

The clock, of the type sometimes known as a pendule
d’alcove was perhaps intended to be hung in a bed alcove.
It strikes to the nearest hour when a string, protruding
from the movement through the porcelain case, is pulled-—
a useful device to learn the time in the dark without hav-
ing to light a candle.

The porcelain case, which is tin glazed, was made at the
Chantilly manufactory. The factory was set up in 1725 by
Louis Henri de Bourbon, the seventh Prince de Condé. It
was given a royal charter in 1735, and operated until 1800.
Its first director was Ciquaire Cirou, under whose direc-
tion, the manufactory exclusively used the completely
opaque tin glaze rather than the more translucent lead
glaze commonly used at other French porcelain manufac-
tories. But this practice had almost ceased by his death in
1751,

The Prince de Condé had a large collection of Japanese
porcelain, and the earlier wares of the factory often copy
Japanese forms and decoration, particularly the Kakiemon
designs and palette. It is perhaps possible to see an oriental
influence in the case of this clock, with its exotic dragon
and monkey.

Only one other clock with a case of Chantilly porcelain
is known to exist, and it is in the collection of Mrs. Jack

5. See also the signed works of another clock in the collection, acces-
sion number 72.DA.40. Gillian Wilson, French Eighteenth Century Clocks
in the J. Paul Getty Museum, 1976, no. 5, pp. 26-33.
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Figure 8. Wall clock with a case of Chantilly porcelain, the movement by Charles Voisin, circa 1735-1740.
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Figure 9. The winged dragon above the clock.

Linsky in New York. It has a case decorated with Chinese
figures, again showing the oriental influence inspired by
the Prince’s collection.$ Other clocks made of porcelain are
known, but they were produced mostly by the German
manufactories. One of the earliest was produced at Meis-
sen in 1727 where it was designed by Fritzche and Kir-
chner.” Another, made at Frankenthal by J. W. Lanz in
1760, is in the high rococo style.® The Sevres manufactory
in later decades produced a number of porcelain clocks in
the neoclassical style, but in the mid-eighteenth century

6. Christie’s, March 28th, 1966. Also see the cover of Tardy, La Pen-
dule Francaise, lere Partie (3rd edition), p. 186. According to Tardy, the
clock is dated 1740. This clock has recently been given by Mrs. Jack Lin-
sky to the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York.

the use of porcelain on French clocks was often restricted
to the inclusion of free standing porcelain figures (usually
from Meissen) and a profusion of porcelain flowers, all set
amongst gilt bronze. The museum’s clock is very rare, and
it must have been made as a special commission for an ex-
otic femninine chambre & coucher, perhaps for a member of
the Condé family.

The clock was bought by the museum from Jacques
Kugel of Paris. It had earlier been in a Hungarian
collection.

7. Peter Wilhelm Meister and Horst Reber, La Porcelaine Européenne,
1980, p. 38, fig. 201.
8. Meister and Reber, op. cit., p. 138, fig. 201.
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Figure 10. The duck perched to the left of the clock.
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Figure 11. The monkey beneath the clock. The metal clamp seen at the monkey’s feet attaches the ceramic to the metal backplate
of the clock.




Figure 12. The movement of the clock, the backplate of
which is signed «Cles Voisin AParis.”

Figure 13. A wheel from the movement of the clock which
has been inscribed by various clock repairets.

Decorative Arts Acquisitions 1981

3. PAIR OF CORNER CUPBOARDS
French (Paris); ca. 1760-1765
Height: 4 5 %" (135.2 cm.) Width: 2’ (60.8 cm.)
Depth 1" 4 12" (41.9 cm.)
Accession number 81.DA.82

These tall narrow corner cupboards are veneered with
tulipwood, amaranth, and ebony, with gilt bronze mounts
and grey-veined, white marble tops. The front of each is
occupied by the single door. The interior has side supports
for two shelves, which are missing. Each cupboard is
stamped on the carcase, beneath the marble top, “P. GAR-
NIER” for Pierre Garnier (born ca. 1726, master 1742, died
1800) (fig. 15). Pieces stamped with Garnier’s name are not
overly common, and he does not seem to have had such a
prolific workshop as his near contemporaries Martin
Carlin and Adam Weisweiler.

Though he was trained in the rococo style, a number of
his surviving works are in the early rather heavy and archi-
tectonic neoclassical style, as is exhibited by these corner
cupboards, with their clearly delineated rectangular forms
and large gilt bronze mounts of fairly simple composition.

Garnier had the distinction of being patronized by the
marquis de Marigny (1727-1781), the younger brother of
Madame de Pompadour and Directeur Général des Bati-
ments, Jardins, Arts, Académies, et Manufactures Royales
from 1751 to 1773.9 Garnier provided furniture for the
marquis’ hotel on the rue Saint-Thomas-du-Louvre (the
interiors of which contemporaries described as being
festonées dans le gouit antique) and the chateau de Menars.
A body of correspondence from the marquis to Garnier
exists, which has been published by Svend Eriksen.!
From the Jetters we can see that Garnier designed many of
his own mounts, a somewhat unusual practice at this date.

On November 9th, 1779 Marigny wrote to Garnier
about a pair of cabinets on which he intended to place
bronze sculpture. He disclaimed any intention of using
them as cupboards, writing ‘. .. comme je ne me soucie
point d’ouvrier ces bas d’armoire wous les construirez intér-
jeurement comme bon vous semblera.” It is possible that these
corner cupboards were the outcome of this letter, but the
date of 1779 does not fit these pieces well, as they appear to
be at least ten or fifteen years earlier in style. This earlier
dating is strengthened by the existence of an engraving for
a piece of furniture of very similar form in the fourth
volume of plates of Diderot and D’Alembert’s Encyclo-

9. For a short biography of the marquis de Marigny, see Svend Erik-
sen, Early Neo-classicism in France, 1974, pp. 204-206.

10. Svend Eriksen, “Some letters from the marquis de Marigny to his
cabinet-maker Pierre Garnier,” The Journal of the Furniture History Society,

vol. VIII, 1972, p. 84.
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Figure 15. The stamp “P.GARNIER” for Pierre Garnier,
found on the carcase beneath the marble top.
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Figure 14. One of a pair of corner cupboards by Pierre - &3 :
Garnier, circa 1760-1765. _ =T

Figure 16. Detail of a plate taken from Diderot and
D’Alembert’s Encyclopédie, from the volume of
plates published in 1765.
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Figures 17-20. A set of four gilt bronze wall lights made by Francois-Thomas Germain in 1756.

pédie, which was published in 1765. It too has a narrow
tall form, overlaid with a panel tapering towards the base
{fig. 16). A Greek key is seen on the frieze, rather than the
scrolling mount found on the cupboards.

We also find in the Marigny/Garnier correspondence
some discussion concerning their mutual like of ebony,
which is so prominent on these pieces.!! Although the sug-
gestion that they were made for the marquis is only tenta-
tive, he would have enjoyed their unique form, composed
solidly in the newly emergent neoclassical style of which he
was such a champion.

If the corner cupboards were designed to support sculp-
ture, the objects must have been fairly small, as they are
shallow, the marble slab measuring, at its greatest depth,
only sixteen and a half inches. One cupboard is stamped
“I" and the other “4,” possibly indicating that they were
once part of a set of four, one for each corner of a room.

They were acquired by the museum from the dealer
Hervé Aaron, New York, who had them from his father
Didier Aaron of Paris. They recently belonged to a
member of the Spirito-Santo family of Portugal, but their
earlier provenance is not known. (See P.S. p. 197.)

4. SET OF FOUR WALL LIGHTS

French (Paris); 1756

No. la: Height: 3 3 ¥4" (99.6 cm.) Width: 2' 75" (63.2
cm.) Depth: 1" 4 4" (41 cm.)

No. 1b: Height: 3' 1 V4" (94.6 cm.) Width: 1" 11 %"
(57.5 cm.) Depth: 1" 1 %" (34.6 cm.)

No. 2a: Height: 3 4 14" (102.9 cm.) Width: 2" 17 (63.5
cm.) Depth: 1" 1 %2" (34.3 cm.)

No. 2b: Height: 2 11 ¥%" (89.2 cm.) Width: 1" 10 ¥%"
(56.8 cm.) Depth: 1" 3 %" (40.3 cm.)

Accession number 81.DF.96

Each of these massive wall lights takes the form of two
branches of berried laurel, tied with a ribbon bow, which
divide and branch out to carry the three candle holders
and to form a back plate. The wall lights are in opposed
pairs, each pair being different from the other, and none of
the four is cast from the same mold. The gilt bronze is
either highly chased or carefully stippled. Few areas are
left mat. The berries, the ribs of the leaves, and the areas

11. F. H. S., Ibid, p. 83, “les meubles en ebenne et bronze sont beau-

coup plus nobles que les meubles en acajou . ..”
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Figure 19.
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Figure 20.
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Figure 21. Detail showing the inscription: FAIT-PAR-F.T.PAR-F.T.GERMAIN-SCULPT-ORFRE-DU-ROY- AUX-GALLERIES-DU-

LOUVRE-APARIS 1756.

of the stems which are not covered with bark are bur-
nished. The gilding is slightly worn in places and is of a
rich yellow.

Each of one pair of wall lights is inscribed in upper case
letters along one side of a branch below the ribbon bow:
“FAIT-PAR-F. T. GERMAIN-SCULPT. ORFRE.DU-ROY-AUX-
GALLERIES-DU-LOUVRE-APARIS 1756” (fig. 21).

Francois-Thomas Germain (b. 1726, orfevre et sculpteur
du roi 1748, d. 1791) was the son of the orfevre du roi
Thomas Germain. He had his lodgings and workshop in
the galleries of the Palais du Louvre and is, of course, bet-
ter known for his works in silver. In recent years a number
of his pieces have appeared on the market.!?

Germain’s signed works in bronze are rare, and only
two, apart from these wall lights, are known today. A pair
of massive firedogs made for Madame Infante are in the
Musée du Louvre,!? and a marble mantelpiece mounted
with gilt bronze is in the Bernstorff Palace in Copen-
hagen.!* The mounts of this mantelpiece are signed in
precisely the same way as the wall lights. Work had begun
on the drawings and measurements for the mantelpiece
mounts in 1754, and they were on their way to Copen-
hagen by 1757. These mounts, which are dated 1756, were

12. See Jacques Helft; French Master Goldsmiths and Silversmiths from
the Seventeenth to the Nineteenth Century, 1966, pp. 116-131.

13, Mlustrated in Les Merveilles du Louvre, vol. IIl (Collection Realités),
p. 1989. They are inscribed: “FAIT PAR FRANCOIS-THOMAS GER-
MAIN ORFEVRE DU ROY AUX GALLERIES DU LOUVRE, 1757.”

thus made at the same time as the museum’s wall lights,
and the candelabra which branch upwards from the man-
telpiece are very similar. They too take the form of
branches of laurel with berries, but the design is more clut-
teted. The branches themselves are almost entirely cov-
ered with leaves, and they do not possess the elegance of a
certain simplicity of form seen in the lights.

The provenance of the wall lights has been assembled by
Pierre Verlet, and the following information was given by
him at the conference held by the Société de I'Histoire de
PArt Frangais in June 1980."% The lights were made for
Louis-Philippe, duc d’Orléans and were placed in the
Palais Royal, which was at the time being redecorated by
Contant d’Ivry. In Diderot’s Encyclopédie, in an article by
Jacques-Frangois Blondel concerning the interior decora-
tion of the Palais, two engravings show elevations of walls
in the Salle de Jeu (fig. 22) and the Chambre de Parade (fig.
23), with the wall lights in place. The volume containing
these plates was printed in 1762, only six years after the
production of the wall lights.

In 1783, at the private sale of the duc d’Orléan’s belong-
ings, the wall lights were bought by the Crown through an
intermediary, the bronzier Feuchere. They were hung three

14. “L’enigme de la Cheminée la plus extraordinaire,” Connaissance des
Arts, March, 1959, pp. 86-88.

15. Pierre Verlet’s information was used by Alexandre Pradere when
he wrote the catalogue entry for the sale of the wall lights at an auction
held by Sotheby’s in Monaco, June 15, 1981, lots 148 a and b. The wall
lights were “bought in” at the sale.



Decorative Arts Acquisitions 1981 77

Flovalion Ju i'\;f" -"-' he o :‘;’"H.’Hf"-' .*. v 4’-;‘-"!1'.\' /‘I;'.'t‘ ’

Figure 22. A plate from Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie showing an elevation of the Salle de Jeu in the Palais Royal, from the
volume of plates printed in 1762.

]

Figure 23. A plate from Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie showing an elevation of the Chambre de Parade in the Palais Royal, from
the volume of plates printed in 1762.



78

Wilson

Figure 24. The inventory mark of the Chateau de Com-
piegne, stamped on the back of each of the wall
lights.

years later!8 in the Salon des Nobles de la Reine in the Cha-
teau de Compiegne, and each light is marked with a closed
crown above the letters “CP,” and the inventory number
“N° 28” (fig. 24). They are described as being still in that
room in an inventory taken in 1791.17

At the revolution the wall lights were not included in
the great public sales of the contents of the royal resi-
dences. They were reserved by the commission du commerce,
who had the intention of offering them for sale exclusively
to foreign buyers. For some reason the sale did not take
place, and they were hung in the Palais du Luxembourg.!®
Each light bears the letters and numbers “1051 LUX;” two
with an additional “I,” and two with “2” (fig. 25).

It seems that, probably in the late decades of the nine-

Figure 25. The mark and inventory number of the Palais
de Luxembourg, which is stamped on all four of
the wall lights.

teenth century, they were acquired by the Rothschilds.
They were hung at Mentmore, the house that was built by
Joseph Paxton in 1853 for Baron Mayer Amschel de
Rothschild. His daughter Hannah married Archibald
Philip, fifth Earl of Rosebery in 1878, and with her went
Mentmore and all its contents. In 1964 the wall lights were
sold at Sotheby’s.!® Surprisingly the inscription by Ger-
main was not noticed by the cataloguer nor were the Com-
piegne marks; only the Luxembourg inventory marks were
noted.?

The wall lights were acquired by the museum from a pri-
vate collector in Switzerland, whose father had bought
them from Frangois-Gerard Seligmann after the 1964
auction.

POSTSCRIPT/CONSERVATION OF THE SET OF FOUR WALL LIGHTS

The gilt bronze wall lights are remarkably fine, and the
quality of the gilding, chasing, and burnishing is of the
highest order. The condition of the objects is generally ex-
cellent, with only very small areas of copper corrosion and
oxidation of the gilded surface.

The conservation requirements were therefore limited,
and the cleaning of the wall lights was approached in a
most conservative manner. As there was no coating of lac-
quer, it was possible to clean the entire surface with deion-
ized water on cotton swabs. The gilt bronze was then
buffed with lint-free paper towels (Kimwipes), and this pro-
cess was repeated as necessary to obtain an even sheen.

The small areas of copper corrosion were removed me-
chanically with a scalpel, and these areas were then brush
coated with benzotriazole (3%) in ethanol to prevent fur-
ther deterioration.

In a few small areas where the gilded surface had worn

16. Max Terrier {conservateur en chef du Musée National du Palais de
Compiegne), “L’applique; sa provenance,” Connaissance des Arts,
November 1968, in which the information is given that on the 27th April
1786 Thierry de Ville d’Avray asked Hauré to find suitable wall lights for
Compiégne in the Garde Meubles of Paris and Versailles. These wall
lights were found in storage at Versailles, and on the 18th of June Hauré

and the bronze had partially oxidized, a minimal amount
of Goddards “Glow” on a small Q-tip was used to lighten
the color. These areas were buffed with Kimwipes and
rinsed off immediately with deionized water to remove any
residue and then buffed again.

The various elements of the wall lights are attached with
screws of differing dates, the original ones being of brass.
The later screws are of steel, and these are to be replaced
with brass handmade screws to prevent damage to the gilt
bronze through corrosion products.

At the time of purchase two leaves had broken away
from no. 2a. These had been repaired at a previous date
with adhesive and have again been replaced with a revers-
ible adhesive, for the heat of a soldering torch could have
seriously damaged the surrounding areas of gilding.

Barbara Roberts
Conservator of Decorative Arts

received the order to have them repaired. Four leaves and two small
sprays needed to be re-attached.

17. Arch. Nat. O! 3392.

18. Terrier, op. cit., {Arch. Oise 1-Q-11.298).

19. Sotheby’s, London, April 17, 1964, lot 18.

20. The inscription by Germain was first published by Axelle de
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Figure 26. Mantel clock (Pendule & cercles towrnant) attributed to Pierre-Philippe Thomire, circa 1785.

5. MANTEL CLOCK (Pendule & cercles tournant)
French (Paris); ca. 1785
Height: 1" 8 %" (53 cm.) Width: 2" 1 %" (63.8 cm.)
Depth: 9 %" (23.5 cm.)
Accession number 82.DB.2

On a base of white marble are two figures of patinated
bronze. The standing woman (fig. 27) on the right is a

Gaigneron in Connaissance des Arts, September, 1968, p. 76, “Le 3eme te-
moin de I'art de F-Th. Germain, Bronzier.” The author also published
one of the plates showing the Palais Royal interior from the Encyclopédie,
noting that the wall lights were exceedingly similar to those shown in the
elevation.

21. The clock shows two Vestal virgins tending the perpetual flame in

Roman vestal virgin pouring a libation over a flame on a
drum-shaped altar, while the second vestal virgin, on one
knee, offers a tray supporting a jug and a bottle. Behind
the second virgin stands a vase of red marble, draped with
a cloth in patinated bronze, while a patinated basket spills
gilt bronze flowers before her (fig. 28). Behind the standing
figure is a gilt bronze three legged vase, from which issues a
plume of smoke in patinated bronze.?! The movement of

the Temple of Vesta, the goddess of the hearth. A number of clocks made
in the neoclassical period show this theme, with the bronze maidens
variously posed around an altar, with jugs and bottles and often musical
instruments. The figures on these clocks are frequently attributed to
Thomire. As most of the clocks would have been placed on the mantle-
piece, the classical theme would be suitably related to the hearth below it.

79
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Figure 28. Detail showing the basket of gilt bronze flowers.

Figure 27. Detail showing the head and shoulders of the
vestal virgin on the right.

the clock, which is not signed, is housed in the white mar-
ble altar which is surrounded by a procession of gilt bronze
figures in relief, one of which carries a vase, while another
carries an axe and leads an ox for sacrifice (fig. 29). Above
these figures are the double enameled rings of the clock
dial. The upper ring is marked with the minutes, the lower
with the hours, embellished with gilding and jeweling.

A spray of gilt bronze flowers serves as a pointer for the
time and is attached to the removable white marble top of
the clock, which also bears the gilt bronze flames carried in
a brazier. Rams’ heads adorn the upper edge of the altar,
which rests on a verde antique base.

The white marble plinth is decorated at the sides with
garlands of gilt bronze flowers tied with ribbon bows. On
the front, a pair of griffons, with acanthus scrolls contain-
ing small trophies of the hunt, flank a central mask.

A clock of identical design is shown in a drawing in the
Musée des Arts Decoratifs, Paris.2? It has been attributed
to Pierre-Philippe Thomire (1751-1843) (fig. 30). The clock
stands on a mantelpiece, flanked by standing candelabra,
a mounted vase, and a decorative bronze statuette; below
are fire dogs. Each half of the drawing differs from the
other, and it seems to be intended as a scheme for alterna-
tive arrangements. This finished and detailed drawing is
maybe a project, but it shows objects already made. The

22. Cliché 5193.
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Figure 29. The drum of the altar, with processional figures in gilt bronze with the jewelled and gilded enamel dials above.
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Figure 30. A pen and wash drawing at the Musée des Arts Decoratifs, Paris, showing a clock of the same model.



lion on the left-hand firedog very much resembles that ly-
ing on a pair of fire-dogs that were modeled by Louis-
Simon Boizot (1743-1809) in 1786 for the Salon de la Paix
at Versailles.2? These lions were in fact chased by
Thomire. The name of Boizot has been suggested as the
modeler of the two figures on the clock.?* However, a com-
parison between the figure of the priestess and a similarly
posed figure of Hebe (fig. 31), included in a bronze group
also attributed to Boizot in the museum’s collection,? does
not reveal many similarities in modeling. A close study of
the plaster models by Boizot in the Archives at the
Manufacture Nationale de Sévres may lead to a firmer at-
tribution for these figures.

To return to the drawing, each of the standing candela-
bra includes elements found in Thomire’s known works:
the rigidly standing patinated female figures on the right
and the griffons which are used as supports on both lights.
The writing figure, apparently seated in a lamp, is similar
to that found at one side of another mantel clock, apposed
by a figure reading, the model of which was made at Sevres
by Boizot. It was reproduced both in Sevres porcelain and
in bronze. When cast in bronze it is usually given to
Thomire. The mounts found on the plinth of the afore-
mentioned clock, of which a number of models exist,2¢ in-
clude putti whose lower bodies terminate in scrolls. Similar
figures can be seen on the right hand frieze of the mantel-
piece in the drawing.??

A close comparison can be made between the scrolls of
the mount set onto the base of the clock (fig. 32), and a
similar mount found on objects made at the same date by
such makers as Adam Weisweiler, Bernard Molitor, and
Jean-Henri Riesener. Illustrated (fig. 33) is a mount from
the upper frieze of a secrétaire by Riesener in the collec-
tion.2® The similarities both in the model and in the chas-
ing are apparent. Traditionally these mounts have been
given, with no specific documentary evidence, to the brong-
ier Pierre Gouthiere (b. 1732, master 1758, d. 1813/14). It is
possible that the clock was made by Gouthiére and the
younger Thomire in collaboration.

A clock in the Musée des Arts Decoratifs,?® composed
of bronze nymphs carrying poles on which is balanced a
ceramic altar, can be confidently given to Thomire, as
the figures repeat those on a clock signed “Thomire &
Comple.” The latter clock is in the British Embassy in

23, Cliché 65.DN.2038, Inv. V. 3329.

24. The Age of Neo-Classicism, The Royal Academy, London, 1972, no.
1620, p. 759. Entry by William Rieder.

25. Accession number 74.PB.6.

26. Chateau de Versailles (Inv. V. 3709), delivered by Daguerre to the
Chateau de Saint-Cloud between 1780 and 1785.

27. A mantelpiece of similar form, decorated in a very similar fashion,
was sold at Galleries Georges Petit (Paris), June 1-4, 1896, lot 171. The
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Figure 31. A bronze group showing Hebe rejuvenating
Aeson, attributed to Louis-Simon Boizot.

Paris.?® In turn, certain elements of the clock in the Musée
des Arts Decoratifs can be found on a clock that was re-
cently on the market in New York.?! It has a white marble
altar of approximately the same shape, resting on gilt
bronze winged sphinxes of the same model, with rams’
heads at the corners above. The patinated bronze female
figures on the clock resemble those of the museum’s clock,
and the peculiarly shaped three-pointed bow! holding the
flames is of exactly the same model. By these admittedly
circuitous routes, it seems that an attribution to Thomire
must be more than a mere hypothesis.

Four other clocks of this model are known to exist. One,
belonging to Dr. A.S. Ciechanowiecki, was exhibited in
the Age of Neoclassicism exhibition in 1972.32 It is identical
to the museum’s clock, with the exception that the circular
dials are not gilded and jeweled, that the drum altar is
made of metal and not white marble, and that the body of
the tripod vase is patinated. A second clock was sold from

decorative panels were made in mosaic. I am grateful to Adrian Sassoon
for pointing this out to me.

28. Accession number 71.DA.104.

29. Cliche 1711.

30. Alvar Gonzales-Palacios, “Lecteurs,” Conndissance des Arts, Sep-
tember 1976, p. 11 and 13.

31. At Dalva Bros., New York in 1982.

32. The Age of Neoclassicism, op. cit.
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Figure 33. A gilt bronze mount set onto the frieze of a secrétaire by Jean-Henri Riesener.

the collection of the Countess Bismarck in 1980.%3 Its
drum is of blue-grey marble, and floral swags replace the
processional figures. It is now in a private collection in
Paris. A third example is in the collection of the Marquess

of Bath at Longleat, England, and the fourth is in the
Musée Municipal Massena in Nice.?*

The museum’s clock was bought at auction in London
in 1981.3 It was previously in a Swedish private collection.

33, Sotheby’s, Monte Carlo, May 26, 1980, lot 656.

sena & Nice (ed. Geurinet, 1928, Paris), pl. 28.
34. See Le Mobilier, Style du Premier Empire au Musée Municipal Mas-

35. Sotheby’s, London, December 11, 1981, lot 99.



6. EWER
The porcelain: Chinese (Kangxi); ca. 1680
The mounts: French (Paris); ca. 1680-1700
Height: 1 5 ¥2" (44.5 cm.) Width: 1" 2" (35.5 cm.)
Depth: 5 %" (14.4 cm.)
Accession number 82.DIL.3

The ewer is enameled with mythical carp dragons,
horned chimera, and the flying horses of Mu Wang, in
aubergine, yellow, and white on a green ground. The
mounts were added in Paris by an unknown bronzier work-
ing at the turn of the century (fig. 35).

Chinese ewers of this form are rarely found in Europe.
One, unmounted, also enameled with the colors used dur-
ing the famille verte period, is in the Musée Guimet, Paris.?¢
It has a restored metal spout and is without a handle. It
bears three small ceramic lion masks at one side, which are
pierced to receive a handle. The museum’s ewer still re-
tains two of these masks. An ewer of similar form, of the
Ming period and made of cloisonné enamel, was on the
London art market in the late 1930s.37 A pair of Chinese
ewers of the same model, mounted with gilt bronze, were
sold in Paris in 1979.38 They were glazed with a deep violet-
blue and bore mounts stylistically datable to about 1765.
They reputedly had been given to the duc de Morny by
Napoleon IIl. A similar pair, also of violet-blue color, were
sold from the collection of the duc d’Aumont on
December 12, 1782. They were described in the sale cata-
logue as follows:

161 Deux Buires rondes, & bec de théiere, de forme tres-élevée,
fond bleu foncé de Perse, approchant du violet; garnies de
couvercle, gorge, anse en console surmontée d’un dragon, et
de pied uni & moulure & godron de bronze doré d’or mat;
placées sur socle de prime verte; hauteur, y compris Uanse,
18 pouces.

Ces deux morcceaux rares sont curieux par le simple de leur
forme, leur ton de couleur, et par leur bon accord avec le
genre sage de leur garniture. Ils viennent de M. de Gaig-
nat, Paillet, pour le Roi.......c.oiveeenvciinicinns 1,802 liv.>®

From the description, the mounts would appear to have
been in the rococo style. The ewers were previously in the
collection of M. de Gaignat, secrétaire du roi, and were sold

36. Madeleine Paul-David et al., The World’s Great Collections of Orien-
tal Ceramics, vol. 7 (1981), Musée Guimet, Paris; fig. 132.

37. lllustrated in Apollo, vol. XXVII, January to June 1938, p. 277.
“Round the Galleries, Drinking through the Ages” held at the Ideal
Home Exhibition. It was then in the possession of Spink and Sons, Ltd.
London.

38. Palais d’Orsay, Paris, March 28, 1979, lot 18.

39, Baron Charles Davillier, Le Cabinet du Duc d’Aumont et les
Amateurs de son Temps, 1870, p. 94.
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Figure 34. Detail showing the gilt bronze handle of the
ewer.

85



86 Wilson

Figure 35. A ewer of Chinese porcelain made in the Kangxi period, with gilt bronze mounts added in Paris circa 1680-1700.

at his sale in 1768 for 1250 livres. We see from the above
entry that they were acquired by Louis XVI for a consider-
ably higher price. Their present whereabouts is unknown.

The museum’s ewer is fitted with gilt bronze mounts that
are almost contemporaneous with the porcelain. Such
ewers were not made for export, and the piece must have
been highly treasured. The large and heavy handle makes
the piece very unstable. Indeed it has been broken and

40. Hotel Drouot, November 18th and 19th, 1981, lot 103.

repaired along its upper edge.

The ewer was acquired by the museum from the sale of
the famous Parisian dealer, the late Gaston Bensimon.# It
had been in his collection for some years. It was, in the
earlier decades of this century, in the collection of the
American Edward R. Bacon.#! At that time it was fitted
with a gilt bronze base of nineteenth century date, that
was probably removed by Bensimon.

Malibu

41. John Getz, Catalogue of Chinese Art Objects collected by Edward R,
Bacon 1919, no. 65, pl. XII, p. 31.



Two Acquisitions of Sevres Porcelain

by the Getty Museum, 1981

Adrian Sassoon

1. CUP AND SAUCER
French (Sevres): 1781
Soft paste porcelain
Cup, H: 6.9 cm. (2 %") W: 9.4 cm. (3 ")
Saucer, H: 3.6 cm. (1 ") @: 13.5 cm. (5 %6 )
Accession number 81.DE.28

This soft paste Sevres porcelain cup and saucer, shown
in figs. 1-7, has recently been acquired by the Department
of Decorative Arts. It is of a shape called a Gobelet Litron,
which was produced at Vincennes from 1752.! This exam-
ple is the second largest of five sizes produced in this shape.
The cup and deep saucer are decorated with a brown
ground color and raised foils of gilding with thick enamel
drops, imitating jeweling. The cup has a painted reserve,
set in a cartouche of raised gilding,? depicting a girl kneel-
ing before a statue of Cupid with sheep and a dog in a
garden. Both the cup and the saucer are also set with two
ovals of porcelain painted with cameo-style profile por-
traits. The cup and saucer are unbroken, though some of
the “jewels” are missing. One of the cameo portraits is no
longer glued to its bed of raised gilding on the saucer.

The cup bears the crossed “L’s” mark of the Sevres man-
ufactory on its base (fig. 6) enclosing the date letters “DD”
for 1781, all painted in blue. It is also incised with the two
répareurs’ marks “36a” and “6”—one for the modeler of the
cup, the other probably for the anseur who applied the
handle. The cup bears the triangular mark of the painter
Capelle,® also in blue. The saucer is incised with the

* [ would like to thank Gillian Wilson for giving me the opportunity to
write this article, and for all of her encouragement and information. Also
1 would like to thank Rosalind Savill, of the Wallace Collection, for her
continual generosity with information. I am immensely grateful to Geof-
frey de Bellaigue, Surveyor of the Queen’s Works of Art, for his gener-
osity and advice. He has allowed me to use a great deal of information of
his finding from his exhibition catalogue of Sevres porcelain from the Royal
Collection, The Queen’s Gallery, 1979-1980, and information that he has
prepared for his forthcoming book about the Louis XVI service.

1. M. Brunet and T. Préaud, Sevres, Des origines & nos jours, Fribourg,
1978, p. 108.

2. An identical cartouche of gilding and enameling is on a gobelet litron
et soucoupe formerly in the Chester Beatty Collection. The reserve is
painted with a boy and a dolphin; the ground of the cup is a brown color.

répareurs’ mark “44” in two places and is painted in blue
with the crossed “L’s” mark enclosing the date letters “DD”
(fig. 7). It also bears the triangular mark of Capelle, in blue,
and the initials “LG” in gold—the mark of the gilder
Etienne-Henry Le Guay.* The elaborate gilding on the cup
and saucer is partly composed of foils formed by steel dies.5
The dies were mostly designed by Jean-Baptiste-Etienne
Genest,® who was at that time the head of the artists’
studio at Sevres. They were made by the Parisian engraver
Le Guay. The gold foils are partly overlaid with globules of
transparent and opaque enamel, in red, orange, green, and
white, imitating pearls and jewels. The gold seems to have
been applied to the object with a blue fixative, which one
can also see on other pieces of Sevres porcelain decorated
in this manner. Figures 4 and 5 show the two sides of an
oval piece of porcelain on which one of the cameo por-
traits is painted. It has become detached from the saucer,
where it was glued over one of the elaborate gold foils. The
oval is impressed on the reverse side with the pattern of
the foil, so that it would fit in position more easily. This is
puzzling for two reasons. Bearing in mind the cost of an
elaborate gold foil, one would not expect it to be covered
with an opaque plaque of porcelain. On this cup, one finds
that some smaller areas gilded and tooled in this manner
are overlaid with transparent enamel colors, so that the
gilding is visible beneath. Even more unusual is the fact
that the impressed side of the oval piece fits the shape of
the gilding. The porcelain would have to be impressed
with the design of the gold when wet and unfired, and it

Other details of the gilding and enameling are identical to the museum’s
cup, including the gilded rosette in the centre of the saucer and the bands
of enameled pearls. I thank Rosalind Savill of the Wallace Collection for
drawing this cup and saucer to my attention.

3. Active at Vincennes and Sevres 1746-1800. M. Brunet and T.
Préaud, op. cit., p. 358.

4. Active at Vincennes and Sevres periodically 1749-1796. M. Brunet
and T. Préaud, op. cit., p. 371.

5. G. de Bellaigue, Sevres Porcelain from the Royal Collection, The
Queen’s Gallery, London, 1979-1980, p. 114. Also, G. de Bellaigue,
“Sevres Artists and their sources, I: Paintings and Drawings,” The Burling-
ton Magazine, October 1980, p. 668.

6. Active at Vincennes and Sevres 1752-1788. M. Brunet and T.
Préaud, op. cit., p. 366.
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Figure 1. Cup and saucer (gobelet litron et soucoupe), French (Sevres); 1781. Painted by Capelle, gilded by Le Guay. Brown ground.

would have contracted in the kiln, reducing the size of the
impression as compared to that on the gold. It is therefore
more likely that the die was engraved after the oval piece
of porcelain had been prepared, to stamp the gold foil to
the correct size—an extraordinary elaboration. A gobelet
litron et soucoupe, formerly in the Chester Beatty Collec-
tion, with a bleu nouveau ground, also bears these profile
portraits, painted as cameos on oval pieces of translu-
cent enamel. They are set in gilded borders, two have be-
come detached showing flat gilded surfaces underneath,
rather than the elaborate gilding found on the museum’s
example.’

The origin of the painted scene on the cup has not yet
been traced, but the source of design of the four profile
portraits is known.? In 1776 Empress Catherine II of Rus-
sia had ordered a soft paste porcelain dinner service from
the Sevres manufactory. It was not only to be a service of

7. Sold, Sotheby’s, London, November 15, 1955, lot 108. I thank
Rosalind Savill for bringing this cup and saucer to my attention.

extensive size but also to be decorated with new designs on
specially modeled shapes. A part of the decoration was of
specially commissioned hardstone cameos, which were af-
fixed with gold bands. These were only to be placed on
larger elements of the service, the smaller pieces being
decorated with ovals painted with profiles in grisaille, im-
itating cameos. A sheet of twelve outline designs for these
profiles exists at Sevres, giving the names of the gods and
goddesses depicted. Handwriting on the reverse of this
sheet explains that the designs, printed onto paper, were
placed on the porcelain in the kiln so that when the paper
burnt off, the outline design would remain. This would
later be filled in by a painter. On the museum’s cup,
these profiles depict Juno and Ammon; and on the
saucer, Jupiter Capitolinus and Omphale (the latter now
detached).’ In June 1781 one of the Le Guays working at
Sevres is recorded as receiving 18 livres for his work on “6

8. I thank Rosalind Savill for bringing these designs for my attention.
9. The plaque which has become unglued is displayed beside the
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Figure 2. The cup shown in fig. 1.

petites camés sur émaille & 3 (livres),” and again for
similar work in November of that year.!® This is in-
teresting as it states that the cameos were painted onto
enamel rather than onto porcelain directly, as in the case
of the cup and saucer from the Chester Beatty Collection.

By the early 1780s, the Sévres manufactory was produc-
ing a large variety of decorative patterns, especially on
small items such as cups and saucers. These were not in-
tended so much for use or to be a part of tea services but
to be gifts or collectors’ items. Thus one finds the use of
many ground colors of unusual tones, such as the brown
ground of this cup and saucer. We are not sure how this
brown ground was described at Sévres. The kiln registers
for painted decoration!! show that on July 30th, 1781 two
gobelets litron, 26™M€ grandeur fond boue de Paris were fired;
Le Guay is named to have been their gilder. Included in
the same firing was a pair of cups, their ground color

saucer in the museum so that one can see the gold foil and the impressed
design on the plaque.

10. I thank Rosalind Savill for this information from the Sevres Ar-
chives, F 23 for 1781, Recettes et Despenses.

11. I thank Geoffrey de Bellaigue, Surveyor of the Queen’s Works of
Art, for this information from the kiln registers.

12. Active at Vincennes and Seévres periodically 1755-1806. M.
Brunet and T. Préaud, op. cit., p. 376.

13. I thank Rosalind Savill for this information from the Régistres des
Peintres. )

14. A further eighteenth century description for the brown ground
colours used at Sevres has been communicated to me by Sir Francis Wat-
son. Rose Bertin, hat and dressmaker to Marie-Antoinette, apparently
called these colors “caca Dauphin.”
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Figure 3. The saucer shown in fig. 1.

described as fond marron. These names may describe the
brown color of the museum’s cup and saucer. Alterna-
tively there is an entry for the painter Philippe Parpette!?
in the Régistres des Peintres before April 3rd, 1781% for a
fond merde d’oie, which certainly implies a dark greenish
brown color. The same records include a fond noisette in
1783.14 This illustrates the variety of brown shades in use
which might be that on the museum’s cup and saucer.!s
Jeweled Sevres is recorded in the factory registers from
1773, referred to as “‘emaillée” or as “‘en emaux.”’ This deco-
ration was not fashionable until some years later, and it
was chiefly used on vases or on small gifts. In 1784 Louis
XVI gave King Gustav Ill of Sweden a very lavish gobelet
litron et soucoupe decorated with jeweling and a portrait of
its donor.!® The most lavish example of jeweled Seévres
procelain was the toilet set given to Maria Feodorovna,
wife of the future Czar Paul I of Russia, when she came to

15. This brown ground colour is highly uncommon. The auction of
Mrs. Lyne Stephens of May 9-17, 1895 at Christie, Manson and Woods,
London, includes a pair of seaux as lot 51. These are described as having a
chocolate-coloured ground and jeweled decoration. A cup and saucer
with “chocolate ground” is found as part of lot 36 in the sale of porcelain
at Christie, Manson and Woods on November 29, 1901. It is described as
“gilt with laurel festoons, and painted with heads in grisaille on chocolate
ground in pendant medallions.” This would seem to be similar in decora-
tion to the museum’s cup and saucer. Other brown grounds referred to
include two plates in the sale of the collection of Mr. W.]. Goode,
Christie, Manson and Woods, London, July 17 and 18, 1895, lots 17 and
19, the former dated for 1782.

16. Dlustrated pp. 232-233, Les Porcelainiers du XVIII siecle frangais,
preface by S. Gauthier, Paris 1964.
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Figure 6. Marks on the base of the cup shown in fig. 1.

Paris in 1782. It was extremely expensive, costing 75,000
livres,'7 and is still at Pavlovsk.

The original purchaser of the museum’s cup and saucer
is not known. The base of the saucer bears a paper
label (fig. 7) with the names of the Marchioness of
Conyngham and R. M. Wood. Indeed the cup is identi-
fiable in the Christie’s auctions of their collections: the
former in 1908, and the latter in 1919.1 Elizabeth,
Marchioness of Conyngham, was a mistress of George IV,
who presented her with large quantities of works of art,
including Sevres porcelains. This cup and saucer is not

17. M. Brunet and T. Préaud, op. cit., pp. 207-208, nos. 249-251,
illustrated.

18. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, May 4, 1908, and the three
following days, lot 289. The Property of the Marchioness of Conyngham,
deceased, late of 36 Belgrave Square, S.W., and The Mount, Ascot. Bought
by Harding for 162 guineas 15 shillings.

19. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, May 27, 1919, lot 96. The
collection of porcelain formed by R. M. Wood Esq., of 12 Arlington Street,
S.W. Bought by Mallet for 152 guineas 5 shillings.

20. 1 thank Geoffrey de Bellaigue for this information.

Figure 5. Reverse of the porcelain plaque shown in fig. 4.

r

Figure 7. Marks on the base of the saucer shown in fig, 1.

recorded, however, as having been such a present,
though items of jeweled Sevres similar to this were in
George IV’s collection.?! The cup and saucer was bought
by Mallet at the Napier sale in 1919, but that firm’s
records were destroyed in the second World War, so we
cannot tell to whom it was sold.?? It was sold in 1943 at
auction in New York from the collection of the late Mrs.
Henry Walters of Baltimore.?* The cup and saucer was
later in a private collection in New York and was sold at
auction in 1977.2% It was acquired by the museum from
the New York dealer Armin Allen. (See P.S. p. 197.)

21. Sevres Porcelain in the Royal Collection, op. cit., see nos. 121 and 126.
The Marchioness of Conyngham also owned a green ground gobelet litron
et soucoupe of very similar decoration, which was also in R. M. Woods’
collection and which was sold again in 1980.

22. 1 thank Francis Egerton for this information.

23. Parke-Bernet Galleries, Inc., New York, November 30, December
1-4, 1943, lot 1009. Property from the Estate of the Late Mrs. Henry Walters.

24. Christie, Manson and Woods, Inc., New York, December 3, 1977,
lot 166.
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Figure 8. Wine bottle cooler (Seau & bouteille), French (Sevres); circa 1790. From a dinner service ordered by Louis XVIin 1798. Painted
scene taken from engraving shown in fig. 10, attributed to C.-E. Asselin. Bleu nouveau ground.

2. WINE BOTTLE COOLER
French (Sevres); circa 1790
Soft paste porcelain
Dimensions: height: 18.9 cm. (7 %¢")
width: 25.8 cm. (10 %16")
Accession number 82.DE.5

In 1783 Louis XVI commissioned from the Sevres
manufactory a dinner service for his use at Versailles. It
was to consist of four hundred and forty-five pieces, and
the production was planned to be completed in 1803,
over a period of twenty years. With the revolution, and

25. M. Brunet, S. Grandjean, and P. Verlet, Sevres, Paris, 1953, p. 219.
26. S. Eriksen, The James A. de Rothschild Collection at Waddesdon
Manor; Sevres Porcelain, Fribourg, 1968. Cat. no. 1, p. 36. The model
underwent two slight modifications to the mouldings of the rim and the

the execution of Louis XVI in 1793, the service was never
completed, although one hundred and ninety-seven
pieces were made.?’

The Department of Decorative Arts has acquired a wine
bottle cooler from this service from the dealers Winifred
Williams and Armin Allen {figs. 8, 9, and 12). It is one of
nine produced, of an intended twenty four of this shape.
This size, the seau & bouteille ordinaire, was made as a cooler
for a full-sized bottle of wine,?¢ and was probably modeled
in 1753, in the studio which was at that time under the
direction of Jean-Claude Duplessis (active at Vincennes
from 1745%7). The deep circular bowl stands on a moulded

base. The Louis XVI service seau is of the mode! redesigned in about
1770.
27. M. Brunet and T. Préaud, Sewvres, op. cit., p. 364.
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Figure 9. Detail showing the painted scene on the opposite
side of the seau from that shown in fig. 8. Taken
from the engraving shown in fig. 11.

Figure 10. Engraving by G. Haas after ].-B.-M. Pierre enti-
tled Hercule et Diomede.

Figure 11. Engraving by ]J.-B. Tilliard after C. Monnet enti- Figure 12. Detail of the gilded decoration of the seau.
tled Mentor propose la paix aux enemis qui venoient
assieger Salente. Chapin Library, Williams College,
Williamstown, Mass.



footring?® and has two scrolled handles. The decoration
consists of two circular painted reserves set on a dark-blue
ground (bleu nouveau) with elaborate patterns of gilding.
The painted scenes on this dinner service were taken from
engravings illustrating mythological stories,?® including
Ovid’s Métamorphoses and Frangois de Salignac de la
Mothe-Fénelon’s Les Aventures de Télémaque. Figure 9
shows a scene from the latter on the seau, entitled Mentor
propose la paix aux enemis qui venoient assteger Salente, which
was taken from an edition ordered by Louis XVI from
F.-A. Didot lainé in 1782. The engravings by Jean-
Baptiste Tilliard were published from 1773 after designs by
Charles Monnet (1732-1808) (fig. 11). The scene shown in
fig. 8 has recently been identified by Geoffrey de Bellaigue.
It is taken from an engraving entitled Hercule et Diomede
by Georg Haas after Jean-Baptiste-Marie Pierre (1713-
1789) (fig. 10). The seau bears no factory marks of a date
letter, painter, or gilder,?® but Geoffrey de Bellaigue has
attributed the painted scenes on stylistic grounds to
Charles-Eloi Asselin (active at Sevres 1765-1798 and 1800
-1804).3! The painted decorations on the pieces of this ser-
vice were to be particularly lavish, and this alone ac-
counted for a half of the cost of each plate. The painters
employed at Sevres who worked on the decoration of
this service were Charles-Eloi Asselin, Charles-Nicholas
Dodin, Claude-Charles Gérard (chef des peintres at
Sevres), Pierre-André Le Guay, Francois-Pascal Philip-
pine, Nicolas-Pierre and Pierre-Nicolas Pithou, and
Claude-Antoine Didier. It is not known who carried out
the gilding on this seau, which consists of finely chased
and burnished arabesque patterns with flowers and
foliage, corn-husk swags, and running piastre borders to
the painted reserves.’? Other pieces of this service are
signed by the gilders Etienne-Henry Le Guay, Henri-
Martin Prévost and Vincent le jeune.

Elaborate new models such as wine coolers and others
of the large elements of the dinner service were not
created for Louis XVI as they had been for Catherine II
of Russia when she commissioned a Sévres service in the
late 1770s.*> As mentioned above, the shape of this seau a

28. The footring of the museum’s seau has at some point become
detached from the bow! of the object. It has since been pinned in place.
Both the base of the bow! and the inside of the footring are scratched
with the monogram “WJG” for W. J. Goode. This indicates that the two
pieces separated while they were in his collection (between 1877 and
1895). It is likely that they were both monogramed at that time as a form
of identification for the repairer.

29. G. de Bellaigue, “Sevres Artists and their Sources, II: Engravings,”
The Burlington Magazine, November 1980, pp. 748-759.

30. The bowl is incised “38,” and the footring is incised “5.” These are
the marks of the moulders (répareurs).

31. M. Brunet and T. Préaud, op. cit., p. 354.

32. The design of the gilded decoration varies slightly on different
seaux made for this service. One is illustrated in G.F. Laking, Sevres
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bouteille was modeled in 1752 at Vincennes. The mu-
seum’s piece was made most probably in 1790, so that the
shape was nearly forty years old, and an object designed
in the rococo period. Many rococo models were still in use
at Sevres in the neoclassical period, mainly in the form of
vases and the larger tableware objects. Also in the Getty
collection there is a pair of seaux a bouteilles ordinaires
of the same model under discussion. They are dated for
1792 and are the vehicle for the relatively rare and expen-
sive black ground with platinum and gold decoration of
oriental scenes on a hard paste body.** Despite this ap-
parent economy in the choice of models, this dinner ser-
vice for Louis XVI was to be the most lavish of all the
services made at Sevres in the eighteenth century. Here
follows, for comparison, a selection of prices for seaux
and for plates from some of the most famous and expen-
sive services produced there.?

GROUND PRICE PRICE

YEAR COLOUR CLIENT OF A SEAU OF A PLATE
1763 Bleu Lapis  Given by

LouisXV to the

Duchess of

Bedford 216 1. 42 1.
1771 Bleu Céleste Given by Louis

XV to the fu-

ture Gustav Il

of Sweden 204 1. 36 1.
1772 Bleu Céleste Louis, Cardinal

Prince de Rohan 204 1. 36 1.
1779 Bleu Céleste Catherine II of

Russia 1260 1. 242 1.
1782 Green Comte d’Artois 228 1. 60 1.
1783~ Bleu Louis XV1 960 1. 480 1.

93 Nouwveau

As can be seen, the plates for the King’s service were
N p g

much more expensive than those for Catherine 11,6 and
more than ten times the price of plates in the lavish ser-
vices made for other wealthy nobles. This was due to the
very elaborate decoration on each piece. For the King’s
service, plainer plates were also made. These do not have
painted reserves but a border of blue with gilding of scroll-

Porcelain of Buckingham Palace and Windsor Castle, London, 1907, plate
59. It does not have the swag of corn husks running beneath the circular
painted reserve; this is also noticeable on other seaux in the Royal
Collection.

33. M. Brunet and T. Préaud, op. cit., pp. 198-199.

34. Accession number 72.DE.53. Illustrated: G. Wilson, Decorative
Arts in the J. Paul Getty Museum, Malibu, 1977, p. 100, no. 131.

35. For further details of these services, see the exhibition of Les
Grands Services de Sévres, 1951, Musée National de Ceramique, Sevres.
Catalogue by M. Brunet and S. Grandjean, preface by P. Verlet.

36. The seaux a bouteilles for Catherine II's service were much more
expensive than those made for Louis XVI, as they were of a specially
modeled shape of great elaboration and were mounted with hardstone
cameos in addition to the painted and gilded decoration.
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ing foliage. These were to be used for eating off, as knives
would not be used over the expensive painted plates for
fear of damaging them. Even these plainer plates cost the
King 60 livres, making them more expensive than most
painted and gilded plates supplied with other, even
royal, services.??

It would appear that there were two very practical rea-
sons for the long production schedule of the King’s service.
Firstly the cost which was, to say the least, enormous—in
total an account of 164,390 livres was anticipated, to be
met by annual payments of about 7,000 livres. Secondly
only the more experienced and skilled of the workers at
Sevres were to make these pieces, and the quantity of work
split between a limited number of men necessitated a long
production schedule to achieve the four hundred and
forty-five pieces ordered. The most elaborate elements of
the service, with four painted reserves, could take an artist
twelve to fifteen months to complete, depending on the
number of figures in each scene. A timetable for the pro-
duction of the various elements of the service exists in the
Archives Nationales in Paris,*® written in the King’s own
hand. The major part is in pencil, written over in ink as
each item was delivered, until December 1791. The last
recorded payment was made on January 13, 1792, though
pieces of this service exist with the date letters “PP” for
1793. A printed booklet, probably dating from 1794, also
exists, listing the pieces produced between 1783 and 1790,
with the details of the decoration described. This provides
an incomplete record of the production, since other pieces
are known to have been made between 1790 and 1793.
The booklet has been shown by Geoffrey de Bellaigue to
be inaccurate concerning the deliveries of certain elements
in various years. The records at Sévres of payments re-
ceived on objects actually leaving the factory can surely
be relied upon to be more accurate, and the two sources

37. Ten of these plain plates are now at the British Royal Collection.
The sales records indicate that thirty-six of this type were produced. See
P. Verlet, Le Grand Service de Sevres du Roi Louis X VI, Faenza, 1948, vol.
34, pp. 120-121. The present whereabouts of the remaining twenty-six of
these plainer plates is not known to the author.

38. Archives Nationales K. 506. Illustrated in exhibition catalogue
George IV and the Arts of France, The Queen’s Gallery, 1966, no. 73.

39. The Prince Regent, later George IV, ruled 1820-1830.

40. South Kensington Museum, London. Special Loan Exhibition of
Works of Art, June 1862, no. 1323, p. 122.

41. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, April 11, 1877, and eight
following days, Catalogue of the Celebrated Assemblage of Works of Art and
Vertu, known as The Shandon Collection, formed during the last half-century
by that well-known Amateur, Robert Napier, Esq., Deceased, late of Glasgow,
lot 347.

42, Christie, Manson and Woods, London, July 17, 1895, and the
following day, lot 136. Collection of Old Sevres Porcelain formed by the late
Mr. W. J. Goode, of South Audley Street. Goode owned eighteen pieces
from the Louis XVI service.

43, Sotheby Parke Bernet and Co., London, October 21, 1980, lot
207. Sold from an English private collection.

do not give the same information. In this way a picture
of the production of the elements of the service and their
decoration has been built up by Geoffrey de Bellaigue,
who will publish this information in his forthcoming book
on the service, the major part of which is in the British
royal collection.

A group of one hundred and twenty-five pieces from this
service was auctioned at Versailles between June 28 and
July 7, 1794, in the post-revolutionary sales. This group,
with others made after 1790, was bought by the Prince
Regent®® in 1810 and 1811. The museum’s seau was ex-
hibited in London in 18624 from the collection of Robert
Napier of Glasgow and was sold with his collection in
1877, one of five pieces from the Louis XVI service
owned by him. It then entered the large collection of
Sevres porcelain belonging to W. J. Goode in London and
was sold at auction in 1895.#2 Its later provenance is not
known until 1980, when it was sold at auction in Lon-
don.** As stated above, there were nine seaux of the full
size completed for this service. Of these, five are in the
British royal collection** and one is now in the J. Paul
Getty Museum. One of the remaining three seaux was sold
in the same auction in 1877 as the museum’s examplet®
and was later sold from the collections of W. J. Goode in
1895,46 of T.W. Waller in 191047 and of Asher Wertheimer
in 1920.#% The two remaining seaux are illustrated in the
1910 auction catalogue of the collection of Octavius E.
Coope.*® They came from the collection of the Earl of
Kilmorey and were bought by Asher Wertheimer, but they
do not appear in the auction catalogue of the latter’s col-
lection in 1920. Pieces of the Louis XVI service are still in
various private collections in England, such as the three
pieces at Luton Hoo®® and others at Harewood House and
Upton House. In France only one piece is known to exist—
a tray for a mustard pot—acquired by the Louvre.

44. G.F. Laking, op. cit., p. 133.

45. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, April 11, 1877, lot 346.
Collection of Robert Napier Esq. The present whereabouts of this seau is
not known to the author.

46. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, July 17, 1895 and the
following day, lot 135. Collection of Old Sevres Porcelain formed by the late
Mr. W.J. Goode of South Audley Street.

47. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, June 7, 1910, and the two fol-
lowing days, lot 171. Collection of Porcelain etc . . . formed by T. W. Waller,
Esq., Deceased, late of 10 Westbourne Street, W. Purchased by A. Wer-
theimer for 630 Guineas.

48. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, June 16, 1920, and the
following day, lot 29. Catalogue of the remaining stock . . . of Mr. Asher
Wertheimer, deceased, late of 159 New Bond Street, W.

49. Christie, Manson and Woods, London, May 3, 1920, and the two
following days, lot 170, illustrated. . . . Collection . . . formed by Octavius
E. Coope, Esq. deceased, late of Rochetts, near Brentwood, Essex.

50. In the collection at Luton Hoo, Bedfordshire, there is a pair of
plates from the Louis XVI service, acc. no. E2, from the Goode sale of
1895, and a plateau, acc. no. E3, from the Napier sale of 1877 and the
Goode sale of 1895.



Notes on Some Archaic Attic Sculpture

Jiri Frel

Study of the fragmentary Attic archaic grave relief in the
J. Paul Getty Museum (details figs. 4 and 7)! raises several
questions, including the relationship of the sculptor to
the other artists of the archaic period. Hence, an attempt
at a partial? review of the more or less accepted attribu-
tions is presented here as a preliminary together with some
other observations. The references are kept to the indis-
pensable minimum.?

1. A DETAIL OF THE NEW YORK KOUROS

The author’s first face-to-face encounter with the statue
(October 1969) instantly evaporated any misgivings in-
stilled in Paris (1946-1948), where the doubts about the
New York kouros were an article of creed.* While the first
glance exposed the idiosyncrasies of the hulking youth,
prolonged familiarity from 1970 to 1972 helped to under-
stand the masterpiece on its own. It has nothing to do with
the Sounion colossi: the hair style is different and the back
of the New York statue is more subtle, and the treatment of
some details like knees and wrists is more sophisticated.
The New York kouros is akin to but not by the same hand
as the Dipylon head and hand to which other fragments
found in the Agora seem to belong. Repeated observations
also made obvious a detail which, surely observed by
others, seems nevertheless to have been stated nowhere in
black and white.> The New York kouros has thumbs with
three phalanges and the other fingers with four—one more
than nature.

The next visit to Athens (December 1971) brought the

eagerly expected confirmation of what can be well seen on

Abbreviations:
AMA: H. Payne, Archaic Marble Sculpture from the Acropolis, second edi-
tion (1951)
(J.) Boardman: Greek Archaic Sculpture (1980)
(M. S.) Brouskari: The Acropolis Museum (1974)
(W.) Deyhle: “Meisterfragen der archaischen Plastik Attikas,” AM 84
(1969) 1ft.
Gravestones: G. M. A. Richter, The Archaic Gravestones of Attica (1961).
Korai, G. M. A. Richter, Archaic Greek Maidens (1968).
Kouroi, G. M. A. Richter, Kouroi, Archaic Greek Youths (revised ed., 1960).
1. To be published in a volume to the memory of Jean Deshayes. The
museum is preparing a booklet about the monument.
2. For the exhaustive list, see the discussion by Deyhle with additions
by G. Schmidt, AM 84 (1969) 65 ff. and U. Knigge, ib. 96ff.

two plates of Kouroi (figs. 35, 60, 62, 63, 67, 68): not only
the New York statue but all other extant earliest Attic
kouroi exhibit the superfluous phalanges: the more com-
plete Sounion colossus, the Kalliga hand, the Dipylon and
the Agora hands.

On return to New York, the detail was told to Dietrich
von Bothmer, who interrupted the report with an in-
dulgent smile: he had known it for years.

2. THE AUTHENTICITY OF
THE KOUROS FROM ANAVYSOS

The hefty youth still enjoys a very bad reputation in
Paris.6 Disregarding various misinterpretations of his style
(which he shares with the standing Berlin goddess, who is
perfectly genuine but indeed not the prettiest girl the Attic
soil has ever produced), the main point of accusation re-
mains his poor behaviour under ultraviolet examination,
where his surface produced a consistent dull, dark purple
coloration.” However, this may perhaps be explained. In
some old photographs, the kouros appears considerably
darker than he is today in Athens, and this previous color
may or may not have been the natural patina. Anyone
working in a museum has experienced a common practice
of some dealers and collectors: to mask the light spots on
marble, to unite and embellish the patina, they cover the
surface with a thick wash of Attic red clay. This produces
the purple coloration under ultraviolet light, leading to the
doubts about the authenticity. A new examination of the
Kouros could perhaps provide more accurate results. On
the other hand, the statue is not easy to classify. It still
waits for a convincing attribution to a definite sculptor.?

3. Onmitted are references to AMA (quoted in the second edition of
Payne) and to A. Raubitschek, Dedications, as the questions of the associ-
ations of monuments with epigraphic signatures are not considered here.

4. But in his classes, Pierre de la Coste-Messeliere always emphasized
that whoever really saw the marble praised its patina, while his own skep-
ticism lacked direct knowledge of the piece.

5. E.g., not in any edition of Kouroi.

6. See the summary by Ch. Picard, REG 51 (1938) 93.

7. Reported independently by three teachers of mine who attended the
seance of examination and remained unanimously negative: Pierre de la
Coste-Messeliere, Jean Charbonneaux, and Pierre Devambez.

8. The consideration AAA 9 (1976) 258 sqq. is considered inoperative
by its own author; various suggestions in Deyhle are tentative at best.
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3. THE RAMPIN MASTER

Nothing new can be said but the satisfaction that the ar-
duous attribution propesed by A. Rumpf® fifty years ago
holds firm in spite of some dissident voices.!° It remains a
model of its kind, attributed not by painful comparison of
many details or by typological juxtaposition but by under-
standing of the style of a great master, perceiving directly
the Struktur of the work (if such a word could ever have
been admitted by men like Rumpf or La Coste) and the
identical sensation of a physical and magical presence both
sculptures produce.

Thanks to the new photographs in Brouskari, the im-
pression one has when the light is favorable in the Acrop-
olis Museum can be confirmed. The female head Acropolis
654,11 may be a very early work by the same hand; it must
date before mid century, while the Rider!? Rampin-Payne
dates about 550, the Peplos Kore!? about 530.

4. TYPOLOGY AGAINST ATTRIBUTION
Here is the list:
1. “Payne”'*head.
Acropolis 643. Payne pls. 70-71, 96.1; Korai no. 128, figs.
417-419; Deyhle pl. 6, 1; Brouskari fig. 122; Boardman
pl. 154.

2. “Daughter” of the Peplos Kore.
Acropolis 673. Payne pls. 62-64; Korai no. 117, figs.
368, 372; Deyhle pl. 6.2; Brouskari figs. 114-115; Board-
man pl. 152.

3. The Kore in “sweater.”
Acropolis 670. Payne pls. 65-67; Korai no. 119, figs. 377-
380; Deyhle pl. 7.2; Brouskari figs. 131-132; Boardman
pl. 153.

4. Kore.
Acropolis 672. Payne pls. 68, 69.1-2; Korai no. 118, figs.
373-376.

5. Kouros from Ptoon 20.
Athens, National Museum. Kouroi pls. 450-457, no.
155; Deyhle pl. 71; Boardman pl. 180.

6. Head of a kore from Ptoon.
Athens, National Museum 17. Korai no. 143, pls.
454-455.

Everybody believes that the two korai, numbers 2 and 3,
must be by the same hand,!? but even a superficial compar-
ison of the well-preserved bodies precludes any such

9. Gerke-Norden, Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft Il 3, 4th ed.,
1931, pp. 17, 23.

10. See a detailed review in Deyhle.

11. Payne pl. 11; Korai no. 65, figs. 212-213; Brouskari fig. 103; Board-
man fig. 116.

12. Payne, pls. 1la,b,c.3,4, 133.3,4 (cast of the join), 124.1; Brouskari
fig. 99; Boardman fig. 114.

thought. Number 2 descends, in a way, from the Peplos
Kore, while the other, of a more juvenile appearance, is
gauche to the point of being touching—she has never out-
grown her puppy fat. But even the faces, the eyes, the
cheeks, are different. Number 2 is more progressive, more
“classic;” the other more “archaic.” They both try very
hard to produce the direct presence achieved by the Peplos
Kore, and they both share the smile of the admirable
Payne head which has even been put in the same basket.!6

The relation of the masterpiece with the two korai has
been carefully weighed by La Coste.'” The simplest and
most convincing explanation is that the masterpiece was
instantly copied by the two other sculptors who were
followed somewhat later by a crowd of other imitators—
minorum gentium. The similarities are to be explained by
the same kind of typology, not by the same style and even
less by the same workshop or the same hand.

The date for the Payne head must be early in the penul-
timate decade of the sixth century. No searching is neces-
sary for a hypothetical lost archetype; the Payne head was
from its completion considered a masterpiece, and there is
a clear proof. When an accident happened, its hair was
repaired by a competent sculptor, surely before 480 B.c.!8

Nothing should be said about the next kore,!® but she
is a rather.poor companion for the kouros Ptoon 20—an
Atticizing work by a solid Boeotian sculptor who also
carved the head of the kore from the same sanctuary, no.
6.20 Both represent a Boeotian echo of the avipuov
yéhaope of the Payne head.

5. AKONTISTES GROUP
1. Limestone sphinx from a grave monument
Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, 1203
From Spata.
Gravestones, figs. 10-15, no. 3; Boardman fig. 225.

2. Stele of an akontistes; in predella, Gorgo in Knielauf
Athens, National Museum, 2687
From the Themistoklean Wall.
Gravestones, figs. 83-85, no. 27; Boardman fig: 231;
Deyhle pl. 17.3 (detail)

It would seem that both sculptures are by the same
hand. The identity is confirmed by the “pearls” of the hair-
style and by the treatment of the internal structure of the
wings of the sphinx and the Gorgo. The date should be

13. Acropolis 679: Payne, pls. 29-33; Korai no. 131, figs. 349-354;
Brouskari figs. 100-101; Boardman figs. 115, 129 (painted cast, as
pedagogical as it is ugly).

14. Its merits were recognized much earlier: an excellent photograph
by B. Ashmole was chosen to figure in J. D. Beazley and B. Ashmole,
Greek Sculpture and Painting (1932) fig. 50, (the preparation goes back
to 1924, at least) alas, not mentioned in the text.



about 560 B.c., although the old-fashioned sphinx pro-
duces an impression of being earlier.

6. THE GORGO WORKSHOP AND SCULPTOR
la. A head of Gorgo (in a kind of relief without back-
ground)
Athens, Acropolis 701
Payne pl. 1; Brouskari fig. 20; Boardman fig. 188.

1b. Her torso
Athens, Acropolis 3797
Payne pl. 13.4.

lc. Her thigh
Athens, Acropolis 3800
Payne pl. 13.5.

1d. Her wing
Athens, Acropolis 3838
Payne pl. 13.6.

2a. Perseus (body)
Athens, Acropolis 3799
Payne pl. 13.3.

2b. Foot on sima (Gorgo or Perseus?)
Athens, Acropolis 3618.

Payne pl. 13.2.

3. Two antefixes with incised sphinxes
Athens, Acropolis 232, 3709
Payne pl. 17.4, 5, 6.

4. Sphinx from a grave monument
Athens, National Museum 76
Gravestones no. 14, figs. 64-65.

5. Limestone Dionysos torso from a pediment
Athens, Acropolis 55
Deyhle pl. 19.1-2; Boardman fig. 195.

The extent of the work suggests a workshop rather than
a single sculptor, especially since nos. 1-3 must have be-
longed to akroteria and antefixes of the same temple. The
excellent head of Gorgo has often been compared with the
Dipylon kouros head, but the prevailing opinion is now
that it should be considered later.?! The protruding chin is
the same on Gorgo and the incised antefixes and also on
the funerary sphinx no. 4. The body of the Gorgo goes
with the incised body of Perseus and the incision on the
limestone Dionysos no. 5.22 The sphinx is of rather poor
workmanship but must still belong just before the middle
of the sixth century.

15. E.g. Boardman.

16. Deyhle 37, same hand.

17. Journal des Savants (1942) 59, quoted with some misunderstanding
by Deyhle p. 35.

18. Cf. Payne 72, pls. 70-71.

19. Deyhle p. 38 may be right to attribute to the same hand the head-
less kore Akropolis 598, Payne pl. 92.2-3.
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7. TRITOPATOR WORKSHOP AND SCULPTOR
1. Sphinx
Athens, Kerameikos Museum
Gravestones no. 11, figs. 34-39; Deyhle pls. 23-24;
Boardman fig. 226.

2. Kouros head, right hand, and left calf
Paris, Musée du Louvre, Ma 2173
Kouroi no. 66, figs. 221-223 (head), 224 (calf), 225-226
(right hand).

3. Kouros head
Athens, Third Ephoria
AAA 8 (1972) 657, fig. and cover.

4. Fronton (poros) with Herakles fighting Triton and
“Tritopator”
Athens, Acropolis 35 and 36
Brouskari figs. 54, 55 (and the head of Herakles
Acropolis 6508, found in North Slope excavations,
Brouskari fig. 56); Deyhle pls. 20.3-4; Boardman
fig. 193.

Kiibler associated 1 and 2, Olga Alexandri attributed 3
to the sculptor of 1. I added the fronton,? in spite of the
different stone and different technique. The figures of the
fronton are rather cut than carved, but the style is identi-
cal and so is the treatment of details like the bulging eyes.
The sphinx is the oldest and best member of the group
(570-5607). The fronton may be the latest, even if not after
mid-century.? Comparison of the orbits and of the treat-
ment of the eyebrows confirms O. Broneer’s brilliant attri-
bution of Herakles’ head to the fronton, which has some-
times been unjustly doubted.

8. THE SCULPTOR OF PHRASIKLEIA’S COUSIN
1. Kore
Lyon and Acropolis 2697
Payne pls. 23-26; Korai no. 89; figs. 275-281; Brous-
kari fig. 108; AAA 6 (1973) 368.2.

2. Kouros from Merenda
Athens, National Museum
AAA 5 (1972) 309.12; ib. 6 (1973) 367.1, ib. 9 (1976)
261.4.

The attribution was already published. It may just be
reiterated that there is hardly any relationship with Aris-
tion from Paros, certainly none with the Theseus from the
pediment of Apollo Daphnephoros in Eretria.

20. Her nose was repaired in antiquity.

21. Brouskari 20 dates ca. 570 B.c.

22. Which may belong to the pediment of the Herakles’ Introduction
into Olympus, the molding above being the same, but the workmanship is
completely different from the other figures (see, for example, Brouskari
p. 31).

24. Boardman advances courageously to 550-540.

97
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9. THE SCULPTOR “FOR MEGAKLES”

1. Kouros head
Paris, Musée du Louvre, Ma 695
Kouroi no. 142, figs. 411-412.

2. Stele
New York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, 11.158.
Berlin A7; and two fragments in Athens, National
Museum, without inv. nos. Gravestones no. 37, figs.
96-109, 190, 204; idem, Mél Mansel (1974) If., pll. 1ff.
(all pieces put together); Deyhle pl. 11 (Berlin frag-
ment); Boardman fig. 232.

3. Kore
Athens, Acropolis 678
Payne pls. 32, 35.3-4; Korai no. 112, figs. 345-358;
Boardman fig. 118; Deyhle pl. 1.2 (profile of head)

Nos. 1 and 2 were put together by Langlotz.?* No. 3 is a
creative addition of Deyhle, and it explains the
peculiarities of the sculptor.2¢ The sculptor is good without
reaching the sublime, and in the Kore no. 3, inspired by
the Peplos Kore, he stepped over the limits of his geras.

The quotation marks around the name express the fact
that restoration of the inscription is not completely cer-
tain. The group also provides an important chronological
frame. The kore must date after 530, the stele before 530,
and the kouros may go back around 540 s.c.

10. THE RAYET HEAD,”
THE THREPSIADES TORSQO,?®
AND THE CAT-AGAINST-DOG BASE?

The three elements are accepted by most as part of one
monument, the attribution to Endoios is retained as prob-
able if not certain.?® Indeed, not only does the profile of
the Rayet head correspond to the heads of the youths on
the base but the side view of the torso also is compatible
with these figures. An apparent difficulty stems from the
current chronology. While the Rayet head, a radiant mas-
terpiece, is often put as high as 530 B.c.,’! the reliefs of
the base, of apparently inferior execution, are generally
placed about 510.32 This later date seems to be confirmed
by the torso, and the Rayet head also compares well with
the Leagran drawings by the Pioneers, e.g. with the solid,

25. AMA 31 (unfortunately with other pieces).

26. See the severe judgment on the kore by La Coste, Journal des
Savants, 1942 31 ff, later tempered in JS (1970) 146 after the observations
of C. H. Tsirivakou-Neumann, AM 69 (1964) 114 ff.

27. Kouroi no. 138, figs. 409, 410.

28. Kouroi no. 161&5, figs. 483-484; Deyhle pls. 30.2, 31-35.

29. Boardman 292; AM 78 (1963) 65.3, 66.2.

30. Cf. Deyhle and Schmidt, denied G. F. Johansen, Meddelser fra Ny
Carlsberg Glyptotek 34 (1972) 103 ff.

31. Cf. Kouroi.

32. Cf. Boardman.

33. AA 1976, 485ff.

34. C. Karouzos-V. Kallipolitis, The Athens National Museum (1968, in

rounded heads of the arming youths on the reverse of the
Sarpedon krater signed by Euphronios in New York.3?
The apparent discrepancy in style and quality between the
Rayet head and the base reliefs disappears on close ex-
amination. The base reliefs were considerably altered by
recarving probably soon after the erection of the monu-
ment and surely before it was included in the Themistok-
lean wall, while the statue must have been already torn
down—the surface of the head and of the torso is very
fresh. The recarving is not obvious even on very close ex-
amination of the surface, but it is revealed by the excellent
and very unusual photographs of the reliefs using sharp,
raking light in a Japanese publication.?* The sharp light
shows the scratchy recutting (fig. 1) indicating the articula-
tion of the muscles in the arms and legs of the youths and
in the limbs of the two animals. Lesser recutting flattened
the lentoid eyes and schematized the hair. Mentally elimi-
nating these changes, we can perhaps visualize the figures
with hair close to the Rayet head and also to the potter’s
relief from the Acropolis,*> where A. E. Raubitschek con-
vincingly restores the name of Pamphaios as dedicator and
Endoios as sculptor.’®

These observations also restore the correct relationship
between the ball player seen on one side of the cat-and-dog
base and its fragmentary precursor on another base in the
Kerameikos Museum (fig. 2).3” While the cat-and-dog relief
is Leagran, ca. 510 B.c., the carving of the Kerameikos
fragmentary base is more organic, with a subtle pattern of
the fingers, recalling the early Phintias®® paintings dated
about 520 B.c. This relief is included in our next list.

11. THE SCULPTOR OF APOLLO DAPHNEPHOROS

The study of the fragment of an Attic archaic relief in
the J. Paul Getty Museum must start with the extraordinary
subject: a youth bandaging the wounded head of his slightly
older companion-at-arms, who is on the point of dying.
But as the artistic quality is outstanding to a degree which
places the relief among the best works of its time, the
search for the sculptor—even if anonymous for the time
being—assumes a capital importance. Indeed, several
pieces are from the same hand:

Japanese), pls. 32-35; pl. 34 detail reproduced here. The whole book suc-
cessfully makes the Greek sculpture Japanese. The shiny surfaces change
the flavor of the style, deny the typically Greek feeling for materials. The
marble turns to porcelain and the bronze assumes a quite different char-
acter. The humanity of the sculptures becomes different. Once more an
overwhelming demonstration is provided of how photography of sculp-
ture means interpretation.

35. Payne pls. 129, 137; Brouskari fig. 251. The fold pattern, recalling
the Athena from the Hekatompedon pediment (see Deyhle p. 23, pl. 15)
is only a quotation, not an indication of the same hand.

36. Dedications no. 70.

37. See below 11, no. 2.

38. ARV? 24.12.
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Figure 1. Detail of the cat-against-dog base. Athens, Na- Figure 2. Detail of a base in the Kerameikos Museum.
tional Museum. Athens.

1. Fragmentary stele with mother and child, from Anav-
ysos (fig. 3)
Athens, National Museum 4472
Gravestones no. 53, figs. 151-153.

2. Base of a funerary monument from the Kerameikos (fig. 2)
Athens, Kerameikos Museum
AM 78 (1963) pll. 64.2, 65.1-2, 66.1; Deyhle pl. 3.1
(detail) whence fig. 2.

3. Fragmentary stele with a youth bandaging the head of
his dying friend (details figs. 4, 7)
Malibu, The J. Paul Getty Museum, 79.AA.1
JPGM  Guidebook (1980) ill. p. 24; C.C. Vermeule,
GARSIA, no. 5, color pl. 2.

4. Pediment of the temple of Apollo Daphnephoros in Ere-
tria, Chalkis, Museum
R. Lullies-M. Hirmer, Greek Sculpture (1957) pls. 62-64
and the figure of an Amazon, Rome, Palazzo dei Con-
servatori, cf. D. von Bothmer, Amazons in Greek Art
(1957), pp. 124 sqq., pl. 47.1.

5. Engraved stele of a youth, from Anavysos (fig. 5)
Paris, Musée du Louvre, Ma 3432
Gravestones no. 57, figs. 138-139.

6. Torso of a kouros
Chalkis, Museum
Kouroi no. 168, figs. 404-406. Figure 3. Detail of stele. Athens, National Museum 9972.
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Figure 4. Detail of stele. Malibu, The J. Paul Getty Museum 79.AA.1.

The attributions are supported by the identical surface
work ‘and by some characteristic details of anatomy, re-
corded in the same way. It is in the first place the same
shape of helix (viz. 1, 3, 4), the same contour of the chin
(nos. 1, 3, 4, 5), identical lines of the noses {nos. 1-5), and
identical general appearance of the faces. Two details
assume the value of a signature: the peculiar shape of the
mouth, with vertical depressions at its corners (nos. 1, 3, 4),
and marked protrusions of the upper lip (nos. 1-5), and a
very peculiar treatment of the fingers in a manneristic and
still very emotive gesture (nos. 1, 2, 3, 5). The compari-
son of the photographs is more eloquent than any verbal
analysis.

Some further comments concern the chronology and pe-
culiar aspects of the single monuments.

No. 1 is indisputably the oldest work, ca. 530. The sil-
houettes are still “black figure.” The mother’s tenderness
for her dead child?® is the first example of how our artist is
concerned with expressing the emotions involved in his
representation differently, at first superficial glance, from
all other art of his time. But compare, for example, the
loneliness of Aias preparing for his suicide, as suggested by
Exekias. 40

No. 2 is surely the precursor of the other version of the
representation of the ball game, see above p. 99. The two
sides of the base (lion and boar, procession of riders) may

39. This is the meaning of the closed eyes, as in no. 3 and, for example,
in the figure of the dead Sarpedon drawn by Euphronios (AA 1976,
497.1i).

40. ABV 145.18.



Figure 5. Detail of stele. Paris, Musée du Louvre Ma 3432.

provide a key for other attributions. The reliefs seem to be
comparable with the Andokidean drawings of ca. 525.
Another, very fragmentary relief may belong here:
3 bis. Fragment of a funerary stele of a youth
Athens, National Museum
Gravestones no. 74, fig. 166.

Before 510 B.c. The pointed elbows and the fine ap-
pearance of the arms are quite similar. Further study is
necessary.

No. 4 dates about 510. The attribution involves the
group of Theseus carrying Antiope to his chariot, while
more investigation is necessary for the other figures. Some
points may be emphasized. The sculptures were repaired in
antiquity (the cavetto on Theseus’ right shoulder, the sec-
ondary “improvements” of the drapery); the date of this
intervention is yet to be determined. The deep emotions
are rendered with reserve but eloquently. The two figures

Notes on Some Archaic Attic Sculpture

Figure 6. Detail of Thesus from the pediment of the temple
of Apollo Daphnephoros in Eretria. Chalkis,
Museum.

101
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Figure 7. Detail of stele. Malibu, The J. Paul Getty Museum 79.AA.1.

wear the same two hair fashions as the two youths on the
Getty stele.

The modern history of the whole monument also pro-
vides an interesting background. There is a good hope that
the pediment will celebrate the one hundredth anniversary
of its discovery virtually unpublished.*!

The sculptor is Attic, whatever may have been thought
about this in the past; his name, once inscribed on the
monument, is irretrievably lost.#? The rather free use of
the folds undercut in the manner of the Antenor Kore#22
is a quotation providing a terminus post quem: the Antenor
Kore is prior to the Eretria pediment. Two kouroi heads,
poorly preserved, from Euboia, provide some antecedents
for the pediment and for all work of the sculptor:

41. One point may be stated: Bothmer first made public his discovery
that the torso of the Amazon in the Conservatori belongs to the pedi-
ment already in November 1952 in a lecture at the Students Club of the
University of Chicago.

4 bis. Head of a kouros
Chalkis, Museum
Kouroi no. 102, figs. 329, 325.
Ca. 550-540 B.c.

4 rer. Head of a kouros
Chalkis, Museum
Kouroi no. 168, figs. 494-496.
Ca. 540-530 B.C.

They share a strong prognathism with Theseus and with
the rest of the heads in the group.

Nos. 1-4 demonstrate how the sculptor understands the
composition of his scenes as tableaux—two dimensional in
the reliefs, spatial but still very pictorial including the
background of the pediment in no. 4.

42. See Furtwingler, as quoted by Bothmer.

4Za. Deyhle p 11.9, 10.3, p. 44. One obvious detail concerning the
Antenor Kore must be mentioned. Her powerful mandible has a quasi
replica in the jaw of Kritios’ Boy; or, Kritios and Nesiotes are notori-
ous followers of Antenor.
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Figure 8. Detail of Thesus from the pediment of the temple of Apollo Daphnephoros in Eretria. Chalkis, Museum.
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In no. 5 the artist presents himself as a painter. The in-
complete sketch was intended as a guide for applied colors.
The time corresponds to the latest Euphronios, after 510.43

No. 6 is an incredible masterpiece, unjustly neglected.
The attribution results from direct comparison with the
nude of Theseus, possible only directly in the Chalkis
Museum. Just before 500 B.c.

An exceptional personality, the artist is more a tradi-
tionalist than an innovator, knowing the latest trends but
following his own path, insurpassable in subtle handling of
the first quality Iychnites, with delicate sfumato in the sur-

43. ARV? 15.6, 17.12.

faces, rendering the volumes masterfully; excellent drafts-
man and probably painter, brilliant in handling subtle
movements; insurpassable in composition, unique in the
context of archaic art. In expressing emotion a tradition-
alist, but not in the line of the purely Athenian tradition
going from the Dipylon head, peaking with the Rampin
master, and continuing in the workshop of Antenor-
Kritias or the Eutydikos kore; perhaps connected more
with the rich gentry of the landside than with the life of
the city.

Malibu
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A Portrait of the Empress Plautilla
Sheldon Nodelman

During her two and a half years as Augusta (Spring 202
January 205), Fulvia Plautilla! was a central figure in the
desperate game of political intrigue within the Severan im-
perial court. Her father, the praetorian praefect Fulvius
Plautianus,? had brought himself to a position of unpar-
alleled power, a virtual “fourth Caesar” beside the emperor
Septimius Severus and his sons. Through his extraordi-
nary personal influence over Septimius and ruthless use of
his monopoly over the normally divided praefecture, he
had become more powerful and more feared, it was
claimed, than the emperors themselves.? For a time he was
able to drive the empress Julia Domna herself, his only
rival for personal influence over Septimius, into political
eclipse and could prevail upon the emperor to choose Plau-
tilla as bride for his elder son, Caracalla, who since 198
had shared the imperial title with his father. Like Sejanus
before him* (and for similar reasons), Plautianus urgently
needed to attach himself by marriage to the imperial fam-
ily. He surely knew the fate which awaited one so widely
hated and so dangerous to a future ruler when his patron
Septimius should die, and Septimius was nearly sixty and
in uncertain health. From within the imperial family he
would be better protected from attack—or provided with a
cover of legitimacy for an eventual coup d’état. Plautianus
pressed the advantages of his new position as adfinis Augus-
torum, socer, and consocer Augusti to the full. He was treated
as a full-fledged member of the imperial family, the domus
divina, was included in the dedications addressed to them
and was represented with them upon figural monuments;?
and his extraordinary position was signaled with unheard-

1. On Plautilla see RE VII (Stuttgart 1910) cc. 285-288 s.v. Fulvius nr.
117 (E. Stein); PIR 2d ed., F 564.

2. On Plautianus see RE VII cc. 270-278 s.v. Fulvius nr. 101 (E. Stein);
PIR 2d ed., F 554; F. Grosso, “Richerche su Plauziano e gli avvenimenti
del suo tempo,” Atti del Accademia nazionale dei Lincei. Rendiconti v. 23
(1968); A. Birley, Septimius Severus, New York 1971, pp. 294 ff. nr. 8, and
generally (see index, p. 385).

3. Dio. LXXV. 15. 2 a.

4. For Sejanus’ matrimonial aspirations, see R. Seager, Tiberius,
Berkeley and Los Angeles 1972 pp. 195 ff., 213 and n. 6; and D. Hennig,
L. Aelius Seianus (Vestigia, 21) Munich 1975, pp. 36-40, 77 {., 98.

5. The best-known case is the so-called Arch of the Argentarii in the
Forum Boarium at Rome: CIL VI 1035; ILS 426. See S. Haynes and P.
Hirst, Porta Argentariorum (British School at Rome. Supplementary
Paper, 1939); M. Pallotino, L’ Arco degli Argentari, Rome 1946, Also,

of and adulatory titles.® However, the marriage of the
young couple (Caracalla was fourteen in 202, and Plautilla
must have been about the same age) was not a success:
Caracalla hated the overweening praefect and bitterly
resented the bride who had been forced upon him. No
doubt he was well aware, too, of the danger which Plau-
tianus posed to him. In the event, Caracalla struck first.
On 22 January 205 the praefect was suddenly overthrown
and killed in a conspiracy in which the young emperor
took a leading role. Plautilla was banished to the island of
Lipari, where in 212, after Septimius’ death, she was exe-
cuted at Caracalla’s command.

In the accounts of Plautianus’ heyday, his portrait statues
are given particular notice. They allegedly surpassed in
numbers those of the emperors and offended contempor-
aries and eventually Septimius himself by their egregious-
ness.? It seems impossible not to connect this with an ex-
of his
daughter’s coinage. During her brief career as Augusta,
Plautilla’s obverses display at least eleven distinct portrait
types, a number unparalleled in imperial iconography.? By
contrast, the empress Julia Domna made do with only five
types over twenty-four years (a.D. 194-217). A propaganda

traordinary—if so far unremarked—feature

campaign of great intensity and obvious political intent,
seeking to fortify the position of the young empress and,
through her, of her father, is no doubt to be detected in
the official statuary dedications which these numismatic
types must reflect. As a consequence of her disgrace, Plau-
tilla’s images, like those of her father, were overthrown,
her name erased from inscriptions, and her figure obliter-

dedications surveyed in RE VII s.v. Fulvius nr. 101, cc. 270, 273f.

6. Nobilissimus (otherwise used only of the heir to the throne): CIL VI
1074; necessarius Augg.: CIL V1. 227, X1, 1337; omnium praecedentium
praef. exellentissimo: CIL XI. 8050.

7. Dio LXXV. 14. 6-7.

8. On the iconography of Plautilla, see S. Nodelman Severan Imperial
Portraiture; forthcoming, where the full range of numismatic evidence is
assembled for the first time; also H. Wiggers in H. Wiggers-M. Wegner,
Caracalla bis Balbinus (Das rémische Herrscherbild 111.1) Berlin, 1971,
pp. 115 ff. with pl. 28. Only seven of these types are illustrated in
Wiggers-Wegner and in Mattingly, BMCRE V, pls. 37, 38, 45, 46, 48.
Given the tendency of numismatists to neglect portrait typology for pur-
poses of classification in favor of legends and reverse types alone, it is not
impossible that further numismatic portrait types of Plautilla await
discovery.



106 Nodelman

ated from group representations of the imperial family.’
Until recently, this destruction appeared to have been car-
ried out with unusual thoroughness: while the portraits of
other imperial victims of damnatio memoriae (e.g., Domi-
tian, Geta) have survived in fair numbers,!® Plautilla’s
seemed to have been eradicated without trace.

In 1972, the J. Paul Getty Museum acquired a marble
portrait head of a young woman (figs. 1-5).!! The head, of
a crystalline, slightly greyish, and apparently Italian mar-
ble, is broken off at the lower neck from a statue or (less
probably) a bust, and thin ridges round the neck just at
the height of the break survive to indicate the drapery
with which the figure was clad. Head and body were
broken apart already in antiquity, for the break shows the
wear which has eaten away much not only of the head’s
final polish but also of the detailed surface modeling. This
wear is unequally distributed. It is most severe on the
head’s right side, especially its upper part, but almost ab-
sent over a large area of the left side of the face, particularly
the left cheek and adjacent regions where the full, original
finish is preserved. A clue to the origin of this weathering
and its peculiar distribution is offered by the shells of
minute sea-creatures, of which traces survive in a number
of crevices. These can only be the remains of a heavier in-
crustation which has been removed by modern cleaning.
The Getty head thus spent time at the bottom of the sea,
its left side partly buried in sand and so protected from the
erosion which more exposed surfaces suffered. A faint,
greenish discoloration is also explicable by this assump-
tion. The tip of the nose has been broken off and the area
of the mouth badly abraded. A few incidental chips and
scratches are of more recent origin.

The young woman seems not yet out of her teens. Her
face is a long oval, with wide-opened eyes beneath strongly
arched brows, a curved, low-bridged nose of moderate
length beneath a rounded forehead, and a small but full-
lipped mouth. She looks slightly to her right, the head
tilted gracefully on its slender neck. Her hair is parted in
the center and elaborately dressed in a series of bands
drawn round the head to either side; behind the ear they
descend vertically to the bottom of the neck and are then

9. Plautilla’s figure, for example, was removed from the left-hand relief
panel of the Arch of the Argentarii, where she had appeared together with
Caracalla and her father; see the works cited in n. 5 above.

10. G. Daltrop in G. Daltrop, U. Hausmann, M. Wegner, Die Flavier
(Das rémische Herrscherbild I1.1) Berlin 1966, conservatively listed twenty-
one surviving portraits of Domitian. Nodelman, op. cit., lists twenty-three
sculptured portraits of Geta in three types; the treatment of Geta's
iconography in Wiggers-Wegner op. cit., is vitiated by misattribution of
much of Geta’s portraiture to Caracalla.

11, Inv. 72.AA.118. C. Vermeule and N. Neuerberg, Catalogue of the
Ancient Art in the ]. Paul Getty Museum, Malibu 1973, p. 34 nr. 74; Greek

Figure 1. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Copy after
an original of A.p. 202. Malibu, The J. Paul Getty
Museum.

folded upward in a flat chignon which follows the contour
of the back of the skull almost to the height of the occiput.
The first of these bands, framing the forehead, is much
wider than the rest, and is gently waved in an undulating
contour. From this tightly plaited arrangement, loose curls
escape, one just forward of either ear and two more each
side of the nape. Despite the stillness of her attitude, the

and Roman Portraits in the J. Paul Getty Museum, California State Univer-
sity at Northridge, October 16-November 11, 1975 (J. Frel and E.
Buckley) nr. 41; K. Fittschen in GGA 230 (1978) p. 149 and n. 29; ]. Inan
and E. Rosenbaum, Rémische and frithbyzantinische Portratplastik aus der
Turkei, Mainz 1979, pp. 333f., nr. 333, pl. 240, 3.4; Roman Portraits:
Aspects of Self and Society, Sesnon Art Gallery, University of California,
Santa Cruz, February 20-April 9, 1980, and Loyola Marymount Univer-
sity Art Gallery, October 14-November 11, 1980 (P. Erhart, J. Frel, S.
Morgan, and S. Nodelman), pp. 78ff. nr. 15; ]. Frel, Roman Portraits in the
J. Paul Getty Museum, Malibu, 1981 pp. 92f. nr. 76, 130.
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Figure 2. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Malibu, The ]. Paul Getty Museum.
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Figure 3. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Malibu,
The J. Paul Getty Museum.

Figure 5. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Malibu,
The J. Paul Getty Museum.

Figure 4. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Malibu,
The J. Paul Getty Museum.

young woman’s face is full of momentary life. She seems
serene and aristocratically poised, but a closer look detects
more complex psychic undertones: the expressive eyes are
watchful, the mouth pursed slightly as if in doubt.

The plastic structure and expressive design of the head,
as well as the distinctive form of its coiffure, suffice to iden-
tify it as a work of the opening decades of the third century
a.p. Fortunately, it is possible to be more precise. The
Getty portrait is not a unique original but one of a series of
copies reproduced in antiquity after a common prototype.
In 1971, a year previous to the Getty acquisition, the
Museum of Fine Arts in Houston purchased a very fine
head of a young woman from the same period (figs. 6-9).12
Despite differences of detail to be discussed below, the sim-
ilarities of overall format and design insure that the two
heads cannot have been conceived independently. A third

12. Inv. 70-39, “Recent Accessions of American and Canadian
Museums,” Art Quarterly 34 (1971) p. 371, fig. p. 370; Museum of Fine
Arts, Houston, Bulletin, November 1971, pp. 91, 109, ills. frontispiece
and p. 100; Bulletin, February 1972: “Portrait of Julia Paula? A contribu-
tion to Severan Feminine Iconography” (J. L. Schrader), pp. 168-173; K.
Fittschen, loc. cit.; C. C. Vermeule, Iconographic Studies, Boston 1980,
pp. 37ff. nr. 2, fig. p. 52.
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Figure 6. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Copy after Figure 7. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Houston,
an original of a.p. 202. Houston, The Museum of The Museum of Fine Arts.
Fine Arts, Laurence H. Favrot Bequest Fund.

Figure 8. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Houston, Figure 9. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Houston,
The Museum of Fine Arts. The Museum of Fine Arts.

109



110 Nodelman

Figure 10. Portrait bust of the empress Plautilla. Copy
after an original of a.p. 202. Rome, Museo
Torlonia. (After Monumenti del Museo Torlonia,
pl. CLVII nr. 609.)

portrait which has long been part of the collection of the
Museo Torlonia in Rome (fig. 10)!3 displays the same char-
acteristics, despite restoration and cleaning, and must also
be considered a replica. Very recently a fourth replica, the
face rendered nearly unrecognizable by recutting, has
come to light in a private collection in Irvine, California
(figs. 11-12).14 The existence of such a replica-series, while
not in itself proof that the subject represented is a member
of the imperial family—for private persons were sometimes
honored with multiple portrait dedications!>—nevertheless

13. C. Visconti, Catalogo del Museo Torlonia, Rome 1883, p. 305 nr.
609; id., I Monumenti del Museo Torlonia . . . Rome, n.d., pl. CLVII nr.
609; J. Meischner, Das Frauenportrit der Severerzeit, Berlin, n.d., pp. 86f.
nr. 67 1. Caruso in C. Gasparri, “Materiali per servire, allo studio del
Museo Torlonia di scultura antica,” Awti del Accademia Nazionale dei
Lincei, Memorie ser. 8, 24 (1980), p. 228, nr. 609.

14. Published by F. Yegil, “A Roman Lady from a Southern Califor-

Figure 11. Portrait bust of the empress Plautilla. Copy
after an original of A.p. 202. Extensively recut.
Irvine, California, Collection Robert K. Martin.

is strong prima facie evidence for such an assumption, the
more so since such a young woman, apparently still in her
teens, would hardly have any other claim to civic dis-
tinction. The imperial identity is confirmed by a tell-
tale attribute: both the Torlonia and the Irvine replicas
are adorned with the diadem, familiar insignia of the
Augustae.' The identity of the young empress must be
sought among the women of the Severan dynasty, which

presided over the destinies of Rome during the years
193-235 A.p.

nia Collection,” in the previous issue of the J. Paul Getty Museum Journal
9,-1981, pp. 63-68.

15. E.g. CIL VL 1540 = ILS 1112; CIL VL 1599, 31828 = ILS 1326;
Cf. Tacitus’ Account: Ann. IlL. xiv, of the attempted destruction by the
mob of effigies of Gn. Piso, accused of the murder of Germanicus. In-
stances could easily be multiplied.

16. A. Alfsldi, Die monarchische Reprasentation im romischen Kaiser-
reiche, Darmstadt 1970, pp. 241 f.

3



Figure 12. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Irvine,
California, Collection Robert K. Martin.

Before it became possible to group these heads into a
type, imperial identifications had been proposed for vari-
ous of the individual replicas. J. Meischner!? saw in the
Torlonia portrait the image of one of two anonymous
daughters ascribed to Septimius Severus by the Historia

17. Meischner, loc. cit.

18. Vita Severi, VIII, 1-2.

19. See especially R. Syme, Ammianus and the Historia Augusta, Ox-
ford 1968, pp. 154-175, and Syme, Emperors and Biography, Oxford 1971,
pp. 1-16. The names of Probus and Aetius, the putative bridegrooms of
the anonymous daughters, have a suspiciously end of the fourth century
ring to them, in accordance with the forger’s familiar practice. Naturally,
there is otherwise no trace of the existence of these alleged consuls. Cf.
Birley op. cit., p. 90 and n. 2.

20. In Neuerberg and Vermeule, loc cit.

21. Schrader, loc cit.

22. Vermeule, Iconographic Studies, loc. cit.

23. In litteris, December 1970, to Philippe de Montebello, then director
of the Museum of Fine Arts, Houston. See also Schrader, op. cit., pp.
170f.

24. EAA 11 p. 925 s.v. Giulia Paola (M. Floriani Squarciapino); H.
Wiggers in H. Wiggers and M. Wegner, op. cit., 167ff.

25. A head in Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek 755, whose over-
life size is suggestive of imperial affiliation and whose style is markedly

A Portrait of the Empress Plautilla

Augusta.'8 Given the notorious propensity of the author of
the HA for inventing fictitious personalities and the com-
plete silence of contemporary sources, the claim to histor-
icity of such daughters is tenuous at best.’* C.C. Ver-
meule?® identified the Malibu head and J. L. Schrader,?!
the Houston head, as Julia Paula, who was briefly (a.D.
219-220) the wife of Elagabalus; each author was then ap-
parently unaware of the existence of other replicas of the
type. Dr. Vermeule has recently affirmed the same iden-
tification for the Houston head.?? I myself identified the
Houston head as the empress Plautilla.??

The portrait iconography of Julia Paula is anything but
securely established.2* Her coinage displays two distinct
portrait types. No sculptural type existing in multiple
replicas, and indeed no single sculptured portrait, corres-
ponds satisfactorily to either of these numismatically at-
tested types.2® The numismatic portrait types exhibit an
identical profile and differ only in the form of their coif-
fures. One is coiffed in the so-called Helmfrisur, a softly
waved helmet-shaped hair arrangement that closely follow
the contour of the skull and then is folded into a nest at
the nape of the neck.26 Except for its distinctive forehead
locks, it is nearly identical to that worn by several other
imperial ladies of the time—e.g., Julia Soaemias, Julia
Mamaea, and Orbiana.2’” The second type is more in-
dividual (fig. 13).28 Here too a row of ringlets falls upon the
forehead. However, the hair is arranged in tight rows of
narrow, plaited bands which are drawn backward along
the sides, leaving the ear free, and descend to the neck in a
thick roll which is then folded upward into a flat bun at
the back of the head, rising almost to its top. It is the
similarity of this unusual coiffure to that worn by the
young woman of the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type
which has inspired the attempts at identification.

Nevertheless, the numismatic evidence itself precludes
the identification of the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type as

close to that of known contemporary imperial portraits, evinces a profile
comparable to that of the coins, and a row of ringlets fringing the
forehead which matches those which distinguish Julia’s numismatic hair-
styles from those of other empresses of the time. Attractive as the iden-
tification may be, it is impossible to prove in the current state of the
evidence. F. Poulsen, Catalogue pp. 523f. nr. 755; V. Poulsen, Les portraits
romains Il pp. 146 ff. nr. 145. Proposed as Julia Paula by H. Weber, “Zu
einem Bildnis der Kaiserin Julia Paula,” JdI 68 (1953), 124-138, figs. 1-4.
Weber goes on to identify as Julia a whole series of female portraits wear-
ing coiffures with forehead ringlets. These are typologically and physiog-
nomically inconsistent both with the Copenhagen head and among one
another; none has any serious claim to represent the empress.

26. Wiggers-Wegner, op. cit., pl. 42 d-f; ]. Bernouilli, Rémische
Ikonographie 11, 3, Stuttgart 1894, Munztaf. II, 14.

27. Soaemias: Wiggers-Wegner, op. cit., Munztaf. I, 19. Mamaea:
Wiggers-Wegner, pl. 57 a~f; Bernoulli, Munztaf. II. 19. Orbiana: Wiggers-
Wegner pl. 57 g-h.

28. Wiggers-Wegner pl. 42 a-c; Bernoulli, Munztaf. II. 13; J. Kent-M.
and A. Hirmer, Roman Coins, London 1978, pl 117 nr. 418.
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Figure 13. Julia Paula. Denarius, a.p. 219-220. Obverse.
(After Kent-Hirmer, pl. 117, nr. 418.)

Julia Paula. The distinctive forehead ringlets which adorn
both of Julia Paula’s numismatically attested types are lack-
ing in the sculptured portraits. In the sculptural type, the
first band of hair over the forehead is markedly wider than
those behind it, while in the coin portrait they are of the
same width. In the comparable coin portrait the bands
descending to the neck behind the ear form a fat, swelling
roll; in the sculptured portraits the corresponding area is
much narrower, and the chignon is folded upward at a
much sharper angle. Moreover, discounting chance varia-
tions among individual dies, Julia’s numismatic portraiture
of both types shows a profile distinguished by a straight
or even slightly turned-up nose and a small, markedly
pointed chin. The sculptured portraits (figs.3, 4, 8, 9) show
a nose with downward curvature and a fuller, more
rounded, chin. These disparities establish that not only
does Julia’s second coin portrait not correspond to the
Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type but also that the individ-
uals represented cannot be the same.?®

The true identity of the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type
is not hard to establish. Aside from Julia Paula, only the
empress Plautilla is numismatically represented by a por-
trait coiffed similarly (fig. 14).>° All important features,
whether of coiffure or facial profile, correspond satisfac-
torily: the broad lowest band of hair over the forehead, the
arrangement of the narrow, successive bands above, the

29. Schraeder, op. cit., pp. 171f., sees the same individual tepresented
by the Houston portrait in the head of a young woman in the Museo Na-
zionale Romano (B. M. Felletti Maj, I ritratti, Rome 1953, p. 137 nr. 272),
sometimes, though incorrectly, called Plautilla; he regards both as por-
traits of Julia Paula. However, the facial structure of the Rome head, with
its large, beaked nose, is completely unlike that of Malibu-Houston-
Torlonia, and the similarity of the coiffure is very general at best; neither
facial profile nor coiffure convincingly resembles Julia’s coin portraits. Cf.
the frontal view in Meischner, op. cit., fig. 98. The head is a contempor-
ary private portrait.

30. H. Mattingly, British Museum. Coins of the Roman Empire V, p. 237
nr. 416, pl. 38.5; Kent, op. cit., p. 305 nr. 39 pl. 113 nr. 393.

Figure 14. Plautilla. Aureus, a.p. 202. Obverse. (After
Kent-Hirmer, pl. 113, nr. 393.)

dangling curl in front of the ear, the narrow angle to
which the plaits are compressed at their lowest point upon
the neck, and the sharp upward turn of the thin chignon
which folds against the back of the head. So, too, the
sinuous profile with its rounded forehead, smoothly curv-
ing nose, and slightly pursed mouth.

Although Plautilla’s coinage is undated, the Malibu-
Houston-Torlonia type can be fixed chronologically
within narrow limits. It is clearly subsequent to her initial
numismatically attested type, which displays markedly
juvenile features and wears the “melon” hair-style favored
for young girls. This type figures on those earliest issues in
which Plautilla’s name is as yet given in the dative, PLAV-
TILLAE AVGVSTAE,* and which must date to immedi-
ately after her marriage in the spring of 202.32 In his
reconstruction of the activities of the mint of Rome during
these years, P. V. Hill dates the issue bearing the portrait
of our type to within the year 202.33 Support for such a
date is provided by a bronze of Apamaea in Phrygia, on
which Plautilla appears in this type facing the portrait of
her husband in his second type, which was superseded in
the mint of Rome by his third at the beginning of 203.34
There is at least one other numismatically attested type of
Plautilla which must be placed between, from the age sug-
gested by its features and from its hair-style which is
typologically intermediate between the melon coiffure and

31. For the “melon” coiffure, in addition to works cited in note 8
above, see Mattingly, BMCRE V pp. 234 nr. 395, 235 nr. 400, 402, 236
nr. 407, 409, 411, pls. 37. 15, 18-20; 38.1-3.

32. Cf. Mattingly, BMCRE V, p. cliv; P. V. Hill, The Coinage of Sep-
timius Severus and his Family of the Mint of Rome, a.p. 193-217, London
1964, p. 28 nos. 611 ff.

33. Hill, op. cit., p. 28 nr. 628.

34. Naville et Cie., Monnaies romaines antiques. Collection H.D. Leuis,
catalogue illustré, Geneva 1925, p. 47 nr. 757, pl. 31; cf. British Museum,
Greek Coins of Phrygia p. 99 nr. 72. For the dating of Caracalla’s portrait
types, see Nodelman, op. cit.

35. Mattingly, BMCRE, V pl. 37. 17, 38. 7; Wiggers-Wegner op. cit., pl.



Figure 15. Portrait head of the empress Plautilla. Copy
after an original of a.n. 202. Rome, Musei
Vaticani, magazzini.

those worn in the clearly subsequent groups.? The
Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type will thus have been Plau-
tilla’s third official type and will have been introduced
relatively late in 202, perhaps remaining current for some
time during early 203. Its appearance is strikingly more
mature than that of Plautilla’s initial type, and it would
seem to have been the first to characterize her as a young
woman, not as a child. It may, on this account, have been
widely promoted; this could explain its lopsided numerical
prominence within the scanty remains of Plautilla’s
sculptured portraiture.

Two other sculptured portraits, each surviving in a
single replica, also have good claim to represent Plautilla.

28, c; the closely related type, Mattingly op. cit., pl. 38 4, Wiggers-Wegner
pl. 28. d may also belong here.

36. G. Kaschnitz-Weinberg, Sculture del Magazzino del Museo Vaticano,
Vatican City 1936, I p. 297 nr. 731, Il pl. CXIL. First proposed as Plautilla
by myself in 1964; subsequently by C. Saletti, Ritratti severiani, Rome
1967, pp. 41f. and by H. Wiggers op. cit., pp. 127f., pl. 29 a-b. (Wiggers,
pp. 117, 124, erroneously supposes the portrait of a girl wearing the
“melon” coiffure in Naples, Museo Nazionale, [{Guida Reusch p. 254 nr.
6189 (1057)] to be a replica of this piece; cf. Nodelman, op. cit.) Portraits
of young girls of this period wearing the “melon” coiffure are frequently
proposed as Plautilla on the basis of casual resemblance to the coin-
portrait. E.g., the three portraits cited by K. Fittschen, GGA 230 (1978)
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Figure 16. Portrait of the empress Plautilla. Copy after an
original probably of the year 202. Rome, Musei
Vaticani, Sala dei Busti.

The first, a badly battered head in the magazines of the
Museo Vaticano, wears the melon coiffure and clearly cor-
responds to the earliest numismatically attested type (fig.
15).36 It is much more juvenile in appearance than the
Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type. Despite its childish pudgi-
ness, the as yet unformed features nevertheless correspond
closely to those of the more mature portrait. There is the
same long oval shape to the face, the same high, rounded
forehead, low-bridged nose, wide-set eyes beneath high-
arched brows, and the same small but full-lipped mouth. A
diademed bust in the Vatican Sala dei Busti,’?” worn, heav-
ily cleaned, and much restored, shows an older girl (fig.
16), comparable in age to the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia

p. 146 n. 23, as a possible type of Plautilla, are not replicas of one another,
and none correspond in detail to the coin-portrait with “melon” coiffure:
in particular the covered ear has no numismatic parallel.

37. Rome, Museo Vaticano, Sala dei Bustii W. Amelung, Die
Skulpturen des Vatikanischen Museums I (Berlin 1908) p. 497 nr. 300,
pl. 68. First proposed as Plautilla by Meischner, op. cit., pp. 83f., 87, fig.
59; followed by H. Wiggers in Wiggers-Wegner, op. cit., pp. 119, 128, pl.
29, c-d. Like the Torlonia and Santa Barbara replicas of the Malibu-
Houston-Torlonia type, this portrait wears the diadem. Coiffure related
to, but not identical with any of Plautilla’s so far known numismatically
attested types.
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type and is no doubt close to it in date. It displays a coif-
fure resembling, but not identical with, ones worn by
Plautilla in coin-portraits which typologically follow the
melon arrangement of the juvenile portrait but precede the
elaborate turban designs of which the hairstyle of Malibu-
Houston-Torlonia is one. Despite a notable difference of
sculptural style, the physiognomic characteristics support,
or at least do not oppose, the identification. The certainty
of the young woman’s imperial status, her age, and the
narrow range of dating possible for the portrait help to
confirm the identification, despite its lack of numismatic
attestation. Neither of these pieces, however, because of
their poor state of preservation and their status as isolated
replicas approaches the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type in
iconographic value or as a document of Severan art.

A critical evaluation of the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia
type, aimed at reconstructing the design and stylistic
character of the original and determining the relationship
of the various replicas to it, must focus on the Malibu and
Houston replicas, with the others filling a supporting role.
The Museo Torlonia portrait is at present inaccessible to
scholars and known only inadequately through the old
photograph here reproduced (fig. 10); among its other fail-
ings it does not permit the extent of the restorations {cer-
tainly present) to be ascertained with confidence. The face
of the fourth replica, in Irvine, has been so transformed by
recutting, except for its lower part round mouth and chin,
as to be valueless as a comparison; nevertheless most of the
sides and the back of the head to the rear of the diadem,
although worked over by the restorer, preserve the original
design and can bear independent witness. The coarse and
insensitive rendering of these areas suggests that, even in
pristine condition, the piece was no rival for the Houston
and Malibu heads in quality.

In stylistic orientation and in the degree and manner in
which each may be taken to reflect the nature of their
common original, the Houston and Malibu portraits differ
pronouncedly.?® These differences are not to be accounted
for by incompetence, carelessness, or provincialism. Both
portraits are fully metropolitan in style’® and finely ex-
ecuted by able and scrupulous craftsmen. Much of the dif-
ference in their immediate appearance can be attributed to
disparity of condition. The dazzling effect of the Houston
replica owes not a little to the freshness of its beautifully

38. In the fall of 1978, the Houston portrait arrived in Malibu for a
loan of several months. On that occasion, thanks to the kindness of Dr.
Jift Frel, I had the opportunity to examine the two heads side by side
under optimal conditions. Subsequently, through the courtesy of the
owner and of Dr. F. Yegiil, I was able to inspect the Irvine head during its
short stay in Malibu.

39. Inan and Rosenbaum, loc. cit., include the Malibu head in their
corpus of Roman portrait sculpture from Asia Minor. So far as I know,

preserved and finely modeled surface. By contrast, much
of the surface of the Malibu head has been dulled by the
loss not only of the final polish but also of the immediate
underlayer of finely nuanced modeling which, in works of
this period, contributes so importantly to the overall ef-
fect. On the other hand, the eyes, nose and right cheek of
the Houston portrait are scarred by chisel-strokes, not ac-
cidental damage, but surely marks of a deliberate deface-
ment of the image of the fallen empress.

The most obvious dissimilarity between the Malibu and
Houston replicas is in the attitude of the head itself. The
Malibu, Torlonia, and Irvine replicas agree in presenting
the head turned slightly to its right. The Houston head is
swivelled upon its neck more abruptly to the left, and is
turned notably downwards (a posture which the existing
photographs unfortunately do not convey, but which is
striking in the original). These disparities exceed what
might be occasioned by the mirror-reversal which is so
common a feature of the copying process;*® they reflect, as
we will see, a significant contrast in the entire sculptural
conception of the two heads. Otherwise the Malibu and
Houston heads differ in two principal respects: in specific
details, most importantly in the organization of the
elaborate coiffure, and in their specific rendering of plastic
form. In the first regard, the major distinction is in the
number of bands into which the hair is divided. Above the
broad forehead band, the Malibu replica shows nine nar-
row rolls while the Houston replica displays four wider
ones.*%4 The more complicated arrangement of the Malibu
head would seem to have the advantage of the lectio dif-
ficilior; it is confirmed by the evidence of the Irvine head
which also shows nine rows.4! (At the back of the head,
obviously an area of secondary interest, the details of the
coiffure vary freely among the three replicas: the precise
angle at which it is drawn back upon the neck, the height
of the turned-up chignon and the number of plaits, not
corresponding to that found at the sides, into which it is
divided.) Some other refinements which are passed over in
the Houston replica are preserved by the Malibu head. At
the center of the first broad band over the forehead, the
hair is combed upward in a contrary accent to the prevail-
ing direction; in the Houston portrait, it is drawn uni-
formly downwards and to the sides. Hardly visible in

no positive evidence of provenance justifies this. The evidence of marble
and of sculptural style recommend ascription to an Italian and probably
Roman workshop. The same is even more strongly true for the Houston
head.

40. On mirror-reversal accompanying the copying process see in
general C. C. Vermeule, Greek Sculpture and Roman Taste, Ann Arbor
1977, pp. 45ff. In the case of the imperial portraiture, it will often have



photographs is the trace of a flick of hair curling toward
the left over the bridge of the nose from the inner corner of
the left eyebrow. This subtle detail with its enlivening ef-
fect of rhythmic contrast is elided in the Houston replica
but must surely have been a feature of the original. As for
the curls which escape the tightly plaited coiffure on either
side at the nape of the neck, there are two of these in the
Malibu replica and three in that in Houston; this detail is
omitted in the Irvine replica altogether, or has been recut.
Here the Houston head’s rendering of this felicitous detail
seems visually the more cogent and the more likely to
represent the original. The impression of painstaking faith-
fulness of transcription in the Malibu portrait is strength-
ened by the careful, minute rendering of the texture of the
hair, in contrast to its broader, looser treatment on the
Houston replica.

But this impression would seem to be reversed when one
turns from the item by item enumeration of ornamental
details to the overall modeling, in particular that of the
facial surfaces. Here the Malibu replica appears blank and
generalized when compared to the wealth and variety of
accent to be found in the Houston head. Some of this is
surely the result of surface wear. On the better preserved
left side of the Malibu portrait (the cheek and the hollow
around the eye), the original finish is preserved and
evinces a delicacy of execution certainly the equivalent to
that of the Houston head. And, at the corner of the
mouth, barely to be discerned is a passage of differentiated
muscular structure which has no counterpart in the
Houston piece. Nevertheless, it is clear that despite the
near identity of the general layout derived from their com-
mon original, the plastic structure of the two heads is very
different. The sobriety of the Malibu portrait’s registration
of detail and its measured evenness of emphasis accom-
pany a composition based upon an implied scaffolding of
stable, neatly interlocked vertical and horizontal axes
underlying the mobile surface forms of the facial features.
The three-dimensional modeling of the head, in closed
volumes whose broad, quiet surfaces are set parallel to one
another in the successive planes of depth, produces the
same effect of stability and containment. The Houston
replica is conceived, on the contrary, in terms of dynamic
oppositions of sharply defined, swelling volumes whose
intersections form a network of swooping, mutually con-

been motivated by the requirements of hierarchical arrangement within
variously composed imperial family portrait groups.

40A. K. Fittschen, GGA 230 (1978) p. 149 n. 29, denies the replica
relationship between the Malibu and Houston heads on the ground of
this disparity; he inclines to see Plautilla in the former, Julia Paula in the
latter. To ignore in favor of this single detail the overwhelming
similarities in basic design (and many other details) in order to posit two
distinct types representing two individuals is methodologically indefensi-
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trasted curves. The result is an accentuated modeling full
of strong emphases, playing solids and voids against one
another in vibrating interaction and, in so doing, generat-
ing effects of tremulous light and shadow. Within the ma-
jor planes, local variations and contrasts of modeling are
equally rich. Though the intensity and nuances of these ef-
fects are heightened by the lustrous, beautifully preserved
surface of the Houston portrait, the disparity between the
two by no means arise merely from the accidents of preser-
vation. In the Houston portrait, for example, the inner
corners of the eyes are extended and drawn sharply
downwards, resulting in a much more complex and active
configuration than the relatively static, symmetrical ovals
of the Malibu head. Similarly, the mouth of the Houston
portrait is turned up more strongly at the corners and
simultaneously sucked inward, creating deep hollows
which contrast with the pouting center; the rich expressive
modeling which results has no counterpart in the Malibu
replica. The same variety and differentiation of form can
also be seen in the treatment of the hair in the wide fore-
head band which frames the face. Compare the Houston
head’s contrast-filled undulations with the smooth surface
of the band on the Malibu head’s bettet-preserved left side,
with its evenly-spaced, repetitive striations; the same
distinction can be observed in the treatment of the lower
contour which outlines the band against the forehead
beneath. (Here the evidence of the Torlonia replica con-
firms the Houston head’s handling: the strongly waved
lower edge of the forehead band is clearly visible in the
photograph.) This dynamized modeling is entirely conso-
nant with the more energetic, momentary effect produced
by the vigorous turn of the head itself.

Since the Malibu portrait probably transmits a more ac-
curate rendition of the coiffure and of certain other details
of the original than does its Houston sister, one must ask
whether this is equally true of the facial modeling and
general sculptural style as well, and whether the very dif-
ferent modeling of the Houston head should be dismissed
as a mere aberration. But it is just this modeling, since it is
the more complex and fully articulated, which has the
better claim, on “text-critical” grounds, to represent the
intentions of the original. Here the Irvine head, entirely
recut, can offer no corroboration. The Torlonia piece, so
far as can be judged from the photograph, appears inter-

ble even without the confirmatory evidence of the Torlonia and Santa
Barbara replicas.

41. Nine such bands are indeed visible in a2 normal profile view; in fact,
as a rear view reveals, the Santa Barbara replica continues this arrange-
ment at the very back of the head in ever-narrowing concentric rings;
this in contrast to the Malibu and Houston heads, in which the bands
cease at the back of the head, leaving a flat-combed wedge of hair bet-
ween.
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Figure 17. Portrait head of Geta Caesar, Type L. Copy after
an original of A.n. 198. Munich, Glyptothek.

mediate between the two in the activation of its surfaces
{for example the puckers at the corners of the mouth are
clearly visible). To the extent that wear and modern clean-
ing would surely have dulled rather than enhanced this ef-
fect, this might be taken as a confirmation of the claims of
the Houston replica. But with the piece itself inaccessible,
it is surely dangerous to base too much on this impression.

However, the question is not insoluble. A considerable
number of other portrait types, commissioned during the
same years for the Severan imperial household, survive in
samplings large enough to be representative and include
high quality replicas which may reasonably be supposed to
convey a good idea of the stylistic character of their
originals. Some of these, indeed, form a coherent and
stylistically distinctive group, suggestive of the activity of a
particular court sculptor.#? A few typical examples may
suffice here: one, the first official portrait type of Plautilla’s
young brother-in-law Geta, created in 198 and illustrated

42. An attempt is made to isolate the contributions of the leading
Severan court portrait sculptors in Nodelman, op. cit.
43. Geta: L. Budde, Jugendbildnisse Caracallas und Getas, Miinster

Figure 18. Portrait of the empress Julia Domna, Type IL
Copy after an original of A.p. 196. Bloomington,
Indiana, University of Indiana Art Museum.

by its premier replica in the Glyptothek at Munich (fig.
17); another, the second type, dating to 196, of her
mother-in-law, the empress Julia Domna (I illustrate the
splendid replica recently acquired by the Art Museum of
the University of Indiana [fig. 18]). A third, Caracalla’s
second type of A.p. 197, is illustrated by the fine, over life-
size replica in the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in Copenhagen,
nr. 728 (fig. 19), and a fourth, his famous, mature Type
VIII of A.p. 212—all the more valuable as a term of com-
parison because of its deliberate, programmatically in-
spired differences, which I represent with the magnificent
replica in Copenhagen, nr. 730a (fig. 20).4> All these por-
traits exhibit the same deep modeling, the same vibrant
play of chiaroscuro, the same composition in plunging,
contrasted curves, and the same wealth of inner contrasts
as does the Houston head. They validate its claim, as
against that of the Malibu replica, more fully to transmit
the fundamental stylistic character of the original.

Westf. 1961, p. 37, pl. 21; H. Wiggers in Wiggers-Wegner op. cit., pp. 97f.,
108, pl 25. Julia Domna: Gazette des Beaux-Arts ser. 6, v. 87, 1976, Chroni-
que des Arts p. 33, nr. 123. The typology and chronology of these por-



Figure 19. Portrait head of the emperor Caracalla, Type

II. Copy after an original of a.p. 197.
Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek 728.

OQur comparison of the Malibu and Houston replicas
throws some most interesting light upon the complexities
of the copying process through which Roman imperial
portraits have come down to us and upon the contempor-
ary artistic situation within which this process was carried
on. The stylistic properties examplified in the portraits of
Julia Domna and of Geta just cited, and which the original
of the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia type surely shared, were
the vehicles of revolutionary innovations in Roman
sculpture at the beginning of the third century a.p. The
reformulated plastic structure which accompanied these
innovations discarded the remnants of tectonic rationality
whose tradition went back to fifth century Greece and bas-
ed itself instead on subjective optical effects, a kind of
chiaroscural painting in space, to which the objective
three-dimensional modeling was entirely subservient. The
repercussions of this new conception throughout contem-
porary artistic production were immediate and wide-

traits, and their stylistic evaluation are discussed in Nodelman, op. cit.
44, Full discussion in Nodelman, op. cit. A few preliminary remarks in
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Figure 20. Portrait head of the emperor Caracalla, Type
VIII. Copy after an original of a.p. 212. Copen-
hagen, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek 730a.

spread.** The contrast between the Malibu and Houston
heads reflects this situation directly. Two very accom-
plished sculptors, given the task of reproducing a common
model, took different approaches. The discrepancies which
separate the sculptures from their original and from one
another are coherent and purposeful, emphatically not the
mere mechanical accumulation of random errors which
usually accompanies the copying process.

The sculptor of the Houston head simplified the elabor-
ate coiffure, reducing the number and broadening the
scale of the component bands. Committed to the ener-
getic, large-scale motion of the surface planes, he evidently
felt that these tight, linear complexities would retard their
rhythm and subtract from the immediacy of compositional
effect. The same motive accounts for his elision of small
details such as the flick of hair over the bridge of the nose.
Its counter-curvature might have impeded the plunging
arc of brow-line into nose whose graphic continuity is fun-

S. Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” Art in America,
January-February 1975, p. 32.
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Figure 21. Portrait head of the empress Faustina Senior.
Copy after an original of a.p. 138. Ostia, Museo
Ostiense.

damental to the design. The exquisite care which he
lavishes on variations and contrasts of modeling within
the major facial planes is sufficient proof that his abbre-
viations elsewhere are not the result of laziness or in-
advertence. The Houston sculptor shows himself to be an
enthusiastic adherent of the new conception of form. Not
able to accommodate the full complexity of content which
the original (whose author was surely the foremost sculp-
tor of his day) had held in synthesis, he chose to stress
what he rightly took to be the essentials, maximizing the
energy of the modeling, the fluency of the moving surfaces,
and the hair-trigger interplay of the mobile facial organs
caught in momentary psychological flux.

The Malibu sculptor proceeded differently. Painstaking
in his inventory of fixed, ornamental detail, he seems to
have set out to minimize the dynamic instabilities and pas-
sionate urgency of effect which had so engaged his col-

45. M. Wegner, Das antoninische Herrscherbild, Berlin 1940, pp. 159-
160, pl. 11; R. Calza, Scavi di Ostia. I ritratti 1 pp. 90-91 nr. 144, pl. 85.

46. Wegner, op. cit., pp. 34-37, pls. 14-15.

47. Hesperia 27 (1958), p. 155, pl. 43b; E. Harrison, Ancient Portraits

Figure 22. Miniature portrait head of the empress Julia
Domna, Type II. Copy after an original of a.D.
196. Athens, Agora Museum.

league. Checking with implied right angles the swift
curvatures of planar intersection with which the basic
facial design of the original has been articulated, he sought
to limit the depth and still the contrasts of the modeling,
turning the vivid oppositions of highlight and shadow into
a delicate sfumato. The troubled intensity of emotional
content is likewise muted into a fragile, elegiac calm. The
loyalties of this sculptor are easily discerned: he looked
back to the tradition of Antonine court portraiture of half
a century before. He has sought to constrain the audacities
of the original of Plautilla’s portrait within their limits.
Portraits such as the posthumous type of Faustina the
Elder, best represented by the lovely head at Ostia (fig.
21),% or those of the young Marcus Aurelius,* in their
chaste, classicizing formal containment and gentle, nostal-
gic inwardness, could easily have been his inspiration.
The contrast between these two sculptors, divided by

from the Athenian Agora, Princeton 1960, fig. 23.

48. C. Vermeule, Bulletin 58 (1960) pp. 2325, figs. 12-14; A. M. Mc-
Cann, The Portraits of Septimius Severus (Memoirs of the American
Academy in Rome, 30) Rome 1968, pp. 114, 174f. nr. 89, pl. 77; M. Com-



Figure 23. Portrait head of the emperor Septimius Severus,
Type Ill. Copy after an original of ca. a.p. 200.
Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, Harriet Otis
Cruft Fund.

temperament and perhaps by generation, in the face of
contemporary artistic perturbations is most instructive.
With its deft simplifications and pointedness of expression,
the Houston sculptor’s head has something of the quality
of a sketch after its original. It is interesting that other ex-
amples of such a procedure make their appearance pre-
cisely at this time in Severan sculpture, when the tenu-
ous link between objective plastic form and visual impres-
sion was definitively broken.*¢ A sketch in this sense, and
a brilliantly successful one, is the miniature head of Julia
Domna found some years ago in the Athenian Agora (fig.
22).47 It should be compared with the fine, full-scale
replica of the same type in Bloomington referred to above
(fig. 18). Even more remarkable, and, at full scale, more ap-
posite, is the extraordinary head of Septimius Severus
from Ostia or Portus, now in Boston (fig. 23),*8 of the
emperor’s third, so-called “Sarapis” type. Compare a nor-

stock and C. Vermeule, Sculpture in Stone. The Greek, Etruscan and Roman
Collections of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston 1976, p. 235 nr. 369.

49. McCann, op. cit., p. 176, nr. 92, pl. LXXIX; Roman Portraits.
Aspects of Self and Socity, pp. 70ff. nr. 13; J. Frel, Roman Portraits in the
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Figure 24. Portrait head of the emperor Septimius Severus.
Type Ill. Rome, Santa Pudenziana.

mal replica of the type such as that in Santa Pudenziana in
Rome (fig. 24).# The Boston head, finely executed and
carefully finished, is not a “sketch” in the sense of a hasty
or casual approximation of its model; rather it is a drastic
reinterpretation. The complexities of facial modeling are
greatly reduced and the basic scheme of contracted facial
musculature exaggerated to heighten emotional pathos
and immediacy of effect. The running drill is used with
staccato effect to emphasize contrasts of light and dark.
The sculptor of the original after which these portraits are
copied was a somewhat more conservative colleague of the
court portraitist responsible for the Malibu-Houston-
Torlonia type and for the portraits of other members of
the Severan family mentioned above. Here too, a pro-
totype by an artist with one stylistic bent is being copied
by an artist with another, markedly different one; and
here too the copyist has imposed his vision upon his

Getty Museum, Malibu 1981, pp. 80f. nr. 64. (This head found its way to
the Getty Museum as a donation, after having been stolen from Santa
Pudenziana in 1968. When its origin became kndwn, the museum
promptly returned the piece.—ed.)
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Figure 25. Head of Spring from spandrel relief of the Arch
of Septimius Severus. Rome, Forum, a.p. 203
(Photo: American Academy in Rome.)

Figure 26. Head of Autumn from spandrel relief of the
Arch of Septimius Severus. Rome, Forum, a.p.
203 (Photo: American Academy in Rome.)

model. In this case the relationship is reversed: a sculptor
espousing the radical trend in contemporary art has pro-
duced an edited, even transformed version of a more tradi-
tional original.

The period during which the sculptors of the Boston and
Santa Pudenziana heads produced their so divergent ver-
sions of Septimus’ third portrait type, narrowly delimited
by the duration of the type itself, a.n. 200-205, corre-
sponds perfectly to that in which the Houston and Malibu
sculptors were producing their own profoundly opposed
interpretations of Plautilla’s portrait (late 202 or early 203).
And it was exactly at this latter moment that the spandrel
reliefs of the great Arch being raised to Septimius Severus
in the Roman Forum (dedicated 203) were being carved.
The startling confrontation between the heads of the
allegorical figures of Spring and Autumn®® reveals side by
side on the most prestigious contemporary artistic commis-
sion for the Roman state, the same polarization of radical
and conservative stylistic attitudes (figs. 25 and 26).

Ouur close look at the Malibu-Houston-Torlonia portrait
of Plautilla is thus triply repaid. An iconographic blank
has been filled, and the appealing image of a doomed
princess is now clearly identified. A significant work of art
has been restored to the sequence of sculpture produced
for the imperial court at Rome during the first years of the
third century A.n. And a glimpse has been gained into the
historical reality of Roman art—in the concrete choices by
which Roman artists responded to conflicting aesthetic
possibilities in an age of revolutionary change.

The University of California
San Diego

50. R. Brilliant, The Arch of Septimius Severus in the Roman Forum
(Memoirs of the American Academy in Rome, 29) Rome, 1969 pp. 115
ff., pl. 40 a, c.
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Les Romains aimaient les animaux familiers: les textes
poétiques rejoignent les monuments figurés pour nous en
donner de nombreuses preuves. Ainsi Martial a consacré
quelques vers! a célébrer Issa, une petite chienne, et le
tableau qui la représentait. Le maitre d’Issa, Publius,
aimait tant son animal favori qu’il en avait fait peindre un
portrait dont la ressemblance, au témoignage du poete,
était surprenante. Issa devait appartenir 2 la race des canes
Melitaei, qui, d’aprés Pline I'Ancien, reprenant Calli-
maque, tiraient leur nom de lile de Mélite (aujourd’hui
Mljet / Méléda) proche de Corcyre.? Issa portait en effet le
nom dune autre ile de I'Adriatique? (aujourd’hui Vis/
Lissa) toute proche elle aussi de Corcyre.

Ces petits chiens (catulus, catella, xovidiov disent les An-
ciens) partageaient parfois le lit de leur maitre ou de leur
maitresse* et passaient pour soulager par leur contact les
maux d’estomac.’ Souvent ils étaient I'objet d’une affec-
tion trés vive que satiriques et épigrammatistes jugeaient
abusive.S Cette race des canes Melitaei jouissait d'une consi-
dération particuliere, et dans ses Caractéres (XXI) Théo-
phraste nous montre un vaniteux qui fait aménager pour
son kuvaplov MeAlitalov qui est mort, une tombe avec
une petite stele sur laquelle il a fait inscrire: KAdSog
Mehrdios.

Ces animaux que 'on désigne par le nom de «chiens de
Malte » sont connus par des terres cuites qui ont diffusé
leur type,” bien déterminé. « C’est un chien de petite taille,
au front assez large et au museau pointu; les oreilles sont
droites, le poil long et fourni, la queue touffue, ordinaire-
ment retournée sur elle-méme. »8

Au Musée ]. Paul Getty® un couvercle de sarcophage
porte la représentation d’une fillette étendue sur un lit: sa
main gauche s’étend sur le corps d’un tout petit chien (fig.
1) dont la téte a disparu mais dont la queue retroussée et la

1. Epigrammes I, 110.

2. «Inter quam et llyricum Melite unde catulos Melitaeos appellari
Callimachus auctor est» Plin. N.H. IIl, 152; cf. RE, Melite, c. 547-548.
Mais Strabon (VII, 2, 12) rattache la race a l'ile de Malte.

3. Sur Issa u. Plin. N.H., III, 152.

4. Pl Curc. 691, Prop. 1V, 3, 55-56.

5. Plin. N.H., XXX, 43, « Hi quoque quos Melitaeos uocamus, stoma-
chi dolorem sedant adplicati saepius. »

6. Mart. VII, 87, «Publius exiguae flagrat amore catellae »; Tuu. VI,
654, « Morte uiri cupiant animam seruare catellae».

petite taille font croire qu'il s’agit encore d’'un catellus Meli-
taeus, animal favori de la jeune morte qui partage son
repos.

La description citée plus haut convient bien aussi 2 Hé-
lene, la petite chienne figurée sur une petite stéle (comme
Panimal du vaniteux chez Théophraste) qui est aujour-
d’hui exposée au Musée ]. Paul Getty!® apres avoir été
conservée dans la villa Sinibaldi, puis dans la collection
du chateau de Lowther Castle (prés de Penrith, Westmore-
land).

Cette stele, haute de 0,605 m, large de 0,31 m, présente
la forme d’'un naiskos: un fronton triangulaire pourvu
d’acrotéres est soutenu par deux pilastres corinthiens; en-
tre eux apparait la petite chienne qui montre un ventre
pendant et des mammelles tombantes. La dédicace,!! ins-
crite au dessous, comporte quatre lignes:

HELENAE ALVMNAE
ANIMAE
INCOMPARABILI ET
BENE MERENTI

Choisir un nom pour un chien est affaire de circons-
tance: la fille de Léda, Hélene, passait pour la plus belle
femme du monde et c’est pourquoi Aphrodite I'avait pro-
mise en récompense a Paris lors du célebre jugement. Le
nom d’'Hélene est symbole de beauté ; peut-étre aujourd’hui
aurions-nous appelé « Belle» cette petite chienne. C’était
la beauté de la jeune béte qui avait incité son maitre a
choisir ce nom; mais Hélene avait vieilli et la petite stele
funéraire nous présente une vieille béte dont le ventre
alourdi a été déformé par de nombreuses portées. Le souci
de réalisme dans la représentation contraste singuliere-
ment avec le nom de I'animal.

« A Hélene que nous avons élevée, étre incomparable et

7. S. Besques, Catalogue raisonné des figurines et reliefs en terre cuite grecs,
étrusques et romains du Musée du Louwvre Paris (1972) t. lII, vol. II, D 1320 s.
Das Tier in der Antike, Arch. Inst. Universitit Zarich (1974), fig. 112-115.

8. E. Cougny in DS, canis, p. 883 et fig. 1113.

9. J. Frel, Roman Portraits in the Getty Museum n° 50, 73.AA.11.

10. 78.AA.61 Sotheby, 1 juillet 1969, no. 135. CC. Vermeule-U.
Henerby, Cat. of the Auc. Art in the J. Paul Getty Museum (1973), J. Frel,
Checklist 2 (1979), V 48, no. 84.

I1. C.LL. VI, 19190. Champ épigraphique h=0,15, 1=0,21; lettres
h=0,025/02.
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Figure 1.

qui a bien mérité (de nous).» Alumnus, comme le grec,
Bpentog s’employait pour les esclaves élevés a la maison et
remplagait le vieux mot uerna. En appliquant a Hélene
cette qualification, son maitre voulait rappeler qu’elle
avait été élevée dans sa maison. Quant au mot anima,'? il
appartient au vocabulaire funéraire et s’emploie dans les
inscriptions pour qualifier des défunts qui étaient 'objet
d'une vive affection, notamment les enfants, les jeunes
femmes, les étres jeunes, tous ceux envers qui I'expression
de T'affection est plus apparente et plus marquée.

Incomparabili et bene merenti appartiennent aussi a
Pusage des épitaphes: on attribue des qualités a des per-
sonnes aimées dont la premiere épithete souligne la qualité
irremplagable et la seconde la conduite a I'égard de celui
qui a composé I'épitaphe. Incomparabili rappelle le carac-
tere unique d’un étre animé et I'expression anima incompa-
rabilis'3 est fréquente. Bene merenti traduit habituellement
la reconnaissance du dédicant envers le défunt pour ses
actes, sa fagon d’étre, ses sentiments et c’est un témoignage
rendu aux parents par les enfants, au patron par ses af-
franchis; mais parfois le rapport est inversé et ce sont les
parents qui soulignent les mérites de 'enfant mort.

Ici les épithetes constituent l'éloge d’Hélene et font ap-
paraitre sa personnalité, son attachement & ses maitres.
Les formules employées par le dédicant pour Hélene au-
raient pu étre utilisées pour un enfant, une femme, un étre
cher.!

12. Nombreux ex. d'anima dans C.I.L. XIII; pour des enfants u. e.g.
VI, 7853, 16582; X1, 794, 2510.

13. anima incomparabilis: C.I.L. XII, 794 pour une jeune fille, 2510
pour une fillette; XIII, 11203 pour un jeune homme de 27 ans. Cf; encore
XII, 2194, 2297, 11203.

14. Pour des épitaphes de chien, u. F. PLESSIS, Poésie latine. Epitaphes,
Paris 1905, n°® 63-66.

Figure 2.
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An Etruscan Stone Winged Lion

Mario A. Del Chiaro

Earlier publication of Etruscan stone sculpture in the
J. Paul Getty Museum collection, at first of three diverse
pieces,! then of a remarkable Medusa head,? may be now—
owing to recent restoration’—augmented by an additional
stone sculpture (figs. 1-3). Although highly fragmentary
and with much worn, scarred, and damaged surface, the
work yet deserves presentation in this journal.# This stone
(tufo or nenfro) sculpture portrays a winged lion of charac-
teristically Archaic Etruscan type—seated on its haunches,
with gaping mouth and sickle-shaped wings (see figs. 4, 5,
and 6)’>— which, like its sphinx counterparts, must have
originally served as a guardian figure to a tomb.®

Although the exposed, surprisingly well preserved un-
derside of the wings of the Getty lion is plain and gently
convex or broadly beveled in cross-section, the outer edge
is so extensively damaged that it is impossible to discern
whether or not the surface was originally plain, concave,
or carved in two to three “longitudinal” planes as known
from some specimens.” The individual feathers of the
wings are basically trapizoidal in shape with the narrow
tapering portion nearest the inner curve of the wing.?
Granted that the smaller, regular teeth between the fangs
and along each side of the angular mouth are fairly well
defined (three at the front and four to each side), much of
the fearful aspect of the Getty guardian lion is lost because
of broken and missing portions of the once prominent
fangs (see figs. 4 and 5).° Nonetheless, a certain ferocity is
achieved by means of four horizontal furrows which run

1. M. A. Del Chiaro, “Archaic Etruscan Stone Sculpture,” The J. Paul
Getty Museum Journal 5 (1977), pp. 45-54.

2. M. A. Del Chiaro, “A Monumental Etruscan Medusa Head,” ibid.,
9 (1981), pp. 53-58.

3. The extant sculpture has been recomposed from four relatively large
fragments—joins vertical at mid-body and diagonal at the neck and jaw—
and by smaller fragments along the wing. )

4. Inv. no. 77.AA.76. Max. preserved height, ca. 48 cm.; max. pre-
served length, ca. 56 cm.; width, 23 cm. | wish to thank Dr. Jif{ Frel,
Curator of Antiquities, for permission to study and publish this speci-
men of Etruscan sculpture in the present number of the museum’s
journal.

5. See A. Hus, Recherches sur la statuaire en pierre étrusque archaique
(Paris, 1961)—henceforth Recherches.

6. W. L. Brown, The Etruscan Lion (Oxford, 1960), pp. 62ff.; A. Hus,
op. cit., pp. 368ff.; E. Richardson, The Etruscans (Chicago, 1964}, p. 95;
and A. Hus, “Trois sculptures archaiques en pierre de Vulci et de sa

horizontally along the muzzle directly beneath the nose,
indicative of a snarl or nose wrinkles, not whiskers.!® The
more usual manner of showing the snarl was to model the
furrows (or wrinkles) in a pattern radiating from the tip of
the nose (see figs. 4 and 6).1! The now barely discernible
wide open eyes, the right more visible than the left, are
placed high and flat on the head and defined by a thin,
sharply raised ridge that finds its “human” counterpart on
the celebrated tufo centaur from Vulci in the Villa Giulia
Museum, Rome.!? The poor condition of the Getty piece
makes it difficult to distinguish the character of the ears;
they may have been either erect or, as is more often the
case, folded back flat against the head. From the extant
portions, it only remains to point out traces of vertical
ridges at the chest or forepart of the lion which are all that
survive of the straight forelegs of the seated animal.
Despite the battered nature of the Getty winged lion, it
conveniently joins other previously reported Etruscan
tufo sculptures in the J. Paul Getty Museum. That it
serves as an additional Archaic type is aptly clear from its
type and styl