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Lessons from the Past

Jerry Podany

He also discovered inside that old foundation a statue of Sargon, father ofNaram Sin. Half

of the head was missing, crumbled so that no one could discern his face. On account of his

reverence for the gods and respect for sovereignty, he brought expert craftsmen and had

the head of that statue and its face restored.

— From a sixth-century-B.c. cuneiform tablet1

These words recount the efforts of Nabonidus, king of the Babylo-
nian Empire, and provide one of the earliest accounts of restoration
carried out by specialized craftsmen. The inscription also notes that
Nabonidus, while preparing to construct a new temple, discovered
an ancient foundation. With the same reverence expressed for the
sculpture of Sargon, Nabonidus built his temple "without altering it
[the foundation] one finger-length" and thus presents us with an
equally early example of preservation. Nabonidus's words inform us
not only that the sense of respectful awe that objects of antiquity
elicit within us has existed for many centuries, but that our desire to
restore those objects is equally familiar.

Despite this long-term familiarity, the topic of restoration,
although not devoid of major writings, is far from being fully
explored, particularly with reference to its historical development.
Indeed it is fair to say that we have only begun to understand the
role that restorers have played over the centuries in both clarifying
and distorting our knowledge and perception of antiquity. While
they pieced together, added to, took away from, and at times even
invented the ancient fragments so enthusiastically embraced by the
popular tastes of the sixteenth through nineteenth century, the
restorers were also forming (and being formed by) the prevailing
cultural and social fashions of their day. As a result the objects
being restored reflect, for better or worse, those same contemporary
conventions. The imposition of present time and contemporary
taste also influenced conservators in the twentieth century and will



14 Po d any

FIG. 4
Statue of an Athlete. Roman, 100 B.C.-A.D.
LOO. Copy after a Greek original of c. 340-
330 B.C. by Lysippos. H 190.5 cm. (Left)
With early restorations still in place. (Right)
After de-restoration during the late 19705.
L.A. County Museum of Art, William
Randolph Hearst Collection 49.23.11.
Photo © 2002. Museum Associates, Los
Angeles County Museum of Art.

continue to be present in the twenty-first, despite our insistence that
a more professional, scientific, and objective approach informs
modern conservation practice.

Much transpired between the awe Michelangelo felt for the
Torso Belvedere despite its fragmentary condition and the advice of
Camillo Boito, who in 1884, reflecting the late nineteenth-century
revival of positivism, called for the end of restoration. Being suspi-
cious (and rightly so) of what had been done before, Boito declared
that all previous restorations should be removed and "thrown
away."2 As we know, many were (fig. i). But during these centuries
of change there remained two continuous, almost intractable, con-
stants, like lines that run parallel through time, sometimes separated
by great distances and sometimes drawing so near that their
influence can be seen in the other's evolving character. The dialectic
of these lines involves the struggle between the need to preserve the
authentic relic—untouched and pure — on one hand and the desire
to repair, make whole again, and improve—to restore—on the
other. The latter exists despite the danger that our contemporary
tastes, preferences, and uses for ancient sculpture might misin-
form the process.

In the Renaissance, particularly after 152.7, the pace of dis-
covery of antiquities reached an unprecedented frenzy, as did the
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restoration of the objects. Michelangelo's influential respect for the
fragmentary condition of the Torso Belvedere and his cautious
advice, if not direct action, with respect to the restoration of the
Laocoon group was essentially contemporaneous with the work of
Benvenuto Cellini (1500-1571), who in the late 15405 was pre-
sented with a fragmentary Praxitelian torso of an ephebe. He is
reported to have exclaimed, "The excellence of this great artist calls
me to serve him,"3 and then proceeded to serve by creating, from
the fabric of the ancient torso, a vision of Ganymede teasing Zeus
(fig. 2). His act represented the view of many artists of his time
who, counter to Michelangelo's assumed insight toward preserva-
tion and the primary value of ancient fragments, saw it as their
artistic prerogative to use the ancient material as both a model of
inspiration and a source of raw material. Although some fragments
were collected and exhibited as just that—fragments—many were
completed either by the addition of newly created parts or by the
combination of fragments from a variety of surviving pieces, not all
necessarily of the same period, let alone from the same sculpture.
The Bateman Mercury at the Los Angeles County Museum of Art,
restored by Antico (Pier Jacopo Alari Bonacolsi) is just such a pas-
tiche: the head, although ancient, does not belong to the body, and
the legs as well as the base are the work of the restorer. Clearly, for
some in this period, the awe that the ancient finds instilled was not
complete unless the sculpture was. The desire to have sculpture
repristinated (a Renaissance term meaning "to make like new"4)
existed side by side with the desire for the protection of the prod-
ucts of artists whose skill could not be equaled. As Alessandra Mel-
luco Vaccarro reminds us, "No epoch has been more ambiguous
than the Renaissance in the alternate practices of destruction and
conservation."5

That coexistence continued through the seventeenth cen-
tury despite the cautionary concerns of many, such as the historian
Giovanni Bellori (1613-1696), who emphasized the value of
authenticity, at least in paintings, in light of the free-styled rework-
ing being generally undertaken. Caution was being expressed
among some restorers as well. Francis Girardon (1628-1715),
whose work was guided by his large collection of casts of ancient
works, made a wax model of the Venus of Aries before undertaking
its restoration in order to verify that the king would be satisfied
with his proposed completion.

The eighteenth century brought a maturing of historical
consciousness. The long-present direct link to the past, as well as
the security of that link, was being cut by two massive upheavals:
the Industrial Revolution and the French Revolution. In response,
restorers tempered their invention and became more open to the

F I G . 2

Statue of Ganymede. Roman imperial copy

of a fourth-century type restored by Benvenuto

Cellini in the late 15405 as Ganymede Teasing

Zeus with an Eagle Chick. Florence, Museo

Nazionale del Bargello. Photo © Scala/Art

Resource, NY.
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Throne of Zeus. Roman original, late first
century A.D., restored by Bartolomeo Cava-
ceppi. Marble, 154.94 X 67.31 X 86.36 cm.
L.A. County Museum of Art, William Ran-
dolph Hearst Collection 50.33.14. Photo
© 2.002. Museum Associates, Los Angeles
County Museum of Art.

F I G . 4

Detail of Throne of Zeus, figure 3, showing
carved joints and cracks (arrows) made by
Cavaceppi to disguise the restorations.

trends of objectivism espoused by the burgeoning disciplines of
archaeology and art history. Johann Joachim Winckelmann
(1717-1768) brought systematization to the study of ancient art,
and restorers began to incorporate into their efforts a distinct move
toward historical accuracy.

From the mid- to the late eighteenth century there was a
great deal of discussion regarding the appropriateness of restora-
tion. Major failures of technique and blatant disregard for the value
of ancient material focused criticism on the self-aggrandizement of
restorers, who often undertook restorations, not out of any obvious
need presented by the object, but rather to present a tour de force
to buttress their own reputations. Reactions ranged from aggressive
accusations to more cautious and thoughtful policy, such as that
created by Pietro Eduards who, in 1778 as Registrar of Public
Paintings in Venice, required all restorers to use "materials as re-
versible as possible in their work."6 Yet, at about the same time,
Bartolomeo Cavaceppi (1717-1799) was violating (by modern
standards) the surface of ancient objects to disguise the comple-
tion of their form, albeit a completion more conscious of historical
accuracy than previous attempts. Witness the second-century A.D.
throne to Zeus (figs. 3-4) thought to have been restored by Cava-
ceppi. To better disguise the addition of his restorations, Cavaceppi
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chiseled false fractures and joins into the ancient surface of the back
support of the throne. As a result the viewer would have been less
likely to notice the difference between the quality of marble, the dif-
ference in carving, and the dissimilarity between the surface patina
of the ancient parts and Cavaceppi's additions. While such a viola-
tion of the ancient surface would certainly not be acceptable today,
one wonders what Pietro Eduards would have said regarding the
permanence of Cavaceppi's actions.

Nonetheless, as Francis Haskell and Nicholas Penny point
out in Taste and the Antique, Cavaceppi was, within the context of
the time, an informed restorer who "made self-conscious a profes-
sion formerly noted for its lack of inhibitions."7 Restoration, as a
vocation, was being clarified during the Enlightenment and the pro-
cess was now carried out by restorers, such as Cavaceppi, who
stood firmly at the transformation of restoration from an inventive
process with a decorative aim to a pursuit guided by scientific
method and historical accuracy. Artists and sculptors, whether of
great acclaim or mediocre ability, no longer had claim over the mas-
terpieces to be improved and clarified. That shift may in fact be one
of the most important moments in defining the development of res-
toration. Restoration was now tied to historicism and potentially
freed from service to societal whims, specifically those of the young
men of wealth venturing off on the Grand Tour and creating, in
their wake, a virtual industry focused on the restoration of antiqui-
ties and, at times, on their manufacture. This industry and the
simultaneous changes in the practices, at least those espoused by
many restorers, reflect again the collision between invention and
authenticity, restoration and preservation.

Peter Fritzsche has recently reminded us that the nineteenth
century was the age of memoirs, diaries, and autobiographies. It
was, as he says, "filled with people who mourned the past."8

Fritzsche notes that this particular malaise was encouraged, if not
caused, by the French Revolution, which disrupted the Western
conception of historical continuity. The term "old-fashioned"
entered everyday vocabulary as nineteenth-century travelers lingered
among the ruins of the revolution, ruins they saw as representing
the increased distance of the past and the fragility of the material
links to it.

The nineteenth-century audience for antiquity was of two
minds. There were those who appreciated, if not preferred, the
fragments for the sense of authenticity they presented,9 and those,
predominantly collectors, who wanted the sculpture complete for
presentation so as to recapture a sense of its original magnificence.
The restored sculpture also provided the owner with a degree of
respectability and stature within nineteenth-century society. Both
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these minds were reflected in the opinions and actions of restorers
and artists of the time. Antonio Canova (1757-1822), emulating
Michelangelo, refused the British Museum's invitation in 1816 to
restore the Parthenon reliefs. At the same time he expressed admira-
tion for the work of his student Bertel Thorvaldsen (1768-1844),
who, restrained only by the dictates of working in the style of, fully
restored the Aegina pediment for Ludwig i. While Canova's refusal
may at first appear contradictory, we must remember it was based
on the fact that restoration could not improve the Parthenon
marbles. Had he been confident that a restorer could have matched
the ability of Pheidias (as Thorvaldsen was seen to match the mas-
tery of the Aegina craftsmen), there might have been an entirely dif-
ferent result.

There arose, in the second half of the nineteenth century,
a belief that imitative restoration was impossible; from this was
born a quest for purism and an adamant desire to de-restore, thus
freeing the object from the burden of previous additions and regain-
ing the original purity of the ancient form. "Ent-Restaurierung"
(de-restoration) was not only a quest for knowledge but also a quest
for visual authenticity via fragmentation, and it would be a driving
force for a least a century to come.

From the sixteenth through the nineteenth century restor-
ers had been both pawns and instigators in the changing process
of perception, and the twentieth century provided no exception.
Restorers now became conservators, struggling to define themselves
in the light of society's technological and scientific developments.
They welcomed an opportunity to distance themselves from past
restorations that appeared in both concept and actuality to be the
antithesis of objectivity. International bodies within the profession
began to formalize historicism as a primary tenet of conservation.10

Cesare Brandi, one of the twentieth century's greatest thinkers in
the field of conservation, called for restoration without "historic or
artistic falsification" and encouraged the use of Gestalt principles
to neutralize the additions made by conservators to fill lacunae or
make structural connections between separated planes and frag-
ments.11 There was hope that research in human perception of the
day could bring a solution to the conundrum of completion faced by
conservators wanting to preserve authenticity through unrestored
fragmentation and yet provide some form of acceptable visual unity
for ease of interpretation.

Perception, the general approach believed, is based on
economy. We perceive along the lines of familiarity.12 Details either
fit into a particular schema or are ignored. Hence the viewers will
complete what is not there if sufficient and familiar general infor-
mation is available and at best will require only a suggestion, a
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F I G . 6

Detail of The Lansdowne Herakles, figure 5,
showing discolored modern restoration
segment above the proper right knee.

In the early 19705 a concern was raised about the rusting
iron dowels used in the early restoration, and as a result the
sculpture was disassembled. In the prevailing spirit of purism all
the removed restorations were not returned to the object, leaving a
rather wanting vision of the once magnificent hero. Some of the
restorations, needed to support the sculpture or connect various
fragments, were replaced with epoxy versions (in fact, casts of the
restorations). These new additions adhered to the monochromatic,
smooth, and recessed characteristics that at the time were so much
part of the modern conservation aesthetic (fig. 6; see also True,
fig. 7, p. 6).

Unfortunately the fabric of these restorations proved un-
stable, and in a relatively short time became unsightly. In 1991,
dissatisfaction with the sculpture's anachronistic appearance led
to a reevaluation of the reasoning behind the removal of all the
eighteenth-century restorations, and concerns were raised about
the imbalance between what had been gained and what had been
lost. The object that now stood in the galleries revealed more about
the recent history of restoration than about the Herakles that had
been so much a part of art history for two centuries. Even the as-
sumption that stripping away the eighteenth-century additions
would reveal an ancient core came under question, since a more
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careful study revealed extensive surface weathering and evidence
that the surface of the sculpture had been modified during the
eighteenth-century restoration campaign.

After long and cautious discussion the Herakles was again
disassembled, and the eighteenth-century restorations, which fortu-
nately had been saved, were reinstated. The sculpture now stands
looking as similar as possible to its appearance at that point when
it experienced its last permanent alteration—its restoration in the
eighteenth century. The Herakles has returned to being both an an-
cient sculpture and a product of eighteenth-century taste. In this
sense it has returned to being both a work of art and a historical
document (see True, figs. 9-10, p. 7).

What may be instructive to our understanding of the
development of restoration and conservation is that the reversal of
what was thought to be the most ethical and visually acceptable
approach was undertaken less than twenty years after it had been
imposed. This suggests a degree of impermanence to philosophies
that may have significant, permanent impact on ancient artifacts.
These philosophies are as dynamic as time, and as such must be
approached with caution.

The intention of this publication is to look at the history of
restoration, both from the viewpoint of the scholar who brings to
bear the researcher's insights and historical perspective, and from
the viewpoint of the practitioner—that is, the restorer or conserva-
tor, who brings direct experience of the process. For the historian
it is the history of the object and of the period that is reflected in
restorations. But for conservators it is the history of a process and
of the profession; in a way, it is their own history.

Restorers and conservators have come late to the invest-
ment of time and intellect toward the understanding of their own
past. Perhaps this is due to the demand placed on them by a past
embedded in craftsmanship and artistic skill, lending itself more to
the practical challenge of a stonemason than to that of a scholar.
Perhaps it is the discipline's desire to find a modern definition of it-
self within the objectivity of science, while often still failing to apply
the scientific method, that now urges them to enter into a dialogue
about the past and what came before modern conservation. Or per-
haps what keeps practitioners continually seeking new approaches
is conservators' reluctance to abandon the idea that there is a single,
valid, and lasting answer to the challenge laid before them: to serve
all the values contained in an object while also serving an equally
diverse audience.

We are at an interesting point in the history of restoration
and conservation. It seems to me that despite our learned (and
assumed) objectivity and despite our ever-broadening mission to
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preserve rather than to repair, we still want to repair . . . and to
clarify . . . and, yes, even to restore. The amount of restoration un-
dertaken, though certainly better informed than in previous cen-
turies, has been defended by arguments echoing from the past and
has been challenged by many of the same concerns.14 What we
do next in this continuum will depend on how thoroughly we have
learned the lessons of the past, lessons that the authors of this
volume have attempted to reveal.

T H E J . PAUL G E T T Y M U S E U M
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Restoration and the Antique Model
Reciprocities between Figure and Field

Seymour Howard

When I began research on the restoration of ancient sculptures with
Peter von Blanckenhagen and Ulrich Middeldorf fifty some years
ago, the history of that practice was largely anecdotal compared to
its more amply fleshed-out present state. With few notable excep-
tions—for example, those by Adolf Michaelis, Rodolfo Lanciani,
and Michelangelo Cagiano de Azevedo—archaeological and art-
historical treatments of restoration practice and its implications
were largely sporadic. Restorers and restoration generally received
short shrift, although there were piecemeal records of repairs by
otherwise unknown hacks and scattered accounts of inventive
refurbishing by well-known masters.

The revealing and richly complex history of restoration,
with its own internal momentum, myths, and shared imagery, re-
flects major changes in art styles, technology, and attitudes toward
antiquity and classicizing art by artists, theorists, and historians —
from its emergence in the Renaissance through the ambivalent early
modern questioning of the practice by Johann Joachim Winckel-
mann and his archaeologically minded fellows to the present day.
Responding to the desire for archaeological probity, deceptive resto-
ration ultimately helped generate a romance with the fragment and
its powers of imaginative invention among artists, patrons, collec-
tors, scholars, and others.

The intrinsic value of restorations—as examples of pro-
jected fancy and interpretation (fig. i),1 revealed by their acute
juxtaposition with classic norms preserved in the ancient frag-
ments—has rightly drawn increased attention in recent years, so
concerned with the many-layered meanings in analytic ("decon-
structive") critiques as well as with archival studies on the history
of collections. Such interests go far to explain restoration's growing
attraction as a subject for investigation. Studies of the practice
of restoration and its implications as a form of near-involuntary
confession and projection of taste have made significant, often
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F I G . I

Copy of Myron's Diskobolos from about

450 B.C., restored by Gavin Hamilton and
Bartolomeo Cavaceppi(P) c. 1776 as Dio-
medes Stealing the Palladion. Marble,
H 177.8 cm. Shelburne collection, Bowood,
Calne, Wiltshire. Photo: Courtesy Lord
Lansdowne.

subversive, contributions to theory and practice in the history of art
and archaeology, as well as to humanistic enquiry in general.

Here, in a sampling of restoration practices briefly viewed
from historical, technological, psychological, and humanistic points
of view, I wish to single out the abiding and evolving importance of
the antique model itself for restoration—and, by extension, inde-
pendent invention—a matter that is all too often overlooked. Resto-
ration has been largely seen from the point of view of the restorer's
effect on the antiquity; here I am equally interested in the seemingly
passive baseline effect, as field to figure, of the antique fragment-
core on the restorer and his traditions.2

Assimilation, marking, appropriation, and "own-ing"
of ancient "goods"

Nothing is so dead [or schematically persistent] as last year's mask.

— ANTHROPOLOGISTS' MAXIM

The traditional communal wisdom retained in meanings of the
word "restore," and its analogues like Ergdnzung and restaure,
reveals the elemental intention of the practice: namely, to make
whole again the material, and implicitly the spiritual, "goods"
surviving in antique fragments—literally, to re-store their value
as norms of "cultural capital" or "material culture," to use a
present-day, Marxist-derived, seeming oxymoron.

Paleolithic remains already record complex physical and
affective mechanisms of restoration, primarily in the repeatedly
refreshed outlines and whole images of life-threatening and life-
giving totem animals with which Cro-Magnon man identified and
which he magically-mystically mastered and controlled in effigy
by repeated re-presentations. This pattern of appropriation is
biologically analogous to personal territorial marking and scent-
ing in other animals to claim physical and psychological owner-
ship. Marking and appropriation are essential, abiding aspects of
restoration and other forms of art. The retention, repetition, and
appropriation of Bronze Age schemata—as in Ramses n's relabeling
appropriation of Middle Kingdom pharaonic portraits, or their
reassuring constancy in repeated depictions of nobility in Egyptian
and among Near Eastern rulers—illustrate the same obsessive
compulsion.

Early in the Iron Age, these archaic Bronze Age formulas
were assimilated and further developed by the Greeks. During the
Greek Classical age, individualizing dynamic symmetries in chiastic
balance coupled with accidents of mimesis and illusionism were
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developed, and these mature Hellenic graphic formulas were passed
on, along with literary descriptions, to the hellenized Greco-Roman
and late antique Mediterranean world, where they survived contam-
inated or were revived and simulated in later classicisms.

Classical canons, as broadly based norms potent through-
out classical antiquity, thrived again in the Renaissance—first in
Italy, then in its long-lived reaches throughout Europe. During
that period, ownership of literary and tangible ancient remains,
expressed in a lust for collecting, studying, and restoring, supported
a kindred attitude of individualism embedded in a received pagan-
Christian idealism of growing refinement and importance. Like
Cicero in antiquity, Castiglione expected a Renaissance nobleman
of virtu—that is, of strength, power, tact, good manners, virtue—to
collect and commit to memory and lifestyle works of classical, aca-
demic art for their ability to inspire intellect, prudence, grace, and
a sense of beauty.

These values were, broadly speaking, worldly middle-class
political and individualist alternatives to (or equivalents of) the tra-
ditional anonymity promoted by transcendental religious truths and
revelations characterizing the medieval mind-set. Classicism had
been adopted as a sustained and sustaining lineage.3

Learnings from the basic classical model

For their hungry admirers, fragmentary classical sculptures were
informing sources for restoration as well as invention, although in
many ways their traits seem now so obvious as to be virtually taken
for granted, having lost their initial evocative novelty. Consider, for
example, the immense influence of close sustained association with
classical sculpture's centuries-long evolving repertoire of imagery,
whose subjects, compositions, poses, motifs, attributes, formulas of
pathos, and points of view were preserved in the pattern-book-like
repetitions found in sarcophagi, architectural reliefs, coins, gems,
vases, and rare extant murals, as well as in surviving free-standing
sculpture.

Consider, too, the importance—recognized by Leon Battista
Alberti and Giorgio Vasari—of parallel developments of style in the
art of antiquity and the Renaissance—from classic and mannerist,
subsequently extended to Baroque, Neoclassical, and archaistic his-
toricizing. Also, there were lessons to be learned from discrepancies
in style between antique fragments and their modern additions,
resulting in re-restorations that reflected "better" judgment. All
these elements were a growing source of information and inspira-
tion for Renaissance invention and restoration.

Speaking as a studio artist, I must also note the elemental
importance of sustained exposure to and work with classical
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sculptures for the development of, especially, young sculptors, for
whom restoration was an early source of support. The composing,
cutting, and finishing of antique works showed ways of using the
saw, pick, point, gouge, chisel, rasp, and graded abrasives and
polishes. Examples of patching, adding, and joining with sockets,
tenons, cramps, dowels, pins, scoring, and cements were also all in-
herited and used as models in making independent work as well as
restorations. Especially important, too, in this technical connection
were examples from antiquity of measuring or quasi-pointing-off,
copying, pendant reversals, eclectic improvisation, and variations in
scale, material, and media, as well as changes and refinements in
the poses and attributes of stock figures.

Evidence of all these antique practices helped inform mod-
ern invention, patching, restoration, pastiches, and outright fakery,
along with the production of copies of famous antiquities (them-
selves often copies), whose perfected modern copies eventually came
to be preferred to battered and patched second-rate ancient works.4

Ancient finds and literature reveal relatively few examples
of restoration and repair. Think, for example, of the Kritios and
Nesiotes partially archaized Tyrannicides that replaced Antenor's
similar group carried off to Persia; the crudely matching corner
figures of the Olympia pediments, which were probably replaced
after an earthquake; the ultimate substitutions of chryselephantine
drapery and parts of akrolithic sculpture; the recorded maintenance
of wooden relics; the refreshed garments of the Archaic Athena
Polias celebrated in the Parthenon frieze; and the "restored" stylish
Pergamene-baroque bouffant hair of Attalos i from Pergamon.

Better known to Renaisssance sculptors and patrons, how-
ever, were informative fragmentary remains themselves, like the
white and red versions of the Pergamene Hanging Marsyas, restored
by Donatello and Verrocchio for the Medici, and the fragmentary
remains of the Laocoon from an obviously pieced and repaired
composition that Pliny had enthusiastically described as made from
a single block, a comment that encouraged rival compositions by
Michelangelo and his followers (see Postscript). Think, too, of
pyrotechnic achievements and lessons learned from the Lysippan
Farnese Herakles, with its missing legs, the battered remains of the
massive Farnese Bull by Apollonios and Tauriscos of Tralles, and
the Esquiline Dioskouroi group, then still fancifully ascribed to
Pheidias and Praxiteles.

From the beginning, the ways and means of extant antique
remains and heroicizing anecdotal literature were abiding examples
for minute and comprehensive antico emulation, and, in time, also
for rebellious paragone competition.5
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Powers of classical antiquities as comprehensive

and competitive models

Much can be learned from the millennium of degradation, yet re-
tention, of classical antiquities in medieval spoglie—literally the
opportune spoils of pillaged treasure or "goods" of surviving
ancient sculpture fragmented through malicious defacing, accident,
or neglect. With their dimmed yet uncanny, daemonic, and magical
powers of pagan mimetic achievement and materialism, ostensibly
purged and overcome, classical sculptures were preserved as bat-
tered inchoate mementos or trophies—a practice, a tradition con-
tinued into the high Renaissance by Roman collectors (e.g., fig. z).6

At times they were crudely appropriated as raw material for pas-
tiche sculptures of saints and other subjects, as in the now lost
ancient Roman equestrian bronze restored in 1315 as the Regisole
at Pavia (a model for Leonardo) or the Capitoline Etruscan Wolf
given tangible infant figures of Remus and Romulus during the
Renaissance. In a similar way, whole classical buildings might be
converted, or "restored" in the broadest sense, into religious basili-
cas, as were the Pantheon and Parthenon, and as, in a kindred way,
pre-Columbian tomb-temple foundations or the Cordoba Mosque
would be appropriated.7

F I G . 2

Maerten van Heemskerck (1498-1574),
Antique Sculpture Garden of Jacopo Galli,
1532-1536. Ink drawing. Staatliche Museen
zu Berlin, Kupferstichkabinett.
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Degrees of ambivalent enchantment, hostility, and indiffer-
ence variously characterize attitudes toward restoration throughout
its history. In its first heyday, for example, the much admired
Pasquino in the Piazza Navona, a Pergamene fragment of Menelaus
Rescuing Patroclus, was in alternate years displayed on Saint
Mark's day, temporarily restored in plaster and paint with popular
subjects, accompanied by waspish notes and poems by the likes of
Aretino, in assemblages that lauded and criticized persons and scan-
dals of the moment.8 Such exploitation and degradation character-
ized an ongoing admiration of and querelle with antique models by
artists and patron collectors over the power and latent tyrannies of
attraction in antique models, a growing concern especially in con-
temporary literature. The egoism inherent in classical imagery was
compounded in its descendant, Renaissance illusionism, which vari-
ously enlisted ancient models as guides, allies, and worthy competi-
tors in creating new classicisms.

Classical marble sculptures, more than painting and archi-
tecture with their abstracting qualities, have numinous powers by
virtue of their subject, plasticity, scale, color, nudity, exposure, and
actions, and they tend to induce in viewers elemental haptic and
empathic bodily identification. Empathic discomfort prompted by
the mutilated and missing body parts of cherished antique mimetic
statuary might reasonably have elicited anxious desires for their
completeness and restoration.9

Proponents from Benvenuto Cellini and Vasari to Cardinal
Albani, Winckelmann, and their antiquarian followers championed
an aesthetic and ultimately scholarly attitude justifying comely,
iconographically informative, and "fulfilling" restoration. A contra-
dictory attitude also flourished, promoting a ruin romanticism of
sorts, with display of unrestored fragments that would encourage
imagination and sentiment in the avid viewer. In this connection,
think only of the Pasquino's eloquence or Michelangelo's praise of
and touching libidinous affection for the Torso Belvedere, which
apparently informed his non finito practices and various of his
key figure types and which he legendarily refused in humility to
restore, although he was outspoken in supporting restoration
by his schoolmen.10

Renaissance antiquarian homage, transformation, competition,
and rapprochement
Of course, each restoration has its own unique history, and yet
evolving attitudes toward classical antiquities also are reflected in
the overall history of collecting and restoration. (Such mutual
arisings, paradoxes in the simultaneity of opposites, I find, have
impelled much of my research.)
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The artist-historian-biographer Vasari, with obvious Flo-
rentine prejudice, alludes to supposed beginnings of restoration and
uses of fragments (a) in Donatello's and Verrocchio's refurbishings
of the above-noted white and red copies of the hanging and flayed
artists' archetype, Marsyas, for the Medici palace courtyard and its

1}garden;  (b) in works at the Medici garden of ancient sculptures
near San Marco, where the young Michelangelo and his well-bred
artist fellows were academically schooled by its curator, Lorenzo's
friend Bertoldo;12 and (c) in the admirable precedent of Lorenzetto,
who designed for Cardinal Andrea Delia Valle the first Roman
palace courtyard decorated in the antique manner, with "attrac-
tively restored" antiquities, as would be the Vatican Belvedere;
the Villa Medici; and salons, facades, and gardens throughout
Europe (fig. 3).13

Renaissance and Mannerist restoration was first done in
a fairly naive and circumspect homage to classical antiquity, pri-
marily by hack scarpellini but also occasionally by better-known
sculptors such as Nanni di Banco(?), Tulio Lombardo, Montorsoli,
Guglielmo Delia Porta, Flaminio del Vacca, and Aspetti, and con-
temporary copy and cast makers such as II Antico, Bandinelli, the
Delia Portas, and Primaticcio. Symptomatically, prideful Cellini
saw himself as a capable and compassionate brother to the ancient

F I G . 3

Maerten van Heemskerck (1498-1574),

Lorenzettos Sculpture Court of Restored
Antiquities at Palazzo della Valle Capram'ca.
Engraving by Jerome Cock, c. 1635.
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mannerist Praxitelean master, whose agreeable Apollo fragment,
which he seductively, teasingly restored for Duke Cosimo as
Ganymede, cried out to him for completion.14

Still more willfully cavalier and florid Franco-Italian
Baroque and Barochetto improvisatory restorations and antiquarian
inventions—by Cordier, Bernini, Duquesnoy, Algardi, Buzzi, Girar-
don, Monnot, Adam, and hosts of others documented in archives of
collections—reflect waxing self-assurance and a growing competi-
tion or tacit quarrel with antiquity concerning matters of excellence
and dominance, another fruit of compounding ancient and modern
egoisms and talents. The growing ranks of professional restorers
like the academician Orfeo Boselli, whose manuscript treatise on
sculpture briefly deals with restoration practice as concerns its
materials, technique, and aesthetic rationale, were ostensibly, if not
in fact, more conservative and self-effacing in their repairs.15

The latter practitioners prepared the way for still more
restrained hordes of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century restoration
specialists from all nations, in an age of founding national museums
and massive collections for European royalty and lavishly wealthy
Grand Tour collectors, artists, and amateurs. They in turn were
served, for example, by the "inconspicuous" repairs of Napolioni,
Cavaceppi, Pacilli, Albacini, Pacetti, Sibilla, Pierantoni, and various
transalpine sculptors, dealers, and agents informed from the 17405
onward by an intense new archaeological as well as decorative Neo-
classical taste for the antique.16

The Grecophile prince of new classics, Antonio Canova, the
modern Pheidias, whose eclectic antico inventions virtually raised
him to the stature of Michelangelo, like "11 divino" refused to make
restorations and even condemned the unregulated practice, oppos-
ing the old-fashioned expectations of the aged restorer Nollekens
and his generation during the momentous Elgin Marbles trial and
controversy, and afterward controlling the practice in Roman muse-
ums by government edict (i8i6).17

Decades earlier, Winckelmann's colleague and informant,
Bartolomeo Cavaceppi (fig. 4)18 (who possibly began his career as a
restorer [c. 1734! with Albani's restorer Carlo Napolioni, then
repairing the Cardinal's collection that was sold to the Capitoline
Museum), in his publication on restoration (1772) had, like
Michelangelo, already urged that the finest fragments (such as the
Torso Belvedere or the Pasquino) not be restored but be preserved
untouched, as he and other artists and connoisseurs preserved them
in their own collections. Echoing the matured Arcadian tastes of
Albani, his minion Winckelmann, Pius vi, and throngs of native and
foreign antiquarians (who as a group were informed by decades of
experience in the field, gallery, studio, library, and learned salon or
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coffeehouse conversation), Cavaceppi advised a compromise. To
avoid errors of identification, only general, natural-looking, incon-
spicuous, stylistically compatible, and minimal archaeologically
based repairs should be made until iconographically appropriate
attributes could be supplied by classical scholars, in accord with
current findings and knowledge of the history of art (which he suc-
cinctly described, with admirably prophetic vision). These prin-
ciples helped set the future pattern of conservation.

Cavaceppi deplored in print, but—for profit and pleasure,
like his fellows and predecessors—practiced virtually every mischief
of antiquities dealers and restorers. They deceived both scholars
and amateurs with excessive additions, reworkings, invented sub-
jects, pastiches combining foreign fragments, and outright fakes
(cf. fig. i). And all the while he supplied splendid sought-after mar-
ble copies, casts, and terracotta statuettes of famous antiquities,
increasingly preferred to restored second-rate fragments in an
expanding and enlightened market.19

Modern to postmodern historicism and cults of the fragment,
reconstruction, and conservation
Although generally more circumspect and administered by archaeo-
logically trained curators, deceptively inconspicuous and frequently

F I G . 4

Studio of Bartolomeo Cavaceppi. Frontis-

piece from B. Cavaceppi, Raccolta, vol. 2.
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erroneous restorations continued to be made in marble throughout
the nineteenth century and after for both public and private collec-
tions by such sculptors as Carradori, Franzoni, Thorvaldsen and
his aide Finelli, D'Este, Tenerani, Gnaccarini, Rauch, Tieck, and
their heirs, who increasingly became talented, technologically adept
specialists with archaeological training. Inconspicuous restora-
tions in marble have been made even to the present; they contribute
mightily to our conception of the original appearance of classical
sculpture.20

The practice of exhibiting untouched fragments, however,
increasingly gained favor, prompted by new Romantic and Enlight-
enment ideals of history, science, scholarship, and objectivity, espe-
cially as concerned matters of origin, originality, and legitimacy. It
is no accident that this impulse coincided with an informed, awak-
ened, and democratized taste for the Archaic and other archaisms
of a more anthropological nature. Restored fragments were fashion-
ably stripped of their additions, as they had been, temporarily, in
the past when re-restored to suit changes in taste and, on occasion,
newly excavated evidence.21

Echoing museological interests of Goethe and Mengs in
using casts as evidence for the preservation of compositions,
unrestored and once-restored fragments since the nineteenth cen-
tury have also been reproduced in scholarly plaster "reconstruc-
tions," at times painted bronze or tinted with colors based on
traces of ancient polychrome—evidence largely ignored in both
antique and modern whitened classicisms. Ancient examples using
mixed materials have much influenced late nineteenth-century and
early twentieth-century decorative and archaeologically minded
classicizing sculpture.

Ancient fragments have also been partially restored in vary-
ing degrees with plaster and other materials, with new parts usually
distinguished by subtle changes in surface treatment or color, and
often accompanied by labels with explanatory texts and diagrams,
as in catalogue descriptions, while the discernible antique core re-
mains intact. Besides modern simulations of fragments by the likes
of Rodin and various forgers, cast copies have been used in post-
modern inventions of Neo-Neoclassical bricolage that wittily mirror
contemporary treatments of the fragment.22 The fragment's new
dominion as an ostensibly pristine commodity and primary evi-
dence, even when altered by the scars of prior restoration, has in
fact helped establish current conservationist principles and the prac-
tice of stabilization and reversibility in scientific restoration. Our
advanced technical ability to remove virtually without trace all
modern additions from the sacrosanct fragment, without damage,
has essentially insured its integrity as original work.23
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In addition, growing recognition of restorations as uniquely
significant inventions of historic and aesthetic importance in their
own right has also resulted in their retention and, recently, even
replacement, as coequals in illustrating our classical heritage as well
as celebrating contemporary interests in diversity and individual
autonomy. It would seem that we can now at last have our cake and
eat it, too, in this best of all possible worlds.

Postscript: The Laocoon and Lansdowne Herakles

as models of present-day restoration

Since the momentous discovery and identification of the Laocoon,
attended by Giuliano da San Gallo and Michelangelo in 1506 ap-
parently among the remains of the Golden House of Nero, the
restorations of that complex Hellenistic-Baroque and Greco-Roman
melange celebrated by Pliny (NatHist, 36.37) has been a bellwether
symptom of changes in the history and practice of restoration. Its
display as a fragment; its reconstruction in sketches, miniatures,
and full-scale; and its suites of temporary and permanent repairs or
reproductions in wax, bronze, terracotta, stucco, plaster, and mar-
ble have involved hosts of artists, including San Gallo, Sansovino,
Bandinelli, Michelangelo, Montorsoli, Titian(? in caricature),
Bernini(P), Girardon, Cornacchini, Mengs, and countless others, as
well as hosts of litterati, scholars, and critics who, to the present,
re-create its forms and meanings in words and images. This melo-
dramatic sculpture addresses dull and jaded tastes with a hubristic
tragedy that involves destruction of the Trojan priest and his sons as
retold in literature and graphic art from Homer and Sophocles to
Virgil, perceived as depicting struggle, resistance, bellowed pain,
hushed stoic moans, inevitable surrender and death, or not, in re-
stored compositions variously made flat, triangular, pyramidal,
and now concave.

Ironically, expectedly, in its present tattered state (accom-
plished after long speculation, reconstructions, and dismemberment
followed by replacement of the priest's acutely contracted, smallish,
original[?] right arm and its lost shoulder partly reconstructed
from Primaticcio's bronze cast copy of the original support, later
trimmed to hold a heavy new arm) the lateral and somewhat in-
facing composition—based partly on modern forgeries and a
questionable right arm drill-hole attachment—remains controver-
sial. Inevitably this presentation is at odds with the centuries-long,
still-potent iconic legacy of a heroic agon once exclaimed by the
vertically outstretched right arm associated with the sanguine
Renaissance restoration, initially displayed in a nearby cast. The
precise original form of the group remains in doubt. The serpentine
composition naturally permits, even encourages, pictorial effects
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F I G . 5

Alternative planigraphic and pyramidal
reconstructions of the Vatican Laocoon,
1987. Ink drawing: Author.

characterizing late Greek illusionism, like the composition(s) of its
Rhodian masters' complex group(s) at Sperlonga, also designed to
fit irregular terrain and apparently also having experienced renovat-
ing adjustments during centuries of display in antiquity (fig. 5).24

There is always more to know and to understand.25

Equally revealing, but less problematic, are restorations of
the Lansdowne Herakles (see True, figs. 7, 8-n, pp. 6-7; Podany,
fig. 5, p. 19), discovered in 1790 at Hadrian's Villa, another philhel-
lenic emperor's pleasure dome. This eclectic composition, based on
mid-fourth-century models by followers of Polykleitos during the
generation of Euphranor, Scopas, and the young Lysippos, was
quickly recognized as a masterwork and one of the most important
finds of the century. The influential painter, banker, and antiquities
dealer Thomas Jenkins acquired the statue and entrusted its restora-
tion to Cavaceppi's most talented student, Carlo Albacini, who had
become Rome's leading restorer of the last quarter of the eighteenth
century. After its restoration Jenkins sold it to Lord Lansdowne, the
former Whig prime minister and sympathizer with the American
Revolution. Its additions, in a style compatible with that of the frag-
ment, admirably illustrate reciprocal harmonies possible with an
analogous vision—in this case, mutually enhancing views of ancient
and modern Neoclassicisms.
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Threats of damage from rusting iron dowels once exposed
to the weather prompted in recent years a fashionably "strict"
archaeological restoration that stripped the eighteenth-century addi-
tions, as with the Aegina pediments. Fortunately, the awkward
prosthetics quickly aged, discolored, and deteriorated, prompting
another, more recent, restoration, where, in enlightened and syn-
cretic fashion, the curator, Marion True, and conservator, Jerry Po-
dany, replaced yet clearly demarked Albacini's supportive additions.
The Herakles now serves as a monument actively celebrating both
ancient and modern art, as well as a distinguished lineage in resto-
ration extending from Duquesnoy, Boselli, Napolioni, and Cava-
ceppi to Albacini, whose antico style and methods—with tutelage
from Jenkins' sometime partner Gavin Hamilton—helped turn his
admirer Canova from a Venetian Rococo pyrotechnician into a re-
strained and archaeologizing Neoclassical zealot.

Lastly, it is worth noting that the re-restored work now
better approximates the eighteenth-century Lansdowne Herakles,
one of J. Paul Getty's proudest acquisitions and a tacit model for
his own "Hadrianic" ambitions to create a classical pleasure dome
with international appeal in our own democratizing era of so-called
globalization.26

U N I V E R S I T Y O F C A L I F O R N I A , D A V I S
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Repairs of Archaic Sculpture,"
Athens Annals of Archaeology 15
(1982): 202-14; S. Howard, "The
Dying Gaul, Aigina Warriors, and
Pergamene Academicism," A/A 87
(1983): 483-87; J. Frel, "Ancient
Repairs to Classical Sculptures at
Malibu," GettyMus] 12 (1984):
73-92 (pentimenti, reworkings,
restorations); S. Howard,
"Pergamene Art Collecting and Its
Aftermath," in Schatzkammer,
Salon, Ausstellung, "Museum,"
vol. 4.4 of Akten des XXV. Interna-
tionalen Kongresses fur Kunst-
geschichte, Wien 1983 (Vienna,
1986), pp. 2.5—36, 179 — 88
[reprint, Howard 1990, pp. 28-
41, 245-48]; A. Claridge, "An-
cient Techniques of Making Joins
in Marble Statuary," in Marble
(note 4 supra), pp. 135-62;
E. B. Harrison, "Repair, Reuse
and Re-working of Ancient Greek
Statuary," in Marble (op. cit.),
pp. 163-84.

6 Especially notable in fig. 2 (a pic-
turesque array of fragments char-
acteristic of early Renaissance an
tiquities collections in Rome and
elsewhere in Italy) is the central
placement of young Michelangelo's
competitive antico Drunken Bac-
chus (c. 1496-1498), with token
mutilations, displayed as if it were
the most choice of the assembled
antiquities.
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7 Medieval spoglie and antiquarian-
ism: J. Adhemar, Influences an-
tiques dans I'art du moyen age
francais: Recherches sur les sources
et les themes d'inspiration (Lon-
don, 1939); G. Q. Giglioti, "II
'Regisole' di Pavia," BollMC 68
(1940): 63-65; R. Bianchi
Bandinelli, "An 'Antique' Rework-
ing of an Antique Head," JWarb 9
(1946): i-io (Nanni di Banco?);
Cagiano, pp. 9-13; W. Oakeshott,
Classical Inspiration in Medieval
Art (London, 1959); L'uso dei
classici, vol. i of Memoria dell'an-
tico (note 3 supra); C. Frugoni,
"L'antichita: dai 'Mirabilia' alia
propaganda politica," in Memoria
deWantico (note 3 supra), vol. i,
pp. 46-49, fig. 15 (Regisole); M.
Greenhalgh, "Ipsa ruina docet:
L'uso dell'antico nel Medioevo,"
in Memoria dell'antico (note 3
supra), vol. i, pp. 113-67; L. Re-
baudo, "Questione di storia del-
1'archeologia nel quattrocento:
Part n, La 'Lupa Capitolina' nel
1471," Prospettiva 73-74 (1994):
21-31.

8 Pasquino "eloquence": R. Lan-
ciani, New Tales of Old Rome
(Boston, 1901), p. 47, citing
D. Gnoli, Nuova Antologia
(January 1890), whence Howard
1990, pp. 23, 70, 244, n. 14; V.
Marucci, A. Marzo, and A. Ron-
cano, eds., Pasquinata romane
del cinque cento (Rome, 1963);
Haskell/Penny (note 2 supra),
no. 72; Howard 1997, pp. 4-8;
Barkan (note 3 supra), pp. 209-22
(selection and critiques).

9 Empathic associations and identifi-
cations: S. Howard, "The Revival
of Ancient Archaic Art in the Late
Eighteenth Century and the Use of
Archaizing Postures and Modes in
Drama and Living Sculpture,"
Studies on Voltaire and the Eigh-
teenth Century 192 (1980): 1453-
60 [reprint, Howard 1997,
pp. 209-16, 448]; N. Eisenberg
and J. Strayer, eds., Empathy and
Its Development (Cambridge,
1987); K. F. Morrison, / Am You:
The Hermeneutics of Empathy
in Western Literature, Theology,
and Art (Princeton, 1988); H.

Mallgrave and E. Ikonomou, eds.
and trans., Empathy, Form,
and Space: Problems in German
Aesthetics, 1873-1893 (Santa
Monica, 1994); S. Howard, "Eros,
Empathy, Expectation, Ascription,
and Breasts of Michelangelo (A
Prolegomenon on Polymorphism
and Creativity)," Artibus et His-
toriae 22.44 (2.001): 88, 109
(bibl.).

10 Torso Belvedere: Ladendorf (note
2 supra), pp. 31-32, passim, 155-
56; H. H. Brummer, The Statue
Court in the Vatican Belvedere
(Stockholm, 1970), pp. 143-52;
Haskell/Penny (note 2 supra),
no. 80 and passim; Bober/Ruben-
stein (note 2 supra), no. 132;
M. Winner, ed., "II cortile delle
statue: Der Statuenhof des Bel-
vedere im Vatikan," Akten des
internationalen Kongresses zu
Ehren von Richard Krautheimer
(Mainz, 1998), pp. 287-326.

I I Marsyas and Medici antiquities:
G. Vasari, Le vite de' piii eccellenti
pittori, scultori ed architettori, ed.
G. Milanesi (1878-1885; Flor-
ence, 1906): vol. 2, p. 407 (Do-
natello, for Cosimo); vol. 3, p. 366
(Verrocchio, for Lorenzo); B. Hoi-
man, "Verrocchio's Marsyas and
Renaissance Anatomy," Marsyas
19 (1977-1978): i, 4-5 (li t .) ;
Bober/Rubenstein (note 2 supra),
p. 72, nos. 31, 32; S. Howard,
"Michelangelo and Greek Sculp-
ture," Acta Hyperborea, in press.

12 Medici academy: Vasari (note u
supra), vol. 4, pp. 2566°. (Torri-
giano); vol. 7, pp. I4iff. (Michel-
angelo); J. Draper, Bertoldo di
Giovanni, Sculptor of the Medici
Household (Columbia, 1992),
pp. 64-75; C. Elam, "Lorenzo di
Medici's Sculpture Garden," Mit-
teilungen des Kunsthistorischen
Instituts in Florenz 36 (1992): 41-
84; Howard 2001 (note 9 supra):
35, 107, n. 37; idem in press
(note u supra).

13 Lorenzetto: Vasari (note n supra),
vol. 4, pp. 369 (collaborations
with Raphael), 579-80 (Loren-
zetto's graceful and improving

restorations for Cardinal della
Valle); S. Howard, "Boy on a Dol-
phin: Nollekens and Cavaceppi,"
ArtB 46.2 (1964): 177-89
(Raphael-Lorenzetto collabora-
tions) [reprint, Howard 1990,
pp. 78-97, 256-62]; idem, A
Classical Frieze by Jacques Louis
David; Sacrifice of the Hero: The
Roman Years (E. B. Crocker Art
Gallery Monograph Series) (Sacra-
mento, 1975), pp. 36, 106, n. 60,
figs. 59-60 (Lorenzetto's restora-
tion of draped Pudicitia-type frag-
ment as Madonna and Child for
the Tomb of Raphael, Pantheon;
J.-L. David copy-homage).

14 Renaissance and Mannerist resto-
ration: A. Lafreri, Speculum
Rornanae Magnificentiae (Rome,
1540-), plates; G. B. Cavaleriis,
Antiquae Statuae Urbis Romae
(Rome, c. 1561, 1581, 1594)
(restored antiquities illustrated);
Vasari (note 11 supra); Lanciani
(note 2 supra); M. Neusser, "Die
Antikenerganzungen der floren-
tiner Manieristen," Wiener Jahr-
buch fur Kunstgeschichte 6 (1929):
27-42; M. Weinberger, "A
Sixteenth-Century Restorer," ArtB
27 (1945): 266-69; Bianchi Bandi-
nelli (note 7 supra); Cagiano,
pp. 1-24; G. Mansuelli, "Restauri
di sculture antiche nelle collezioni
medicee," in // mondo antico nel
Rinascimento (Florence, 1958),
pp. 179-86; S. Howard, "On the
Reconstruction of the Vatican Lao-
coon Group," A]A 63.4 (1959):
365-69 [reprint, Howard 1990,
pp. 42-62, 249-51]; idem, "An-
other Prototype for the Gigan-
tomachy of Pergamon," A]A 68.2
(1964): 129-36; idem 1968 (note 2
supra); Brummer (note 10 supra)
(Montorsoli et al.); M. Perry, "Car-
dinal Domenico Grimani's Legacy
of Ancient Art to Venice," JWarb
41 (1978): 215-44; D. Pincus,
"Tulio Lombardo as Restorer of
Antiquities: An Aspect of the 15th-
century Venetian Antiquarian-
ism," Arte Veneta 33 (1979):
29-42; B. Cellini, The Autobiog-
raphy of Benvenuto Cellini, ed.
C. Hope and A. Nova, trans.
J. A. Symonds (Oxford, 1983),
pp. 170-71, n. 368 (Ganymede: cf.
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Cavaceppi[?] copy-homage in
Worlitz); L. Beschi, Le antichita di
Lorenzo il Magnifico: Caratteri e
vicende, vol. i of Gli Uffizi, quattro
secoli di una galleria: Atti del Con-
vegno Internazionale di Studi,
(Florence, 1983); M. Collareta,
"Michelangelo e le statue antiche:
Un probabile intervento di
restauro," Prospettiva 43 (1985):
51-56; Bober/Rubenstein (note 2
supra); Dolcini (note 2 supra);
Rossi Pinelli, pp. 194-201, 205-
20; Nesselrath (note 2 supra);
F. Caglioti, "Due 'restauratori' per
le antichita dei primi Medici: Mino
da Fiesole, Andrea del Verrocchio
e il 'Marsia rosso' degli Uffizi,"
Part i, Prospettiva 72 (1993): 17-
42; Part n, Prospettiva 73-74
(1994): 74-96; Winner (note 10
supra): essays on the history of the
Belvedere court (28 contributors)
and restorations of its sculptures,
esp. A. Nesselrath, B. Laschke,
N. Himmelmann, M. Winner,
R. Rubinstein; Howard 2001
(note 9 supra): 79-118; idem in
press (note n supra).

15 Baroque restoration: W. Amelung,
"Due statue antiche trasformate
in figure di santi," Mitteilungen
des Kaiserlich Deutschen Archdo-
logischen Instituts, Romische
Abteilung 12 (1897): 71-74;
E. Michon, "La Venus d'Arles
et sa restauration par Giradon,"
MonPiot 21 (1913): 13-45;
A. Munoz, "La scultura barocca e
1'antico," L'Arte 19 (1916): 128-
60; M. Neusser, "Alessandro Al-
gardi als Antikenrestaurator,"
Belvedere 13 (1928): 3-9; idem,
"Die Erganzung der Venus von Ar-
ies," Belvedere 13 (1928): 51-55;
J. Hess, "Notes sur le sculpteur
Francois Duquesnoy," Revue de
I'Art 69 (1936): 7-21; Cagiano,
pp. 25-40; Y. Bruand, "La restau-
ration des sculptures antiques du
Cardinal Ludovisi (1621-1632),"
MEFR 68 (1956): 397-418;
Mansuelli (note 14 supra); H. H.
Brummer, "Two Works by Giulio
Cartari," Konsthistorisk Tidskrift
36 (1967): 106-33; p- Dent Weil,
"Contributions Toward a History
of Sculpture Techniques: Part I,
Orfeo Boselli on the Restoration of

Antique Sculpture," Studies in Con-
servation 12.3 (1967): 81-101, 88-
97 (instructions concerning aestheti-
cally harmonious materials and
techniques); J. Montagu, "Antonio
and Gioseppe Giorgetti, Sculptors
to Cardinal Francesco Barberini,"
ArtB 52 (1970): 278-98; I. Faldi,
"II mito della classicita e il restauro
delle sculture antiche nel xvn secolo
a Roma," in Barocco fra Italia e
Polonia, acts of the convention,
Warsaw 14-18 October 1974 (War-
saw, 1977), pp. 57-69; S. Howard,
"Identity Formation and Image Ref-
erence in the Narrative Sculpture of
Bernini's Early Maturity: Hercules
and Hydra and Eros Triumphant,"
Art Quarterly 2 (1979): 140-71
[reprint, Howard 1997, pp. 100-
40, 447-48]; L. Hadermann-
Misguich, "Francois du Quesnoy
restaurateur d'antiques," Annales
d'histoire de I'art et d'archeologie 4
(1982): 27-42; J. Montagu,
Alessandro Algardi (New Haven,
1985), pp. 12-15, 12-> nos- T I 5 >
117-19, 121-23; Rossi Pinelli,
pp. 221-29; Montagu (note 2
supra), p. 227 (Giorgetti, Cordier,
Duquesnoy, Boselli); A. Giuliani,
ed., La collezione Boncompagni
Ludovisi: Algardi, Bernini e la for-
tuna deWantico, cat. (Venice, 1992);
M. G. Picozzi, "Una collezione
romana di antichita tra xvn e xvm
secolo: La raccolta Vitelleschi,"
BdA 78 (1993): 69-82 (pp. 8iff.,
nn. 82ff., Napolioni-Cavaceppi);
B. Bourgeois, A. Pasquier, and
A. Pontabry, "La restauration du
Gladiateur Borghese," RLouvre
47.4 (1997): 21-24 (Cordier);
Sparti (note 2 supra), pp. 90-118
(payments to restorers Leonardo
Agostini, Claude and Adam Brefort,
Francesco Fontana, Baldassare
Mari, Giuseppe Mazzuoli, Hercule
and Orfeo Boselli); C. Giometti,
"Giovanni Battista Guelfi: New
Discoveries," Sculpture Journal 3
(1999): 26-43 (restorations in
Rome, England, and for Arundel).

16 Neoclassical restoration: L. S.
Adam, Collection de sculptures
antiques grecques, et romaines,
trouvees a Rome . . . (Paris, 1755)
(Rococo to Neoclassical transition);
G. Casanova, Discorso sopra

gli antichi e varj monumenti loro
per uso degl'alumni dell'Accade-
mia delle Belle Arti di Dresda
(Leipzig, 1770); C. G. Heyne,
"Irrtiimer in Erklarung alter
Kunstwerke aus einer fehlerhaften
Erganzung," Sammlung anti-
quarischer Aufsatze 2 (1779): 172-
258; G. G. De Rossi, "Lettera so-
pra il restauro di una antica statua
di Antinoo, e sopra il restauro
degli antichi marmi nei tre secoli
precedenti al nostro," Nuovo
Giornale di Letterati 13 (Pisa,
1826): 23-38; Michaelis (note 2
supra), pp. 55-128, passim; F.
Poulsen, Greek and Roman Por-
traits in English Country Homes,
trans. G. C. Richards (Oxford,
1923); C. Pietrangeli, Scavi e scop-
erte di antichita sotto il pontificato
di Pio v/, 2nd ed. (Rome, 1958);
A. De Franciscis, "Restauri de
Carlo Albacini a statue del Museo
Nazionale di Napoli," Samnium
19 (1946): 96-110; Cagiano,
pp. 41-79; C. Pietrangeli, "II
Museo Clementino Vaticano,"
RendPontAcc 27 (1951-1952):
87-109; Howard 1962 (note 2
supra), passim and pp. 333-34, n.
30 (Albacini bibl.); idem, "The
Lansdowne Bust of the Athena of
Velletri," Los Angeles County Mu-
seum of Art Bulletin 17.1 (1965):
3-15 [reprint, Howard 1990,
pp. 130-41, 268-69]; idem, The
Lansdowne Herakles, 2nd rev. ed.
(Los Angeles, 1978); I. Lavin, "An
Ancient Statue of the Empress
Helen Rediscovered?" ArtB 49
(1967): 58-59; S. Howard,
"Henry Blundell's Sleeping Venus,"
Art Quarterly 31 (1968): 405-20
(Ince Hermaphrodite, identifying
British Museum drawing, and re-
lated images) [reprint, Howard
1990, pp. 117-29, 266-67]; idem,
"An Antiquarian Handlist and
Beginnings of the Pio-Clementino,"
Eighteenth-Century Studies 7.1
(1973): 40-61 [reprint, Howard
1990, pp. 142-53, 270-75]; F.
Carradori, Istruzioni elementari
per gli studiosi della scultura, ed.
G. C. Sciolla (1802; Treviso,
1979); H. Heres and G. Heres,
"Achill unter den Tochtern des
Lykomedes," FuB 20-21 (1980):
105-46; H. Beck et al., eds.,
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Antikensammlungen im 18.
Jahrhundert, vol. 9 of Frankfurter
Forschungen zur Kunst, exh. cat.
(Berlin, 1981); Rossi Pinelli,
pp. 230-39; G. Capecchi and
R. R. Villani, "Per Francisco Car-
radori copista e restauratore,"
Paragone 19-20/479-81 (1990):
129-89, 169-89 (Villa Medici
restorations); G. Vaughan, "Al-
bacini and His English Patrons,"
Journal of the History of Collec-
tions 3.2 (1991): 183-97; idem,
"The Restoration of Classical
Sculpture in the Eighteenth Cen-
tury and the Problem of Authentic-
ity," in Why Fakes Matter: Essays
on Problems of Authenticity, ed.
M. Jones (London, 1992), pp. 41-
50; M. G. Barberini, "'De lavori
ad un fauno di rosso antico' ed al-
tre sculture del Museo Capitolino,
1736-1746: Alessandro Gregorio
Capponi, Carlo Antonio Napolioni
e Clemente Bianchi," BollMC 7
(1993), pp. 23-32; S. Howard,
"Some Eighteenth-Century Re-
stored Boxers," JWarb 56 (1993):
238-55 [reprint, Howard 1997,
pp. 318-53, 450-51!; Picozzi
(note 15 supra); F. P. Arata, "L'al-
lestimato espositivo del Museo
Capitolino al termine del pontifi-
cato di Clemente xn (1740),
BollMC 8 (1994): 45-94; M. G.
Barberini, "Clemente Bianchi e
Bartolomeo Cavaceppi 1750-
1754: Restauri conservativi ad al-
cune statue del Museo Capito-
lino," BollMC 8 (1994): 95-121;
S. Howard, "Alexander Trippel
and Bartolomeo Cavaceppi in the
Roman Art Market," ZSchwArch
52 (1995): 223-34; M. G. Bar-
berini, "Per il restauro delle scul-
ture del Museo Capitolino in
documento dell'Archivio Segreto
Vaticano," BollMC 10 (1996):
112-20; J. Fejfer, The Roman
Male Portraits, vol. 1.2 of The Ince
Blundell Collection of Classical
Sculpture (Liverpool, 1997);
F. Matitti, "Le antichita di Casa
Ottoboni," Storia deWarte 90
(1997): 201-49, 246-48 (Napo-
lioni; source F. P. Arata, Napolioni
monograph in press); T. Proudfoot
and C. Rowell, "Display and
Conservation of Sculpture at Pet-
worth," in Sculpture Conservation:

Preservation or Interference?, ed.
P. Lmdley (Aldershot Brookfield,
Vt., 1997), pp. 179-93; G.
Vaughan, "Some Observations and
Reflections on the Restoration of
Antique Sculpture in the Eigh-
teenth Century," in Sculpture Con-
servation (op. cit.), pp. 195-208;
E. P. Bouron and J. J. Rischel eds.,
Art in Rome in the Eighteenth
Century, cat. (Philadelphia, 2000):
see esp. entries by L. Barroero
and S. Sussino, "Arcadian Rome,
Universal Capital of the Arts,"
pp. 47-75; D. Walker, no. 103
(L. S. Adam); S. Howard, no. 104
(Albacini); M. G. Barberini, P.
Fogelman, S. Howard, and D.
Walker, nos. 117-22 (Cavaceppi);
S. Howard and J. Kenworthy-
Browne, nos. 141-43 (Nollekens);
A. N. Ciprianino, no. 145 (Vin-
cenzo Pacetti). See also note 19
infra.

17 Canova, Elgin marbles, and after-
math: Report from the Select
Committee on the Earl of Elgin's
Collection of Sculptured Marbles,
&c. (London, 1816); Quatremere
de Quincy, Eettres ecrites de Eon-
dres a Rome et adressees a M.
Canova, sur les marbres d''Elgin
(Rome, 1818);]. T. Smith,
Nollekens and His Times (1828;
London, 1949), pp. 145-47
(Nollekens interviewed by Elgin
committee, observing that value
would include the cost of restora-
tions to "put them in order," also
noting their higher value if not re-
stored); Michaelis (note 2 supra),
pp. 132-51; H. Honour, "Antonio
Canova and the Anglo-Romans,"
Connoisseur 143 (1959): 241-45;
ibid., Part n, 144 (1960): 225-31;
W. St. Clair, Lord Elgin and the
Marbles (London, 1967), pp. 166-
67 (Canova opposes restoration);
S. Howard, "The Antiquarian
Market in Rome and the Rise of
Neo-Classicism: A Basis for
Canova's New Classics," Studies
on Voltaire and the Eighteenth
Century 151-55 (1976): 1057-
1068 [reprint, Howard 1990,
pp. 154-61, 276-77]; O. Rossi
Pinelli, "Artisti, falsari o filologhi?
Da Cavaceppi a Canova, il restauro
della scultura tra arte e scienza,"

Ricerche di Storia dell'Arte 13-14
(1981): 41-56.

18 In fig. 4, Cavaceppi (lower left)
awaits inspiration from his muse as
he models a clay sketch of the sort
found in his classicist terracotta
studies. Such bozzetti functioned as
exercises in imitation, for use as
prototypes for enlargement in
restorations, or in more indepen-
dent inventions. A studio aide,
with the help of two of three point-
ing machine frames and a compass,
measures and points off his marble
antico Diana (now in the Villa
Ruffo, Rome, without adherences)
from a full-size stucco prototype.
Another inscribes or antiquates the
front of a portrait herm, and still
another is seated at work in an in-
terior garden court by an arbor.
The walls are lined with restored
sculptures for Frederick n's collec-
tion at Potsdam, and ancient frag-
ments litter the floor and are
stacked in an adjacent storage
room. Sundry hoists, chisels,
calipers, squares, and other tools
are scattered here and there.

19 Cavaceppi: B. Cavaceppi, Raccolta
d'antiche statue, busti, teste cog-
nite ed altre sculture restaurate,
3 vols. (Rome, 1768-1772);
Cagiano, pp. 68-70, 74-77;
Howard 1958/1982 (note 2 supra)
(biographic chronicle, works,
circle, and critique of restoration
theory; reproductions of Cava-
ceppi's Raccolta essays [pp. 355-
64] and plates [pp. 432-37], bibl.
[pp. 271-81], reproduction of col-
lection inventory MSS [pp. 366-
408; indexes, pp. 418-29], concor-
dance [pp. 410-12]); idem 1964
(note 13 supra), pp. 177-89; idem,
"Bartolomeo Cavaceppi and the
Origins of Neo-Classic Sculpture,"
Art Quarterly 33 (1970): 120-33
[reprint, Howard 1990, pp. 98-
116, 263-65]; idem, "Bartolomeo
Cavaceppi," in Dizionario bio-
grafico degli Italiani, vol. 22
(Rome, 1979), pp. 549-51; I.
Gesche, "Antikenerganzungen im
18. Jahrhundert: Joachim Winckel-
mann und Bartolomeo Cavaceppi,"
in Antikensammlungen im 18.
Jahrhundert (note 16 supra),
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pp. 335-41; C. A. Picon, Barto-
lomeo Cavaceppi: Eighteenth-
Century Restorations of Ancient
Marble Sculpture from English Pri-
vate Collections (London, 1983);
Rossi Pinelli, pp. 2.33-37, 2.37,
n. 2. (list of late eighteenth-century
restorers); S. Howard, "Bartolo-
meo Cavaceppi's Saint Norbert,"
ArtB 70.3 (1988): 478-85; idem,
"Ancient Busts and the Cavaceppi
and Albacini Casts," Journal of the
History of Collections 3.2 (1991):
199-217; idem, "Albani, Winckel-
mann, and Cavaceppi: The Transi-
tion from Amateur to Professional
Antiquarianism," Journal of the
History of Collections 4.1 (1992):
27-38; idem, "Fakes, Intention,
Proofs, and Impulsion to Know:
The Case for Cavaceppi and
Clones," in Why Fakes Matter
(note 16 supra), pp. 51-62; C.
Gasparri, "Cavaceppi a Villa Al-
bani," BdA 80-81 (1993): 93-
106; idem and O. E. Ghiandoni,
Lo studio Cavaceppi e le collezioni
Torlonia, vol. 16 of RivIstArch
(Rome, 1993); D. Gasparotto,
"Momenti della fortuna de 'Disco-
foro Buncombe,'" Prospettiva 75-
76 (1994): 65-76; M. G. Barberini
and C. Gasparri, eds., Bartolomeo
Cavaceppi, scultore romano
(1717-1799), (Rome, 1994) (es-
says: M. G. Barberini, C. Bartoli
[Early Christian sarcophagi], A.
Campitelli, C. Gasparri, B. Steindl,
S. Howard; list of works, pp. 85-
137 [Barberini]; bibl., pp. 138-
44); S. Howard, "Cavaceppi e i
suoi bozzetti," in ibid., pp. 71-76
(trans. M. L. Casanova); M. Kunze
and S. G. Bruer, Von der Restaura-
tion der Antiken: Eine unvollendete
Schrift Winckelmanns (Mainz,
1996); T. Weiss, ed., Von der
Schonheit weissen Marmors: Zum
200. Todestag Bartolomeo Cava-
ceppis, exh. cat. (Mainz, 1999)
(eighteenth-century ambience:
D. Rossler, M. Kunze, J.-P. Haldi,
D. Grassinger, A. Dostert, K. Knoll,
A. Schafer; Cavaceppi and circle: S.
Howard, I. Pfeifer, N. H. Ramage,
D. Kreikenbom, U. Miiller-Kaspar;
catalogue: pp. 100-51 [principally
by I. Pfeifer]; bibl.: pp. 153-61); S.
Howard, "Casa-Museo-Accademia
Cavaceppi, Worlitz Antiquarianism,

and an Industrial Revolution in
Early Modern Art," in Von der
Schonheit weissen Marmors (op.
cit.), pp. 61-71; I. Pfeifer, "Cava-
ceppi und seine Beziehungen nach
Anhalt-Dessau," in Von der Schon-
heit weissen Marmors (op. cit.),
pp. 73-77, 122-25 (untraced
Anhalt-Dessau Cavaceppi works,
including various copies); see also
note 16 supra.

20 Early modern, nineteenth-century
restoration, Aegina: De Rossi
(note 16 supra); L. von Urlichs,
Die Glyptothek Seiner Majestat
des Konigs Eudwig /. von Bayern
nach ihren Geschichte und ihrem
Bestande (Munich, 1867) (lists of
restorations by Albacini, Camuc-
cini, Cavaceppi, Finelli, Franzoni,
Kaufmann, Massimilliani, Meyer,
Moglia, Pacetti, II Sposino, Thor-
valdsen, Vitali; pp. 25-35 [Bar-
berini Faun], 35-49 [Aegina
marbles acquired 1811], 42-49
[Aegina restorations 1816-1818,
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From the Need for Completion
to the Cult of the Fragment

How Tastes, Scholarship, and Museum Curators'
Choices Changed Our View of Ancient Sculpture

Orietta Rossi Pinelli

This paper concentrates on an early moment in the culture of resto-
ration, a moment that signaled the reversal of a trend in the conser-
vation of ancient sculpture. Tradition had called for fragments to be
completed, but in the early years of the nineteenth century this
trend was reversed. Antonio Canova (1757-1822) was one of the
early supporters favoring display of the fragment itself, and it was
the prevailing social, economic, and historical environment of
Rome that gave birth to this reversal.

However, I will first mention a critical point that is funda-
mental to our understanding of the sources and of the changes tak-
ing place in the field of restoration during the nineteenth century.

As has happened to many other words, original, authentic,
and copy have undergone variations in meaning and use over time.
In Dizionario delle belle arti del disegno (1797), Francesco Milizia
addressed the term "counterfeiting," which had undergone a trans-
formation in meaning over little more than a century: "Counter-
feiting: imitating, pretending, making something in the same way
as someone else, according to Baldinucci. At his time, among
craftsmen it was the same thing as portraying. Today it is another
thing entirely. How many falsifications [there are] in pictures,
drawings, prints, cameos, medals, in the antique, in the modern,

 }in everything."
To Filippo Baldinucci (1624-1696), writing at the end of

the seventeenth century, "counterfeiting" may have seemed just one
of the many operations linked to the production of artistic objects.
By Milizia's time, however, it has taken on the meaning we usually
associate today with outright falsification.

What separated the copy from the original, when techni-
cally the copy could perfectly imitate in style, workmanship, and
material all the characteristics of the original? For example, it was
precisely the different perception of categories such as "original"
and "authentic" that, over time, favored the extraordinary prolifer-
ation of copies throughout Europe and thus the spread of artistic
models that otherwise would have remained restricted to limited
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areas—models that often exactly duplicated the originals. (In the
case of sculpture, coated plaster copies were common.)

To return to Milizia's Dizionario, the word gessi (casts)
allows us to appreciate the subtle difference between the actions of
copying, in the sense of counterfeiting, and copying to reproduce:
"Casts: faithful representations of statues, bas-reliefs. Invaluable
invention. Beautiful ancient sculptures are to be found in Rome,
Florence, and Naples. And exact copies are everywhere in Europe,
and every artist has his own precious gem at home."2 To which we
might add, not only every artist, but also every academy and, very
often, every large aristocratic collection.

Throughout Europe copies often formed the nucleus of
museum collections. In 1880, Charles Newton promoted the idea
that the museum offered the opportunity to realize a comparative
outline of the material products of mankind. He ended his work
with an appeal for the creation of an optimal museum that would
contain a selection of casts of works of the past, scientifically
arranged according to their era and style.3 Newton referred ex-
plicitly to the classification systems of scientists.4

Casts and copies of ancient sculptures continued to be
made throughout the nineteenth century, even though their aesthetic
value declined consistently. Think of the number of copies, along-
side authentic pieces, that the architect Sir John Soane (1753-1837)
kept in his splendid London dwelling in the i8ios—a dialogue ex-
isting independently of any hierarchical scheme. However, by the
end of the century copies had come to represent mere didactic aids:
to use them as decoration was considered bad taste.

By the end of the nineteenth century "authentic" had come
to be used in a stricter sense, and had gained a sacred aura. I believe
that what accelerated this process of transformation of values, as
well as allowing new experimentation in the field of restoration,
was the arrival of the public museum. I am not referring so much
to the first museum of ancient sculptures in the Campidoglio, the
Capitoline Museum that was inaugurated in 1734, but rather to the
Pio-Clementino Museum in the Vatican, and the twenty years from
1770 to 1790 that witnessed its gradual completion. Those were
also crucial years for the history of restoration.

The Pio-Clementino was for its time really impressive: The
sculptures were finally shedding their purely decorative role, a role
they had often had to play in private collections. Here they became
the cornerstone that anchored the architectural structuring of exhi-
bition rooms that were intended to provide the sculptures with a
new context.

The number of purchases for the new museum was ex-
tremely high. The state had the right of preemption on the best of
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that which emerged from excavations and also encouraged those
who wanted to sell. Often the costs were covered by the proceeds
from a lottery. Overseeing the choices was an antiquarian of great
learning, Giovanni Battista Visconti (1722-1784), helped by his
son Ennio Quirino (1751-1818). The sculptures systematically un-
derwent completion before being installed.

In Rome, a few decades before the opening of the Pio-
Clementino, Johann Joachim Winckelmann (1717-1768), curator
of the last collection in the villa built by Cardinal Albani on the Via
Salaria, had reflected on the quality of completion that for more
than a century and a half had been systematically practiced on the
ancient sculpture intended for collections or urban decoration.5

Winckelmann had worked alongside the cardinal's trusted restorer,
the sculptor Bartolomeo Cavaceppi (1716-1799). Cavaceppi fully
appreciated the archaeologist's wish to respect the stylistic aspects
and iconographic features of works that had to undergo comple-
tion. He shared Winckelmann's conviction of the need for an ex-
change of skills between restorers and scholars. Cavaceppi had also
written on the subject and was considered the leader of a movement
in restoration. Thanks to him, Rome became an internationally rec-
ognized center for the restoration of antiquities.6 At the end of the
eighteenth century, the most important works to be restored passed
through Rome, whether from collections in England or the King-
dom of the Two Sicilies, before being returned to their owners.

There is by now a sizeable bibliography on this subject, but
I think it useful to mention it here so we can appreciate the novelty
of what happened at the turn of the century. I would like also to
draw attention to the fact that it was in the long process leading to
refinement of completion that we should see the growing certainty,
nourished by the development of antiquarian sciences, that ancient
works of art could not be understood unless they underwent com-
pletion. There was a history to be read in them, a history to which
they had been witness. It meant that recovering the iconography
was to be the priority.

At the beginning of the nineteenth century, the prevailing
opinion was that completion was the right thing to do, provided it
was based on sound philological principles. It was again in Rome,
and again in a museum setting, that the transformation mentioned
at the beginning of this article was taking place. Initially, the change
took place discreetly, but then it was publicized by a controversial
event—the sale of the Elgin marbles. Gradually, by means of non-
linear and nonuniform processes that still await clarification, the
transformation became accepted by general consensus.

The museum setting was to be the new Vatican wing that
Pius vii wanted, the Museo Chiaramonti, to be dedicated to ancient
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sculptures. Canova was an important contributory factor in bring-
ing a new sensibility to the field of restoration. However, as we will
see, his choices were not univocal and he never contradicted the
correctness, the necessity even, of the need for completion.

But to return to the facts: In 1803, immediately after Pius
vn's Chirografo, aimed at the protection of Rome's artistic heritage
and by which Canova had been nominated General Inspector of
Antiquities, the Pope decided to carry out an intense campaign of
purchases to make up for the losses suffered through French plun-
dering after the Treaty of Tolentino, and to set up a new antiquities
section in the Vatican. Antonio D'Este was to be the curator of the
museum that took the family name of Pius vn.7 Many excavations
were still being conducted in the Roman Campagna and, apart
from the still flourishing English antiquarian market, the Vatican
museum was for local merchants the safest of purchasers.

The museum's acquisitions were regulated by a well-defined
price list.8 Sculptures were divided into three classes according to
their technical quality; the state of conservation does not seem to
have carried much weight, except where restorations had already
been carried out. Size was the basic determinant of price, but
within every category high quality could call for higher prices. For
example, the price for a colossal statue over two meters in height
ranged from 400 to 1,2.00 scudi. But if the statue was declared
to be first class, the price could rise to more than 2,000 scudi. The
novelty was that of the many fragments purchased by the museum,
several were exhibited unrestored. In the Museo Capitolino and the
Museo Pio-Clementino fragmentary works are rare exceptions—the
Torso Belvedere is one of the few examples.

I have not yet found any explicit declaration of Canova9s
choices, although this is in my opinion a topic that deserves atten-
tion. For example, why was a female torso—the so-called "Penel-
ope," found in a list of works sold by Fagan with a "portrait of the
Madre in high-relief" and appraised at only 50 scudi (a price given
to mediocre works)—exhibited in its mutilated form? The same goes
for the "colossal fragment of a sitting statue with folds" that was
probably part of a bust of the emperor Claudius found at Priverno,
or for the "bassorilievo; frammento rappresentante il Trionfo di
Bacco" that had—according to the printed catalogue of the Mu-
seum, edited by Filippo Aurelio Visconti and Antonio Guattani—
actually passed through the hands of first Cavaceppi and then his
equally famous pupil Giovanni Pierantoni (i742-i8i7).91 do not
intend to list the many cases of fragmentary sculptures exhibited at
the Chiaramonti, but a few examples are fragments of anthropo-
morphous statues such as the vases (cippi) in the long, austere
wing of the new museum—a very different arrangement from that
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followed in the Pio-Clementino. The Museo Chiaramonti, inaugu-
rated in 1808, presented itself to the public in the form of a long
corridor, stressing the sense of perspective, and the works were ex-
hibited at different levels with triads of large sculptures interrupted
by groups of small objects placed on shelves and bas-reliefs set into
the wall.10 In contrast to most of the Pio-Clementino restorations,
many of the Chiramonti restorations were carried out in plaster by
molders and not in marble by sculptors.11

At the same time that work was going on to create the new
wing of the museum, Canova was restoring the sepulcher of Marcus
Servilius Quartus (first century A.D.) on the Via Appia, creating a
wall with materials (bricks, travertine, tufa, peperino blocks) taken
from ancient buildings and mixed in with marble fragments of cor-
nices and friezes.12 Moreover, the sculptor had inserted in the wall
of his studio a number of sculpture fragments, as seen here and
there along perimeter walls or on the cornices of Roman dwellings.

All this leads to the conclusion that the fragment had begun
to take on an aesthetic self-sufficiency at a time and in a culture that
continued to think of completion as acceptable and useful. In fact,
European culture was slowly being pervaded by a romantic climate
that was also finding its way into the heart of Classicism.

From 1802 to 1805, during the years of the Chiaramonti
purchases, one of the greatest Prussian intellectuals staying in
Rome, Wilhelm von Humboldt, was writing words in his travel
notes that implied a melancholic and introspective idea of the city:
"Rome is a desert . . . but the most sublime, the most fascinating
that I have ever seen. Rome exists only for a few, only for the
best. . . here for the first time, in fecund solitude the forms of the
world unfold themselves, distinct . . . melancholy and mirth calmly
pass one into the other and on the border between life and death,
one advances more easily in life, one yearns sweetly for death." 13

And again: "When one excavates a half-buried ruin, one always
feels a certain resentment. It will at most be a gain for learning,
but at the expense of the imagination." With this sort of philos-
ophy of life and memory as a starting point, the next step became
automatic—to adorn the ruin with extraordinary values, as if it
were a witness to an original state, as yet not transfigured by unfit
interventions.

Also in the first decades of the nineteenth century a pro-
found transformation was taking place in the philosophy of history.
Vico's cyclical vision, taken up by Winckelmann, was being replaced
by Hegel's linear vision; later, Darwin's theory of evolution pro-
vided a sort of scientific confirmation. Thus there took root a per-
ception of an uninterrupted historical process that marked historical
eras out with ruins and remnants laden with meaning, irremediably



66 R o s s i P i n e l l i

linked to their own destiny. Again at the turn of the century, Fried-
rich Schlegel theorized about the value of fragmentary thoughts in
terms of their function of keeping the mind in a state of continuous
ferment; he compared his "rough drafts of philosophy" to painters'
sketches "valued by connoisseurs of painting"; he spoke of the
chance of sketching philosophical worlds with chalk or characteriz-
ing "the physiognomy of a thought with a few strokes of the pen." 14

Far-reaching cultural horizons were naturally intertwining
with experiences of daily life. It is likely that Canova's cultural coor-
dinates, since he was responsible for the purchases and the organi-
zation of the Vatican museums, had already been marked out in
1803 by the first visual encounter with drawings of the famous
marbles of the Parthenon that were en route from Athens to Lon-
don, accompanied by many a misadventure. In 1803, Lord Elgin,
the main character in the most controversial, famous, and hotly
debated acquisition of the early nineteenth century, had stopped
off in Rome to present to Canova the drawings of Pheidias's bas-
reliefs and to ask both his opinion on the chance of restoring
them and whether he was available. Canova was struck by these
drawings; already on this occasion he was against any sort of inter-
vention, despite the fact that many parts of the works seemed dam-
aged or abraded.15 Once more, the incipient romantic sensibility
heightened the interest in art of the origin, a pure art, that was in-
herent also among those who were apparently not inclined to the
romantic values.

But events almost never have a perfect linearity. For
example, we should not underestimate the open hostility that the
rich collection of Parthenon sculptures caused in learned British
circles.16 It was the artists who first showed their enthusiasm. For
some the collection provided an unprecedented revelation. The
painter and diarist Benjamin Robert Haydon (1786-1846), who
meditated attentively on the marbles, wrote: "I thank God every
day, for being still alive on their arrival; . . . the nations now en-
veloped in their barbarities . . . will be purified by their harmony.
Pilgrims from the most remote places in the world will visit their
sanctuary, and will be sanctified by their beauty." 17

The romantic writer William Hazlitt (1778-1930), who
shrank from Haydon's sentimentalism, conceived appreciation of
the Parthenon masterpieces as an act of devotion. Hazlitt judged the
Parthenon statues as richer with life than the ancient statues known
up to then, precisely because they were fragments. The fact that the
work of art had lost its completeness meant it could be imagined
to be of another realm where it acquired the force and integrity
of a natural phenomenon. The marbles were impregnated with a
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historical aura that no complete work, even antique, could achieve:
"Ruins are grand and more venerable than any other modern struc-
ture can be, or than the oldest could be if kept in their most entire
preservation. . . . So, the Elgin marbles are more impressive
from their mouldering, imperfect state. They transport us to the
Parthenon, and old Greece. The Theseus is of the age of Theseus;
while the Apollo Belvedere is a modern fine gentleman, and we
think of this last figure only as an ornament to the room where it
happens to be placed." 18

John Flaxman (1755-1826) and Henry Fuseli (1741-1825)
also judged the newly arrived sculptures immensely superior to the
Apollo Belvedere; both appreciated the extraordinary innocent
naturalism.19

A definitive word on the exceptional nature of the new
acquisitions was left to the European intelligentsia, ranging from
Quatremere de Quincy, to Ennio Quirino Visconti, to Canova him-
self, to King Ludwig of Bavaria, who had deposited as much as
thirty thousand pounds in a London bank, ready to purchase such a
treasure should the British crown decline the offer—and we should
add that he was determined to complete the marbles.20 Hegel too
spoke of the Parthenon marbles, especially the figures of Ilissos and
Theseus. He felt the Ilissos represented "a sense of wholeness and
autonomy more vividly than the sculpture might have done with its
face restored."21

Canova was able to study the marbles themselves when he
went to London to thank the government for the economic support
offered to the Papal States in the recovery of masterpieces carried
away by the French.22 The impact of the marbles was extraordinary.
According to Antonio D'Este, Canova stated: "If Roman artists had
seen them, they would have changed the style of their works."23

Asked for an opinion on the need for completion, he replied that
the marbles should not be touched. Once more, it was the placing
of the sculptures in the British Museum, a public museum, that al-
lowed discussion on their fate in terms of their cultural value and
not their function as decoration. Installation in a museum allowed
observation of the marbles from a historical perspective, as residual
documents of an important phase in the history of art, and also as
absolute masterpieces—that is, for their aesthetic value. Their
arrangement in sequence in the long galleries allowed a comparative
and close analysis that would have been impossible had the works
been set up in a private collection.24 It is not possible to go into
detail here, but I would like to recall that, at the time, a discrep-
ancy was growing between the economic evaluation of works
intended for museums, and thus for study, and those meant for the
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antiquarian market.25 The same Elgin marbles sold to private buy-
ers might have had a higher market value, and they would have
undergone completion.

There were different types of public. The private collectors
were interested in magnificence and decorum; the learned public
and artists, the most assiduous frequenters of the museums, were
excited precisely because every fragment of the Parthenon exhibited
in London still carried within it the throbbing traces of the hand of
the sculptors who had worked at the time of Pheidias.26 Canova's
attitude was confirmed by William Hamilton, Lord Elgin's secretary,
in a memorandum of 1815 stating what he saw as the inestimable
value of the sculptures. According to Hamilton, Canova felt that
"however greatly it was to be lamented that these statues should
have suffered so much from time and barbarism, yet it was undeni-
able that they had never been retouched, that they were the work of
the ablest artists the world have [sic] ever seen. . . . It would be sac-
rilege in him, or any man, to presume to touch them with a chisel."27

The experience of the Elgin marbles led to a new feeling
for the antique, or the fragment. Once back in Rome, Canova, as
General Inspector of Antiquities for the Vatican, issued a regulation
to promote the purchase for the Vatican museums of "those monu-
ments that are still conserved without restoration (non tocchi) in
their ancient originality."28 For the first time in an institutional con-
text restoration—that is, completion—was considered falsification.
The category of authenticity too proceeded in the definition of its
own status.

Having said this, I feel obliged to recall that Canova had up
till then promoted and continued to promote completion, thus sus-
taining its legitimacy, although he had never carried out restorations
himself.29 Several sources testify to this, including Antonio D'Este
and Gherardo de Rossi.30 Moreover, all European culture, including
Canova and the intellectuals who had been struck by the Elgin mar-
ble fragments, expressed equal admiration and emotion for Bertel
Thorvaldsen's restoration in 1817 of the sculptures of the Aegina
pediment, which had been purchased by King Ludwig for the Mu-
nich museum.

However, a crisis point had been reached. Completion
was still practiced, but both institutions and scholars did not con-
ceal their growing worries—worries that were promptly mani-
fested in the detailed and complex law on public artistic heritage
promulgated by the Papal States in i8io.31 In particular, articles 34,
36, 37, and 55 severely forbade anyone to carry out restorations
to antiquities without receiving prior approval from a commission
of experts.32
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