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Fic. 1. PApovAaNINO

Self-Portrait, ca. 1625-30,

oil on canvas, 102 x 88 cm
(40Y+ x 3474 in.)
Padua, Musei Civici, Museo d’Arte

Mediovale e Moderna




INTRODUCTION

“A Death in Venice”

Meanwhile, let us not forget that every invention and every discovery consists in
the interference in somebody’s mind of certain old pieces of information that
have generally been handed down by others. What did Darwin’s thesis about
natural selection amount to? To have proclaimed the fact of competition among
living things? No, but in having for the first time combined this idea with the
ideas of variability and heredity. The former idea, as it was proclaimed by
Aristotle, remained sterile until it was associated with the two latter ideas. From
that as a starting point, we may say that the generic term, of which inventions is

but a species, is the fruitful interference of repetitions. — GABRIEL TARDE!

n 18 April 1665, Ascanio Varotari, son of Il Padovanino
(Alessandro Varotari), gave his father’s Self-Portrait (fig. 1)
to the city of Padua, his father’s birthplace. Padovanino
made the painting some time between 1625 and 1630, and
it seems to have remained in his possession until his death
in Venice in the summer of 1649. In this regard the self-portrait was a very personal
statement, an image that the artist held before his eyes for some twenty years. The
artist’s children would have grown old under its gaze, and it would have resonated
in the wake of the subject’s eventual death. The representation took on a new com-
memorative meaning when Ascanio donated the portrait to the city, as evidenced by

the marble plaque that accompanied the painting.

Alessandro Varotari, the Paduan Protogenes.

Let another recoil from the greatness of the epithet.

You who have practical knowledge of art

will find reason for that great name

even in this one image in which he represented himself.

Ascanio, his son and assistant, gave this painting to the city as a gift
and in doing so returned Alessandro to his fatherland.

Just as the inborn talent of the father by its distinction

prompted the son’s devotion to his country,

by the favors of both, he thus repays such a fatherland.?
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For the father, the portrait was a visual testament of a certain moment in his
career as an artist. For the son, it became a reminder and a remainder of his lost
father. For Padua, it symbolized the restoration of one of its native sons. For each,
the significance of the work was linked to a previous intention and altered by a sub-
sequent intention, whether the artist’s, the father’s, the son’s, or the state’s.

The Self-Portrait, a visualization of the artist’s sense of self at about age forty,
was at once a public and a private testament. As a self-portrait, it inevitably con-
tained an autobiographical element; as a work of art, it necessarily positioned itself
in a dialogue with an imagined viewer. Padovanino’s self-image can be understood
as the artist’s will and testament—a document composed to be reread at a later
point in time. But what personal narrative was being told when Padovanino gave
form to this image? And how did that narrative change when Padovanino looked
back on this image at the end of his life?

This Self-Portrait is highly unusual. Padovanino does not represent himself as
a painter in the act of painting himself —what Joseph Koerner summarized as the
intense “moment of self-portraiture” in which the artistic self and image are simulta-
neously absorbed in “the double activity of looking and representing.” Instead,
Padovanino chose another “moment” in which the painter and his image are fully
transformed into an objectified body and opened up to the inspection of an implied
gaze. Padovanino shows himself in profile, a position that might be described as
“not looking” or as “represented” (to nuance Koerner’s phrase). He looks neither at
himself as he captures his own likeness nor at the implied viewer. By placing him-
self in profile, he effectively renounces any claim as a viewing subject, and with this
gesture he insistently underlines his status as a thing viewed.

Padovanino’s Self-Portrait thus departs from convention because it constructs
the artist’s identity through the performance of a body that is already other. Rather
than using self-portraiture to master and produce a bodily likeness, the image reveals
the strangeness of the self. Selfhood in this instance is not simply a question of
bodily resemblance but is instead defined through alterity —the otherness of the
self. Beyond an empirical record of physical or external likeness, Padovanino’s repre-
sentation stages a “self” that corresponds with an internal image. In this startling
mise-en-scéne, the artist complicates the traditions of self-portraiture by represent-
ing his “self” with a monochromatic bust of an older man, broadening the construc-
tion of self-identity with yet another body. This sculpted figure has been identified
as Plutarch or, elsewhere, Titian.* I would like to suggest a third possibility, that this
portrait-within-the-portrait is drawn from Padovanino’s conflation of his own father,
Dario Varotari the elder, with Titian. Father and son are both remade as Titian.

A self-portrait is, if nothing else, an attempt to record how the artist imagined
himself at a given point in time and, to some extent, how he hoped others might
see him at another moment in time. Or—to restate the problematic—every self-
portrait is a fraught representation, whose meaning is produced in that instant when
the psychodynamics of the autobiographical project brush up against the more
objective, representational act of painting. A self-portrait is deliberately constructed
and, therefore, subject to wishful thinking: it incorporates the active fantasy life of
its author. The self-portrait is also unconstructed, betraying unconscious desires.

Intention, then, is both conscious and unconscious, accommodating and insolent.
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In the Self-Portrait, Padovanino, the author, addresses himself to his readers.
These “readers” are, at once, the artist himself, his contemporaries, his predecessors,
and his successors. The relationship that is being inscribed in this painting is not
about death; instead, it is about authors who return as their own readers, and
readers who, through reading, become new authors.® This scenario generates ques-
tions about intentionality and reception: How did Padovanino’s son—as well as
Padovanino’s fatherland, to which the son returned the father—read the image?
How did the artist receive his self-made doppelgédnger on the eve of his death? Was
the author able to retrace his intention in that image? Where does this unusual self-
portrait fit within the artist’s overall oeuvre, and why did Padovanino, contrary to all
generic conventions, choose to represent himself with Titian? In short, to what will
did the Self-Portrait testify?

Let me propose a short answer: the painting is a testament of Padovanino’s
willful self-inscription not only as Titian redivivus but also as the self who became
Padovanino. In this regard, the Self-Portrait tells a story about the construction of
subjects and identities, about the repetition of others in order to become oneself—a
self that was always-already other. Padovanino represents himself with an image of
Titian and, in the process, authors his own story for himself, for other readers, and
for authors-in-the-becoming. The dynamic between Padovanino and Titian is not
defined by the unidirectional flow of influence from the “master” to the “imitator.”
Instead, the relationship shows history to be a continuous process of retrieval and
projection. This response generates a different set of questions about intentionality
and reception: What kind of history is being written through this double portrait?
How does Padovanino become himself by remaking Titian, and, of equal impor-
tance, how is Titian remade through Padovanino’s intervention? Moreover, did
Padovanino’s representation of himself as well as his understanding of Titian coin-
cide with subsequent readings? Did posterity read their stories sympathetically?

For Titian, the fact that generations of artists chose to imitate him reinforced
his position in the history of art as a great artist. For Padovanino, the verdict was
not so kind. Imitators, rather than being seen as instrumental in the construction of
artistic identity, are usually discredited for a lack of originality. Jacob Burckhardt
accused Padovanino of an inability to get “beyond the imitation of Titian and
[Veronese|” and for mixing “with these studies a somewhat lifeless idealism.”®
Giuseppe Fiocco tried to make excuses, calling Padovanino a Tizianesco shipwrecked
in the seicento, but John Steer described him as someone who “produced ham-fisted
pastiches after Titian.”” Rudolf Wittkower blamed Padovanino for an “academic eclec-
ticism” that perpetuated itself in the paintings of his pupils.® And Adolfo Venturi
went so far as to say that this “effeminate copyist” smothered the flames of Titian’s
coloring with his gloomy pink tints, mass-producing Titianesque forms with slug-
gish ease.’

For historians focused on master plots and narratives of greatness, the fate of
Venetian painting in the seventeenth century inspired little passion. Trapped
between the death of Jacopo Tintoretto and the birth of Giovanni Battista Tiepolo,
the Venetian seicento was represented as a conservative, reactionary period that
tried to recuperate the lost values of a faded golden age. Elsewhere in Europe the

seventeenth century produced masters such as Caravaggio, the Carracci, Nicolas
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Poussin, Diego Veldzquez, Bartolomé Esteban Murillo, Peter Paul Rubens, Anthony
van Dyck, and Rembrandt, but artistic production in Venice was best characterized
as an “eclectic slumber,” whose dreamers were latecomers at best and emasculated
parasites at worst.!

Yet, in his own time Padovanino was a celebrated painter. The English ambas-
sador and poet Sir Henry Wotton championed him as the best portraitist of his day,
enthusiastically recommending the painter to Robert Cecil, first earl of Salisbury, as
“our rising Titian.”!! Francesco Scannelli identified him in Il microcosmo della pit-
tura (1657) as one of the best storytellers of his time, and Marco Boschini praised
him as Titian’s “Vice-Author,” “heir,” and “adoptive son” in the La carta del navegar
pitoresco (1660).!2 Padovanino’s paintings appeared in the prestigious collection of
Leopold Wilhelm, archduke of Austria and governor of the Spanish Netherlands, as
well as in elite Florentine, Roman, and Venetian collections.

Whether Padovanino “truly” was as good as these men believed him to be is
not the point. The more urgent concern is his Nachleben, or afterlife: What hap-
pened to Padovanino? How did the same painter promoted as “our rising Titian”
come to be seen later as an “effeminate copyist”? How did one of the “best story-
tellers” of the seicento end up maligned as a producer of “ham-fisted pastiches”?
These questions bring me to the larger critique, which underlies this study, of the
types of subjects art historians seek to construct from the fragments of the past.
Studies on early modern artists remain largely influenced by two dominant method-
ological approaches: the monographic enterprise inspired by Giorgio Vasari’s bio-
graphical model and the contextual paradigm drawn from the lessons of social art
history. Both possess many virtues, but both have shortcomings as well. In spite of
the much-publicized death of the author, there remains an insistence in certain
camps on a history of “great masters,” a history in which events progress in a linear,
teleological manner, a history that relies on the decisive, life-changing innovations
of great men, a history that can overemphasize artistic agency. The social historical
alternative, in its most extreme form, tends toward a reduction of artists to produc-
ers of material goods posited against a separate category of consumers; along the
way, it occasionally overlooks the pictorial intelligence and specificity that distin-
guish a painting from a chair, or a painting from a drawing. The former approach
runs the risk of romanticizing authorial intention and of ignoring the historical
specificity of taste, while the latter may overstate the shaping powers of society and
underplay the importance of artistic ambition.

Caught between these two methodological approaches, artists such as
Padovanino— perceived to be followers rather than leaders—are predetermined to
play the role of the loser. Their stories become the sad tales of men who either were
too weak to attain greatness or victims of a social system beyond the individual’s
control. Padovanino belongs to neither category. Well into the nineteenth century
he was perceived as a successful and popular painter and remembered as a devoted
citizen, a wise master, a good father, and an excellent friend."

What we know about Padovanino is somewhat limited.’* Born Alessandro
Leone Varotari in 1588, Padovanino trained in his hometown of Padua until his
relocation to Venice in 1614. His father, Dario Varotari the elder, was a painter; his

mother, Samaritana, was the daughter of a painter named Giovanni Battista
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Ponchino; Padovanino’s elder sister, Chiara, was also a painter.’®> His father died in
1596 or 1598, around the age of fifty-seven, following an accident while painting a
fresco.'® During his early years Padovanino is reported copying the frescoes in the
Scuola del Santo in Padua, which Titian had painted one hundred years earlier.!” He
was married in 1612 to Caternia Mesa in Padua.’® In 1614, Padovanino moved to
Venice.!” In 1615, one year after this transfer, he enrolled in the artist’s guild.?’
Sometime after 1614 but before the end of 1615, Padovanino made an important
journey to Rome. It was in this period that he made the copies of Titian’s baccha-
nals (Francis Haskell’s assertion that Padovanino “rushed to Rome” to copy the paint-
ings for Cassiano dal Pozzo shortly before their removal to Spain in 1637 is
incorrect).?!

In 1618, Padovanino completed one of his first major Venetian commissions,
the Victory of the Camotesi over the Normans (fig. 2), an enormous history painting,
and proudly signed the canvas “ALEX VAROT. / RII. PATAVINI / 1618.” In August 1619,
he received payment for some cartoons of mosaics he designed for San Marco.?? In
the 1620s, he completed an extensive series of works in Santa Maria Maggiore. In
the 1630s, he was invited to paint a tondo for the ceiling of the Libreria Marciana,
and he also participated in the competition to design the most important Venetian
church of the seventeenth century, Santa Maria della Salute. When the Salute was
eventually completed by Baldassare Longhena, one of Padovanino’s paintings was
installed on the high altar.® Padovanino spent his remaining years in Venice, pro-
ducing numerous works and instructing diverse students; he eventually died there
in 1649, leaving behind three sons: Dario, Ciro, and Ascanio.?* Two centuries later,
he had slipped quietly into oblivion and was only occasionally pulled out of the
wilderness of historical amnesia to serve as an example of how Venetian art lost its
way after the deaths of the Renaissance masters.

Padovanino’s telos reads like the personal histories of countless other seicento
artists of varying degrees of fame and talent. Yet Padovanino’s very ordinariness is
what makes him such an extraordinary subject for analysis. Padovanino and artists
like him reveal the constructedness of historical identities and of history itself, of
the counterexamples that must be censured, exaggerated, or otherwise transformed
for the forward-marching master narrative to cohere. My reason for engaging with
Padovanino is not to rehabilitate him as a great artist, for this would force him into
an unwelcome position within the very art historical canon and discourse that seeks
to label him as a belated imitator slinking about in Titian’s shadow. The hostility
that Padovanino has inspired from art historians indicates that the critical para-
digms of art history have failed to help us see Padovanino and have predictably
judged Padovanino a failure. Rather than continuing to squint at Padovanino through
these distorting lenses, it is more productive to shift our critical vantage point.

To be clear from the start, this book does not want to be a monograph. It will
not plot the artist along some emancipatory narrative, advancing from early to
mature to late style with increasing sophistication and mastery, and it will neither
lament Padovanino as a victim nor claim a greatness that has been wrongfully
denied. The subject of this book is doubled: first there is Padovanino the historical
figure, the constituting subject who represents, and then there is “Padovanino” the

cipher, the constituted subject who is represented. Both figures stand somewhere
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Fic. 2. PADOVANINO
Victory of the Camotesi over the
Normans, 1618, oil on canvas,

510 x 587 cm (20034 x 23118 in.)

Milan, Pinacoteca di Brera
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between monographic and contextual approaches, gathering together the critical
threads of each without becoming fully entangled in the methodological bind of the
one or the other.

I do not claim that either method (or any other) has somehow become inade-
quate. Instead, I want to use them to open up new interpretive possibilities. In the
place of a biographical or strictly sociohistorical reconstruction of Padovanino—the
man, the art, the life and times—1I wish to write a history, using Padovanino as an
example, about artistic decisions and engaged spectatorship in early modern visual
culture. The trajectory of this specific painter enables me to clarify the more com-
plex issues of how artistic identity and agency are negotiated in a work of art and
how these elements are subsequently remade through each new viewing circum-
stance. Rather than reinscribing the institutions of the artist, the masterpiece, origi-
nality, and genius, I offer the more deconstructed categories of the self, the work of
art, artistic strategies, and historiographical framing.

The demotion of Padovanino from notable painter to unremarkable hack
makes evident two things: first, the unwillingness of scholars to value imitators as
inventors and repetition as a form of originality; and second, the complexities of
fixing intention in any singular agent. To clarify these remarks, let me turn to the
insightful observations of an old hand, an author whose remarkable prescience
requires some revisiting. In 1930, Erwin Panofsky mapped out a theory about the
relationship between originals and copies in a somewhat prophetic editorial letter
titled “Original und Faksimilie Reproduktion,” which appeared in the German peri-
odical Der Kreis.?® Panofsky’s communiqué was written in response to a polemic sur-
rounding the growing practice of using facsimile or substitute reproductions in the
exhibition of sculptural and architectural groups in museums.?* Among other points,
the contention centered on the lure of the reproduction—that is, the dilemma of
authenticity versus deception in the aesthetic experience and to what extent the
viewer could be educated or manipulated. Panofsky refused to endorse either the
“moral pathos” propagated by the “original fanatics,” on the one hand, or the ahis-
toricity of the “fac-similistes,” on the other hand.?

Copies, he argued, possessed their own intellectual benefits: they made the
inaccessible accessible and provided records of lost works. Following a Platonic line
of reasoning, Panofsky stated that the work of art was already a reproduction after
nature (itself an expression of a metaphysical concept) and, therefore, always-already
an imitation of an imitation. Drawing from Renaissance imitation theories based on
Aristotelian mimesis, he then explained that the work of art aimed precisely to
deceive the viewer insofar that it was a sensory or aesthetic deception rather than
an ideological or political one. Panofsky articulated with great insight that a copy
does not necessarily seek to “replace” an original; rather, it repeats an original “inten-
tion.” To make his point, Panofsky explained the concept of a “musical intention,”
which can be performed several times without harm to the original “intention.” For
the same reasons, he concluded, a good reproduction of a painting by Paul Cézanne
aims not to convince the viewer that he is standing before the original but to com-
municate through a specific “reproductive optic” the intention of the original work

of art.2
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The name that demands to be uttered here is that of Walter Benjamin. Let me
say a few words so that we can move beyond “The Work of Art in the Age of
Mechanical Reproduction,” Benjamin’s oft-quoted essay, which did not appear until
six years after Panofsky’s letter. I mention this not to suggest another chronological
hierarchy of priority (I am not interested in whether A influenced B), but to under-
line why Benjamin’s text is inappropriate to my analysis of early modern visual cul-
ture. Although Panofsky and Benjamin shared an abiding interest in how intention
was produced in the moment of aesthetic experience and how that moment could be
manipulated or enhanced by the reader’s knowledge of previous images, the differ-
ence between the two is profound; and while this is not the place to map out the com-
plex relationship between the two texts, the following distinctions should be made.

Panofsky’s concerns were humanistic and pedagogical. His enterprise was
iconographical and philological. He wanted to chart the continuity and transforma-
tion of visual symbols and motifs and optimistically saw this continuity as cultural
accretion, the reception of inherited knowledge. Rather than focusing on the aura of
the original artwork, Panofsky’s letter suggests that each performance instantiates
its own moment of authentic experience in which originality is continuously rene-
gotiated between the multiple intentions of the author, the reader, and the work.
Panofsky’s argument about the integrity of “originals and facsimiles” attends to three
significant displacements, to which I shall return over the course of this book: first,
the idea of a “work” of art is divested from the material object and reinvested in the
performance or materialization of the intention; second, “intention” slides from the
subjective monopoly of the artist toward the more unpredictable domain of recep-
tion; third, “originals” and “reproductions” no longer stand diametrically opposed to
each other but exist instead in a state of mutual dependency.

In contrast to Panofsky’s humanist perspective, Benjamin feared that repro-
ductions would end up as commodified substitutes supplanting original or authen-
tic experiences and would ultimately serve to create contrived, ready-made emotional
responses. In the hands of the wrong powers, this could lead to the destruction of
individual initiative in the sociopolitical realm. Benjamin’s article was written in
opposition to the rise of fascism and the aestheticization of politics at the expense
of a politicization of aesthetics, rather than in the more scholarly, although no less
ideologically engaged, context of the renewed Kopienkritik debate. What Benjamin
overemphasized, and what many art historians have unfortunately chosen to take
up, is the issue of the loss of aura from original to reproduction. This question must
be contextualized within Benjamin’s anxieties about fascism and not misapplied to
reinforce a heroic modernist discourse, which champions the primacy of “originals”
and the “great artists” that give birth to them. Early modern modernity, furthermore,
cannot and must not be seamlessly conflated with modernism. The heroic narrative
of twentieth-century avant-gardism is still a far cry from the historical experience of
an artist like Padovanino (and even Titian, for that matter), whose sense of being-in-
tradition had not yet been so violently shaken.

This returns me to Panofsky, whose fluid model of originals and facsimiles
brings me to another critical theme: the relationship of the whole to its parts and
vice versa. The stature of figures such as Titian—and this goes to the heart of my

argument—is made possible in part through the posterior intervention of artists

8 | INTRODUCTION



like Padovanino in very much the same way that “originals” come into being only
when the existence of “copies” alters our perception of the alleged original work.
Possessing a Venus and Adonis by Titian and possessing a Venus and Adonis by Titian
just like the one your neighbor already owns are two very different experiences. In
other words, the identity of two distinct selves is formulated through a process of
codeterminacy; if anything, it is the presence of the copy that bestows aura upon
the “original.” If Panofsky’s argument leads us to this conclusion about the relation-
ship between originals and reproductions, Gilles Deleuze can help us come to an
analogous conclusion about the more complex process of subject-formation.
Deleuze’s philosophy of repetition as “differentiated becoming” plays a fundamental
part in my analysis of Padovanino’s relationship vis-a-vis Titian and so deserves
careful explanation here.

Deleuze can help frame the Padovanino phenomenon on two levels. In gen-
eral terms, Deleuze’s theorization of repetition-as-becoming is especially germane,
for it challenges developmental narratives in which external agents “influence” the
subject in a unidirectional manner. In the traditionalist view, Padovanino (the sub-
ject) is necessarily posited as an inferior and belated imitator to a great master like
Titian (the external agent). Deleuze would have it that external agents (here, Titian)
function as “temporary appurtenances” and “provisional possessions” that alter the
subject’s (Padovanino’s) perception of things while, at the same time, they are trans-
formed by their “interindividual” engagement with the subject.?

In more specific terms, the sense of “double belonging” that emerges from
Deleuze’s discussion of the baroque fold can be employed to redress the historical
specificity of Padovanino’s story. The notion of “double belonging” explains a con-
ception of the self as a doubled entity.3 Drawing upon the writings of Gottfried
Wilhelm von Leibniz, Deleuze sought to articulate a philosophy of repetition as
difference (instead of resemblance) and of existence as a state of becoming (rather
than one of being).3! Using the image of the fold, Deleuze mapped out a philosophy
of subjectivity that emphasized the importance of alterity in the process of subject-
formation and self-perception.

For Deleuze, the fold represented a theory of repetition and existence as

”u

an open process of becoming. “Folding-unfolding,” “enveloping-developing,” and
“involution-evolution” reflect a process without teleological constraints and orderly
narratives.? This process acknowledges not only how something repeated moves
back in time in order to advance forward in a rippling effect but also how some-
thing repeated belongs to a larger entity while also being different in its specificity.

Deleuze’s anti-humanist argument was, in essence, a challenge to the auton-
omy of the Cartesian subject: René Descartes (and Panofsky to a certain degree)
defined the individual as a coherent subjectivity, which is a fundamentally human-
ist position.® Deleuze shifted the domain of identity-making from the subject to the
connectedness of the subject with other subjects. Thus, in the place of the centered,
thinking individual whence all meaning is produced —the Cartesian ego— Deleuze
repositioned the self as a fluid monadic entity whose self-perception is modulated
by the continual state of flux that both surrounds and distinguishes it, that acts upon
it and against which it acts. In the confrontation with an other, multiple identities

simultaneously come into being.
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This scheme illustrates another Deleuzean contention: desire is about making
connections; it is not about lack. In L'abécédaire, Deleuze uses the example of a
dress to illustrate this point: one does not simply desire the dress, but the whole
context of the dress—the “aggregate” or “assemblage” of social relations that con-
nects the desiring subject to other desiring subjects through the dress.3* As such,
desire becomes an organizational principle; it is life enhancing and is directed
toward the production of collective interests. In Anti-Oedipus and A Thousand
Plateaus (published in French in 1972 and 1980, respectively), Deleuze and Félix
Guattari argued against what they saw to be a Freudian and capitalist determination
of desire as lack. In the place of this “neurotic” model, they proposed a theorization
of individuals as “machines” who necessarily connect with other machines to gener-
ate significant meaning.3> Desire is a “flow” that forges necessary links: “Desire con-
stantly couples continuous flows and partial objects that are by nature fragmentary.”

In the social realm, then, desire organizes and activates isolated bodies into
“machinic assemblages” that share common interests and goals in a productive man-
ner. The Deleuzean assemblage or network, however, is not a tree-like, or “arbores-
cent,” structure in which authority is ordered through vertical, hierarchical channels
of influence and individuals are allotted a predetermined position within that sys-
tem of power: master/slave; master/pupil; master/copyist.?” Instead, Deleuze and
Guattari offered the “rhizome” as a model for envisioning an affective space in which
social relations are mapped out through horizontal lines of connection.® A rhizome
is a root structure with multiple overlapping chronologies and no discernible point
of origin; it “has no beginning or end; it is always in the middle, between things,
interbeing, intermezzo.”* Whereas the tree imposes a system of filiation ordered
around superiors and inferiors, the rhizome is about alliance, connection, and het-
erogeneity, about the kind of causal interpenetration in which new stems graft onto
old filaments and transform the nature of both in the same instance.

Deleuze returns us to Padovanino and returns Padovanino to us. From a
Deleuzean perspective, both the writing of history and the formation of identity
become incessant processes of mutual inflection and constant revision that require
us to think of them as belonging to a reflective and changeable narrative rather than
a strictly linear, teleological causality. Titian becomes possible not only because of
Giorgione but also because of Padovanino; Giorgione, in turn, is inflected because of
the way Padovanino transforms Titian, and so on. History and identity result from
the connectedness of individual subjectivities, not the self-sufficiency of the
Cartesian ego and the humanist individual.

Deleuze and Guattari also provide us with an alternative to the agonistic model
of influence as anxiety, advanced by Harold Bloom, in which belated “sons” struggle
against the authority of strong “fathers” in an oedipal melodrama. In this view, the
latecomer must defeat his formidable predecessor to find his own artistic voice.*°
Padovanino’s relationship to Titian can be structured around a familial model inso-
much as it illustrates Seneca the younger’s metaphor about good imitation being
akin to the process in which a viewer can detect in the face of the son the traits of
the father, without denying to either their own sense of identity.*! There is, however,
no murderous intent, no deep-seated anxiety or resentment posited toward the father

as the source of the son’s inspiration. Deleuze and Guattari’s critique in Anti-Oedipus
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of Freud’s fixation with universal familialism, therefore, provides me with the means
to de-oedipalize Padovanino’s story and direct the argument away from a Bloomian
positioning of the belated artist as a morose, anxious, rebellious son—an argument
that would lead us back to the inevitable trap of naturalizing artistic genius.*? “Great
masters” do not descend from the stars as Vasari would have us believe but are the
constructs of multiple forces and discourses (as Vasari's Vite ironically enough
demonstrates all too well).

More significant, the anti-oedipal formulation effectively breaks the binary
that structures the economic model of supply and demand that would argue for
Padovanino’s identity simply as a producer of Titian knockoffs or that would situate
Padovanino as a latecomer. The motivation of collectors to acquire Padovanino’s
paintings intersects with Padovanino’s motivation to produce artworks. Deleuze and
Guattari’s rhizomorphic model of social relations shows us that we can no longer
explain Padovanino’s success solely as the result of a seventeenth-century desire—a
nostalgic longing—for “Titians” in a market depleted of such paintings. This is not
to deny that Padovanino did make copies; he was often asked to do so when paint-
ings were sold off to foreign collectors.** Copy-making was, after all, a common activ-
ity of seventeenth-century artists. Rubens, for instance, was charged by the king of
Spain to undertake such tasks, and his skill in imitating Titian even led one of his
contemporaries to call him their “new Titian” (nuevo Ticiano).** However, replicas
were exceptions rather than the rule for most artists. Moreover, there was always an
awareness that the “copies” after Titian or others were also “originals” by, say,
Padovanino, or Rubens—a doubling rather than a reduction of authorship. Collectors
did not narrow-mindedly perceive Padovanino vis-a-vis a lack of available paintings
by Titian, nor did the artist perceive his own role as a supplier of such works.
Padovanino’s overall production is too varied to support such a totalizing argument.

Proceeding from a Deleuzean reading, this book will argue that Padovanino’s
motivation to produce artworks is positioned in relation to his perception of Titian’s
motivation toward a similar end in which desire directed the artist toward the gen-
eration of new interests in, new connections between, and new possibilities with
old forms. Instead of the standard historical model structured around influence and
priority, this book will expand upon those moments of intervention and interde-
pendency that make evident the Deleuzean “double belonging” that ties Padovanino
to Titian and vice versa. Padovanino clearly cultivated a self-image in his own por-
trait and in his other paintings that was based on the positive perception of him as
an other Titian. Hence, rather than disavowing the repetitive quality of his work, I
want to explore it in its utmost specificity. What did Padovanino’s insistent quota-
tion of Titian signify for the artist? How was it received, and how did this percep-
tion alter Padovanino’s trajectory? Did these attitudes mutate with time? Answering
these questions will allow me to demonstrate the way Padovanino came to be made
through repetition and how Titian was remade in that same act.

The concept of codeterminacy is not simply an old postmodern trope; we do
well to remember that modernists also felt very strongly about this collective sense
of identity.* T. S. Eliot, for one, maintained in “Tradition and the Individual” that
just as poets could not create in a historical vacuum, old texts could not be but trans-

formed by the “supervention” of new texts.
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What happens when a new work of art is created is something that happens
simultaneously to all the works of art that preceded it. The existing monuments
form an ideal order among themselves, which is modified by the introduction of
the new (the really new) work among them. The existing order is complete before
the new work arrives; for order to persist after the supervention of novelty, the
whole existing order must be, if ever so slightly, altered; and so the relations, pro-
portions, values of each work of art toward the whole are readjusted; and this is

conformity between the old and the new.*

The following chapters will examine Padovanino’s individual response to the
specific circumstances—the “whole existing order”—in which he operated: his rela-
tionship, at once respectful and confident vis-a-vis Titian; not only his standing
within the networks that interpellated him as a subject but also his position within
a history that he was authoring himself. This process will be examined in four chap-
ters through four of Padovanino’s paintings: the Self-Portrait, Sleeping Venus, Venus
and Adonis, and Triumph.

Chapter 1 opens with the Sleeping Venus, which was painted around 1625, at
about the same time as the artist’s Self-Portrait. The latter is a complex dramatiza-
tion of the self, and the former is an inspired variation of Titian’s Sleeping Venus in
Dresden. If Padovanino’s Self-Portrait is a meditation upon the process of exchange
between continuous and discontinuous temporal moments— between absences and
presences, between the identity of authors and readers, and between subjectivity
and objecthood —the Sleeping Venus and, to a greater extent, the Venus and Adonis
read almost as vestiges of that process. Rather than staging the encounter between
the two painters in such an overt manner, as in the Self-Portrait, Padovanino’s repe-
tition of Titian in the Sleeping Venus and the Venus and Adonis pushes us to reflect
upon the issue of representational alterity from another perspective. The viewing
experience becomes a dialogic one that compels the spectator to look at the image
through his or her memory of other images rather than simply at the image itself
and to see difference in spite of the obvious resemblance. Padovanino’s painting
evades the malady of interpretosis that seeks iconographical closure and disclo-
sure; instead, it pushes us to think through the critical implications of this kind of
self-aware repetition.

To situate the historical specificity of Padovanino’s quotationalism, however,
one needs to understand the way Titian employed repetition in his own practice
and how contemporary viewers engaged with the repetitive element in each artist’s
work. Chapter 1 will map the sociological implications of repetition within the homo-
social context of the early modern workshop and court.#” The contextualization of
Titian's multiple originals within this intensively self-conscious arena serves to illus-
trate two things: first, the way resemblance operates in the formation of group iden-
tity, and, second, the circumstances under which repetition becomes desirable.

This returns us in chapter 2 to Padovanino’s ersatz Titian. Is there a way to
speak about Padovanino’s “derivative” images without resorting to tropes of nostal-
gia, atrophy, and decline? The Deleuzean frame offers one possibility; film theory
offers another. A word of caution here. The study of painting and film is gauged by

fundamentally and materially different concerns. I do not mean to suggest that look-
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ing at films is equivalent to looking at static, two-dimensional works of art. They
belong to two distinct historical moments and engage very different kinds of embod-
ied spectatorship. I would, however, argue that interesting and productive things
can happen at the jagged boundary between them. Studying repetition in painting
by looking at repetition in film unexpectedly offers us another “double belonging,”
in which our perception of the one is indelibly modified by the other. Film theory is
not used here as a theoretical appliqué, but as a Brechtian strategy. It is the unex-
pected confrontation as much as the anticipated disjunction between the two disci-
plines—art history and film studies—that can shock us out of our old ways of
seeing so that we might envision a different history and another methodological
space for artists like Padovanino.

Bruce Kawin'’s useful distinction between the repetitive and the repetitious in
film and literature will help outline an aesthetic of repetition, or an “optic of repeti-
tion” (to adapt Panofsky’s “reproductive optic”). The lessons drawn from film and lit-
erary theory, to be sure, will not propose some totalizing solution to the problematic
nature of Padovanino’s insistently repetitive imagery. Instead, they serve to reframe
and to redirect our attention to the historical grounding of Padovanino’s imagery
within early seicento neo-Venetianism. Works that made deliberate reference to art-
works of the past, such as Padovanino’s Sleeping Venus and Venus and Adonis, would
have appealed to a certain type of engaged spectator who would have taken plea-
sure in comparing and contrasting the similarities and differences between the
image and all its rhizomorphic connections.

By the beginning of the seicento, a century of Titianesque seriality had enabled
the establishment of a shared visual encyclopedia of Venetian clichés among edu-
cated viewers and informed artists. This diffusive neo-Venetianism was also bol-
stered by the relocation in 1598 of the bacchanals by Titian and Giovanni Bellini
from the d’Este court in Ferrara to the Palazzo Aldobrandini in Rome. Padovanino’s
encounter with the bacchanals in Rome in 1614 is but one of many similar discov-
ery tales. His experience, however, cannot be overgeneralized; it was fundamentally
different from that of Poussin, Rubens, or van Dyck. What Rome offered Padovanino,
but not these other painters, was critical distance: Rome enabled Padovanino to
experience the alterity of Venetian style. Ironically enough, then, what Padovanino
offered to Venice, he found in Rome. Rome was where Padovanino’s aesthetic con-
version occurred. Rome was where the young artist was able to remake his own his-
tory and to triumph as an other self through what Tarde referred to as the “fruitful
interference of repetitions.” Padovanino gave back to Venice a sense of itself at a
specific point when Venetian viewers had forgotten Titian’s full potentiality. The
developments fostered by Caravaggio and the Carracci in early seicento Rome
enabled Padovanino to envision an alternative outcome for Venetian style: one based
on the light and naturalism of early Titian rather than on the abstract, claustropho-
bic space of late Tintoretto and Palma Giovane.

The third chapter focuses on Padovanino’s ambitious Triumph and the inscrip-
tion of the individual into the larger historical narrative that he himself was author-
ing. The Triumph resulted from the artist’s encounter with Titian’s bacchanals and
Rome’s neo-Venetianism circa 1614. The painting was a proficient pastiche of the

gamut of “old master” styles available to Padovanino at this time. To explore this
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theme further, Padovanino’s Self-Portrait is summoned back into the discussion.
Both paintings speak about artistic will and ambition, but each tells a different story:
one is performed in the voice of a young man; the other is the testament of a mature
artist. In no uncertain terms, the Self-Portrait stages the spectacle of repetition as
history and history as repetition.

Padovanino’s neo-Venetianism represents yet another instance of “double
belonging” that bound together informed spectators on various levels. First are the
connections forged between artists and nonartists. Second is the conversation
between artists in Venice and Venetians abroad. Third is the relation between
ancients and moderns. Drawing on the evidence from the debates of the period
about antioggidianismo (the cult of modernity) and marinismo (the marvelous style
of Giambattista Marino), chapter 4 will situate Padovanino’s modernity within the
paragone (or comparison) between antichi and moderni in the early decades of the
seventeenth century. What did it mean to be “modern” circa 1614, and did it mean
the same thing in 1649, at the end of Padovanino’s life? Did the artist gaze upon his
own Self-Portrait and recognize the same narrative of becoming? And did his heirs
read this life story as a tale about modernity?

In wrenching the writing of art history from a discourse that secures privi-
leged seating for its “great masters,” this book proposes instead a history of artistic
strategies that is attentive to the very constructedness of its own discursive project.
Moving beyond an allegiance to Western canons and master narratives, this study
seeks to uproot the arborescent structure of imitation, in which great masters grow
like branches from the same tree of influence, so as to study repetition or the
rhizomorphic lines-of-becoming that enabled a provincial seventeenth-century artist
to become “Padovanino” at a specific moment in time and then to be remade as

another “Padovanino” at another moment in time.
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CHAPTER 1

The “Delicious Nude”: Repetition and Identity

ying upon a magnificent expanse of rich sienna-colored material

and set against a pendulous drape of crimson, Padovanino’s

nude goddess reposes in an atmosphere of sumptuous light and

color (fig. 3). The arabesques that sweep across the composition

in lazy diagonals modulate the rhythm of the painting. The face
of the sleeping figure is drawn with heavy eyelids and full lips that repeat the curv-
ing lines of the drapery behind her; the faintest hint of red graces her left cheek.
Her body stretches across the canvas. One arm is tucked under her head, resting
upon two embroidered cushions; the delicate highlighting on the thick tassels echoes
the crown that rests upon her reddish-brown mane. Her other arm is partially hid-
den in the shadows cast by the scarlet veil; the hand curves to conceal her sex. Her
right leg is bent at the knee, and the lower half disappears beneath the weight of the
outstretched left leg. Beyond the slumbering figure in the foreground, and partially
covered by the mass of vermilion on the left, is a view onto a lonely landscape. The
rolling hills, burning in saffron tones, further emphasize the languorous feeling of
the image. In this secondary plane, the light radiates from a hidden source on the
right side of the picture, while in the foreground the body glows beneath the viewer’s
gaze. The landscape is a generic Venetian backdrop, reminiscent of countless images
by Giovanni Bellini, Cima da Conegliano, Giorgione, Titian, and others: a low hori-
zon obstructed by layers of sloping hills, dotted with the occasional house in the dis-
tance, skies slightly overcast by ample cumulonimbus clouds. The lighting is soft.
The setting is pastoral. The mood is slightly elegiac.

This description conveys an idea of what the image looks like, but it fails in
spite of its concerted ekphrastic effort to get at the punctum—the significant
detail —that distinguishes this image from any other: namely, that Padovanino’s
Sleeping Venus is recognizably based on a Titianesque referent. What matters is not
that this body belongs to Venus, but that this particular body belongs to Titian’s
Venus. Until the name of the old master is invoked, no amount of formal or even
iconographical analysis will get to the heart of the matter. A telescopic, almost ver-
tiginous, feeling arises from the tension between the act of looking at this picture
and the act of filling in the lapsus that is generated by the elements within it. Looking
at Padovanino’s painting, one cannot help but see other images. A meta-picture is
created in the mind of the beholder, a musée imaginaire where multiple images slip
in and out of view.
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Fi1c. 3. PApOvVANINO
Sleeping Venus, ca. 1625,
oil on canvas, 110 x 150 cm
(43%s x 59Y/s in.)

Private collection

At first glance, Padovanino’s image is unquestionably a reapparition of Titian’s

Sleeping Venus in the Dresden Gemaildegalerie (fig. 4); looking more closely, she
morphs into Titian’s Venus of Urbino in the Galleria degli Uffizi in Florence (fig. 5).
The elements are represented in a different configuration, the forms are slightly
altered, and the props are rearranged. In Padovanino’s version, the goddess is
depicted reclining en plein air like the Dresden Venus. Yet, just as in the Venus of
Urbino, she is framed on the left side of the painting by a ponderous expanse of
cloth. In Titian’s painting this curtain is green; in Padovanino’s it is red. Padovanino’s
Venus, like the one in Dresden, is asleep, whereas the Urbino Venus is awake.
Contextualizing Padovanino’s seemingly innocuous painting by referring to what
immediately appears to be an obvious source unexpectedly turns into a complex
endeavor. A close examination of Padovanino’s Sleeping Venus not only reveals its
referential nature but also discloses Titian’s repetition of the woman’s body from
his own Sleeping Venus to the Venus of Urbino.
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FiG. 4. GIORGIONE

(ITALIAN, 1477-1510)

[HERE ATTRIBUTED TO TITIAN]
Sleeping Venus, 1508-10,

oil on canvas, 108.5 x 175 cm
(4234 x 69 in.)

Dresden, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen, Geméldegalerie
Alte Meister

Fic. 5. TiTIAN

Venus of Urbino, 1538,

oil on canvas, 119 x 165 cm
(4678 x 65 in.)

Florence, Galleria degli Uffizi
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MULTIPLE ORIGINALS AND THE TOUT-ENSEMBLE

rom the start it would seem that Titian understood the importance of strategic
F repetition as both an efficient modus operandi and a means of effective self-
promotion. He is known to have retained studio copies—modelli, abbozzi, and
ricordi — of his best works so that original copies could be issued from the workshop
at any given point.! In many ways, the history of Renaissance painting is a history of
the great workshops. This is especially true in Venice. On the one hand, these studios
represented an extension of the medieval custom of the family bottega, or workshop,
and were not unique to Venice. On the other hand, the inherent conservatism of
Venetian institutions may have had something to do with the continued authority
of dynastic workshops in Venice, where the first official artist academy was not estab-
lished until 1682. The Vivarini, Bellini, Vecellio, Negretti, dal Ponte, Caliari, and
Robusti all built names for themselves as a result of the collective efforts of their
brothers, sons, nephews, pupils, and daughters: Tintoretto’s daughter, for example,
was a painter in her own right; Jacopo Bellini’s daughter married Andrea Mantegna,

adding his collaborative power to her father’s workshop.
Let me begin, then, with a piece of seventeenth-century gossip that appeared

in 1648 in Carlo Ridolfi’s biography of Titian’s student, Polidoro da Lanciano.

it is told that on leaving his house [Titian] sometimes left behind the keys to the
room where he kept his prized things; but as soon as he had gone [his assistants]
made copies from the pictures, while one of them stood guard. At some later time
Titian would unwittingly rework the copies made by his assistants, which would
then pass for pictures from his own hand. Thus, many works actually by the dis-

ciples have been credited to the master.2

This was probably a seventeenth-century legend, hyperbole at best, which fused
together two rumors: first, that Titian’s students copied his works without his knowl-
edge; and second, that Titian passed off studio copies as his own paintings. At the
same time, there is some truth in this rumor, for Titian and his workshop produced
and reproduced replicas of some of the successful paintings he designed.

Not all early modern spectators were as concerned as Ridolfi about the unique
authorship of these workshop pictures. Commenting on the normality of serial pro-
duction in the early modern workshop, the French critic Roger de Piles remarked in
1699 that “there is hardly a single painter who has never repeated one of his works
either because it pleased him or because someone asked him for a similar work.”
Underlining his point, de Piles added that “Titian successfully repeated the same
painting up to seven or eight times, as one performs a successful comedy.” A few
years later, de Piles reiterated: “The care that [Titian] took in judiciously ordering all
his works led him to repeat the same composition |le tout-ensemble] on several occa-
sions in order to avoid new struggles. One sees several paintings of the Magdalene
and of Venus and Adonis by his hand in which he has changed only the background
so that there is no doubt that they are all Originals.” In spite of their differing con-
clusions, Ridolfi’s anecdote and de Piles’s observation illustrate how collaboration in
the workshop often blurred the distinction between works executed by the master

and those painted by his assistants or in collaboration with his assistants.
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The manufacture of Renaissance paintings was more often than not a group
effort. The master usually provided a model— the invenzione in early modern Italian
terms, the tout-ensemble in de Piles’s—but several different originals could be drawn
from that “first copy.” In early modern dictionaries, the concept of an “original” was
usually founded on its position within a sequential set; it was “a thing, painting,
text, or something similar that is the first to have been made, and from which fol-
low the copies.” Filippo Baldinucci noted in his definition of “copy” that it was “a
work that is not made of one’s own invention but is drawn precisely from another’s
and may be better, poorer, or equal to the original.”® At the beginning of the seven-
teenth century, Giulio Mancini made the following analogy regarding paintings:
“Concerning texts and books one calls the first non-copied version [primo scritto non
copiato] an archetype [archetypo], the same goes for painting, one speaks of the first
to be made [prima fatta], or originals [originali] as they say, and originated |originaria]
of those that are copied or made secondly [secondariamente] from another such as
an archetype.”” Archetypo is an “original” in the sense of an Ur-type. By qualifying
scritto with primo, Mancini’s syntax implies that the difference between the “original”
and “copy” was that one preceded the other in execution— primo rather than secon-
dariamente—but that both were drawn from an originating type, or the archetypo.

The “original” was understood to be an immaterial concept, implying such
notions as invenzione, disegno interno, cosa mentale, and idea rather than suggesting
a physical and finite object. Significantly enough, de Piles explained that the artist
held the “original” in his mind and executed the “copy” on the canvas.® Historically,
then, the relationship between an “original” and its “copies” both is organic and rests
upon its codeterminant position to the other element. What we now refer to as orig-
inality, therefore, was initially defined by its position in a potentially infinite series
of repetitions: chickens from eggs hatched by other chickens, and so on. Priority
was important in terms of chronological situatedness, but it was not a guarantee of
quality. The valency of a given artwork depended upon the other works that contex-
tualized it and upon the social context in which it resonated.

If Ridolfi suggested that Titian often touched up canvases begun by his assis-
tants, it is also true that Titian initiated works that he then asked his assistants to
complete. In 1568, Niccolo Stoppio reported that Titian finished off studio copies
with “two strokes” of his brush, which he then sold “as his own.” Tintoretto was also
infamous for this practice. In the seventeenth century these authenticating touches
were referred to as “the icing on the cake.”!? Paolo Veronese’s brother, Benedetto
Caliari, reassured his patron, Jacopo Contarini, that once Contarini had chosen the
subject he desired, Benedetto would himself make the design for the picture, then
Veronese’s son Carlo would transfer the composition onto canvas so that his other
son, Gabriele, could execute it.!' Thus, from the collaboration of Veronese’s brother
and two sons, an autograph “Veronese” was produced without any direct contribu-
tion of the master. Such paintings were referred to as a “Veronese”’—or a “Titian” or
a “Tintoretto”—and accepted as such because the master accepted responsibility for
the product. Regardless of whether he painted it entirely in his own hand, it still
belonged to a tout-ensemble that he claimed as his own.

Unlike Michelangelo, who preferred to work alone, and Raphael, who died too
young to sustain his well-organized workshop—but like his Venetian predecessors
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and contemporaries—Titian successfully built a name for himself over the course
of a century, not only through his talent but also through his managerial savoir faire;
his untiring letter writing; his strategic gift giving; the collective effort of his sons,
nephews, and pupils; and, later on, the posthumous interference of his imitators
and followers. Original copies or, more to the point, “multiple originals,” played an
important role within Titian’s practice, and repeatability was a built-in intention for
many of his inventions.

Repetition did not diminish the aesthetic value—the aura—of each of these
“Titians” as “originals”; instead, it inflated the desirability of the tout-ensemble with
each new performance. De Piles’s idea of the tout-ensemble can be roughly trans-
lated as “composition” insomuch as it refers simultaneously to a formal composition
that can be physically discerned within a work of art and to an artistic composition,
a conceptual invention, or, to return to Panofsky’s example, a “musical intention”
that is instantiated in the moment of performance. De Piles’s sense of the intercon-
nectedness of parts to the whole finds a certain affinity with Eliot’s concept of the
“whole existing order” that shifts, adjusts, and redefines itself every time a new ele-
ment is introduced into the paradigm. After all, although the term tout-ensemble
conveys a sense of unity, it refers to a wholeness that is produced from the coming
together of individual parts (as in a musical ensemble).

The tout-ensemble also signals to the potentialities of the Deleuzean machinic
assemblage and rhizome, concepts that move the work of art beyond formal and
stylistic analysis and take the discussion of repetition and meaning production into
the social realm. Here Titian resonates with greatest force only when he is connected
into an aggregate of other “machines”: Padovanino; Guidobaldo Della Rovere, duke
of Urbino; Titian’s workshop assistants; and even Titian himself.?? Different
machinic couplings, however, produce different effects. Titian linked to the duke of
Urbino, for instance, results in an aggregate unlike Titian-Padovanino or even Titian-
Titian. Likewise, the significance of Titian’s Sleeping Venus intensifies when it is
inserted within a matrix of contesting subjectivities: the painter’s own Venus of
Urbino and Padovanino’s Sleeping Venus. Within this early modern culture of multi-
plicity and transversal association, the significance of a given artist, collector, or
work was no longer determined solely by chronological priority or an arborescent
schema based on fixed hierarchical identities (originals versus reproductions,
patrons versus painters, masters versus imitators), but by the horizontal lines of
connection that establish significant relations between individual entities.

The Dresden Sleeping Venus is itself a site of contestation. It has been vari-
ously attributed to Giorgione, Titian, and both Giorgione and Titian. In the nine-
teenth century it was also linked to Sassoferrato, to an “unknown Venetian,” and
briefly even to Padovanino.!® The complicated provenance of this particular paint-
ing and Giovanni Morelli’s cavalier attribution to Giorgione, which was based on a
pithy line in Marcantonio Michiel’s Notizia d’opere di disegno (written between 1525
and 1543), need not be reviewed here.!* After all, whether or not Titian was directly
inspired by a Giorgionesque prototype, scholars have long suggested that the reclin-
ing figure was based on a woodcut of a sleeping nymph (fig. 6) in Francesco
Colonna’s illustrated romance, Hypnerotomachia Poliphili (1499)."> Colonna’s nymph
is itself derived from a type represented by the ancient Roman statue of the sleep-
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Fic. 6.

The fountain of the sleeping
nymph, 1499, engraving,

16.5 x 12.5 cm (612 x 5 in.)

From Francesco Colonna,
Hypnerotomachia Poliphili
(Venice: in aedibus Aldi Manutii,
mense decembri, 1499), book one,

signature €1 recto

ing Ariadne, or Cleopatra, which artists would have known through copies, replicas,
drawings, medals, and other reproductive images.

The reinforcing power of a consensus secured through repetition claimed
“Titian” as the inventor of the Dresden type—the sleeping female nude. Here I
should distinguish between the empirical subject named Tiziano Vecellio, the onto-
logical construction “Titian,” and the epistemological system that came to be recog-
nized as the Titianesque. What holds my interest is not that the Dresden painting
must inarguably be by Titian, but that the Dresden type came to be perceived as
such regardless of its “real” authorship. In other words, the subject of analysis com-
prises the rhizomorphic field in which the Sleeping Venus came to be connected to
Titian’s name and to the strategies of repetition that linked it to the Titianesque for
the artist and his contemporaries and then for Padovanino and his contemporaries.

One of the immediate results of Titian’s transfer of the reclining female nude
into large-scale canvas painting was a vogue among sixteenth-century viewers for
this new class of highly alluring, extremely collectible, nonreligious cabinet or cham-
ber pictures. The Titianesque nude became an identifiable and highly coveted type
with collectors, and artists experimented with the different possibilities to push the
genre to new levels. In the decades following the appearance of Titian’s Sleeping
Venus, almost every Venetian painter tried his hand at this genre. Titian’s near con-
temporary, Paris Bordone, was perhaps one of the more successful and prolific in
this category, and serial repetition was a common element in his practice as well.'®

Bordone painted several canvases based on the Titianesque motif. In one ver-
sion, now in Warsaw (fig. 7), the artist depicted the divinity awake and gesturing
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Fic. 7. PARIs BORDONE
(ITALIAN, 1500-71)
Venus with Cupid, 1545-50,
oil on canvas, 95 x 143 cm
(37Y2 x 56%s in.)

Warsaw, Muzeum Narodowe

w Warszawie

toward a Cupid. Bordone repeated this general format in two other pictures in which
the goddess is shown asleep. In one reinterpretation, now in the Ca’ D’Oro (fig. 8),
Venus reposes, heavy with sleep, while Cupid pulls back the sheet to unveil her heav-
enly body, which is a close repetition of the body in the previous painting.!” In the
other, more titillating painting in the Galleria Borghese (fig. 9), Bordone added a
satyr to the scene. In this canvas, the sleeping nude is again accompanied by Cupid,
while the satyr hovers ominously above her motionless body.!® In much the same
way that Titian’s Venus alluded to ancient and possibly Giorgionesque prototypes of
reclining nymphs, this double entendre would have given the informed viewer a
second degree of pleasure. Moreover, many Venetian artists and collectors would
also have been able to connect the Cupid in the Ca’ D'Oro and Borghese paintings
with a putto that appeared in an ancient Roman relief, known as the “Trono di
Saturno,” in the Grimani collection in Venice.!” The spectator who was familiar with
the Grimani piece as well as the other performances of Bordone’s tout-ensemble

would have experienced a triple entendre, or third degree of pleasure.
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Fic. 8. PARIS BORDONE
(ITALIAN, 1500-71)
Venus Sleeping with Cupid,
1545-50, oil on canvas,

86 x 137 cm (3375 x 54 in.)
Venice, Ca’ D’Oro

F1G. 9. PARIsS BORDONE
(ITALIAN, 1500-71)

Venus, Cupid, and a Satyr,
1545-50, oil on canvas,

122 x 148 cm (4818 x 58V/4 in.)
Rome, Galleria Borghese
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VENUS, DANAE, LEDA, A NAKED WOMAN, AND A NUN:
REPETITION AND PARAGONE

T he viewer who gazes upon one of Bordone’s paintings of a female nude with a
cupid or satyr is informed by the knowledge that similar images without these
secondary characters might also exist. That is, rather than focusing the gaze upon a
singular, closed image, the spectator imagines the generic possibilities in which
significant meaning is produced simultaneously from multiple intentions. Bordone’s
tout-ensemble, to be sure, intersects here with Titian’s tout-ensemble, forming a
machinic coupling in which all the elements take on a new or reformulated inten-
tion. Looking at Bordone’s Sleeping Venus, one can also envision Titian’s Sleeping
Venus and many other such permutations. Bordone’s painting was made in response
to Titian’s painting and to others like Titian’s, which were made in response to pre-
vious images in an ongoing series of machinic couplings.

Repetition affects subjectivity even when one repeats oneself. Auto-repetition
is often modified by what others have said in the interim of the initial utterance.
The appeal of the reclining nude for the artist is situated within this ever-changing
field. This was true not only for Bordone but also for Titian. “What I have said twice
or more ceases to belong to me,” Gérard Genette explained, because “by repeating
myself, I am already imitating myself, and on that point one can imitate me by
repeating me. What I say twice is no longer my truth but a truth about me, which
belongs to everyone.”” In this sense, repetition linked Padovanino’s Sleeping Venus
to Titian while renting it away from his authorial control. Titian’s subsequent female
nudes were as much a response to his own Sleeping Venus as they were to all the
other sleeping Venuses that were painted in the meantime. This was certainly the
scenario when, in the mid-1530s, he returned to confront his own cliché.

The deliberate and strategic repetition of Titian’s reclining nude begins, in
one sense, with the Venus of Urbino. This painting was perhaps an attempt to repeat
the early success of the Dresden Sleeping Venus. With the subsequent painting,
Titian remade an old favorite and opened up the hermeneutic possibilities of the
genre by relocating the setting to the boudoir and redirecting the gaze of the female
figure outward, addressing the implied viewer. The effect must have worked, for the
Venus of Urbino filled the eyes and hearts of the European elite with great envy.
Upon seeing it in Pesaro in 1543 at the palace of Guidobaldo Della Rovere, duke of
Urbino, Cardinal Alessandro Farnese, grandson of Pope Paul I1I, wrote to his agents
and entreated them to approach the Venetian painter for a similar image. Giovanni
Della Casa, the papal nuncio in Venice, acted on Alessandro’s behalf. What ensued
was a subtle game of courtly negotiation in which titles, egos, reputations, and art
played an integral part in the reciprocal admiration that blossomed between princes
and painters.

What type of game was being played out in the manufacture of these paint-
ings? What were Alessandro’s motives in requesting his own version? What kind of
machinic assemblage was created through the connection made between the two
men of position and Titian? Being Guidobaldo’s social equal, if not superior (on
account of his ecclesiastical title and papal grandfather), Alessandro coveted his

associate’s exquisite picture. (He was not alone in this desire: Charles V, king of
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Spain, was also negotiating the acquisition of a reclining Venus from Titian.)?! Titian
was more than happy to oblige, for he had his own motivation. First was his well-
known desire for fame; second, he hoped to sway the cardinal, in his capacity as a
relative of the pope, to obtain a benefice for his son Pomponio.?? Titian, who rarely
ventured beyond Venice except at the call of emperors and princes, and now cardi-
nals and popes, traveled to Rome in 1545 to complete and deliver the painting to
the cardinal in person.

This painting, with which Titian intended to surpass his own Venus of Urbino,
was the first in a long series of paintings representing Danaé and the golden shower
(fig. 10). The Farnese Danaé was a departure from the formula used for the Sleeping
Venus and the Venus of Urbino some years before, and it was undoubtedly a response
to Titian’s subsequent encounters with the paintings of other artists. The work of
Bordone is one candidate, but that of Michelangelo is the usual suspect against
whom art historical comparisons are made. The pose of Titian’s nude <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>