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A new Florentine painter for the late Quattrocento:
the Master of the Samaritan Woman (and a note
on a forgotten tondo by Raffaellino del Garbo)
1

C H R ISTOPH ER DALY

Our roster of fifteenth-century Italian painters is
by no means complete. In the case of Florence,
even a quick glance at Sir Dominic Ellis Colnaghi’s
Dictionary of Florentine Painters, published in 1928,
shows that dozens of documented artists have yet to
be associated with extant works.2 Equally numerous
are the still anonymous “masters” waiting to receive
their historical names. The purpose of this article is
to show that, despite the decline in the practice and
even the reputation of connoisseurship in recent years,
there continue to be many anonymous “masters”
whose oeuvres have yet to be assembled. In the following
pages, I propose the corpus for one such artist who was
demonstrably prolific, proficient, and in demand in his
time. Well connected to some of the most important
Florentine botteghe, he seems to have also worked in at
least one other Tuscan city, allowing a proposal to be
made for his historical identity. It is worth knowing
about him in order to expand and diversify our existing
panorama of late fifteenth-century Florentine painting,
signaling the groundwork that has yet to be done in one
of art history’s most famous and well-studied periods.

Fig. 1 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Christ
and the Samaritan Woman,
ca. 1500, panel, 136 x 220 cm,
Private Collection.

The works of this painter can be grouped around a
large (136 x 220 cm), little-known panel of Christ and
the Samaritan Woman (fig. 1), a subject not frequently
encountered in late fifteenth-century Italian art.
Formerly in the Rudolf Chillingworth collection in
Nuremberg in the early twentieth century and today in
a private collection, the painting presents the subject
in an unusually elaborate manner, departing from the
convention of portraying Christ and the Samaritan
Woman alone and isolated. Rather, they are shown in a
wide, sprawling landscape, integrated into a continuous

narrative. Enacted through a complex network of
gestures and glances, the story begins at the center of
the composition with Christ outside the Samaritan city
of Sychar, approached from the right by an anonymous
woman seeking to draw water from a well. The two
lock eyes and engage in conversation as Christ gestures
toward the water – the source of life – pouring into the
woman’s vase. Having recognized Christ as a prophet,
the woman returns to Sychar to recruit her fellow
townspeople to come and listen to him proselytize. In the
painting she points toward the upper left, where she and
the Samaritans can be seen weaving their way down a
hill. The retinue continues into the foreground, where in
the lower right a woman, a child, and a dog move toward
the center of the picture. On the left, the twelve apostles
crowd toward the center of the composition and once
again redirect our attention to the two protagonists.
When presented at the Chillingworth sale in 1922,
the painting bore an attribution to the Sienese painter
Bernardino Fungai (1460-1516).3 This attribution was
accepted by Raimond Van Marle,4 but rejected by (or
unknown to) Bernard Berenson, who filed his photograph
of the picture with the artist he knew as “Utili da Faenza”,
now recognized as the important Florentine Biagio
d’Antonio Tucci (1446-1516).5 According to a note on the
back of his photograph, Berenson discerned in the picture
a “touch of Palmezzano”, implying he found it close
to Biagio’s works in Faenza, where Marco Palmezzano
(1459-1539) also worked. Another note on Berenson’s
photograph, written by an anonymous hand, records an
older and more fantastical attribution to Luca Signorelli
(active by 1470; died 1523), active around the same
time in Cortona and elsewhere in Central Italy.
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Fig. 2 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Madonna
Adoring the Child with two
Angels and the Infant Saint
John, 1480s(?), panel, present
whereabouts unknown.
Fig. 3 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Madonna
and Child with the Infant
Saint John, 1480s(?), panel,
64 x 46.5 cm, present
whereabouts unknown
(sold at Finarte, Milan, 23-25
November 1964, lot 194).
Fig. 4 / Details of figs. 1
and 2.
Fig. 5 / Details of figs. 1
and 3.

The painting has otherwise escaped scholarly attention,
so much so that during its most recent reappearance,
at Beurret Bailly Widmer Auktionen in Basel, it was
merely classed as an anonymous sixteenth-century
Italian work.6
Despite some vague reminiscences of these artists
in its rounded forms, warm palette, and very lucid
treatment of light, the picture cannot have been
painted by any of them. The distinctive facial types
– defined by broad noses, heavy eye sockets, and
swelling foreheads – the twisting, rope-like draperies,
the brushy application of paint, and the quickly
applied highlights zigzagging across the draperies
and faces indicate that it is instead by a wholly
independent personality. These traits reappear almost

identically in about thirty additional pictures that,
I believe, can be ascribed to the same hand (see the
Appendix at the end of this essay). Given the notable
size of this hypothetical painter’s oeuvre, it is worth
providing him with his own moniker. I propose calling
him the Master of the Samaritan Woman, after the panel
in question, his largest and most ambitious picture.
Despite Berenson’s view of the artist as a sort of
Florentine-Romagnol hybrid, I believe his activity
can be safely grounded in Florence. Not only does
his eponymous panel feature a (rather stylized) view
of Florence in the upper left,7 but most of his works
draw on compositions popularized in the city in the
last quarter of the fifteenth century. For instance, a
panel of the Christ Child presented to the Madonna
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by two diminutive angels (fig. 2), currently of unknown
whereabouts,8 reprises an invention by Fra Filippo Lippi
(ca. 1406-1469) from the 1460s and disseminated in
Verrocchio’s circle in the 1470s, most famously by the
young Botticelli (1445-1510).9 Another panel (fig. 3),
also untraced,10 adopts a more strictly Verrocchiesque
design, the so-called Madonna del davanzale;11 here the
Virgin stands and supports the Christ Child on a ledge as
the infant Saint John adores him from the lower left. In
both paintings, we can see the same bulbous faces as the
figures in the Christ and the Samaritan Woman; in the first,
the angels’ heavy cheeks and fluffy ringlets of hair are
analogous to the apostles in the ex-Chillingworth picture
(fig. 4), while in the second, the Virgin corresponds
almost perfectly to the Samaritan Woman and her
female companion to the right of the name-piece (fig. 5).12
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Fig. 6 / Master of the Samaritan Woman, Man of Sorrows
with Nicodemus, two Angels, and the Mourning Virgin, ca.
1500, panel, 39.5 x 62 cm, present whereabouts unknown
(sold at Fine Art Antiques, Prague, 24 November 2021, lot 3).

Fig. 7 / Master of the Samaritan Woman,
Mourning Saint John the Evangelist,
ca. 1500, panel, 31.5 x 27.5 cm, TroisRivières (Quebec), Musée Pierre Boucher.

Fig. 8 / Master of the Samaritan Woman, Saint Sylvester
and the Dragon, ca. 1500, panel, 38 x 72 cm, present
whereabouts unknown (sold at Meeting Art S.P.A., Vercelli,
6 November 2016, lot 619).

Fig. 9 / Master of the Samaritan Woman,
Virgin Annunciate, ca. 1500, panel, 38.8
x 24.5 cm, Chambéry, Musée des BeauxArts.
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Fig. 10 / Master of the Samaritan
Woman, Saints John the Baptist
and Tobit, ca. 1500, panel, each
50 x 17 cm, present whereabouts
unknown (sold at Finarte, Milan,
23 October 2007, lot 530).

Close in style to these Madonnas, but perhaps
a bit later in date, is a small Man of Sorrows with
Nicodemus, two Angels, and the Mourning Virgin (fig. 6),
recently on the art market in Prague with an
attribution to an anonymous Florentine.13 This
painting takes its cues from Filippo Lippi’s son,
Filippino (ca. 1457-1504). The central group,
with Christ slumped toward the viewer between
two orange-clad angels, is based on the central
predella panel of Filippino’s Adoration of the
Magi, completed in 1496 for the church of San
Donato a Scopeto, Florence.14 Like Filippino’s
panel, the Master of the Samaritan Woman’s
probably belonged to a predella. In fact, it can
be tentatively associated with three other panels
identical in style and handling, comparable in
height, and with figures illuminated similarly
from the left. These probable companions
include a partly repainted Mourning Saint John
the Evangelist at the Musée Pierre Boucher in
Trois-Rivières, Quebec (seemingly cut from
the right of the Man of Sorrows, as its continuous
landscape suggests; fig. 7),15 a Saint Sylvester
and the Dragon sold several years ago in Vercelli
as by Vincenzo Tamagni da San Gimignano
(ca. 1492-1530) (fig. 8),16 and a fragmentary
Virgin Annunciate at the Musée des Beaux-Arts,
Chambéry, without attribution (fig. 9).17 Equally
Filippinesque are two small, vertically oriented
panels of Saints John the Baptist and Tobit (fig. 10),18
both loosely derived from the side panels of
Filippino’s now-dismembered Valori Altarpiece for
San Procolo, Florence. Like the predella, they
show the artist’s most typical traits: the dark
eye sockets, bulging eyes, full cheeks, wispy
ringlets of hair, and thick draperies are all akin
to the Samaritan Woman and the two half-length
Madonnas mentioned above. Given their strong
resemblance to Filippino’s late works, these
paintings cannot be dated earlier than 1496,
providing some sense of the artist’s chronology.
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Fig. 11 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Holy
Family with the Infant
Saint John, ca. 1495, panel,
diameter 88 cm, Torre
Canavese (Turin), Private
Collection (in 1984).
Fig. 12 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Holy
Family with the Infant
Saint John, ca. 1495, panel,
diameter 88.5 cm, present
whereabouts unknown (sold
at Sotheby’s, New York, 5
June 2014, lot 11).

Most numerous in the painter’s production are
domestic devotional panels – evidently his specialty –
of which over a dozen depict the Madonna kneeling
in adoration of the Christ Child, one of the most
popular subjects in Florence in the last two decades
of the fifteenth century. Because these works are
replete with citations, they testify to the painter’s
great familiarity with the most important Florentine
workshops of this period. Most frequent are references
to Domenico Ghirlandaio (1448-1494). For example,
a tondo close to the master’s name-piece (fig. 11)19
adopts the same composition as a dated (1492) tondo
in Leipzig (Museum der Bildenden Künste), executed
in Ghirlandaio’s workshop by the young PseudoGranacci.20 A modified version of this design (fig. 12)
– with a nearly identical baby – must also be by the
Master of the Samaritan Woman;21 its cool, verdant
palette and sharp white highlights correspond to the
dismembered predella and the eponymous picture.
Several arched-top panels of the Nativity, of which
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the most typical is still unpublished (fig. 13), are
instead based on another Ghirlandaiesque design, the
autograph Sassetti altarpiece at Santa Trinita (dated
1485), while another tondo, recently rediscovered in
Spain (fig. 14),23 looks toward a different workshop:
Botticelli’s. Here, the monumental and melancholic
Virgin recalls that in Filipepi’s largely autograph
tondo of about 1477, in Piacenza (Museo Civico). A
tondo recently sold in Germany (fig. 15)24 is a bit more
unexpected in its citational matrix in that the Virgin’s
triangular pose and the curiously swooping composition
relate to an exceptionally beautiful – and surprisingly
unpublished – work by the young Raffaellino del
Garbo (ca. 1470-after 1527) (fig. 16).25 Finally, a small
rectangular panel, last recorded in London in 1987 with
an implausible attribution to Niccolò Soggi (ca. 14791552),26 bears witness to the Samaritan Master’s interest
in Perugino (active by 1469; died 1523), in the Virgin’s
head and hairstyle, and Lorenzo di Credi (1456/14591536) in the Virgin’s pose.
22

Fig. 13 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Nativity,
ca. 1490-1495, panel, present
whereabouts unknown.
Fig. 14 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Holy Family
with the Infant Saint John
and an Angel, ca. 1490-1495,
panel, diameter 85 cm, present
whereabouts unknown (sold at
Setdart, Barcelona, 3 December
2020, lot 26).
Fig. 15 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Holy Family
with the Infant Saint John, ca.
1495-1500, panel, diameter
85 cm, present whereabouts
unknown (sold at Lempertz,
Cologne, 30 May 2020, lot
2005).
Fig. 16 / Raffaellino del Garbo,
Holy Family with the Infant
Saint John, ca. 1495, panel,
diameter 108 cm, formerly (?)
Düsseldorf, Schloss Roland.
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The painter’s many domestic devotional panels provide
a clear sense of his industry, suggesting he worked in
a prolific bottega that catered primarily to the domestic
sphere. Whether he operated alone or in partnership with
another artist cannot be determined with certainty, but his
occasional proximity to the Pseudo-Granacci – perhaps
identifiable as Jacopo del Tedesco (d. 1533)27 – may be
significant. The two are united by their similarly feathery
handling of paint as well as their penchant for rounded
facial types.28 Even more, they were equally responsive
to both Domenico Ghirlandaio and Filippino Lippi,
from whom they occasionally borrowed designs and
motifs. But whereas the Pseudo-Granacci was certainly
active in Ghirlandaio’s workshop, contributing to several
of his projects in the mid-1490s,29 the Master of the
Samaritan Woman seems to have known Ghirlandaio
only tangentially. His hand is not discernable in any
of Ghirlandaio’s commissions, meaning he was likely
not among Bigordi’s collaborators. Moreover, when he
borrowed Ghirlandaio’s designs, he always interpreted
them loosely, often supplementing them with references
to other artists. One of the above-mentioned tondi (see
fig. 12), for instance, augments a Ghirlandaiesque design
with an Infant Baptist cribbed from Filippino’s Nerli
Altarpiece (Florence, Santo Spirito). We might therefore
infer that while the Master of the Samaritan Woman
worked more or less independently, he kept an eye on
the most fashionable Florentine workshops of the late
fifteenth century; doing so would have allowed him to
maintain a steady clientele and consistent popularity on
the competitive market. We might further hypothesize
an initial training under Ghirlandaio or Filippino
– or perhaps both30 – but for the time being such a
suggestion must remain no more than speculation.
The same modus operandi can be seen in the artist’s
probable late works – that is, those in which his
unmistakable types and handling appear in designs
developed in the early sixteenth century. Among these,
the half-length Holy Family with the Infant Saint John at
the Cuneo Mansion in Vernon Hills, Illinois,31 features
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a sober interior setting, docile Virgin, and active baby
borrowed from one of Ridolfo del Ghirlandaio’s
(1483-1561) most popular formulas, exploited in his
workshop by pupils like Domenico Puligo (14921527).32 A tondo last recorded in a private collection
in Berlin in the 1920s,33 instead shows the Holy
Family at full-length and seated on the ground in a
spacious, open-air setting that recalls dozens of tondi
by the second generation of ghirlandaieschi – artists like
Francesco Granacci (Moscow, Pushkin Museum),34
Giuliano Bugiardini (Turin, Galleria Sabauda),
and Raffaello Botticini (formerly Livorno, Larderel
Collection) – as well as Piero di Cosimo (Dresden,
Gemäldegalerie; Tulsa, Philbrook Museum) and even
the late Raffaellino del Garbo (Terni, Fondazione Cassa
di Risparmio di Terni). Another late work by the artist
is an arched-top Madonna and Child with the Infant Saint
John (Florence, Museo Bardini, Corsi Collection), in
which the principal two figures are based on Mariotto
Albertinelli’s signed and dated (1508) altarpiece from
Santa Trinita (now Paris, Musée du Louvre). With its
post quem of 1508, this panel provides an important
fixed point in the artist’s late activity.
In the Master of the Samaritan Woman’s oeuvre there
is one work that might eventually prove useful in
recovering his name. In the sacristy of San Domenico
in Arezzo is an altarpiece depicting the Madonna and
Child between Saints John the Baptist and Peter (fig. 17).35
With its warm, muted palette (unfortunately blanched
and oversaturated in photographs) and broad, swollen
facial types, the painting is clearly by the Master of
the Samaritan Woman, datable to the moment he was
closest to Filippino. Despite some lacunae and abrasion
throughout, it closely resembles each of the works
described above, the heads being especially close to
those in the name-piece, the predella with the Man of
Sorrows, or the artist’s many Madonnas. Since it remains
in its city of origin, if not also its original location, the
altarpiece suggests some sort of ties – patronal, artistic,
or familial – to Arezzo or the surrounding area.36

Fig. 17 / Master of the
Samaritan Woman, Madonna
and Child with Saints John
the Baptist and Peter, ca.
1500-1505, panel, Arezzo, San
Domenico.
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N OTE S

1.

Among the handful of quattrocento Florentines known
to have worked in the city, the most elusive is the
mysterious Niccolò Zoccolo, called Niccolò Cartoni,
whom Vasari described in his Life of Filippino Lippi.
According to the biographer, Niccolò was a “disciple”
of Filippino’s whose works in Arezzo included “the
wall over the altar of San Giovanni Decollato and a
small panel in Sant’Agnese that is well made, and over
the washbasin in the Badia di Santa Flora a panel
of Christ asking the Samaritan Woman for a drink,
and many other works which are rather ordinary and
not worth recounting”.37 All of these works have been
presumed lost and Niccolò’s output has never been
identified, but it is extremely tempting to link him to
the Master of the Samaritan Woman, and, in turn,
to associate the anonimo’s eponymous picture with the
panel Vasari described over the washbasin at the Badia
delle Sante Flora e Lucilla. Doing so would explain the
panel’s unusual subject – which indeed does otherwise
occur in Tuscany over conventual sinks38 – as well as its
large size and horizontal format.39 Further corresponding
to Vasari’s testimony is the Samaritan Master’s close
attention to Filippino Lippi and persistent citations of
other artists. Though unexplained by Vasari, Niccolò’s
purported nickname, Cartoni, suggests that he frequently
recycled cartoons and drawings by other painters. It
might also be telling that at least one painting by the
artist was previously attributed to Niccolò Soggi, one of
the most important Aretine painters of the early sixteenth
century,40 and that the Samaritan Woman panel itself was
once assigned to Signorelli, a native of nearby Cortona
but active also in Arezzo.
Additional details about Cartoni can be gleaned from
Gaetano Milanesi’s commentary on Vasari’s Lives and
Colnaghi’s Dictionary. In both studies, the otherwise
undocumented Cartoni is equated, probably correctly,
with a certain Niccolò di Simone Squarcialupi (born
1474; last documented 1525), who worked in Arezzo
and Florence in the early sixteenth century.41 The
most interesting piece of information furnished by
Colnaghi is Squarcialupi’s documented presence in
the workshop of Bernardo di Stefano Rosselli (1450-

1526) in Florence in 1502.42 His presence in Bernardo’s
entourage, apparently as compagno or business partner,
might explain the Master of the Samaritan Woman’s
frequent parallels with Bernardo’s more famous cousin
Cosimo (1439-1507), who preferred a similarly swollen
and lethargic facial type. One last piece of information
worth considering is the fact that the previous candidate
for Niccolò Cartoni, the Master of Memphis, has
recently been plausibly identified as one Bernardo di
Leonardo di Currado (1481-after 1508).43 Cartoni’s
pictorial identity is therefore likely to be reconciled with
that of another anonimo, very conceivably the painter
in question. While the hypothesis cannot be confirmed
until further evidence comes to light, it is nevertheless
worth presenting in the hopes that future research will
either corroborate or definitively reject it.
The Master of the Samaritan Woman emerges as a
conspicuous presence among the late fifteenth-century
Florentine botteghe. Keen on appropriating pictorial
elements from the most fashionable local talent –
Verrocchio, Ghirlandaio, Filippino, Botticelli, Perugino,
Raffaellino, Lorenzo di Credi – he cultivated a
distinctive style, marked by peculiarly bulbous faces and
a stiff and vigorous articulation of form. In his mode
of production, he aligns with Francesco Botticini (14461497), Biagio d’Antonio, Jacopo del Sellaio (1441/21493), and a slew of still-anonymous maestri such as
the Master of the Borghese Tondo, the Master of the
Fiesole Epiphany, the Master of Marradi, and the
Pseudo-Granacci, among others. With them, he shares
a penchant for small-scale devotional work – the field
in which he evidently excelled and was most in demand
– and the occasional large-scale altarpiece or public
picture. The most interesting facet of his career is his
presence in Arezzo, a city seldom considered in broader
histories of Italian painting and whose ties to Florence
are rarely discussed. The Master of the Samaritan
Woman ultimately carries a twofold importance: as a
new addition to the dense network of late fifteenthcentury Florentine botteghe and a testament to the stillelusive connections between Florence and one of its
southern neighbors, Arezzo.44

My work on this master began in 2011, when I first
came across a photograph of his name-piece on the
Villa I Tatti’s Homeless Paintings of the Renaissance online
database. Since then, I have benefitted from discussions
with Stephen Campbell, Matteo Gianeselli, Maximillian
Hernandez, Luca Mattedi, Jonathan Nelson, Nicoletta
Pons, Carl Brandon Strehlke, and Rachel A. Young. In
August 2014 I communicated one of my attributions, for
the Madonna in Philadelphia, to Carl Strehlke, who in turn
added the artist’s name to the museum’s online database.
Other attributions were made known in 2016 during a
Visiting Research Fellowship at the Virginia Museum of
Fine Arts, where I wrote an unpublished entry on their
tondo which I attribute to the painter. I thank Mitchell
Merling for facilitating my research there. Lastly, I thank
the essay’s anonymous reader for their helpful comments.
2. Sir Dominic Ellis Colnaghi, A Dictionary of Florentine Painters:
from the 13th to the 17th Centuries (London: J. Lane, 1928).
3. Catalogue de la collection Chillingworth: tableaux anciens
XIIIe – XVIIe siècles. Écoles flamande, hollandaise,
allemande et italienne. Vente Publique, Galerie Fischer,
Lucerne, 5 September 1922, lot 86. The work was
later the property of a Swiss “corporate collection”
(“Unternehmenssammlung”), which offered it at
Beurret & Bailly Auktionen Galerie Widmer, Basel, first
on 24 June 2020, lot 86, then 24 March 2021, lot 10
(both times as “Italienische Schule, 16. Jh., um 1520”).
The panel has since entered a private collection.
4. Raimond Van Marle, Development of the Italian Schools of Painting
(The Hague: Nijhoff, 1923-1938), XVI (1937), p. 484.
5. Berenson’s ideas are written on the back of his
photograph (Fototeca Berenson, Villa I Tatti, no.
100767). For Biagio d’Antonio, see Roberta Bartoli,
Biagio d’Antonio (Milan: Electa, 1999).
6. See note 3 above.
7. The city could also be interpreted as a generic stand-in
for the Holy Land with the domed building, reminiscent
of Florence Cathedral, signifying the Holy Sepulcher.
8. A photograph of this work is preserved at the
Kunsthistorisches Institut, Florence (no. 444505) as an
anonymous Italian artist.
9. Lippi’s prototype is the famous panel at the Uffizi (inv.
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of Art, inv. 1943.4.7), Florence (Museo degli Innocenti),
Naples (Museo di Capodimonte, inv. 46) and Strasbourg
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10. Panel, 64 x 46.5 cm; sold at Finarte, Milan, 23-25
November 1964, lot 194 (as Tuscan, 16th century).
11. For recent discussion of one of the Verrocchiesque
models, see Alison Luchs and Daphne Barbour in
Verrocchio: Sculptor and Painter of Renaissance Florence,
ed. Andrew Butterfield, exh. cat. (Washington, DC:
National Gallery of Art, 2019), no. 10, pp. 143-145.
12. I am grateful to this article’s anonymous reviewer for
pointing out that the halos in these two Madonnas are
of the same design.

13. Sold at Fine Antiques Prague, 24 November 2021, lot
3 (as “Florentine Master, 15th Century”). Previously
sold at im Kinsky, Vienna, 24 April 2018, lot 0717
(as “Umbrian School, ca 1500”, noting a label on the
reverse assigns it to Raffaellino del Garbo).
14. Filippino’s panel is lost but known through a workshop
copy (Private Collection); see Jonathan Katz Nelson,
“L’astrologo e il suo astrolabio: l’Adorazione dei Magi di
Filippino Lippi del 1486,” in Il cosmo magico di Leonardo,
eds. Eike D. Schmidt, Marco Ciatti, and Daniela Parenti,
exh. cat. (Florence: Gallerie degli Uffizi, 2017), pp. 89-91.
15. The draperies in this work are repainted, but the saint’s
head is relatively well-preserved. His halo is identical in
design to those in the Prague panel. Curiously, both
the Trois-Rivières and Prague panels feature fictive
stone borders (here omitted from the illustrations). In the
former, the border is certainly modern at the bottom,
where a strip of modern wood has been added, and
the left, where the edge has been cut (it is here that
the panel was once attached to the Prague panel). The
upper and right borders of the Canadian panel are
original, but the right side of the panel is cut where
the plank would have continued to the next scene in
the predella. The upper and left edges of the panel
have been gessoed, perhaps to mitigate insect damage.
The fictive stone borders in both panels were likely
modified to disguise their fragmentary states. I thank
Andrée Brousseau at the Musée Pierre Boucher for kindly
providing photographs and information on their panel.
16. Sold at Meeting Art S.P.A., Vercelli, 6 November 2016, lot
619; previously sold at Farsetti, Prato, 30 October 2015,
lot 266. Both sales credited the attribution to Tamagni to
unpublished opinions by Federico Zeri and Giuliano Briganti.
17. Acquired in 1914 with a traditional attribution to
Signorelli. See the Répertoire des tableaux italiens dans les
collections publiques françaises: https://agorha.inha.fr/
ark:/54721/e1141807-4d6c-44dd-b3a0-cb07e252e68e
(last accessed 6 January 2021).
18. Sold at Finarte, Milan, 23 October 2007, lot 530 (as “Bottega
di Filippino Lippi, primo decennio del Cinquecento”).
19. A photo of this painting at the Villa I Tatti (no. 102251
with Granacci) claims it was with the dealer Mori in
Paris, in 1924. It shows a well-preserved surface, with the
master’s forms clearly discernable. The two photos at
the Fototeca Fahy (nos. 407290 and 407292 as “Florence
1450-1500”) show the heads and landscape were later
repainted. Fahy noted the work’s subsequent passage
through a collection in Venezuela (in the 1960s) and a
private collection in Torre Canavese, near Turin, in 1984.
20. Convincingly assigned to the Pseudo-Granacci by
Everett Fahy in Pinacoteca Ambrosiana. Vol 1: Dipinti dal
Medioevo alla metà del Cinquecento, ed. Stefania Vecchio
(Milan: Electa, 2005), p. 249. A nearly identical version,
dated 1493, seemingly also by the Pseudo-Granacci, is
reproduced in Bernard Berenson, Italian Pictures of the
Renaissance: Florentine School (London: Phaidon, 1963), II,
plate 981 (as Mainardi). Another version, painted later
in the artist’s career, was sold at Sotheby’s, New York,
29 January 2020, lot 16.

21. Twice offered at auction with an attribution to PseudoGranacci, first at Sotheby’s, New York, 30 January
2014, lot 215 (where bought in), then at Sotheby’s, New
York, 5 June 2014, lot 11 (where sold). A photograph at
the Kunsthistorisches Institut in Florence (no. 280086
with anonymous Italians) records its presence in the
Billig collection, Bad Godesberg, in the second half of
the twentieth century.
22. Apparently unpublished, this work is recorded in
a photograph at the Fototeca Fahy (no. 408745 as
“Florence 1450-1500”). On the frame is an old
attribution to Lorenzo di Credi.
23. Formerly private collection, Barcelona; sold at Setdart,
Barcelona, 3 December 2020, lot 26 as the Master of the
Naumburg Madonna on the advice of Nicoletta Pons and
Nicola Barbatelli. This attribution can be explained by the
fact that several works often assigned to this artist seem
instead to be by the Master of the Samaritan Woman:
these include tondi at Indianapolis and Richmond, a small
arched-top panel formerly in New York (Christie’s, 9 June
2010, lot 4), and a now untraced Madonna (see list below).
For me, these works show few similarities to the Madonna
once in Nettie G. Naumburg’s collection (Cambridge, MA,
Fogg Museum, inv. 1930.195), which Everett Fahy took
as the eponym for an anonymous imitator of Lorenzo di
Credi and Filippino. See Everett Fahy, “The Master of the
Naumburg Madonna,” Fogg Art Museum Acquisitions: 19661967 (1966-1967): pp. 11-18.
24. Sold at Stockholms Auktionsvert, 2-4 December
2014, lot 2346 (as Florentine School). Emanuele
Zappasodi recently assigned this tondo to the Master
of the Borghese Tondo, an idea accepted by Roberto
Ciabattini, Maestro del Tondo Borghese (attivo a Firenze tra
XV e XVI secolo) (Florence: Centro Stampa Toscana
Nuova, 2016), no. 98, p. 38, and more recently by
Gaudenz Freuler on the panel’s sale at Lempertz,
Cologne, 30 May 2020, lot 2005. Despite some
resemblances to that artist’s work, the sketchy handling,
thin contours and swollen facial types are in all respects
typical of the Master of the Samaritan Woman and
at odds with the Master of the Borghese Tondo’s
smoother handling, fluid contours and expressive figure
types. The painting is comparable to the Samaritan
panel and each of the Madonnas mentioned above. A
similar composition – its surface now totally obliterated,
revealing the underdrawing beneath – was with the
Galerie Hans, Hamburg, in 2008; see Anne Auber
in Gemälde und Skulpturen, exh. cat. (Hamburg: Galerie
Hans, 2008), no. 4 (as Raffaellino del Garbo), pp. 18-19.
25. Two photographs of the painting exist: one at the
Kunsthistorisches Institut, Florence (no. 241775), the
other at the Image Collections, National Gallery of Art,
Washington, DC (no. 0502600115). At both photo libraries
the painting is filed as Filippino Lippi. Its location is given
as the Schloss Roland, Düsseldorf, but I’ve not been able to
confirm this information. The reverse of the Washington
photograph includes a handwritten note claiming it was
once in the collection of the famous philosopher Wilhelm
von Humboldt (1767-1835); it also records a restoration
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in 1968 at the Wallraf-Richartz Museum, Cologne. The
attribution to Raffaellino is easily borne out by comparison
with his works of about 1498, such as the Pietà at the Alte
Pinakothek, Munich.
Panel, 61 x 42 cm; sold at Sotheby’s, London 27 May
1987, lot 63 (as “circle of Nicola [sic] Soggi”). In the
early twentieth century the work was with Schaeffer
Galleries in New York (Offner Archive, Image
Collections, National Gallery of Art, Washington, DC,
no. 1400409142 as Raffaellino del Garbo).
For a plausible though still tentative identification of
Pseudo-Granacci with Jacopo di Alessandro Formoser
alias Jacopo del Tedesco, see Takuma Ito, “Domenico
Ghirlandaio’s Santa Maria Novella Altarpiece: A
Reconstruction,” Mitteilungen des Kunsthistorichen Institutes
in Florenz 56 (2014): pp. 181-182.
Compare, for instance, the Pseudo-Granacci’s tondi
in Berlin (Gemäldegalerie, inv. I.201), Chaalis (Musée
Jacquemart-André, inv. 16), Charlotte (Mint Museum,
inv. 1936.2) or Cracow (Wawel Castle, inv. 7940).
See Ito, “Domenico Ghirlandaio’s Santa Maria
Novella altarpiece,” pp. 170-191, who rightly assigned
the Pseudo-Granacci in the landscape background
of Benedetto Ghirlandaio’s Saint Lucy with Tommaso
Cortesi (Florence, Santa Maria Novella), and most of
the predella panels to Ghirlandaio’s late Tornabuoni
altarpiece. To the Tornabuoni altarpiece he also
contributed the entire verso, as Everett Fahy observed
in Il giardino di San Marco: maestri e compagni del giovane
Michelangelo, ed. Paola Barrocchi, exh. cat. (Florence:
Casa Buonarroti, 1992), p. 51. He also painted the
predella of Ghirlandaio’s altarpiece in Rimini, for which
see Lisa Venturini in Maestri e botteghe: Pittura a Firenze alla
Fine del Quattrocento, eds. Mina Gregori, Antonio Paolucci,
and Cristina Acidini Luchinat, exh. cat. (Florence:
Palazzo Strozzi, 1992), no. 4.6, pp. 142-143.
Another artist seemingly trained by both Filippino
and Ghirlandaio is Francesco Granacci; see Fahy in Il
giardino di San Marco, pp. 49-52.
Inv. 250.CM.-223; panel, 92.7 x 69.9 cm. At the Cuneo
Mansion – home to about two dozen Italian paintings,
many of them unpublished – the painting bears an
unusual and improbable attribution to Pellegrino
Aretusi. My thanks to Lisa Cushing-Davis, Operations
Manager, for providing information about the work.
Compare Ridolfo’s panel in Florence (Galleria Palatina,
inv. 363) and the young Puligo’s in Budapest (Museum
of Fine Arts, inv. 54). For other examples, see Matteo
Gianeselli, “La ‘parlata classicata’: proposte per Ridolfo
del Ghirlandaio e la sua cerchia,” Arte Cristiana 99
(2011): pp. 295-302.
The tondo is recorded in an image at the Villa I Tatti (no.
101680), where it is filed as an anonymous Florentine work.
On its reverse the photograph has two handwritten notes by
Hermann Voss reading “Sodoma?” and “Granacci?” The
faces appear to have been “sweetened” according to a late
nineteenth- or early twentieth-century aesthetic.
For this virtually unknown picture, formerly at the
Neues Palais, Potsdam, and long thought destroyed,
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39.

see Viktoria Markova, Italian Paintings 14th-18th Centuries.
Catalogue (Moscow: Art-Volchonk, 2014), pp. 84-86.
My thanks to Don Luca Lazzari at San Domenico
for helping me examine the painting in person. To
my knowledge, the picture has been mentioned only
in passing. It is described by Ubaldo Pasqui and Ugo
Viviani, Guida illustrata storica, artistica e commerciale di Arezzo
e dintorni (Arezzo: Viviani, 1925), p. 151 as a Domenico
Pecori among works in the rectory “awaiting definitive
placement in the church”. It is not mentioned in Mario
Salmi, San Domenico e San Francesco di Arezzo (Rome: Del
Turco, 1951). At the Fototeca Zeri (inv. 47279) it is classed
as an anonymous Aretine. It might be the “tavola con
la Vergine fra due Santi nella chiesa di San Domenico”
attributed to Angelo di Lorentino in Mario Salmi, Mostra
delle opere di Bartolomeo della Gatta e della sua scuola nel Palazzo
Pretorio, 1-12 Ottobre 1930 (Arezzo: Enrico Zelli, 1930), p.
27. Interestingly, Saint Peter has been extensively altered.
A staff, now partly effaced, can clearly be seen in his
proper left hand extending toward the ground, and in the
Zeri photograph he holds in his right hand a crucifix, now
disappeared. Neither are among Peter’s typical attributes,
suggesting he originally represented another saint.
The painter’s physical presence in Arezzo might be
confirmed by the four frescoed medallions at the Museo
Nazionale, originally at the Municipio, depicting Saints
Lucy, Flora, Lucilla and Clare. Previously attributed to
Domenico Pecori or Angelo di Lorentino, these frescoes
are close to the Samaritan Woman panel, the dismembered
predella, and the altarpiece at San Domenico. For further
information on them, see Nicoletta Baldini, La bottega di
Bartolomeo della Gatta: Domenico Pecori e l’arte in terra d’Arezzo
tra Quattro e Cinquecento (Florence: Leo S. Olschki, 2004), p.
191 (with previous bibliography).
“in Arezzo la facciata che è sopra l’altare di S. Giovanni
Decollato, et in S. Agnesa una tavolina assai ben
lavorata; e nella Badia di S. Fiora, sopra un lavamani, in
una tavola un Cristo che chiede bere alla Samaritana,
e molte altre opere che per essere state ordinarie non
si raccontano”. Giorgio Vasari, Le Vite de’ più eccellenti
pittori, scultori ed architettori, ed. Gaetano Milanesi
(Florence: Sansoni, 1906), III, p. 477.
Two examples are Paolo Schiavo’s fresco over the lavabo
adjacent to the sacristy of Santa Croce, Florence, and
Cosimo Gamberucci’s fresco in the room adjacent
to the refectory of San Salvi in the same city. A
quattrocento washbasin with a large horizontal area for
a surmounting fresco is at the Badia Fiesolana; here,
however, the fresco dates to the seventeenth century,
presumably to replace a now lost fifteenth-century work.
The present lavabo at the Badia is topped by a large
rectangular pietra serena relief. Though the lavabo dates to
the 1620s, it is similar in size and shape to the Samaritan
Woman painting, and it may be worth asking if it is
based, at least in part, on an earlier sink from the late
Quattro- or early Cinquecento. See Andrea Andanti,
Giuliano Centrodi, and Michele Tocchi, eds., La Chiesa
della Badia in Arezzo: guida storico artistica (Città di Castello:
Petruzzi Editore, 2013), pp. 131-139, fig. 65. The
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41.

42.
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44.

sacristy itself dates to around 1500, and is therefore
contemporary with the painting in question.
See note 26 above. For Soggi, see Nicoletta Baldini,
Niccolò Soggi (Florence: Edifir, 1997).
Milanesi in Vasari, Le Vite, p. 477; Colnaghi, Dictionary, 1928,
p. 256. I wonder if this person was related to the Simone
Squarcialupi who founded the Castello della Fioraia, called
the Castello Squarcialupi, near Arezzo in the early fifteenth
century, for which see Baldini, La bottega di Bartolomeo della
Gatta, p. 149 n. 636. It is tempting to also suppose he was the
father of the Lionardo di Niccolò di Simone Squarcialupi,
a cimatore (textile trimmer) who in 1569 left money to the
chapel of Saint Ignatius at the Annunziata, Florence; see
Alana O’Brien, “Patronage, Liturgy, Art and Devotion
under the Tribune of the Santissima Annunziata, Florence,
Mid-Fifteenth to Early Seventeenth Centuries,” Römisches
Jahrbuch der Bibliotheca Hertziana 44 (2019/2020): p. 111.
Colnaghi, Dictionary, p. 256. In 1503 the administrators
of the Badia Fiorentina paid Niccolò for a painting he
made with Domenico Rossermini for an unspecified
church in Incisa Valdarno. On 4 September 1516 he
was commissioned to paint a panel for the Compagnia
della Santissima Trinità, Arezzo. By 1502 he was enrolled
in the Florentine painters’ guild, and was a member of
the Compagnia di San Paolo until 6 April 1505, when
his name was struck from the rolls. He was inscribed in
the Compagnia di San Luca in 1525. To these notices I
can add his payment in 1501 for painting the curtains at
the Pieve di Arezzo, published by Alessandro Del Vita,
“Inventari e documenti riguardanti antiche chiese aretine,”
Atti e memorie della Accademia Petrarca di Lettere, Arti e Scienze 1
(1920): p. 259. It is unclear why Vasari would have used the
surname “Zoccolo” instead of “Squarcialupi” unless the
former, like “Cartoni”, was another nickname.
Louis A. Waldman, “L’Incoronazione della Vergine per San
Girolamo sulla Costa, nel passaggio fra Rinascimento
e maniera,” in Norma e Capriccio: Spagnoli in Italia agli
esordi della maniera moderna, eds. Tommaso Mozzati and
Antonio Natali, exh. cat. (Florence: Galleria degli
Uffizi, 2013), pp. 87-99. The Master of Memphis was
initially isolated by Everett Fahy as the “Master known
as Niccolò Cartoni”. This pseudonym was based on
the assumption that the name “Cartoni”, used by
Vasari, reflected a reliance on Filippino’s cartoons, and
the observation the Memphis Master worked almost
exclusively from Filippino’s designs. For the painter’s
new name, taken after the altarpiece in Memphis
(Brooks Museum of Art, inv. 1961.190), see Jonathan
Katz Nelson in Patrizia Zambrano and Jonathan
Katz Nelson, Filippino Lippi (Milan: Electa, 2004), pp.
385-386. Most recently, see Matteo Gianeselli, “The
Crossing of the Red Sea in the Collection of Cardinal
Fesch,” Burlington Magazine 163 (2021): pp. 15-21.
For recent discussion, see Liletta Fornasari, Giancarlo
Gentilini, and Alessandra Giannotti, eds., Arte in Terra
d’Arezzo: il Quattrocento (Florence: Edifir, 2008); and Liletta
Fornasari and Paola Refice, eds., Rinascimento in terra
d’Arezzo: Da Beato Angelico a Bartolomeo della Gatta e Luca
Signorelli in Val di Chiana (Florence: Polistampa, 2012).
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APPENDIX: LIST OF WORKS
BY THE MASTER OF THE SAMARITAN WOMAN
Arezzo, San Domenico. Madonna and Child with Saints
John Baptist and Peter (fig. 17)
Barcelona, Setdart, 3 December 2020, lot 26. Tondo:
Holy Family with the Infant Saint John and an Angel (fig. 14)
Berlin, Private Collection (in 1922). Tondo: Holy Family
with the Infant Saint John
Chambéry, Musée des Beaux-Arts, M.155. Predella
panel: Virgin Annunciate (fig. 9; companion to Prague,
Trois-Rivières, and Vercelli?)
Cologne, Lempertz, 30 May 2020, lot 2005. Tondo:
Holy Family with the Infant Saint John (fig. 15)
Cracow, Archbishop’s Palace. Tondo: Holy Family with
the Infant Saint John
Europe, Private Collection. Christ and the Samaritan
Woman (fig. 1)
Florence, Cenacolo di San Salvi, inv. 1890, nos. 6076,
6077. Wings of a folding tabernacle: Annunciation, Blessed
Umiltà with a Donor, Saints John the Evangelist, Nicholas and Cecilia
Museo Bardini, Corsi Collection, 54. Madonna and Child
with the Infant Saint John
Hamburg, Galerie Hans (in 2008). Tondo: Holy Family
with the Infant Saint John
Indianapolis, IN, Indianapolis Museum of Art,
2015.30. Tondo: Holy Family with the Infant Saint John and
an Angel (same design as Richmond)
London, Sotheby’s, 27 May 1987, lot 63. Nativity
Milan, Finarte, 23-25 November 1964, lot 194.
Madonna and Child with the Infant Saint John (fig. 3)
Finarte, 23 October 2007, lot 530. Two panels: Saints
John the Baptist and Tobit (fig. 10)
New York, NY, Christie’s, 6 June 2012, lot 68. Christ
on the Cross with the Virgin, Saints Jerome, Mary Magdalen,
Francis and John the Evangelist
Christie’s, 9 June 2010, lot 4. Madonna Adoring the Child
with the Infant Saint John
Sotheby’s, 5 June 2014, lot 11. Tondo: Holy Family with
the Infant Saint John (fig. 12)
Palazzuolo sul Senio, Santo Stefano (dep. Gallerie
Fiorentine, inv. 1890 no. 5884). Madonna and Child with
Saints Dominic and Peter Martyr

Paris, Aguttes Neuilly, 10 December 2020, lot 5. Head
of Christ
Philadelphia, PA, Philadelphia Museum of Art, John
G. Johnson Collection, cat. 66. Madonna and Child
Prague, Fine Antiques, 24 November 2021, lot 3.
Predella panel: Dead Christ with Nicodemus, two Angels and
the Mourning Virgin (fig. 6; companion to Chambéry,
Trois-Rivières, and Vercelli?)
Richmond, VA, Virginia Museum of Fine Arts,
53.18.19. Tondo: Holy Family with the Infant Saint John and
an Angel (same design as Indianapolis)
Tainan, Chimei Museum, 0001788. Madonna Adoring
the Child with the Infant Saint John
Torre Canavesse (Turin), Private Collection (in 1984).
Tondo: Holy Family with the Infant Saint John (fig. 11)
Trois-Rivières, Musée Pierre-Boucher, 1987 1059
P. Fragment of a predella panel: Mourning Saint John
the Evangelist (partly repainted) (fig. 7; companion to
Chambéry, Prague and Trois-Rivières?)
Vercelli, Meeting Art S.P.A., 6 November 2016, lot
619. Predella panel: Saint Sylvester and the Dragon (fig. 8;
companion to Chambéry, Prague and Trois-Rivières?)
Vernon Hills, IL, Cuneo Mansion, CM.450-223.22.
Holy Family with the Infant Saint John.
Warsaw, Muzeum Narodowe, 34685. Tondo: Madonna
Adoring the Child with the Infant Saint John.
Whereabouts unknown, Madonna Adoring the Child
with the Infant Saint John and two Angels (fig. 2)
Madonna Adoring the Child with the Infant Saint John.
Photo: Fototeca Fahy inv. 408735 (as the Master of the
Naumburg Madonna)
Nativity (fig. 13)
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For Gaby and Mathieu

Two bronze Crucifixion groups
designed by Michelangelo
PAU L JOAN N I DES

INTRODUCTION
A recent book, to which several scholars contributed,
has focused attention on the subject of Michelangelo
and bronze sculpture, providing both a summary
of much that was already known, and a stimulus for

1
further investigation. It is in part this publication that
has prompted the present writer to reconsider two
bronze Calvary groups that students of Michelangelo
have puzzled about and addressed, if intermittently and
fitfully, for over a century.2 Both show Christ crucified
between the repentant thief, Dismas – the earliest
saint in the Christian calendar – on his right, and the
unrepentant thief, Gestas, on his left.
The first group, whose figures are solid-cast (fig. 1), is
traditionally associated with Michelangelo. Owned
by the Musei Civici di Milano, Castello Sforzesco,
it can be traced back to the collection of the
Milanese painter- connoisseur-collector, Giuseppe
Bossi (1777-1815).3

Fig. 1 / Christ Crucified
between Dismas and Gestas,
after models by Michelangelo
of ca. 1525, bronze, Milan,
Castello Sforzesco.

The second group, similar but not identical in size,
is owned by the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New
York (fig. 2).4 It first came to light in 1899 in a sale
by the famous dealer Stefano Bardini (as no. 41);
presumably unsold, it was re-offered by Bardini in
1918 in a luxuriously catalogued sale at the American
Art Association, New York, as no. 108, attributed
to Zaccaria Zacchi da Volterra (1473-1544) after a
design by Michelangelo.5 The ascription to Zaccaria
Zacchi, Michelangelo’s immediate contemporary,
rather than to another, more famous native of Volterra,

Daniele Ricciarelli, who was closely associated with
Michelangelo but only from ca. 1550, is worthy of note.6
The group seems to have been bought at the 1918 sale
by a private collector from whom it was acquired for
the Metropolitan Museum in 1937; it was published
that year in a fine article by John Goldsmith Phillips.7
In this group, which is hollow-cast, while Christ and
Saint Dismas are quite unlike the corresponding figures
in Milan, the pose of Gestas is the same.8 But the two
casts of Gestas were not taken from the same model, for
that in New York is some 4.6 cm (about 20%) shorter
than that in Milan, more than would be accounted for
by after-casting shrinkage.9 It is my hunch – but only a
hunch – that the solid casts were produced in the first
half of the sixteenth century.
The groups in Milan and New York differ from one
another, but each is internally coherent, thematically,
emotionally and stylistically; that in both groups
Gestas’s pose is nearly identical is motivated spiritually
and theologically. As far as I am aware, no other
complete examples survive of either group but there are
repetitions of individual figures, some more numerous
than others. Thus, several versions of the New York
Christ exist, most of them in Spain, although how many
of these might antedate the seventeenth century is
an open question; one example recorded by Pacheco,
will be discussed below.10 I am aware of no other cast
of any period of the New York Dismas but repetitions of
both Milanese thieves exist. A fine pair, also solid cast,
was on the London art market in 2013 (fig. 3).11
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Fig. 2 / Christ Crucified
between Dismas and Gestas,
after models by Michelangelo
of ca. 1525 (Gestas) and 15331534, bronze, New York, 27.3
x 20.3 x 4.6 cm (Christ); 23.8
x 18.4 x 6 cm (Thief); 23.2
x 22.2 x 7.3 cm (Thief), The
Metropolitan Museum of Art.
Fig. 3 / Dismas and Gestas,
after models by Michelangelo
of ca. 1525, bronze, 25.5 x
26; 25 x 26 cm, London, Art
Market (formerly).
Fig. 4 / Christ Crucified, after
a model by Michelangelo of
ca. 1525, bronze, 40 x 31 cm,
Private Collection.
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Another pair, included in a bronze Calvary group
where they f lank an unrelated Christ, is in the
Dommuseum, Hildesheim.12 A solid cast of Gestas
is in the Museo Bardini.13 The thieves were also
reproduced in other media: in boxwood, auctioned
in London, in 1989; and in terracotta, f lanking an
unrelated Christ, auctioned in London in 2006.14 A
second version of the Milanese Corpus, also solidcast, appeared in France in 2019 and has recently
( June 2022) been acquired by a prestigious private
collection (fig. 4). As far as I can judge from a
side-by-side comparison, it differs in no significant
respect from the version in Milan – including
weight – and seems to me to be its equal in quality.15
Previously unnoticed testimony to the pictorial
impact of the Milan thieves is found in their
adaptation in a relief of the Lamentation by Guglielmo
della Porta, which exists in many examples in
diverse media (fig. 5).16 But much more interesting,
and demonstrating knowledge of the two thieves
outside Michelangelo’s immediate circle, is that
they were quoted verbatim by the Milanese
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painter Simone Peterzano (1540-1599) in a Deposition
probably executed shortly after 1570 in the Musée
des Beaux-Arts, Strasbourg (fig. 6).17 Peterzano
shows Dismas from the front and, more significantly,
Gestas obliquely from the rear, confirming his direct
knowledge of a cast. Perhaps the Castello Sforzesco
group had already arrived in Milan in the later
sixteenth century. Might it have been owned by Leone
Leoni? Notwithstanding his appalling character,
Leoni was on friendly terms with Michelangelo and
the two exchanged gifts.

LOW RES

In addition to complete figures, fragmentary casts of
Gestas, presumably made after the original model
had lost its arms and calves, are to be found in several
collections: they have invariably been described as
after a model by Michelangelo and, indeed, attracted
scholarly attention well before the complete figure
was known.18 They are rather beautiful, stylistically
close to, and inviting comparison with, the great terracruda recumbent male nude, also fragmentary, made
by Michelangelo in preparation for a New Sacristy
River God. Given by Michelangelo to Bartolommeo
Ammanati, and now in the Accademia delle Arti dei
Disegni, Florence, the River God too was reproduced
and amplified in small bronzes and terracottas.19

Fig. 5 / Guglielmo della Porta,
The Lamentation, ca. 1560,
stucco, 47.5 x 34.5 cm, Paris,
Art Market (formerly).

Although neither is documented, the two Crucifixion
groups’ association with Michelangelo – surprisingly
in so contested a field – has more often been accepted
than rejected.20 While no scholar has, I think,
ventured to attribute the casting or chasing of either
group, or of any of the individual figures, to the
master himself, most have agreed that they reproduce
models – or models reproducing models – by
Michelangelo. The relation between the two groups
has not been elucidated but it is the contention of the
present writer, who shares the general view that both
groups were cast from models by Michelangelo, that
notwithstanding their shared figure of Gestas, they
are separate creations and were conceived several
years apart.

Fig. 6 / Simone Peterzano,
The Deposition, 1580s,
oil on slate, 52 x 35 cm,
Strasbourg, Musée des
Beaux-Arts.
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MICHELANGELO’S TREATMENTS
OF THE CRUCIFIED CHRIST
Sculptures
It was recorded by Vasari and Condivi that as a
teenager Michelangelo executed a Crucified Christ
in wood as a gift for the Prior of Santo Spirito in
gratitude for permission to participate in dissections.
This sculpture, long unrecognized, was rediscovered
by Margit Lisner in the early 1960s, and has recently
returned to Santo Spirito after having been displayed
for many decades in Casa Buonarroti (fig. 7).21
Seventy years later, in 1562, Michelangelo expressed
his intention of carving another Crucified Christ and
requested that his nephew Leonardo send to him from
Florence his wood-working tools.22 It is unlikely that
he ever began work on this sculpture, but the small
wooden Christ in Casa Buonarroti, rediscovered in
1965 by Charles de Tolnay – self-evidently a late work
and intensely emotional – was probably whittled in
preparation for the wooden Corpus that Michelangelo
planned to carve (fig. 8).23

Fig. 7 / Michelangelo, Crucifix, ca. 1491, wood,
142 x 135 cm, Florence, Santo Spirito.
Fig. 8 / Michelangelo, Sketch for a Crucifix, 1562,
wood, height 27 cm, Florence, Casa Buonarroti.
Fig. 9 / Michelangelo, Three Marble Blocks, early
1520s, pen and ink, Florence, Casa Buonarroti ,
vol. I, 154, fol. 274.

In addition to wood sculptures, there is
incontrovertible evidence that Michelangelo intended
to carve a Crucified Christ in marble, on a large
scale. In the Archivio Buonarroti is a drawing, dating
with virtual certainty to the 1520s, of three blocks,
on which Michelangelo inscribed dimensions, for
a Christ Crucified with the Virgin and Saint John
(fig. 9): the corpus of Christ was to be four braccia tall
by three and a half braccia wide, with the Saviour's
arms stretched out horizontally and his head seen
frontally or, perhaps, tilted. The Virgin and Saint
John were each to be three and three-quarter braccia
tall. Whether these blocks were actually quarried
is unknown.24 Michelangelo’s project would have
been spectacular, innovative and virtuosic: not until
Cellini’s Crucified Christ of 1562 (whose model was
ready by 1555), in the Escorial, did a Florentine
sculptor attempt to carve an over-life-size Crucified
Christ in marble.25
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Fig. 10 / Michelangelo, The
Torso of Christ Crucified,
early 1520s, black chalk, 25.5
x 28.5 cm, London, British
Museum.
Fig. 11 / Unidentified
draughtsman after
Michelangelo, A Group of
Crucified Men, original ca.
1504, pen and ink, 32.9 x 25.3
cm, Hamburg, Kunsthalle.
Fig. 12 / Michelangelo, A
Crucified Martyr, ca. 1504,
pen and ink, 33.5 x 16.8 cm,
Paris, Musée du Louvre.

I suggested half-a-century ago that this group was
conceived in the early-to-mid-1520s, for a Calvary
planned to stand against the rear wall of the cappelletta
of the New Sacristy, but abandoned when the figural
complement of the project was truncated.26 This
remains my view but, whether or not it is correct, to
be ready to order measured blocks for such a group,
Michelangelo must have made preparatory models
in wax and/or clay, as well, of course, as drawings;
a richly but severely modelled black chalk study now
in the British Museum, universally accepted as by
Michelangelo and executed in the 1520s but not
previously connected with any specific project, was
probably made for this scheme. It clearly represents
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the torso of the Crucified Christ and would have been
drawn at a fairly advanced stage of preparation (fig. 10).27
But there is no indication that this group was intended
to include Dismas and Gestas and, indeed, if the
location I proposed is correct, there would have been
no room for them.

Drawings
We have no knowledge of other sculptures of the
Crucified Christ planned by Michelangelo, but
he drew the subject many times and some of his
drawings require discussion. And, as a preliminary,
it should be added that around the middle of the

first decade Michelangelo made many studies for
a Martyrdom of the 10,000, no doubt intended for a
large – if undocumented – fresco. Several copies of
figure-groups survive – one by Alonso Berruguete
who was in close contact with Michelangelo and who
had access to some of his drawings and models – and
these display a great variety of poses (fig. 11).28 Several
drawings of individual martyrs survive, both originals
and copies. Most of the martyrs that Michelangelo
devised for this scheme – and there were certainly
more than are now known – were extraordinarily
inventive. Most would have been inappropriate for
Christ but one figure, at least, provided the germ for
Gestas (fig. 12).29
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From the first half of the 1520s survives a nowfragmentary sheet of drawings that is indicative of
Michelangelo’s turn of mind. Its three components
– in the British Museum, the Casa Buonarroti, and
Christ Church – have not always been connected
and have sometimes been dated differently, but the
London fragment carries an initial idea for the head
of the Victory as does the verso of the Christ Church
fragment.30 The most significant of the fragments, that
in Florence, as widely recognized, bears a sketch for
Dismas and was specifically related by Janice Shell to the
Milan bronze (fig. 13); the recto of the Oxford fragment
shows a rather rigid figure of a crucified man, probably
Christ but perhaps an alternative idea for Dismas.31 The
original form of the sheet cannot be reconstructed with
sufficient certainty to establish that the two figures were
directly related, but it seems that in it Michelangelo
was trying out ideas for a Crucifixion group. Probably
contemporaneously, he made a small sketch of a
different Crucified Christ, which is now in the British
Museum; although complete in itself, it was obviously
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cut from a larger page, of which no other fragments
have so far been identified (fig. 14).32
Also datable to the 1520s is Michelangelo’s famous
drawing, the so-called Three Crosses (fig. 15), which
shows the Crucifixion underway. Like a page in Haarlem
representing the Deposition with which it is often associated,
the Three Crosses may have been made in preparation for
a relief, most likely in bronze, following the examples
of Donatello and Bertoldo (Florence, Bargello) both of
which Michelangelo would have known well. But unlike
the Haarlem Deposition, of which reliefs both in plaster –
including an example in Casa Buonarroti – and bronze
survive, no plastic translation of the Three Crosses is
known.33 It was suggested by Johannes Wilde that one or
the other design might have been devised for Cardinal
Domenico Grimani, who requested a quadretto from
Michelangelo in two letters of 1523, and this seems
plausible, if hardly provable.34 But it is also possible that
the Three Crosses was made to prepare a (large?) painting
to be executed by another artist.

Fig. 13 / Michelangelo,
Study for Saint Dismas, early
1520s, pen and ink, 10.6
x 7.4 cm, Florence, Casa
Buonarroti.
Fig. 14 / Michelangelo,
Christ Crucified, early
1520s, red chalk, 9.4 x 6 cm,
London, British Museum.
Fig. 15 / Michelangelo, The
Three Crosses, mid-1520s,
red chalk, 39.3 x 28 cm,
London, British Museum.
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In the early 1530s, a few years after the Three Crosses,
Michelangelo drew at least two similar studies of the
Crucified Christ, one known in the original, and
another in two copies (see figs. 30 and 31). These will
be discussed in more detail below, but here it suffices
to say that they represent a different vision of the
Crucified Christ. He is shown with his arms raised
at a steep angle, his calves crossed, left over right,
with each foot nailed separately to the Cross. This
treatment, as pointed out by Gómez-Moreno and
Phillips, corresponds to the visionary description of
the Crucifixion by Saint Bridget of Sweden, and is
a marker of Michelangelo’s reawakening interest in
Gothic forms and Gothic spirituality.36

Fig. 16 / Michelangelo,
Christ Crucified (for Vittoria
Colonna), early 1540s,
black chalk, 36.8 x 26.8 cm,
London, British Museum.

We are unused to crowd scenes by Michelangelo,
however, the Three Crosses is a design of great ambition
and worthy of careful consideration. It reveals that
Michelangelo conceived of Christ’s sacrifice in an
interlocutory mode, and thus alerts us to a common
thread in most, if not quite all, of his individual
studies of the Crucified Christ. Even in the last
moments of his Passion, the Saviour communicates.
In the Three Crosses he looks to, perhaps even
addresses, the angel f luttering at the upper right,
perhaps interceding for the soul of Dismas here,
uniquely, placed at Christ’s left.35

A decade later, now resident in Rome, Michelangelo
gave Vittoria Colonna the famous drawing in the
British Museum, of the Saviour uttering his final
words (fig. 16).37 In this, a radically different vision of
Christ, based on the Laocoön, he wears a ridged loincloth. Reproduced extensively in prints and paintings,
some by Marcello Venusti, Vittoria’s drawing became
one of the most famous of all images of the Crucified
Christ. Also from the 1540s dates another of Christ
Crucified – in which he is clad in a more conventional
loin cloth (Princes Gate Collection, the Courtauld
Institute), a demonstration of Michelangelo’s capacity
for variant treatments of the same subject (fig. 17). This
drawing too, which had a limited after-life in painting,
was presumably made as a gift, but we are ignorant of
its recipient.38
In his final years, Michelangelo obsessively returned
to the Crucifixion, of which he made a series of
drawings, some quite large, either of Christ isolated
or with the Virgin and Saint John in attendance.
Michelangelo alternates between showing Christ with
his arms stretched-out horizontally (fig. 18),39 or raised
at various angles, shallower or steeper, sometimes

on a Y-shaped cross. Several other drawings, smaller
and more fragmentary and a few copies of lost ones,
testify to further experiments with the subject, and it is
evident that, as he approached death, it acquired preeminent importance for Michelangelo.40 In no surviving
example of this late series did he include the thieves,
but in nearly all these drawings, the interlocutory mode
persists, often with unbearable poignancy.

Fig. 17 / Michelangelo, Christ
Crucified, early 1540s, black
chalk, 42.5 x 29.7 cm, London,
Princes Gate Collection,
Courtauld Institute.
Fig. 18 / Michelangelo, Christ
on the Cross between the Virgin
and Saint John, 1550-1560,
black chalk and white lead
(oxidized in places), 41 x 27.8
cm, London, British Museum.

EVIDENCE FOR MICHELANGELO’S AUTHORSHIP OF
THE DESIGNS OF THE TWO BRONZE GROUPS AND
SIXTEENTH-CENTURY RESPONSES TO THEM
Although, as remarked above, Michelangelo’s
responsibility for the designs of the two bronze groups
has generally been accepted, the evidence for this
attribution, visual and textual, is scattered and patchy
and deserves systematic consideration. In line with my
judgement of the respective – if approximate – dating of
the two groups, it seems best to begin with that in Milan.
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THE CASTELLO SFORZESCO GROUP
1. Dismas, as Charles Avery explained, turns in towards
Christ, straining against his bonds.41 The drawing in
Casa Buonarroti (see fig. 13) is obviously related to this
figure, as Shell observed, and Michelangelo employed
the same motif, a little modified and in reverse, in the
Three Crosses. The Milan Dismas and not the New York
Dismas was, as noted above, adapted by Guglielmo
della Porta and copied by Simone Peterzano.
Furthermore, there is also a close relation between this
figure and a drawing in the Louvre, from the circle of
Michelangelo, generally placed in the decade 15301540.42 It should be noted that cords tether the wrists
and ankles of Dismas and Gestas who were to be shown
tied to their crosses; but both their ankles and hands
were subsequently drilled through so that they could be
attached to their crosses by rods.
2. The corpus of Christ is self-consciously Tuscan and
Florentine in inspiration. The extension of Christ’s arms
in a severe horizontal probably comes from duecento
prototypes but his forms, particularly his torso, seem to
have been developed from the example of Donatello’s
great bronze Crucifix in the Santo in Padua, which
Michelangelo would have seen during his excursion to
Venice in 1494, and for which he might also have known
preparatory models or small copies. As in Donatello’s
Christ, the loin-cloth is not an added element but integral
to the conception.43 Christ’s forms share the solidity,
compactness and rectangularity seen in the Crucified
Christ in the reliefs of Donatello and Bertoldo.44

Fig. 19 / Michelangelo, Pietà,
ca. 1542, black chalk, 28.9 x
18.9 cm, Boston, The Isabella
Stewart Gardner Museum.
Fig. 20 / Detail of fig. 4.
Fig. 21 / Michelangelo, The
Risen Christ (detail), completed
1521, marble, Rome, Santa
Maria sopra Minerva.

In relation to these prototypes, however, Michelangelo
further condensed Christ’s form by approaching his
legs. The rectangular formulation of Christ’s torso, the
horizontal stretch of his arms and his approached legs
are striking features of the British Museum fragment
(see fig. 14), in which he also wears a loin-cloth, and it
seems likely that this was among Michelangelo’s earliest
studies for the figure. The most obvious differences
between the drawing and the bronze are that in
the latter Michelangelo has elongated the Saviour’s
proportions – a common practice in his work – and has
bent his head downwards in near profile to his right
at an angle of about 45˚– a motif perhaps inspired
by another Florentine forerunner, Tino da Camaino.

The same type of geometricized torso is seen in the
Pietà (Boston, Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum) that
Michelangelo drew for Vittoria Colonna in the early
1540s (fig. 19).45
Michelangelo invested Christ’s torso with great pathos:
in line with his interests in the 1520s – seen at an
extreme in the Atlas and the Awakening Slave – he has
accentuated the elevation of the rib cage and the
stretching of the abdomen, an expressive area that
becomes a leitmotif in Michelangelo’s subsequent
representations of the Crucified Christ.46 In Christ’s
bent head Michelangelo reinforces the interlocutory
theme, for its angle complements the upward turn of
Dismas’s face. But this angle is also appropriate for
Christ’s farewell to the grieving Virgin. The forms
of the Milan Christ would be ideal for execution in
marble and the figure would fit neatly into the Archivio
Buonarroti’s block drawing.47
This type of Christ may at first sight seem less
innovative than the crossed-legged version. But
its inventiveness transpires when it is compared
with carved crucifixes of the early Cinquecento by
other sculptors. There is also a distant evocation of
Michelangelo’s Santo Spirito Christ in some aspects

of the pose: thus, seen in profile Christ’s right foot
similarly protrudes before his left, but Christ in the
bronze has a much more developed and powerful
body. And the bronze has a link with another work by
Michelangelo: Christ’s head and hair resemble closely
the features of the Apollonian Risen Christ in Santa
Maria sopra Minerva, completed in 1521 (figs. 20
and 21). This similarity further supports a date for the
invention of the Castello Sforzesco Christ to ca. 1520
and raises the possibility that the bronze was cast from
a model prepared for the marble Crucifixion group.
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rendering such as Zenoi’s print, or from a cast in his
own possession, or one owned by Leone Leoni, with
whom he was on friendly terms until Leoni attempted
to murder Orazio in 1560, is an open question. But the
Bologna fragment, in which Christ is viewed obliquely
from the left, suggests that Titian knew Michelangelo’s
figure in three dimensions. There are also notable
similarities between the Milan Corpus and Christ in
Jacopo Bassano’s Calvary which exists in a large fresco
at Cartigliano and a small oil painting on slate in the
Museu Nacional d’Art de Catalunya.51

Fig. 22 / Domenico Zenoi,
Crucifixion, ca. 1560?,
engraving, 33 x 21.8 cm,
Florence, Uffizi, Gabinetto
dei Disegni e delle Stampe.
Fig. 23 / Leoni Leone, Christ
Crucified, bronze, 1560s?, 35
x 32.5 cm, Private Collection.

Finally, the bronze looks to Michelangelo’s later work:
seen from the front Christ’s head lies in profile against
his right shoulder, a motif that recurs in the sketchmodel in Casa Buonarroti (see fig. 8).
Compact in its form and understated in its emotion,
the Milan Corpus had some progeny, but in North rather
than Central Italy. It was represented very accurately in an
engraving by the little-known Venetian printmaker, Domenico
Zenoi (fig. 22), active between ca. 1560 and ca. 1580.48

Its most direct echo in sculpture is a recently rediscovered bronze Corpus by Leone Leoni (fig. 23)
probably of the 1560s.49 To study the two figures
side-by-side makes it clear that the one is based on,
but does not slavishly follow, the other. Michelangelo’s
design also seems to have been the inspiration for
Christ in Titian’s Ancona Crucifixion of ca. 1558 (fig.
24), the small variant of that figure by his son Orazio,
documented to 1559, and the large unfinished fragment
of Christ Crucified with Saint Dismas, in the Pinacoteca

Fig. 24 / Titian, The
Crucifixion with the Virgin
and Saint John, 1558, oil
on canvas, 371 x 197 cm,
Ancona, Museo Civico.
Fig. 25 / Titian, Christ
Crucified with Saint Dismas,
ca. 1560, oil on canvas, 137 x
149 cm, Bologna, Pinacoteca
Nazionale.

Nazionale in Bologna, which must be of the same
moment (fig. 25). By the later 1550s, Titian was
retreating from the Michelangelism of the Last Judgement
phase, which had so dominated his imagination
following his return from Rome in 1546, and was
reconsidering Michelangelo’s earlier work; thus, he
is recorded as owning a cast of the Minerva Christ
which he quoted in the Christ Appearing to the Virgin after
the Passion in Santa Maria, Medole.50 Whether Titian
knew Michelangelo’s Milan Corpus from a graphic

3. Gestas, the most dramatic of the three figures
was, as has long been noted, copied in a frequently
reproduced drawing – perhaps made from memory –
in Haarlem which is generally dated ca. 1560 (fig. 26).52
Inscribed “il ladrone di Michelangelo”, it testifies to
the figure’s fame. The unidentified draughtsman may
have been no more than an amateur, but the figure’s
extreme elongation suggests that the drawing comes
from the circle of Guglielmo della Porta, although it is
not in Guglielmo’s distinctive pen style. However, there
are two independent quotations of the pose of Gestas
which are probably earlier. One is in an engraving of
Calvary, published in 1553, but perhaps reprinting an
earlier plate by an unidentified engraver (fig. 27).53
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The other is by Cristofano Gherardi in his pendentive
fresco of Prometheus in the Sala di Prometeo in the
Castello Bufalini, San Giustino, underway between
1537 and 1553. Gherardi’s fresco was sufficiently
striking to be engraved (in reverse) by Cherubino
Alberti in 1580 (figs. 28 and 29).54
Fig. 26 / Unidentified
draughtsman after
Michelangelo, Gestas, ca. 1560?,
pen and ink, 26 x 11.6 cm,
Haarlem, Teylers Museum.
Fig. 27 / Unidentified engraver,
Calvary, ca. 1540, engraving,
47.7 x 35 cm, London, British
Museum.

Fig. 28 / Cristofano Gherardi,
Prometheus, ca. 1537-1550,
fresco, Città di Castello, Casa
Bufalini.
Fig. 29 / Cherubino Alberti
after Cristofano Gherardi,
Prometheus, 1580, engraving,
41.1 x 28 cm, London, British
Museum.

In Michelangelo’s own work Gestas bears close relation
to the figure in the pen-drawing in the Louvre (see
fig. 12) mentioned above that I believe to have been
made in preparation for the Martyrdom of 10,000.55 The
correspondence is not exact, but the figure’s writhing
movement, the lower leg pressing against the cross are
obviously related. And, of course, this fragmentary
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version of Gestas was associated with Michelangelo
even before the complete version of the figure became
widely known.
In the Castello Sforzesco’s thieves, the only examples
that I have so far been able to handle and study closely,
Gestas is a considerably older man than Dismas and,
implicitly, more deeply dyed in iniquity. His hair
recedes, and he has a moustache. It might be thought
that this identifies him as an Ottoman man – frequently
shown with moustaches – but since Michelangelo used
a moustached model in one of his studies for a seated
prophet for the Julius tomb, this is not a necessary
conclusion.
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THE METROPOLITAN MUSEUM GROUP
1. The New York Dismas has been little considered
even by those who have looked most closely at the
group; so far as I am aware, it has been observed only
by Michael Riddick that it bears a strikingly close
resemblance to Christ in the Three Crosses (see fig. 15).56
Michelangelo evidently transferred his invention
from one composition to the other. Tapering at the
feet, twisting up towards Christ but with less effort
than in the Milan group, he seems to be anticipating
his salvation in a way that, although calmer, is very
moving.
2. We have more visual and textual evidence for the
conception and afterlife of Christ in the New York
group than for any of the other figures. The most
obvious and immediate is Michelangelo’s black chalk
drawing in Haarlem (fig. 30; its dimensions are close in
size to the New York bronze)57 in the highly plastic style
of Michelangelo’s Last Judgement studies which implies
for it a date of ca. 1533. This drawing, in which Christ’s
torso is sketched again from the side, perhaps from a
live model, shows him more or less frontally, his arms
lifted in a steep “V”, his head fallen forward and his
legs crossed right over left at the calves. Michelangelo
also considered reversing the pose, for he outlined it
on the verso of the sheet, a practice found both earlier
and later in his work. It was this reversed pose, with the
left leg crossed over the right, the opposite direction
to that witnessed by Saint Bridget in her vision, that
Michelangelo adopted in the Metropolitan Christ and
that was followed in its successors.
Fig. 30 / Michelangelo,
Study for Christ Crucified,
ca. 1533?, black chalk, 33.1
x 22.9 cm, Haarlem, Teylers
Museum.
Fig. 31 / After Michelangelo by
an unidentified copyist, Christ
Crucified, ca. 1533?, black
chalk, 24.6 x 12.4 cm, Windsor
Castle, Royal Collection Trust.

Two further drawings, copies of the same lost original,
at Windsor (fig. 31) and the Louvre again show the
right calf crossing the left; Christ’s arms are tried
in two positions in the former (but not the latter,
which the copyist may have edited), but the steeper
angle was the final choice.58 It is somewhat fuller
than Michelangelo’s Haarlem sketch, and with more
attention to surface.59
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Also relevant is a pen drawing, in the Louvre,
unmistakably by Raffaello da Montelupo who worked
with Michelangelo in Florence in the period to about
1534 (fig. 32).60 This shows a Christ closer in emaciation
to the New York bronze; here, however, his calves are not
crossed and his arms rise at a shallower angle. This page
of drawings, including a view of Christ’s torso and thighs
from the left, was probably made after a different model
by Michelangelo, and suggests that he experimented
with a cluster of variants of Christ’s pose, related to, but
not necessarily leading up to, that in New York.61
The New York Corpus type was, as often noted, the
pattern – only minimally adapted – for the relief of
the Crucifixion (fig. 33) on Jacopo del Duca’s famous
Sacrament tabernacle, executed in the years immediately
following Michelangelo’s death, some of whose
reliefs were inspired by Michelangelo’s ideas. Outside
Michelangelo’s immediate circle, this Christ seems to have
had no further after-life in Italy. But it had an extensive
one in Spain. As Gómez-Moreno first established, it
was referred to reverently in his El arte de la pintura by
Francisco Pacheco who wrote: “...but as regards the
revival of this method [of making matte encarnaciones
or skin colours] and the new light and life it has given
to good sculpture, dare I say, quite truthfully, that I was
amongst the first to do so, from about the year 1600,
at least in Seville; because on 17 January of that year, I
painted with mate [encarnación] the first bronze crucifix
with four nails by Michelangelo that Juan Baptista
Franconio, the notable silversmith, cast and brought from
Rome.”62 Pacheco appears to have pigmented at least
two aftercasts of the bronze that Franconio brought back
from Rome.63 His small painted Crucifix of 1637 (Private
Collection) shows a Christ unmistakably based on the
New York model with an added loincloth.64
Pacheco returned to the figure later in his book:
“Michelangelo, the great light of painting and
sculpture, made the model for a crucifix one tercia
high, with four nails, which we enjoy today; this model
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was brought to this city (Seville) cast in bronze by
Juan Baptista Franconio, worthy silversmith, in the
year 1597, and after having shared its richness with
all [the city's] painters and sculptors, he gave the
original to Pablo de Céspedes, who reverently hung it
around his neck.” 65 There are numerous treatments
of Christ Crucified by Spanish sculptors influenced by
Michelangelo’s figure, and they have been discussed
by Gómez-Moreno and Riddick, both of whom
reproduce examples of different sizes and in different
media. But as well as generating reproductions and
copies, Michelangelo’s Crucified Christ, when studied
and reinterpreted by a Juan Martínez Montañés, could
inspire, in his toweringly great Crucificado de la Clemencia,
a masterpiece of equivalent stature.

THE INTERNAL COHERENCE OF THE TWO GROUPS
As remarked above, apart from the shared Gestas the
two groups are dissimilar in all respects save that
of scale. They present different types of religious
experience. But before analyzing this, a few words
should be said about the Gestas, whose powerful and
memorable pose has been described and analyzed
by Charles Avery with characteristically precise
eloquence: the bronze “... shows the Bad Thief averting
his head from Christ and turning it sharply to his left
(the “sinister” side) and downwards (notionally in the
direction of Hell); he tugs away from his right arm, so
that his left arm is slightly relaxed, his thorax is rotated
in the same direction, though from the waist down his
torso remains frontal. He also pushes himself away
from the cross to which he is nailed with his sharply
bent left leg.”66 This, surely, is the key. Gestas, contorted
with physical pain and spiritual agony, turns away from
Christ; having rejected his opportunity of salvation
his pose encapsulates his fate: Hell, as Michelangelo
knew from Dante, is eternal stasis or eternal repetition;
isolated from the Saviour and from Dismas, his former
companion in evil, Gestas’s torment – spiritual and
physical – is unending, his pose unchanging.

Fig. 32 / Raffaello
da Montelupo after
Michelangelo, Christ
Crucified, ca. 1534, pen,
24.4 x 12.3 cm, Paris,
Musée du Louvre.
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Saint Dismas, by contrast, is saved and his pose and
attitude must be coordinated with Christ’s. In the
Milan bronze, his arms are aligned with those of the
Saviour to whom he turns his head, as the head of the
Saviour, perhaps now expired, leans toward him. Avery
again: “... the Good Thief presses upwards, bracing his
arms against the cross and raising his face urgently
towards the Saviour as he addresses him he strains
against his bonds, but his effort is that of ardour, calm
when contrasted with the contortion of Gestas. The
visual link is cogent and Dismas is posed in Christ’s
imitation.”67
The psychological and formal structure of the Milan
group presupposes that the three figures should be
placed in near horizontal alignment, with Dismas and
Gestas placed only a little below Christ.

Fig. 33 / Jacomo del Duca,
The Crucifixion (relief from
the Farnese Sacrament
Tabernacle), late 1560s,
bronze, Padula, Certosa di
San Lorenzo.

The New York group takes another path. Its
form presumably came about when Michelangelo
decided to experiment with a more directly frontal
treatment of Christ, and to exploit the motif of
his crossed calves. In the early 1530s he began
more seriously to pursue varied motifs from the
Duecento and Trecento, and he decided, perhaps
in response to early trecento wood sculpture such
as that by Giovanni Pisano, to raise Christ’s arms.
In consequence, he revised the figure of Dismas,
adapting his pose from the Three Crosses. This group
must have been arranged with the thieves placed on a
lower level. Dismas, his arms lifted at an angle similar
to that of Christ’s arms – the trope of imitation
persists – raises himself to gaze at the Saviour. His
body expresses aspiration rather than effort as he
transcends his suffering. The coordination of Christ
and Dismas remains Michelangelo’s principal
concern but accomplished in a new way.
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To summarize: the Dismas and Christ of the Milan
group are designed to be seen together, and the
Dismas and Christ of the New York group are
designed to be seen together. The Milan Christ could
not co-exist with the New York Dismas, nor could the
Milan Dismas co-exist with the New York Christ.

THE FUNCTION(S) OF THE TWO GROUPS
Charles de Tolnay hypothesized that the New York
group was created with the altar of the New Sacristy
in mind in which case it might have been a late
substitute for the marble Crucifixion group that I
have suggested was intended for the cappelletta, placed
on rather than behind and above the altar.68 The idea
is intriguing and the evidence for the invention of the
New York group coincides in date with the last phase
of the New Sacristy. But while De Tolnay’s hypothesis
cannot be dismissed, no record substantiates the
presence of such a bronze group in the New Sacristy.
In this writer’s opinion, whatever the origins of their
designs, both groups seem likely to have been cast as
gifts. The identities of their recipients can only be
conjectured, but Michelangelo must have received
many more requests for minor works than have been
recorded. Cardinal Domenico Grimani’s “quadretto”
would not have been an isolated request.69
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1.
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Victoria Avery et al., Michelangelo Sculptor in Bronze
(London: Philip Wilson, 2019). My article was
effectively complete by early 2020 but was successively
revised as new information came to light or as new
ideas occurred. In May 2022, I was preparing this final
version for publication when Michael Riddick (email
of 21 May) drew my attention to Stefano l’Occaso
and Michela Zurlo, Michelangelo. I bronzi della Passione,
a booklet accompanying an exhibition at the Museo
di Palazzo Ducale, Mantua, 18 March-15 June 2022,
of which I was unaware. This study, much indebted
to Riddick’s work, addresses primarily the Milan
Corpus, which the authors associate with Mantua, but
it inevitably overlaps with other parts of the present
piece. I do not think that it invalidates anything I have
said and, indeed, notwithstanding our different starting
points, the authors and I are generally in agreement.
Giancarlo Gentilini, “‘Quell’amor divino c’aperse a
prender noi,’n croce le bracciaʼ. Crocifissi e crocifissioni
di Michelangelo Buonarroti,” in Michelangelo
1564/2014. Incontrare un artista universale, eds. Cristina
Acidini, Elena Capretti, and Sergio Risaliti, exh. cat.
(Rome: Musei Capitoline, 2014), no. VII.3, pp. 150-167
and 340, addresses some of the material discussed here,
but from a different perspective.
Milan, Castello Sforzesco, Civiche Raccolte d’Arte
Applicata e Incisioni, inv. 82,83,84. For this group
see Maria Grazia Albertini Ottolenghi in L’Ultimo
Michelangelo, ed. Alessandro Rovetta, exh. cat. (Milan:
Castello Sforzesco, 2011), pp. 228-231. I am deeply
grateful to Dr. Francesca Tasso for arranging study
access to the group on 5 December 2019, and for her
participation together with Dr. Grégoire Extermann
and Favio Pasi.
The most lucid introduction to the two groups remains
that by Janice Shell in The Genius of the Sculptor in
Michelangelo’s work, eds. Pietro C. Marani et al., exh.
cat. (Montreal: The Museum of Fine Arts, 1992), nos.
63-70, pp. 254-261. An extensive treatment, focusing
primarily on the creation of the Metropolitan Christtype and on its effect in Spain, but with many other
significant observations, is the on-line publication
by Michael Riddick, A Bronze Christ Attributed to
Michelangelo, at https://renbronze.com/ (accessed
18 April 2016), and by the same author, The Thief of
Michelangelo – Models Preserved in Bronze and Terracotta,
on-line at https://renbronze.com/2020/08/09/
the-thief-of-michelangelo-models-preserved-inbronze-and-terracotta/ (accessed 4 August 2020),
which concentrates on Michelangelo’s treatment of
Gestas. This covered much of the same ground as
already completed parts of my own work, but Riddick
reproduced three drawings of which I was unaware
and made several significant observations; I am grateful
to Mr. Riddick for sending me these publications.
Zaccaria Zacchi was included by Vasari among the
contestants in the competition, set up in Rome by
Bramante in 1510 and judged by Raphael, to make a
wax copy of the Laocoön to be cast in bronze.

Deluxe Illustrated Catalogue of the Beautiful Treasures and
Antiquities Illustrating the Golden Age of Italian art, Belonging
to the Famous Expert and Antiquarian Signor Stefano Bardini
(New York: American Art Association, 1918). Tommaso
Rago in Museo Stefano Bardini. I bronzetti e gli oggetti d’uso
in bronzo, ed. Antonella Nesi (Florence: Centro Di,
2009), under no. 51, pp. 151-152, quotes the 1918
description: “Sixteenth-Century Florentine Bronze
Calvary by da Volterra. Rocky mound of hanging
moss and pointed-leaf vegetation surmounted by three
crosses. On the centre one hangs the entirely undraped
figure of Christ, having on His right the penitent
thief who hangs in a relaxed attitude and gazes with a
radiant expression at his Saviour. On the left hangs the
impenitent thief, his limbs distorted and his face turned
away. On a square moulded base resting on feet shaped
as couchant lions. By Zaccaria da Volterra (SixteenthCentury). Height, 31 ¼ inches. The figures, according
to Stefano Bardini, are modelled from a drawing by
Michelangelo, of whom da Volterra was a pupil.” The
unexpected reference to Zaccaria Zacchi may suggest
that Bardini was aware of a traditional attribution.
7. Rogers Fund, 1937, inv. 37.28a,b.c. John Goldsmith
Phillips, “A Crucifixion Group after Michelangelo,”
Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 32 (1937): pp.
210-214. When it was acquired, the group was set into
a Golgotha mount, like that at Hildesheim (see below).
The Met group was also recently catalogued by James
Draper in Italian Renaissance and Baroque Bronzes in the
Metropolitan Museum of Art, eds. Denise Allen et al.
(New York: The Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022),
no. 101, pp. 287-294. This entry was brought to my
notice shortly before this article's publication by Jeremy
Warren, to whom I am grateful for his suggestions and
comments.
8. As Dr. Denise Allen kindly informed me in an email
of 19 June 2019, the Museum’s conservator “Linda
Borsch, has examined the X-rays ... (and) confirmed all
three can be considered hollow. Specifically, Christ is
completely hollow, even the limbs, while the two thieves
have hollow torsos and solid arms and lower legs.”
9. Respective heights in centimetres according to
published sources are as follows:
		
Dismas
Christ
Gestas
Milan		
27.5
32
27.5
New York
22.9
27.9
24.8
Tomasso
25.5
25
Bardini
26.8
However, it must be noted that these may not be
reliable and that until measurements are taken within
a technical study, the relations among the different
versions will remain problematic. Compare note 15.
10. For a listing of casts and versions of this figure of
Christ see Riddick, A Bronze Christ, p. 66 ff.
11. Charles Avery in Scultura II. Tomasso Brothers Fine Art
(London: Paul Holberton, 2009), no. 8, pp. 24-27.
Neither of these figures bears traces of cords and
Riddick, A Bronze Christ, p. 6, notes that their heads are
remodelled.
6.

12. Dommuseum, Hildesheim, inv. 12. Published by
Volker Krahn, “Kreuzigungsgruppe”, in Schatzkammer
auf Zeit die Sammlungen des Bischofs Eduard Jacob Wedekin,
1796-1870, ed. Michael Brandt, exh. cat. (Hildesheim:
Diözesan Museum, 1991), pp. 108-110. The group
is placed above figures of the Virgin, Saint John,
and Mary Magdalen on a Golgotha mount; these
attendant figures and the Christ are dated by Krahn to
the seventeenth century. See also Georg Satzinger in
Der Göttliche. Hommage an Michelangelo, exh. cat. (Bonn:
Kunst- und Ausstellungshalle der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland, 2015), nos. 220 a-c, p. 265, and Riddick,
The Thief of Michelangelo, pp. 18-19.
13. Florence, Museo Stefano Bardini, inv. 927. Rago in
Nesi, Museo Stefano Bardini, no. 51, pp. 151-152. Rago
thought that this Gestas had been extracted from the
group sold in 1918, but Bardini clearly had a second
version of Gestas – and perhaps the other figures too?
– in his vast stock.
14. The terracotta was at Christie’s, London, 6 July 2006,
lot 144 (sold for £36,000). The pair in boxwood, of
which I learnt from Riddick, A Bronze Christ, p. 94, fig.
104, was also at Christie’s, 5 December 1989, lot 60.
15. It measures 33.9 cm high, nearly 2 cm taller than the
Milan version, and is 31 cm wide (but I am uncertain
that it is really so much taller than the Milan Corpus;
it weighs 4.273 kilos and is cast from alloy datable
between 1525 and 1575). My thanks to Gabriela
and Mathieu Sismann and to the present owner for
allowing me to publish this bronze.
16. A stucco version is catalogued, and the nature of this
relief discussed, in Sculptures Européenes/European Sculpture
1000-1800, exh. cat. (Paris: Galerie Sismann, 2013), no.
12, pp. 30-35, by Charles Avery, who also provides a list
of known examples. See the fine analysis of the marble
version in Milan (Civiche Raccolte d’Arte Antica,
Museo d’Arte Antica del Castello Sforzesco, inv. 741bis)
by Grégoire Extermann in Rovetta, L’Ultimo Michelangelo,
no. 4, pp. 234-235; understandably, Guglielmo’s relief
was, in the past, believed to be by Michelangelo.
17. Inv. 262. Alain Roy in De Giotto à Goya: peintures italiennes
et espagnoles du Musée des Beaux-Arts de Strasbourg, eds.
Dominique Jacquot, Michèle Lavallée, and Céline
Marcle, exh. cat. (Strasbourg: Musée des Beaux-Arts,
2017), no. 84, pp. 164-165, dated ca. 1583-1585;
Franceco Frangi in Peterzano, Allievo di Tiziano, Maestro
di Caravaggio, eds. Simone Facchinetti et al., exh. cat.
(Bergamo: Accademia Carrara, 2020), no. III.4,
pp. 158-161, dated 1572-1575. My recognition of
Peterzano’s employment of Michelangelo’s Milan
thieves was published by Lucia Tantardini, “Titian and
Caravaggio in Peterzano,” The Burlington Magazine 162
(2020): pp. 529-531.
18. I am aware of the following examples but no doubt
others exist:
1. Berlin, Staatliche Museen, Skulpturensammlung
und Museum für Byzantinische Kunst, inv. 2789,
18.2 cm (Satzinger in Der Göttliche. Hommage an
Michelangelo, no. 223).

2. Milan, Museo Poldi Pezzoli, from the Fondazione
Piccolo Museo Mario e Fosca Crespi, inv. DT/FC
36/68, 18.2 cm (Satzinger in Der Göttliche. Hommage
an Michelangelo, no. 224).
3. Paris, Musée du Louvre, Département des Objets
d’art, Gatteaux bequest, inv. OA 9125, 17 cm
(Satzinger in Der Göttliche. Hommage an Michelangelo,
no. 225). This bronze is paired with another bronze
of similar size from the Gatteaux bequest, inv. OA
9126, mounted identically, which has sometimes
been interpreted as the Good Thief (for example
by Bode, cited in note 20 below) but whose arm
positions are not those of a Crucifixion; it is now
labelled as a Dieu fleuve but whether or not that is
correct, it was clearly made to be set horizontally.
That it was paired with the abbreviated Gestas is
indicative of their similarities.
4. 18.5 cm. Paris, Private Collection, with a provenance
from the New York art market, seen on 9 May 2019.
5. A freely enlarged version (inv. S31 a/b; 28 cm),
in terracotta, ascribed to Hans Morinck, is in
the Rosgarten Museum in Konstanz in which it
is paired with a same-size version of the Milan
Dismas, deliberately truncated to match it;
Satzinger in Der Göttliche. Hommage an Michelangelo,
nos. 221 a-b, p. 266.
Some of these bronzes, as Avery in Scultura II, p. 27,
remarked, are so Rodin-esque as to suggest that they
are nineteenth-century repetitions.
I am sure that many drawings were made after
the Gestas fragment; currently, I am aware of the
following:
a. Two red chalk studies from different angles on a
sheet (27.2 x 20.6 cm) in the Harvard Art Museums/
Fogg Museum (Bequest of Charles A. Loeser, inv.
1932.138), identified by J. C. Robinson and then by
De Tolnay, and catalogued by Agnes Mongan and
Paul J. Sachs, Drawings in the Fogg Museum of Art, 3
vols. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1940),
I, no. 173, p. 94; II, fig. 91, as from the circle of
Rosso but more probably by Francesco Morandini,
called il Poppi (compare d. below); see also Charles
de Tolnay, Michelangelo, V; The Final Period (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1960), p. 174.
b. A pen copy on a page bearing two studies and an
old inscription Pierino del Vaga (but probably by
a Bolognese draughtsman near Passerotti) is in
the Istituto Nazionale per la Grafica, Rome (inv.
F.N. 4212, 14.9 x 16.6 cm); see Daniela di Castro
and Stephen Paul Fox, Disegni dall’antico dei Secoli
XVI e XVII dalle collezione del Gabinetto Nazionale
della Stampe, exh. cat. (Rome: Villa alla Farnesina
alla Lungara, Gabinetto Nazionale delle Stampe,
1983), no. 32, pp. 87-88.
c. A small pen copy by an unidentified Florentine
draughtsman on the same page as a series of copies
after the so-called Gnudo della Paura (Marsyas), in the
Uffizi (inv. 1855F), signalled by Riddick, The Thief of
Michelangelo, p. 26, fig. H.

d. A red chalk copy on an anthological page (13.4
x 9.7 cm) in the Uffizi (inv. 4273F) by Francesco
Morandini, called il Poppi, signalled by Riddick, The
Thief of Michelangelo, p. 26, fig. G; see Alessandra
Giovanetti, Francesco Morandini detto il Poppi. I disegni,
i dipinto di Poppi e Castiglion Fiorentino, exh. cat. (Poppi:
Liceo Scientifico Statale “G. Galileo”, 1991), no. 34,
p. 35, illustrated on p. 81.
It might be added that the fragment had further
after-life: Domenico Fetti included it, with a head of
his own invention added, in the lower right corner of
his Melancholia.
19. There are two varied bronze reductions in the Bargello,
inv. 32B and 34B, the latter imaginatively made-up, and
related reductions are seen in a number of terracottas,
in which the figure is diversely environed; these – or
some of them – have often been attributed, without
plausible foundation, to Rustici; but see the fascinating
study by Lorenzo Principi, The Master of the Unruly
Children: River God and Bacchus (London: Trinity Art,
2016). Riddick, The Thief of Michelangelo, p. 10, fig. 9,
juxtaposing overhead shots of the two Bargello bronzes,
demonstrates unequivocally their closeness of pose –
and presumably of date – to the Gestas.
20. Henry Thode, who took as his starting point the
casts of the truncated model for Gestas, writes of the
group in Milan (he did not mention and presumably
did not know the group now in the Metropolitan
Museum of Art) in Michelangelo, Kritische Untersuchungen
über seine Werke, 3 vols. (Berlin: G. Grote, 1908), II,
p. 478: “Die Körperformen [of the damaged model]
sind Michelangelesk, und es ist wohl denkbar, dass er
sich in der That um ein Modell des Meisters handelt.
Dann wäre dasselbe von einem anderen Künstler
für eine kleine Kreuzigungsgruppe in Bronze benutz
worden, die sich im Museo des Castello zu Mailand
befindet, und die man als Werk eines Venezianers in
der art des Alessandro Vittoria (Migeon) oder auch
eines Schülers des Michelangelos bezeichnet hat. Sie
besteht aus Christus, der mit wagrechten Armen an
das Kreuz geheftet ist und den Kopf tief nach links
fallen lasst, dem erwähnten Schächer, dessen Arme
und Beine ergänsind, und der guten Schächer, der, in
ruhiger Haltung, die Arme wagerecht ausgestreckt,
das linke Bein über das rechte geheftet, gläubigen
Blickes zum Heiland schaut. Den Namen des
Meisters selbst vor diesem Erke auszusprechen, ist
nich wohl möglich. Auch sieht es so aus, als passte
unser Schächer, da er, wie der andere, nach rechts
gewandt ist, nicht zu den beiden anderen Figuren, als
ware er nicht für die Gruppe komponiert. Dies muss
in der Meinungen bestärken, dass ein Bildner in der
zweiten Hälfte des XVI. Jahrhunderts jenes Modelle
verwertet hat.” Wilhelm von Bode, The Italian Bronze
Statuettes of the Renaissance, 3 vols. (London: H. Grevel
& Co., 1908-1912) (cited in the English edition of
1980, ed. James D. Draper), reproduces the Castello
Sforzesco group as fig. 14 on p. 49, as “after Michael
Angelo Buonarroti” and writes on p. 50 of “... casts

in bronze of wax models by the Master, in the case of
which it must remain undecided whether they were
cast by him or later. In view of Michael Angelo’s
nature, the latter supposition is the more probable;
and this supposition is supported by the patchedup condition of the model before casting. Of these
bronzes... the second is in the possession of the Kaiser
Friedrich Museum which was recently acquired in
the trade as a work by Tacca. Here is represented
one of the Thieves from a group of the Crucifixion,
several studies for which by Michelangelo’s hand
(in the Teylers Museum at Haarlem and elsewhere),
as well as several small copies in bronze by a pupil
or follower, are preserved (complete in the Museo
de Castello in Milan; the two thieves alone, in the
Louvre ...; free copies, at the Stefano Bardini sale,
London, 1899, no. 84; compare Illustration 14). It is
precisely the comparison with these contemporary
copies [...] that proves the wax model for the Berlin
bronze was a work of the Master’s own hand; so fine
and broad is it in treatment, and so grand in the
representation of form. One clearly recognises that a
sketchy wax model lay at the bottom of it, damaged
at several points, and superficially restored by the
person who made the cast. The fact too that arms and
the lower parts of the leg are wanting is characteristic
of these peculiar little models by Michael Angelo.”
In his commentary to plate CXXXIV, James Draper
describes the Berlin bronze as the “Torso of the
Bad Thief. After a model by Michelangelo. Central
Italian, mid-16th century”. Hans R. Weihrauch,
Europäische Bronze-Statuetten 15.-18. Jahrhunderts
(Brunswick: Klinkhardt & Biermann, 1967), pp.
171-172: “Zu den Bozzettogüssen, die sich möglist
eng an Wachsmodelle aus Michelangelo’s Werkstatt
anzuschliessen suchten, deren Ausführung in Bronze
aber vielleicht erst gegen Ende des 16. Jahrhunderts
erfolgte, gehören auch Christus und zwei Schächer
von einer als Originalkomposition nicht erhaltenen
Kreuzigungsgruppe, die in schlechter montierung
in Mailand, Kastelmuseum, und New York,
Metropolitan Museum, vorkommen, die Schächer
paarweise und einzeln auch in Paris, Berlin, Florenze
(Museo Bardini) – auch modern Nachgüsse sind nicht
seltern.”
De Tolnay, Michelangelo, pp. 171-172, discusses the
Haarlem drawing and others in relation to the
Metropolitan group, which he considers of lesser
quality than some of the individual casts of the
Thieves, and he remarks that “The wax model was
apparently prepared by Michelangelo.” He does not
mention the group in Milan. De Tolnay discussed the
drawings again in his Corpus dei disegni di Michelangelo,
4 vols. (Novara: Istituto geografico De Agostini,
1975-1980), II, pp. 63-64.
21. Margit Lisner, “Michelangelos Kruzifixus aus S.
Spirito,” Münchner Jahrbuch der Bildenden Kunst 15 (1964):
pp. 7-31.
22. Paolo Barocchi, Kathleen Loach Bramanti, and Renzo
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Ristori, eds., Il Carteggio Indiretto di Michelangelo, 2 vols.
(Florence: S.P.E.S., 1995) II, nos. 324 and 325, pp.
127-128; see Paul Joannides, “‘Primitivism’ in the Late
Drawings of Michelangelo; The Master’s Construction
of an Old-Age Style,” in Studies of the National Gallery
of Art 33, ed. Craig Hugh Smyth (1992), pp. 245-261,
esp. 251-252.
inv. 195. Charles de Tolnay, “Contribuiti
Michelangeleschi. I. Un prigione sconosciuto per la
tomba di Giulio II di Michelangelo. II. Un bozzetto
di Legno di Michelangelo,” Commentari 3-4 (1965): pp.
85-97.
Archivio Buonarroti, Ms. I, 154, fol. 274; pen and ink,
29 x 21 cm; Paola Barocchi, Michelangelo e la sua scuola.
I disegni dell’Archivio Buonarroti (Florence: Leo S. Olschki,
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From the Schoolmaster to the Tailor:
collecting Moroni in Britain
in the first half of the nineteenth century
PETER H UMFR EY

As is well known to admirers of Giovanni Battista
Moroni, there exist more works by him in Great
Britain and Ireland than anywhere outside his native
Bergamasco; and a century ago – before the sale of
several of them abroad, notably to North America –
there existed even more. This large number (about
twenty-five, mostly, of course, portraits) is all the more
remarkable considering that at the beginning of the
nineteenth century the name of Moroni was almost
completely unknown in the English-speaking world.
Yet by the end his name was very well known indeed,
and several late Victorian writers, including novelists of
the stature of George Eliot, Henry James and Thomas
Hardy, could invoke it when describing their characters,
in the full confidence of conveying a striking visual
image to their readers. The crucial turning-point in this
development was the acquisition in 1862 by the National
Gallery of the Tailor, from the collection of Federico
Frizzoni de Salis in Bellagio (fig. 1). The first Moroni
to enter any British public collection, it won an instant
public success, and provided the foundation for the group
of ten more paintings by the master to enter the National
Gallery over the course of the following half century.1

Fig. 1 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Portrait of a Man
(“The Tailor”), ca. 1570, oil on
canvas, 99.5 x 77 cm, London,
National Gallery.

All this, and especially the public impact of the Tailor,
has been made abundantly clear by a number of recent
studies.2 The present discussion of Moroni’s fortuna in
England will accordingly focus on the preceding half
century, a period in which connoisseurs and collectors
became familiar with his name only very slowly, and

when there persisted considerable confusion about what
his paintings looked like. Throughout this earlier phase
the main point of reference was instead the so-called
Schoolmaster (fig. 2) – one of the masterpieces that was to
emigrate to the United States at the beginning of the
twentieth century, but which was present in London
throughout the nineteenth.
When it arrived from Rome in 1801, the Schoolmaster
was the first Moroni to reach Britain with a correct
attribution. At least one painting, however, and possibly
two, had already arrived under a different guise. The
more certain is the bust-length Portrait of a Man now at
Firle Place, Sussex (fig. 3).3 Throughout the nineteenth
century this belonged to the very important collection
formed by the 3rd Earl Cowper (1738-1789) in the
1760s and 1770s, when he was living in Florence, and
transferred after his death to his seat of Panshanger in
Hertfordshire. Unfortunately, there seems to exist only
one photograph of the interior of the house, which
was demolished in 1952; and although major works
by Raphael, Fra Bartolomeo and other Florentines
are clearly visible on the principal wall of the Picture
Gallery, the view does not include the Moroni. But
since the portrait was recorded there by G. F. Waagen
on his visit of 1835,4 it is almost certainly identical with
one recorded in an inventory of the 3rd Earl’s collection,
dating from ca. 1790, with an attribution to Giorgione5
– one that reflects an eighteenth-century understanding
of Giorgione as confused as of Moroni. Waagen saw
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the Schoolmaster on his same tour of England (see below),
and was as well-informed about Moroni as any scholar
of his generation; but it remains unclear whether he
was responsible for correctly revising the attribution,
or whether Moroni’s authorship had already been
recognized by some earlier expert.

Fig. 2 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Portrait of a Man
(“Titian’s Schoolmaster”), ca.
1570, oil on canvas, 96.8 x
74.3 cm, Washington, DC,
National Gallery of Art.
Fig. 3 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Portrait of a Man,
ca. 1560, oil on canvas, 40.6
x 38.1 cm, Trustees of the
Firle Estate Settlement,
Lewes, Sussex, Firle Place.
Fig. 4 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Gentleman with his
Helmet on a Column Shaft,
ca. 1555, oil on canvas, 185.4
x 99.7 cm, London, National
Gallery.

A much grander portrait by Moroni, the Gentleman with
his Helmet on a Column Shaft (fig. 4),6 has been tentatively
traced to the eighteenth-century collection of Ralph
Willett (1719-1795). A slave-owner who derived
enormous wealth from his five sugar plantations on
Saint Kitts in the West Indies, Willett built a handsome
and richly decorated house on his estate at Merly
(or Merley) in Dorset (1751-1760), where he kept his
magnificent library of over eight thousand volumes, as
well as – perhaps – a collection of Old Masters. After
his death he left his collections to his younger cousin
and adoptive son, John Willett Adye (later surnamed
Willett) (1745-1815), who in turn became an active
collector, adding to his inheritance with purchases from
the sales in London of the Orléans and other famous
French and Italian collections.7 The Moroni makes its
own first definite appearance at the younger Willett’s

sale in 1813,8 where the portrait is attributed to Titian
and the sitter is identified as the Emperor Charles V:
“Simply habited the Conqueror of Europe appears
conscious of his superiority; and, resting one hand on
his Sword, and the other on a Helmet placed on the
shaft of a marble Column, whose Capital lies at his
feet, exhibits his comprehensiveness of genius, stability
of empire, and his Competitor’s submission.”
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As well as making a very topical and triumphalist
appeal to British patriotism at a time of the imminent
defeat of Napoleon, this description provides one
of many fanciful identifications of Moroni’s sitters,
in addition to the mistaken attribution. The sale
catalogue makes no mention of provenance, but while
it was possibly inherited from Ralph Willett (about
whose collection and taste in paintings all too little
is known), it is perhaps even more likely that John
acquired it himself, at some time in the aftermath of
the French Revolution. If so, a parallel instance might
be a painting in the same sale of 1813 by Moretto,
a Visitation (private collection, Brescia), which was
acquired from the Aldobrandini collection in Rome in
about 1800 by the painter-dealers Robert Fagan and
Charles Grignion, and imported to London.9 Soon
after the sale the portrait was acquired by the 2nd Earl
of Radnor, in whose family collection it remained – still
with an attribution to Titian10 – until it was bought by
the National Gallery in 1889.
More definite information surrounds the arrival in
England of the Schoolmaster (see fig. 2). In the Borghese
collection in Rome since the early seventeenth century,11
the portrait derived its nickname from the simple fact
that it was traditionally thought to be by Titian and to
depict a schoolmaster. From there it was acquired in
about 1800 by the French collector and dealer Durand,
and then by the same Fagan, who sent it to William
Buchanan in London.12 At some point in the following
years it briefly belonged to the Regency dandy and
socialite Walsh Porter, who advised the Prince of Wales
on the decoration of Carlton House, and who was
active both as a collector and as a dealer, sometimes
in partnership with Buchanan. After Porter’s death in
1809, the Schoolmaster was bought by the 2nd Marquess
of Stafford for the large sum of £800.13
Long before its arrival in London the painting was
known by repute to English Grand Tourists and
connoisseurs, thanks to the enthusiasm expressed
for it by well-diffused handbooks on the beauties of
Italian art. In his Account of some of the Statues, Basreliefs etc. of 1722 Jonathan Richardson drew attention
to “Titian’s Schoolmaster, (so-call’d) and one of the
Famousest Pictures in Rome, a Half-Length, sitting
in a Chair, leaning back, holding one Wrist over
t’other. Exquisite! Such a Force! Such a Spirit!
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Such a Beauty! Every part is Fine”;14 and soon
afterwards Edward Wright in his Observations made in
travelling through France and Italy praised it in similarly
enthusiastic terms: “A Ritratto of Titian’s SchoolMaster, painted by Titian himself; a most admirable
Picture; great Force and Vivacity; and a lovely Chiaro
Oscuro.”15 Although the reattribution to Moroni by the
painter’s compatriot Count Giacomo Carrara in 1766
was reasonably well known to Italian experts by 1800,16
it remains remarkable that when marketing the painting
in London Buchanan seems to have made no attempt
to attract customers by returning to the more famous
attribution; and it was as a Moroni that it took its place
in the Stafford Gallery in 1809.
Newly installed at Cleveland House, on the edge
of Green Park, the Stafford Gallery was the
most prestigious collection of Regency London.
Incorporating stellar masterpieces by Raphael, Titian,
the Carracci and Poussin, for the most part recently
acquired from the Orléans collection, it was also
made famous by the unusual decision by its owner to
make it accessible to the public.17 Although access was
granted for limited hours, for a limited season, and for
a public limited to one of a respectable social rank,
this was enough to ensure that during the brief period
of its existence (1806-1830) knowledge of its contents
was widely circulated by written descriptions and
engravings. Of prime importance in both respects was
the handsome four-volume catalogue of the collection
by William Young Ottley published in 1818, which,
in addition to the scholarly entries, included etchings
of the almost all of the paintings, and also engraved
diagrams of the hangs of the various rooms.18 Plate 5
of the diagrams, delineating the hang of the Drawing
Room, shows that this was a space reserved above all
for portraits and landscapes, and that the Schoolmaster
was prominently placed to the left of the fireplace.
Above it was placed an ex-Orléans portrait, supposedly
of Pope Clement VII by Titian, and it was balanced
on the other side of the fireplace by a landscape by
Claude. The Moroni had already been published by
Buchanan five years earlier in an autonomous engraving
by James Fittler (fig. 5); and although the etching by P.
W. Tomkins in Ottley’s catalogue was smaller in scale
and more hurriedly perfunctory in execution, both
prints contributed greatly to the wider knowledge of the
portrait and of the name of its painter.

Fig. 5 / James Fittler after
Giovanni Battista Moroni,
“Titian’s Schoolmaster”, 1813,
engraving, 45.4 x 36 cm.
London, British Museum.
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Correctly inscribed “Moroni pinxit”, Fittler’s engraving
carries the title “The celebrated portrait known by the
name of Titian’s Schoolmaster”. In his catalogue entry
Ottley retains this title, and describes the painting in the
following terms:
This portrait, which, for vivacity and truth
of expression, is no wise inferior to the best
of Vandyck, was formerly considered the
work of Titian, and as such is noticed in Mr
Jonathan Richardson, Junior’s Travels; it is
probably with more justice now ascribed
to Moroni, for whose talents, as a portrait
painter, Titian had so high regard, that
he was accustomed to advise persons of
distinction visiting Bergamo, the place of
Moroni’s residence, to sit to him.19
It is interesting to notice that the author seeks to
compensate for the demotion of the attribution from
a very famous name to one that was completely
unknown, by inventing a new reason for the portrait’s
nickname. By alluding to Ridolfi’s anecdote that Titian
advised all Venetian rettori posted to Bergamo to have
their portraits painted by Moroni, Ottley clearly meant
to imply that as a portraitist the latter was second only
to the great Venetian.
Despite Fittler’s engraving and Ottley’s catalogue,
confusion about the authorship of the Schoolmaster
remained: when, for example, it was lent by Stafford for
exhibition at the British Institution in 1818, it carried
an attribution to Francesco Morone.20 Its presence
in the Stafford Gallery meant, however, that it was
discussed by the various art critics who visited the
collection during the 1820s, notably William Hazlitt.
Admitting to having previously known nothing of
Moroni, Hazlitt declares that “if we had been asked
who had done it, we should have replied, ‘Either Titian or
the Devil’”.21 But he then perceptively contrasts the style
of the Schoolmaster with that of Titian:
It is considerably more laboured and minute
than Titian; but the only objection at all
staggering is, that it has less fiery animation
than is ordinarily to be found in his pictures.
Look at the portrait above it, for instance
– Clement VII by the great Venetian; and
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you find the eye looking at you again, as if
it had been observing you all the time: but
the eye in Titian’s Schoolmaster is an eye to look
at, not to look with, or if it looks at you, it does
not look through you, which may be almost
made a test of Titian’s heads. There is not
the spirit, the intelligence within, moulding
the expression, and giving it intensity of
purpose and decision of character. In every
other respect but this (and perhaps a certain
want of breadth) it is as good as Titian.

This admiration for the mesmerizing realism of the
portrait, for the effect that the sitter is about to move
and talk, prefigures what later Victorian critics were
to admire in the Tailor and the other Moronis in the
National Gallery.
Stafford House was not, however, open to the public
in the way that its predecessor Cleveland House had
been to an earlier generation, and these three art
historians, together with other leading experts such
as Charles Eastlake, and perhaps a few privileged
copyists,25 were granted an access to the collection
otherwise reserved for family friends. The Schoolmaster
was not seen again in public until 1871, when it was
lent to the Royal Academy,26 and from now on it was
known mainly indirectly, from Fittler’s engraving. As a
result, although Moroni’s name was now more familiar
than it had been in 1800, the art market remained
rather unsure about the essential characteristics of his
style. The Getty Provenance Index records less than
twenty paintings with attributions to him, all of them
portraits, consigned to London auctions between 1800
and 1860; and although few or none of them are now
identifiable, it is likely that most of them were not by
Moroni. Especially in the early years it was evidently

This is art criticism of a high order, based on fresh, original
observation; it is only unfortunate for Hazlitt’s argument
that the portrait with which the Schoolmaster is slightly
unfavourably contrasted was not by Titian at all, but a
version of Scipione Pulzone’s portrait of Gregory XIII.22
Shortly before his death in 1833 the Marquess of
Stafford divided his collection between his two sons,
and the Moroni was transferred from Cleveland House
to the palace of the elder brother across the street,
subsequently to be known as Stafford House. There
it can just be glimpsed in a photograph of the Picture
Gallery dating from 1895, together with major works
by Veronese, Guercino, and Van Dyck. Among the
art historians who recorded it in situ between 1830
and 1855 were J. D. Passavant, G. F. Waagen and
Anna Jameson.23 From this time onwards the sitter
was often described as a Jesuit priest rather than as a
schoolmaster,24 and the attribution to Moroni was no
longer held in any doubt – even if the experts, while
now expressing an unreserved admiration, still felt
the need to invoke the name of Titian. Waagen, for
example, wrote that “This picture shows Moroni as
a portrait painter of the first rank, and justifies the
opinion which Titian himself entertained of him,”
adding “If I were at liberty to choose, I would take
this picture in preference to any other in the whole
collection.” Jameson was even more enthusiastic: “The
truth is, that imitative art cannot go beyond this; and
when we have said all that can be said of the life and
intellectual power in the head – of the eye that seems
to return look for look – of the lips which are about
to unclose to reply to your last observation – of the
exquisite modelling of the features and the hands – we
are left to end where we began, with ‘Wonderful’ and
yet again, ‘wonderful!’.”

Fig. 6 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Portrait of a Man,
ca. 1570, oil on canvas,
57.2 x 45.7 cm, present
whereabouts unknown
(formerly Dukes of Bedford,
Woburn Abbey).
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felt necessary for sales catalogues to indicate who he
was, with phrases like “the last great Master of the
Venetian School” (1801), or “This painter was the most
successful antagonist of Titian in portrait painting”
(1812).27 From their descriptions it is clear that the
compilers based their acquaintance with his work
exclusively on the Schoolmaster, as with “An Astronomer,
the features marked with great mind and expression”
(1813); or “Portrait of Vesalius, seated in a chair, full of
character” (1836).28 This last item also exemplifies the
increasingly fanciful identification of the sitters, from
the medallist Caradosso to Jacopo Bassano and Titian,
and from Pietro Aretino to Alessandro Farnese and Sir
Walter Raleigh.29
The first two of these portraits were both bought from
the collection of the penurious painter Richard Westall
(1765-1836), in 1827 and 1830, by none other than
Lord Gower, the elder son of the Marquess of Stafford
and future owner of Stafford House – in part, perhaps,
in deliberate and respectful imitation of his father. It is
particularly unfortunate, therefore, that they are now
unidentifiable, making it impossible to know whether
the Stafford collection really did contain three works
by Moroni before 1830. Nor does there survive any
information about the circumstances under which
Westall acquired them; considering, however, that
his professional career reached a peak in 1814, but
declined sharply soon afterwards,30 he is likely to have
formed his collection earlier rather than later.
Otherwise, although the first half of the nineteenth
century apparently saw rather few further acquisitions
of paintings by Moroni by British aristocratic collectors,
a few interesting exceptions may be noted. In 1816
Johannes Kauffmann, heir of his cousin Angelica, sold
a bust-length portrait from her collection in Rome for
150 scudi to the Scottish dealer James Irvine, who in
turn sold it to John, 6th Duke of Bedford (fig. 6).31 In
her will of 1803 Angelica listed her small collection of
Old Masters, which she said were mostly Venetian, and
described her Moroni as a self-portrait by this excellent
painter of Bergamo;32 and it was evidently on the basis
of this opinion that it was purchased by Bedford, since
it would have represented an attractive addition to a
series of artists’ self-portraits displayed in the recently
refurbished library of his country seat of Woburn Abbey
in Bedfordshire. Symptomatic, however, of the fact that
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Moroni was still very little known in England, his name
quickly became confused with that of the much better
known Anthonis Mor; and on his two visits to Woburn,
even Waagen – who noted that the series of self-portraits
were hung high and in poor light – was unable to
correct the mistake.33 Only in 1877 did George Scharf
recognize the portrait’s true author.34

Fig. 8 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Don Gabriel de la
Cueva, 1560, oil on canvas,
112 x 84 cm, Gemäldegalerie,
Staatliche Museen, Berlin.

Fig. 7 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Portrait of a Man,
1561, oil on canvas, 98 x 74
cm, Private Collection.

Fig. 9 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Portrait of a Man
(“L’Avvocato”), ca. 1575, oil
on canvas, 81.3 x 64.8 cm,
London, National Gallery.

In 1825 another bust-length portrait, the Bearded
Man with a Letter, signed and dated 1561, is recorded
in the collection of Alexander, 10 th Duke of
Hamilton (1767-1852), at Hamilton Palace, near
Glasgow (fig. 7).35 This duke, who as a young man had
spent several years in Italy, was an avid collector, with
a particular admiration for the Venetian Cinquecento.
Although the circumstances of his acquisition of the
portrait are unknown, it may have been a relatively
early purchase, since by the 1820s his taste had shifted
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towards paintings of a much grander scale and effect of
flamboyance. In any case, any reputable dealer, whether
in Italy or London, would have been able to deduce its
authorship from the inscription “Io. Bap. Moronus p.”.
Much more is known about the arrival in Scotland in
1827 of the glamorous, knee-length, signed portrait of
Don Gabriel de la Cueva, now in Berlin (fig. 8). This, as well
as another very striking portrait by Moroni, the so-called
Avvocato (fig. 9), was acquired by the same very busy
Scottish dealer Irvine, based for many years in Italy,
this time from the collection of the recently deceased
Napoleonic general Teodoro Lechi in Brescia.36 Irvine
bought the Don Gabriel as part of a very distinguished
group of paintings for the banker and landowner Sir
William Forbes of Pitsligo (1773-1828), whom he had
met in Rome, and whose estates in Aberdeenshire
bordered on those of Irvine’s own family.
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Fig. 10 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Mystic Marriage of
Saint Catherine, ca. 1550, oil
on canvas, 82.6 x 67.5 cm,
Oxford, Ashmolean Museum.

In a letter to his client of 10 July 1827, Irvine attempted
to whet his appetite by comparing the so-called Portuguese
Warrior favourably with the Schoolmaster. Unfortunately,
however, Forbes died before the shipment reached his
home of Fettercairn, and almost immediately his son
and heir began to disperse them. The Moroni was sold
in London in 1842, where it was acquired by the King
of the Netherlands; already by 1850, however, it was
back in Britain, in the collection of the Earls of Warwick
at Warwick Castle, where it was seen by Waagen in
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the following year.37 A similar history attended the
“Avvocato”: Irvine sold this instead to another banker,
the Paris-based Comte Alexandre de Pourtalès-Gorgier;
but soon after the mid-century, in 1865, it too came
to England when it was bought by Eastlake for the
National Gallery.38

for the Primitives than by an objective, art-historical
judgement that a great public art gallery should display
paintings from all periods and schools. Although,
therefore, famous sixteenth-century masters such as
Raphael and Titian were already well represented,
Eastlake wished to complement them with what he
called “specimens” from less known regional schools,
including that of Bergamo.

The fact that these various portraits were buried in
private collections, even in the south of England or
the Midlands, let alone in remote Scotland, meant
that they made little immediate contribution to the
wider understanding and appreciation of Moroni.
The same is even more true of a rare import of a
religious painting by the artist, the Mystic Marriage of
Saint Catherine, now in Oxford (fig. 10).39 Formerly in the
Sampieri collection in Bologna, this belonged by 1837
to the eminent diplomat Sir Robert Gordon (17911847), brother of the future Prime Minister, the 4th Earl
of Aberdeen, himself an important collector of Italian
Old Masters.40 From 1830 Gordon lived at Balmoral
Castle, before its acquisition by Prince Albert, but it
is not clear whether he kept his collection there or in
London. But the painting was at that time attributed
to Moretto, and so little was known of Moroni as a
religious painter that it was not until 1935 that his
authorship was correctly recognized.
By the 1840s no-one in England knew the work of
Moroni better than Charles Eastlake, Keeper at the
National Gallery from 1843 to 1847, and Director
from 1855 until his death in 1865.41 It was during
this latter tenure that he embarked on an ambitious
campaign of acquisitions, involving annual trips to the
continent with his wife Elizabeth Rigby, translator of
the volumes by their friend Waagen. Eastlake’s name
is usually associated with the purchase of the so-called
Primitives, and indeed, up to this time fourteenth- and
fifteenth-century painting was hardly represented at all
in the National Gallery. But he and Waagen were both
a generation older than Ruskin, and his acquisitions
programme was dictated less by a personal passion
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During his travels Eastlake kept a series of notebooks,
in which he recorded his impressions in a brief, almost
telegraphic manner.42 Already in Bergamo in 1854,
he noted the Moronis in the Accademia Carrara,
describing the Portrait of a Girl as “Child holding
necklace – embroidered dress – pleasing specimen”,
and observing that the Portrait of an Old Man was “not
unlike the Schoolmaster”.43 In the following year he
was back, this time visiting more private collections,
and paying more attention to paintings potentially
for sale, including the Tailor in the Frizzoni collection
at Bellagio (see fig. 1), and the Giovanni Bressani (then
thought to portray Giovanni Crisostomo Zanchi) in
the Manfrin collection in Venice (fig. 11).44 In 1857
he visited the Fenaroli collection in Brescia, where
he noted four Moroni portraits subsequently to be
purchased for the National Gallery by his successor
Frederic Burton.45 In 1859 in Dresden, Eastlake
recorded seeing another Moroni formerly in the Lechi
collection, the Two Donors in Adoration of the Virgin and
Child and Saint Michael, now in Richmond, Virginia.46

Fig. 11 / Giovanni Battista
Moroni, Giovanni Bressani,
1572, oil on canvas, 116.2 x
88.8 cm, Edinburgh, Scottish
National Gallery.

Possibly not by chance – perhaps Eastlake had tipped
off the intermediary dealers – two of the works just
mentioned were bought very soon afterwards by
English collectors. In 1856 the Bressani was installed by
the businessman and politician Baron Mayer Amschel
de Rothschild (1818-1874) in his mansion of Mentmore
Towers in Buckinghamshire, where it acquired the
romantic title of Portrait of Michelangelo; and by 1860 the
Two Donors was in the possession of the Staffordshire
landowner Sir Francis Scott (1824-1863).47
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In the meantime, two high-quality portraits briefly in
the collection of the King of the Netherlands entered
(or re-entered) British collections after their sale in
London in 1850: the above-mentioned Don Gabriel de la
Cueva; and the Mario Benvenuti, now in Sarasota, which
was bought by the banker Thomas Baring (1799-1873)
for his important collection at Stratton Park in Surrey.48
Perhaps even earlier, the Widower with two Children
now in Dublin (fig. 12), was acquired by the racehorse
owner Sir Joseph Hawley (1813-1875), who resided in
Florence in the early 1840s.49 When sold with a large
part of his collection in 1858, the principal sitter in the
portrait was even more fantastically identified as Pietro
Aretino.50 In fact, to judge from the other items in the
sale, which consisted above all of historical portraits, for
the most part English, Hawley was more interested in
the supposed sitter than the artist.

Fig. 12 / Giovanni
Battista Moroni, Portrait
of a Widower with two
Children, ca. 1570, oil on
canvas, 125.3 x 98 cm,
Dublin, National Gallery
of Ireland.

The famous Art Treasures exhibition held in Manchester
in 1857 included three paintings thought to be by
Moroni,51 but probably in all three cases incorrectly.
This provides evidence that while by this date he was
regarded as an artist who fully deserved to be included
in an exhibition of this kind, there also remained a
certain confusion, even among experts, about what
his work looked like. Nevertheless, it is clear by the
time that Eastlake bought the Tailor for the National
Gallery in 1862 some ten to twelve authentic paintings
by Moroni had entered private collections in England
and Scotland. Of all these, the first to arrive, the
Schoolmaster, remained by far the best known – even if
mainly in the second-hand form of Fittler’s engraving
of 1813. Its fame, however, was immediately eclipsed by
the Tailor, which as well as now being permanently on
public view in the nation’s capital, was more colourful,
and depicted a younger and more handsome sitter.
In a now frequently quoted entry in her diary for 17
October 1862, Elizabeth Eastlake correctly predicted
that “This glorious portrait of a tailor … will be a
popular picture” – while, however, sharing the frequent
confusion of the period between Moroni and Moretto.52

As has been pointed out, the painting chimed
perfectly with late Victorian taste in its genre-like
character and realism of style, and it was also much
more susceptible than the Schoolmaster – or Jesuit as
the latter also was frequently called – to moralizing
interpretations that drew attention to the dignity of
manual labour.53
Invocations of Moroni’s portraiture in English fiction,
popular as well as elite, drew above all on the Tailor,
but not exclusively, since its high profile quickly led
to further acquisitions, both by the National Gallery
and by more private collectors. Hard on the heels
of the Tailor, and shortly before his death in 1865,
Eastlake bought the Avvocato from the PourtalèsGorgier collection in Paris; and then in 1871 Frederic
Burton bought the group of four that his predecessor
had noted in the Fenaroli collection, including the
splendid, full-length “Cavaliere dal Piede Ferito”. By
far the most significant of the private collectors was
the MP and diplomat Austen Henry Layard (18171894), who was offered (but refused) the directorship
in succession to Eastlake.54 Layard was a frequent
traveller in Italy and a friend of Giovanni Morelli,
and as well as himself owning no less than five
paintings by Moroni, all of which formed part of his
bequest to the National Gallery in 1912, he facilitated
the acquisition of three more by his brother-in-law
Sir Ivor Guest (later Lord Wimborne) for his house of
Canford Manor in Dorset (closely neighbouring the
former Willett house of Merley). Between 1869 and
1880 Layard lent four of his Moronis to the South
Kensington Museum (the future Victoria and Albert
Museum), thereby giving them a public exposure
shared by the growing group at the National Gallery.
The impact of all these other paintings by Moroni,
and not just the Tailor, on late Victorian art and
culture – including on contemporary British portrait
painters such as G. F. Watts and J. E. Millais, or on
portrait photographers such as Roger Fenton and J.
M. Cameron – fully deserves further investigation.
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Thinking in paint: new discoveries from the technical
examination of Giovanni Battista Tiepolo’s Joseph
Receiving Pharaohʼs Ring at Dulwich Picture Gallery
1

H ELEN H I LLYAR D and N ICOLE RYDER

A riot of colour and costume, Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s
Ring painted by Giovanni Battista Tiepolo, ca. 17301735, is undeniably among the most striking pictures
in the collection at Dulwich Picture Gallery (fig. 1).2
Tiepolo depicted the moment when Pharaoh gives his
ring to Joseph as a token of his new position as Vizier,
and his elevated standing in the Kingdom of Egypt
(Genesis 41:42). This episode from Joseph’s story is one
rarely represented in Old Master painting; scenes of
Joseph and Potiphar’s wife or Joseph bringing his father
before Pharaoh are depicted more frequently. It might
be expected that the Dulwich picture would form part
of a series of canvases by Tiepolo, perhaps representing
different events from the life of Joseph, or other Biblical
stories reflecting on the themes of power or leadership.3
If this was the case, however, such works have not been
found. Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring stands alone.4

Fig. 1 / Giovanni Battista
Tiepolo, Joseph Receiving
Pharaoh’s Ring, ca. 17301735, oil on canvas, 106.1
x 201 cm, London, Dulwich
Picture Gallery.

Tiepolo’s choice of subject is not the painting’s only
peculiarity. The horizontal format with half-length figures
is exceptional within the artist’s oeuvre and is more
reminiscent of seventeenth-century Bolognese paintings,
such as those by Guercino (Giovanni Francesco Barbieri),
than of Tiepolo’s Venetian predecessors, such as Veronese,
from whom the artist often borrowed. And yet, inherent to
both Guercino and Veronese, is a simplicity, accessibility
and directness of narrative; qualities that Tiepolo evidently
valued highly. An excellent example of Guercino’s closeup framing of a story for dramatic impact, can be found in
The Woman Taken in Adultery (fig. 2), also at Dulwich Picture
Gallery, where the artist focuses on the moment when
Christ speaks the words: “Whichever of you is free from
sin shall cast the first stone at her (John 8:7).”5

These more atypical aspects of the painting may
previously have contributed to doubts surrounding
the work’s authorship. The attribution to Giovanni
Battista Tiepolo was questioned by Richter, in his 1880
catalogue of the Dulwich collection, who believed it
instead to be a work by the painter’s son Giovanni
Domenico.6 That attribution remained unchallenged
until Morrassi reattributed the painting in 1955.7
Giovanni Battista has been, and remains today, the
accepted author of the painting.8
To add to the mystery of this singular piece, relatively
little is known about its provenance, prior to being
recorded in the collection of Noel Desenfans and
Francis Bourgeois (the founders of Dulwich Picture
Gallery) by 1811. It is not known who commissioned
the painting; however, it may have been purchased by
John Strange (1732-1799), British Minister Resident
in Venice and, through him, later travelled to
England.9
The cleaning and relining of Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s
Ring in 2016 provided a new opportunity for research
and the chance for a deeper understanding of Tiepolo’s
handling of paint and processes of composition.
Treatment became vital after an investigation identified
sharp, raised paint in many areas. Local consolidation
had, since the 1980s, delayed the need for relining
which was now required to thoroughly stabilize the
whole painting. And, whilst the preservation of the
paint layers was generally good, the varnish layer had
discoloured, thus obscuring the painting’s once brilliant
character.
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TECHNICAL EXAMINATION
X-ray examination revealed substantial alterations and
pentimenti (figs. 3 and 4).10 Many of these changes were
concentrated on the figure of Joseph. This figure once
had a more “feminine” appearance, with more hair,
or possibly a headdress, on top of its head (fig. 5). The
profile of this figure’s face, nose and eyelids was also
different, and there is an indication that there was a ruff
or collar under the chin.
Three “additional” hands are visible in the X-ray, one of
which shows the figure almost touching the ring (fig. 6).
These “additional” hands are thickly painted and
developed to a high level of finish. The figure’s drapery

Fig. 2 / Giovanni Francesco
Barbieri (Guercino), The
Woman taken in Adultery,
1621, oil on canvas, 98.2 x
122.7 cm, London, Dulwich
Picture Gallery.
Fig. 3 / X-radiograph of fig. 1.
Fig. 4 / X-radiograph overlay.

has also been heavily re-worked. There are more
pentimenti in the turban worn by Pharaoh, as well as
the trumpeter’s elbow. The X-ray also reveals that the
Black boy on the left was once holding a platter (fig. 7).
There was also an additional column to the right of the
image, which is now covered by sky (fig. 8).
The substantial number of alterations to the painting’s
composition during production, broadly confirms
what has previously been written about Tiepolo’s
working methods during this period; that he worked
directly on to the canvas, with limited pre-planning.
There is no known oil sketch for Joseph Receiving
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Fig. 5 / X-radiograph detail
of fig. 1, head of Joseph.
Fig. 6 / X-radiograph detail
of fig. 1, hands.

Pharaoh�s Ring, but – even if one did exist – it is
doubtful that much of the composition would have
been determined before Tiepolo’s brush touched the
canvas. As Beverly Louise Brown has highlighted,
Tiepoloʼs creative process was “confident and
definite”; there are apparently few pentimenti in his
preparatory oil sketches. Brown states that “if Tiepolo
determined there was a need for alterations, he made
them in the larger work on the spot, during the course
of execution”.11 Rarely in Tiepolo’s finished works
is there any evidence of underdrawing. Tiepolo’s
painting process emulated the practice of sixteenthcentury Venetian artists, like Titian and Tintoretto,
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who had begun the move away from meticulous
underdrawing in order to shape their compositions
directly on the canvas. As Tiepolo progressed in his
career, however, the preparatory stages of production
acquired greater importance in determining the
final result and, by the 1760s, alterations no longer
occurred during the creation of the final work but in
the sketches instead.12
The texture of Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring is
distinctive, due to the heavy twill canvas and the buildup of Tiepolo’s paint layers. Technical analysis reveals
the bright palette, the ground structure and the pigment

Fig. 7 / X-radiograph detail of
fig. 1, boy with platter.
Fig. 8 / X-radiograph detail of
fig. 1, additional column in the
upper right side of the painting.

changes that have affected the present appearance of
the painting.13 Pigment analysis shows that Tiepolo
prepared his canvas with a double ground. The first
layer covering the canvas is the thicker one; it comprises
a mixture of reddish-brown ochres. The second layer is
considerably thinner, off-white in colour and is made up
of lead white paint tinted with carbon black. Multiple
paint layers of varying thickness and translucency were
then applied by the artist.14 Tiepolo’s palette for this
painting includes vermilion, red lead, red lake, red and
yellow ochres, Naples yellow, Prussian blue, natural
ultramarine, lead white, chalk and carbon-based blacks.
Mixed greens were made using Naples yellow and
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Prussian blue, sometimes with the addition of green
earth. The layer structure and palette observed here are
typical of the painting practices reported previously for
Tiepolo.15
The patchiness and discontinuity of the blue paint
in the sky are due to the fading of Prussian blue
pigment contrasting with brighter patches containing
ultramarine, which have not faded. There has also
been fading of the red lake pigments used to create
the purple curtain behind the Pharaoh. Both the sky
and the curtain would have been more saturated when
originally painted.
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NOTES ON TIEPOLO’S PAINTING PROCESS
The details and thickness of paint in the under-layers of
Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring suggest they formed part
of a well-developed composition, and that Tiepolo had
already made considerable progress before deciding
to take his painting in another direction. It would
appear that Tiepolo changed his mind multiple times
regarding the gestures and body language he wished
to use for the figure of Joseph. Had Tiepolo used one
of the alternative positions for Joseph’s hand, then the
meaning of the young man’s gesture and his interaction
with Pharaoh would have changed entirely. Had he
been reaching more definitively towards the ring, as the
position of the pentimenti suggests, then the gesture
would at once become more confident. In the finished
picture, Tiepolo chooses to picture Joseph as a figure
who carries the weight of the world on his shoulders,
hesitant about the position and the responsibility he
will assume once he accepts the ring. Similarly, a lot
of attention is given to the direction of Joseph’s gaze.
To what degree is Joseph looking down? Tiepolo
seems to toy with the boundary between humility and
submission.
Although Tiepolo was known to make changes to a
work’s composition frequently during the painting
process, as highlighted above, the extent of the
pentimenti in Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring is still
significantly greater than other known examples.16 In this
regard, it is possible that Tiepolo may have begun work
on the canvas with an entirely different subject in mind.
A large number of the alterations do not seem to “fit”
with the final image of Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring,
in particular, the apparent “feminization” of Joseph,
including the high ruff-collar, the hair piled-high, and
the elaborate drapery.
Fig. 9 / Giovanni Francesco
Barbieri (Guercino), Esther
before Ahasuerus, 1639, oil on
canvas, 159.6 x 217 cm, Ann
Arbor, University of Michigan
Museum of Art.

If the Joseph figure was once a female, then a possible
subject for the canvas might have been the story of
Esther and Ahasuerus, which recounts the biblical
heroine’s audience with her husband King Ahasuerus

(Xerxes) of Persia. The Jewish queen petitioned
the king to save her people, knowing that anyone
who appeared before him without being summoned
risked death. Esther, having dressed in her finest
robes, mustered all her courage and entered the royal
chamber. Feeling compassion for his wife, Ahasuerus
touched her with his golden sceptre to signify that
he would receive her, and Esther swooned with relief
(Esther 5:1-3). Understanding that she was now safe,
Esther invited the King to a banquet at which she
requested that her people be spared (Esther 7:3-4).
The subject was popular among sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century artists, including Veronese
(Paris, Musée du Louvre) and Domenichino (Rome,
Bandini Chapel, San Silvestro al Quirinale), who
frequently employed an iconography similar to that
seen in Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring. One of the most
striking comparisons is with Guercino’s depiction of
Esther before Ahasuerus of 1639 (fig. 9). The painting
was commissioned by Cardinal Lorenzo Magalotti,
Bishop of Ferrara and friend of Pope Urban VIII, and
later passed to the Barberini family in Rome. That
this painting could have been a model for Tiepolo
is especially appealing, given the Dulwich picture’s
distinctly “Guercino-esque” composition. There are
also strong similarities in the costume and positions
of the characters, as well as the portico setting (and
the balance between outdoor and indoor). Could the
pole held by the standard bearer at the centre of the
composition, once have functioned as Ahasuerus’s
staff? Were the additional characters once intended to
act as Esther’s attendants?
It is impossible to make a definitive identification
of the subject from the X-ray examination alone,
especially given the extensive working and reworking
of the composition. If Tiepolo did adopt Guercino’s
composition for Esther before Ahasuerus it is unclear
how he would have had access to the painting.
Tiepolo never travelled to Rome, and it is unlikely
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Fig. 11 / Giovanni Battista
Tiepolo, Joseph Presenting
his Father and Brothers to
Pharaoh, ca. 1718, Private
Collection.

Fig. 10 / Giovanni Francesco
Barbieri (Guercino), Absalom
and Tamar, ca. 1645, oil
on canvas, 127 x 150 cm,
Knutsford, Tatton Park,
National Trust.

that there would have been a print of the work that
would have been readily available to him, since the
painting was not engraved by Robert Strange until
1767. Tiepolo would have had access to a handful
of other works by Guercino in Venice; in the city’s
churches and through the illustrious Cornaro family.
The family was amongst Tiepolo’s most ardent
supporters, commissioning numerous paintings
beginning with a pair of family portraits ca. 1716.17

Cardinal Federigo Cornaro commissioned a canvas
depicting Absalom and Tamar (fig. 10) from Guercino
– a work whose composition echoes that of Esther
before Ahasuerus – which eventually found a home in
the Cornaro residence in San Polo, where Tiepolo
may have had occasion to view it.18 Yet, none of
these options provides a watertight explanation for
Tiepolo’s unusual composition, or its possible links to
Guercino.

To complicate matters further there exists an
early oil sketch by Tiepolo depicting Joseph
Presenting his Father and Brothers to Pharaoh, ca.
1718, in a private collection (fig. 11). This sketch
is apparently an earlier rendition of an episode
in the life of Joseph, and although the work
appears to be a preparatory study, it has not been
connected to any finished work.19 The overall
composition of the work is very different to Joseph
Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring, showing Tiepolo in his
more characteristic Veronese-inspired mode. Yet
there are commonalities, especially in the outdoor
architectural setting and the figure of Pharaoh:
the latter has similar facial features and costume,
including the distinctive blue and gold cape.
Knowing how Tiepolo worked – and that the
artist’s sketches are often wholly different from his
finished works – there is a small possibility that
Tiepolo used this sketch as a reference point for
Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring.
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Remarkably, when the sketch first appeared on the
market in the 1970s, the work was said to depict Queen
Esther Introducing Mordecai to Ahasuerus.20 Following the
execution of Haman, Mordecai – the adopted father
of Esther – was brought before Ahasuerus and given
a ring, granting him the powers of Vizier (Esther 8:
1-2). This story closely parallels that depicted in the
finished Dulwich painting, where Joseph assumes
the same position of power albeit as Vizier to the
Kingdom of Egypt (Genesis 41:42). Although the
current description of the work as Joseph Presenting his
Father and Brothers to Pharaoh seems a more plausible
interpretation, the sketch nonetheless underlines the
many overlaps in iconography in the stories of Joseph
and Esther, and how one narrative might be easily
adapted into the other.
Aside from the ambiguous Joseph Presenting his Father
and Brothers to Pharaoh, there are no known preparatory
sketches in which the artist sets out the composition for
Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring. A drawing included in
the large group of studies sold from the Bossi-Beyerlen
collection, The Head of a Soldier and two Others, in black
chalk on blue paper (sold at Sotheby’s, London, 13
July 1972, as lot 36), can be connected to the Dulwich
painting (fig. 12). Knox suggested that the sheet was
a preparatory study by Giovanni Battista, and dated
both the drawing, and the painting accordingly, to
ca. 1744.21 This interpretation was questioned by
Christiansen, however, who suggested that the generic
quality of the figures’ facial features suggests it was
more likely a ricordo rather than a preliminary study,
perhaps produced by Giovanni Domenico at a later
date.22 The vast number of changes to the composition
of the Dulwich painting, as outlined above, would
appear to support Christiansen’s argument. Likewise,
this interpretation fits with our understanding of
Tiepolo’s working process during the 1730s and 1740s
as discussed, when the artist would rarely fully plan a
composition or figures in advance, preferring to make
changes directly onto the canvas instead.
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NOTES ON THE ORIGINAL CONTEXT
AND DISPLAY OF JOSEPH RECEIVING
PHARAOH'S RING
Prior to the conservation of Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s
Ring, it was unclear how the picture would originally
have been displayed. The unique composition and
format of the Dulwich painting seem to indicate that
the work was produced to fit the architecture of a
specific space, an idea supported by the technical
findings. Tiepolo was known to pay great attention
to the specifications of the spaces for which his works
were intended; for example, the artist requested
plans for the Würzburg Residence and the Palazzo
Canossa in Verona before he began any preparatory
designs. Tiepolo received annotated ground plans with
information regarding the ceiling heights, principal
entrances, and windows.23 Linear grooves through the
paint and ground of the Dulwich painting, close to
and parallel with the edges, indicate that the painting
was either framed or hung with moulding soon after
it was painted, when the paint layers were still soft
enough to be deformed. This also suggests that the size
of the painting has not been substantially altered and
shows definitively that the close-up, arguably cramped,
composition of the work was an intended characteristic
of Tiepolo’s design, rather than a consequence of the
painting having been cut down.24

Fig. 12 / Giovanni Battista
Tiepolo, A Study for Three
Heads, 1730s, black chalk on
blue paper, 43.1 x 28.5 cm,
Courtesy Sotheby’s.

The original owner of Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring
remains, at least for now, unknown. The uncommon
choice of subject strongly suggests that the painting
was commissioned by a specific patron and, as already
highlighted, with a specific space in mind. When fellow
Venetian painter Jacopo Amigoni painted two scenes
from the life of Joseph for the Conservation Room in
the Palace of Aranjuez (today in the Prado), the artist’s
intention was an exaltation of good government.25 It
seems likely that Joseph Receiving Pharaoh�s Ring was
conceived with a similar purpose; a reflection on wise
and appropriate use of power. The unusual subject
could have been a consequence of the patron’s direct

intervention; as Christiansen observes, “Tiepolo knew
a large number of the literary and pictorial sources
that informed his painting from his own reading and
looking. But others surely were brought to his attention
by the different men who employed him and with whom
he worked.”26 The subject and composition of the
painting could have been determined by the particular
nature of the patron’s collection, and the context in
which the work would have hung; for instance, in the
company of Bolognese or northern painting. If we view
the Dulwich picture as the outcome of a collaborative
process between patron and artist, it may go some way to
explaining the work’s many idiosyncrasies, as well as why
it “stands out” in the context of Tiepolo’s oeuvre.
Even after the extensive treatment and investigation
undertaken by Dulwich Picture Gallery, Joseph Receiving
Pharaoh�s Ring remains a puzzle. Nevertheless, the
discoveries that have been made are invaluable. The
technical analysis shows Tiepolo thinking in paint,
shaping his composition on canvas, building up his
image in layers, adapting and re-working at each
stage. As further research is undertaken into the artist’s
creative process and working methods, we will no doubt
better comprehend exactly how Tiepolo was able to
produce works seemingly so dynamic and spontaneous,
imbuing static canvases with lightness and life,
movement and drama.
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Exhibition Review

Donatello: The Renaissance
Palazzo Strozzi and Museo Nazionale del Bargello,
Florence
19 March– 31 July 2022
B EVER LY LOU ISE B ROWN

There is an old New Yorker cartoon, which shows a
couple flinging open their bedroom window on New
Year’s Day 1400. Framed in the window is the dome
of the Florentine cathedral. “Look, Harold”, the
woman cries, “it’s the Renaissance!”. Leaving aside
the fact that the competition for the dome was not
held until 1418, its mastermind Filippo Brunelleschi
(1377-1446) is generally seen as the father of the Italian
Renaissance. But close by his side was the sculptor
Donato di Niccolò di Betto Bardi, better known as
Donatello (ca. 1386-1466), who as this sensational
exhibition argues helped shape the entire course of
art right through the sixteenth century. Donatello
not only introduced innovative ways of depicting
space in his delicate schiacciato reliefs but his sexually
enigmatic David (cat. 12.3) was the first free-standing
monumental nude cast in bronze since antiquity. He
also played a leading role in reviving the technique of
modelling figures in clay.

Fig. 1 / View of the exhibition
at Palazzo Strozzi, room 1.

Every aspect of Donatello’s work and career are
explored in the exhibition and its accompanying
catalogue edited by Francesco Caglioti.1 It is Caglioti’s
vision of Donatello that we meet in the exhibition or,
as one person quipped, it is the gospel according to
Francesco. Caglioti’s seventy-five page introductive
essay on “The Life of Donatello” is a masterful
and informative overview of his career but is short
on bibliographic citations other than to Caglioti’s
previously published work or forthcoming articles.
Versions of the exhibition will travel to the Staatliche
Museen in Berlin (2 September 2022 – 8 January
2023) and the Victoria and Albert Museum in London

(11 February – 11 June 2023). Each will have its own
catalogue with undoubtedly different takes on the
tricky questions of attribution and chronology.
In Florence the principal venue is the Palazzo
Strozzi with additional works on view at the Museo
Nazionale del Bargello, which held the first exhibition
of Donatello’s work in 1887 and whose main gallery is
still known as the Salone di Donatello. However, many
essential works remain in situ throughout Florence
such as the Cavalcanti Annunciation in Santa Croce, Judith
Beheading Holofernes in the Palazzo Vecchio, Mary Magdalene
and the Cantoria in the Museo dell’Opera del Duomo, and
the Old Sacristy stuccoes and the emotionally evocative
late pulpits in San Lorenzo. The Florentine organizers
missed a treat by not creating a universal ticket that
would allow access to all of these sites. Even the Palazzo
Strozzi and the Bargello require separate tickets.
From the very opening room in the Palazzo Strozzi
(fig. 1), Donatello is shown in the context of artists he
challenged but also learned from. His early marble
David (cat. 1.1), carved ca. 1408 for the one of the
buttresses of the Florentine cathedral but reworked in
1416 for the Palazzo della Signoria, stands between
his wooden Crucifix for Santa Croce (cat. 1.2; fig. 2)
and Brunelleschi’s contemporaneous Crucifix for Santa
Maria Novella (cat. 1.3). According to Giorgio Vasari’s
elaborately embroidered account, Donatello took
extraordinary pains with his crucifix but was crushed
when Brunelleschi criticized it saying that “he had
put a peasant on the Cross”. Brunelleschi carved his
own crucifix in secret and when Donatello saw it he
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not only dropped a basket of eggs on the floor but
proclaimed “to you it is granted to make Christs and
to me to make peasants”.2 Nevertheless, there is very
little that separates the two works; Donatello’s may be
marginally more realistic in its portrayal of physical
suffering while Brunelleschi’s elegantly swaying Christ
is better proportioned. Although not mentioned in the
catalogue, one noticeable difference is that Donatello’s
figure has movable arms so that the body of Christ
could be taken down from the cross and laid in a tomb
for a re-enactment of the Deposition.
In the mid-1970s Luciano Bellosi first proposed that
a group of painted terracotta works depicting the
Madonna and Child should be attributed to the young
Donatello. Although Bellosi’s ideas have not met
universal acceptance, they have opened the door to a
greater understanding of Donatello’s early career. No
doubt there was a highly lucrative market for these
domestic images, which show an intimate relationship
between mother and child but we lack the documents
that might unequivocally attribute them to Donatello.
However, in several instances very compelling stylistic
evidence suggests that Donatello participated in their
creation even if he was not personally responsible for
the mass reproduction of replicas. The exhibition offers
the opportunity to study works such as the Madonna
and Child (Victoria and Albert Museum, London, cat.
2.2), which has previously been attributed to Lorenzo
Ghiberti, next to a similar group from the Detroit
Institute of Arts (cat. 2.3), which has had a greater
acceptance as the work of Donatello.

Fig. 2 / Donatello, Crucifix, ca.
1408, painted wood, 168 x
173 cm, Florence, Basilica of
Santa Croce.
Fig. 3 / Donatello, Feast of
Herod, 1423-1427, gilded
bronze, 60 x 60 cm, Siena,
Baptistery of San Giovanni.

Nothing represents the cutting edge of visual
experimentation better than Donatello’s gilt bronze
relief of The Feast of Herod (cat. 4.8; fig. 3) done for the
baptismal font in Siena in 1425, which is one of the
many works especially restored for the exhibition. Its
gilded radiance is now almost blinding. Rather than a
single narrative set within a proscenium arch Donatello
creates a complex system of rooms, loggias and
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Fig. 4 / Giovanni da Pisa
(Giovanni di Francesco Pisa),
Virgin and Child, ca. 14501455, terracotta formerly
painted, 75 x 54.5 x 6 cm
(frame 92.5 x 72 x 9.5 cm),
Berlin, Staatliche Museen,
Skulpturensammlung und
Museum für Byzantinische
Kunst (on display at the
Bode-Museum).

courtyards that frame three separate moments in the
story but not necessarily as a timed sequence of events.
The architectural framework is accented by figures that
range in depth from fully rounded forms to shallow
schiacciato relief. In the lower lefthand corner one finds
Herod recoiling at the presentation of John the Baptist’s
head on a platter while a diner on the right covers his
face in disgust. Salome has stopped dancing. She pulls
her skirt behind her perhaps to protect herself from a
man, who leans in a bit too close. In the middle ground
there is a moment of calm as a musician plays.
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Yet the dancing Salome is nowhere to be seen.
One must imagine the sexual desire aroused by
her movements that inspired Herod to promise her
any gift. Further back in space and time, we see the
severed head of the Baptist about to start its gruesome
ceremonial journey, which ultimately brings the viewer
back to the shock of its presentation in the foreground.
As the catalogue points out and the inclusion of several
contemporary paintings makes clear, painters such
as Masaccio, Fra Angelico and Domenico Veneziano
shared Donatello’s fascination with perspective but
never achieved the sophistication of The Feast of Herod.
The Strozzi exhibition includes sections on spiritelli,
those naked winged-children more commonly called
putti, and on Donatello and Michelozzo’s work for the
pulpit of the Holy Girdle in Prato. Because the pulpit
has been disassembled and moved indoors, several
pieces of it, including the colossal bronze capital (cat.
6.1), could be included in the exhibition. It would have
been nice if the organizer had also opted to show one of
the classical sarcophagi with Pancratic boxers or young
Bacchic revellers, which inspired the dancing putti that
populate the pulpit’s panels (cat. 6.2). In the catalogue
Neville Rowley rightly credits Donatello with the idea of
depicting putti on the exterior of the pulpit rather than
the civic emblems requested by the commissioners but
fails to explain the pulpit’s significance as a pilgrimage
site for women hoping to become pregnant. Touching,
kissing, or even viewing the girdle, which the Virgin had
dropped to Thomas as she ascended into heaven, might
be enough to cure infertility. While Donatello’s joyously
dancing putti clearly celebrate the Assumption of the
Virgin, they simultaneously allude to the potency of the
girdle as a symbol of fertility and the promise of happy,
healthy offspring.
Between 1443 and 1454 Donatello was in Padua,
where his work had a profound influence on sculptors
as well as the painters who had studied with Francesco
Squarcione, including Andrea Mantegna, Marco

Fig. 5 / Donatello, The
Miracle of the Mule, ca.
1446-1449, partly gilded
bronze, 57 x 123 cm, Padua,
Basilica of Sant’Antonio.

Zoppo and Giorgio Schiavone. Giovanni da Pisa,
one of the assistants documented as working with
Donatello in Padua, made at least three terracotta
reliefs of the Madonna and Child (cat. 8.9; fig. 4) enclosed
in an all’antica tabernacle decorated with garlands
and elongated classical vases and attended by plump,
Donatellesque trumpet-blowing putti. Zoppo (cat. 8.10)
and Schiavone (cat. 8.11) both used Giovanni’s relief
as a starting point for their vibrant painted versions
of the theme in which the Madonna and Child are set
within a freestanding architectural frame decorated
with festoons of fruit and frolicking putti. Shortly after
arriving in Padua, Donatello received a commission
for a life-size bronze Crucifix (cat. 9.7), to be placed
atop the rood screen in the church dedicated to Saint
Anthony of Padua, known as the Santo. Originally
the wooden cross was painted blue and Christ wore
a gilded “diadem”, which was lost when the Crucifix
was incorporated into Donatello’s monumental
bronze high altarpiece in the mid-seventeenth century.
Donatello clearly had not forgotten Brunelleschi’s

stinging comments about his earlier wooden Crucifix.
The bronze Christ is by no means a peasant. He is
shown as a heroic male nude with every tormented
muscle and throbbing vein exuding pain. Even more
impressive are the four bronze reliefs for the high altar
of the Santo, represented in the exhibition by the
Miracle of the Mule (cat. 9.9; fig. 5). The reliefs are almost
totally inaccessible in Padua, but the exhibition offers
the rare opportunity to study at least one first hand.
Set within an elaborate architectural setting inspired
by the basilica of Maxentius in Rome, a humble mule
kneels before Saint Anthony to receive the host, rather
than an offering of food. This seemingly simple act
of spiritual nourishment arouses an almost violent
reaction amongst the crowds that push and shove their
way forward to bear witness to the miracle. The low
vanishing point accentuates the grandeur of the setting,
while subliminally underscoring the fundamental notion
that the glory of ancient Roman has been replaced by
the triumph of the Christianity. Like Vasari, we “stand
marvelling and amazed before them”.3
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Curiously Donatello’s bronze tomb slab for Bishop
Giovanni Pecci from the cathedral in Siena (cat.
10.3; fig. 6) has been added to the sculptor’s Paduan
period. Pecci died in 1426 but the family was only
allowed to place Donatello’s tomb slab over his
burial place in the cathedral in 1452. Contrary to
what the catalogue says, the documents do not state
that Donatello designed and cast the slab while in
Padua. We can only say that it was done sometime
between Pecci’s death and the family’s deliberation
with the canons over its placement.4 It seems
highly unlikely that such a large piece would have
been sent across the mountains from Padua and
stylistically its flat gradation of levels pressed within
a mathematical perspective fits more easily with his
work from the late 1420s.

Fig. 6 / Donatello, Floor Tomb
of Bishop Giovanni Pecci, ca.
1448-1450, bronze, with
various inserts of glass paste
and enamel (mostly lost),
249.5 x 106.8 x 2.5/3 cm, Siena,
Cathedral of Maria Assunta,
Chapel of Saint Ansanus.

At the Bargello a small group of works depicting the
biblical hero David have been assembled around
Donatello’s famous bronze David (cat. 12.3), which
although not documented was almost certainly
commissioned by the Medici for their old palace on
the Via Larga around 1434. For the exhibition the
statue has been placed on a higher support giving
a better sense of its original placement on a column
some two meters high. Looking down on the viewers
below him, David epitomizes triumph over tyranny.
The exhibition gives one the rare opportunity to
consider how Donatello interpreted the figure of
David throughout his career. The sensuous nudity
of the large-scale Medici David could not be further
in tenor from unusually textured surface of the
petite bronze David (cat. 12.6). The statuette has
long been considered to be a cast from a wax sketch
by Donatello as a model for the Martelli David (cat.
12.7; fig. 7). Yet there are considerable differences
in the positioning of the head and feet as well
as in the costume that call this relationship into
question. There have even been suggestions that
it is a mischievous nineteenth-century forgery by
Medardo Rosso.5

Fig. 7 / Desiderio da
Settignano?, David
Victorious (Martelli
David), ca. 1465-1470,
marble, 164.6 x 50.4 x
42.4 cm, Washington, DC,
National Gallery of Art.
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What is less clear is whether or not the marble relief
is the one by Donatello that at the beginning of the
sixteenth century belonged to Piero del Pugliese, who
commissioned a new shuttered frame for it from Fra
Bartolomo (cat. 14.7). The scale of the relief to the tiny
painted scenes of the frame is discordant and exactly
how this tabernacle would have worked is unclear.
Furthermore, the Dudley Madonna has traditionally been
attributed to Desiderio da Settignano or according
to the Victoria and Albert Museum one of his later
followers. We shall have to wait for the London
catalogue to see where the penny now drops.

Even greater problems arise with the Martelli David
itself since its attribution and dating are a matter of
scholarly contention. Famously the statue appears
in the background of Bronzino’s Portrait of Ugolino
Martelli (Gemäldegalerie, Berlin) and we are told
by other sources that Donatello donated it as a
gift to Roberto Martelli. In comparison to the selfassured physical beauty of the Medici’s David, this
is a gangling and slightly hesitant adolescent. It was
carved from a piece of antique spolia, possibly a
statue of Diana or an Amazon, and its roughhewn
surface indicates the difficulty in extracting the
new figure from the old. Traditionally the marble
Martelli David was dated around 1435 making it
a contemporaneous counterpoint to the Medici
bronze David. Caglioti states that no one since
H. W. Janson in the late 1950s has attributed the
Martelli David to Donatello, all agreeing instead on
a mid-century artist such as Bernardo or Antonio
Rossellino. While Caglioti accepts this later dating,
he suggests that it is by Desiderio da Settignano with
perhaps an intervention by Bertoldo di Giovanni.
The old attribution to Donatello has, in fact, recently
been raised again and so for now the dating and
attribution of the Martelli David as well as the small
bronze “sketch” must remain an open question.6
The final gallery of the exhibition in the Bargello
is devoted to the so-called Dudley Madonna from the
Victoria and Albert Museum (cat. 14.1; fig. 8). This
small schiacciato relief depicts a moment of maternal
tenderness between the seated Madonna and her
smiling child, who clutches the neckline of her dress,
pulling himself even closer to her breast. The relief
is seen as the archetype for innumerable variants,
including Michelangelo’s Madonna della Scala (cat.
14.6) and paintings by Bronzino (cat. 14.12) and
Artemisia Gentileschi (cat. 14.15). Some of the
comparisons are more farfetched than others, but
by and large it is clear that the composition had a
profound impact throughout the sixteenth century.

Concerns of attribution and dating will, of course,
continue to occupy scholars for decades to come. What
cannot be disputed, however, is the magnificence of
the Florentine exhibition. The shear awesomeness
of the undertaking deserves congratulation on every
level. Leaving the exhibition, one cannot help but feel
that the Neapolitan humanist Pietro Summonte got it
right when he wrote in 1524 to Marcantonio Michiel
in Venice, “There was in Florence at the time of our
fathers Donatello, a rare man and most simple in every
other thing except in sculpture, in which many judge
him still never to have been surpassed”.7

Fig. 8 / Donatello, Virgin
and Child (DeL Pugliese
- Dudley Madonna), ca.
1440, marble, 27.2 x 16.5
x 2 cm, London, Victoria
and Albert Museum.
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Exhibition Review

Raphael
National Gallery, London
5 March – 31 July 2022
PI ERS BAKER-BATES

As the present writer reviewed the Raffaello exhibition
in Rome in 2020 for this journal,1 it seems entirely
appropriate to review, as a coda, the recently concluded
National Gallery exhibition, called simply Raphael,
curated by David Ekserdjian and Tom Henry, both
experts on the artist. This exhibition, which had been
postponed from the 500th anniversary of Raphael’s
untimely death in 2020 by the COVID pandemic, was
worth the wait. Raphael died, aged only thirty-seven,
in 1520 after completing a body of work in his short
life that no other artist has matched and to which this
exhibition did full justice. Through only eight rooms
it explored every area of Raphael’s artistic practice
in depth and did more than justice to the massive
expansion of his activities as his career developed. The
exhibition’s universal ambitions were enhanced by its
installation in the upstairs galleries of the National
Gallery, rather than in the cramped basement of the
Sainsbury wing, so that there was sufficient space both
to appreciate works from a distance and to include
some of the more sizeable ones. Furthermore – unlike
the Rome exhibition, with which there was surprisingly
little overlap in terms of the works included, despite
their comparable scope – pandemic conditions no
longer prevailed, and one could appreciate the works
displayed at relative ease and mask-less.
Fig. 1 / Raphael, The Virgin
and Child with the Infant
Saint John the Baptist and
a Child Saint (“Terranuova
Madonna”), ca. 1505, oil on
poplar, 88.5 cm (diameter),
Berlin, Gemäldegalerie,
Staatliche Museen zu Berlin.

One might legitimately ask why there was the need for
yet another Raphael exhibition so close on the heels of
that in Rome, despite the centenary? There have been
several others besides in various European locations
since the millennium. Many of those exhibitions,
however, concentrated only on his paintings and

drawings and had a particular chronological or
thematic focus, such as the Late Raphael at the Prado
and the Louvre in 2012. More than any other recent
Raphael exhibition, however, apart from that in
Rome, the National Gallery show allowed for a full
assessment of the artist’s protean genius, and the
leisure to appreciate it. The curators were also careful
to include a number of very recent discoveries that
would have been unfamiliar to many non-specialists.
Furthermore, in our increasingly politicized, postpandemic world, blockbuster shows such as this,
reliant on a wide range of loans, may soon be a thing
of the past. In this case, works from the Hermitage,
whose loan had been agreed and were included in the
catalogue, could not at the last-minute travel; so we
can be grateful for the opportunity to appreciate those
loans that were on display.
It may be unfair therefore for this reviewer to begin
with a complaint, but there was nonetheless one
striking drawback to the initial visitor experience.
State institutions in the United Kingdom may be
short of funds, but to charge a £25 entrance fee,
equivalent to a theatrical experience, especially
at the height of a developing cost of living crisis,
seems excessive. Cost would appear to be an
obvious deterrent to many members of the public,
although it did not seem to impact the numbers
attending. Nonetheless, by selling far too many of
those overpriced tickets each day, the exhibition was
always crowded – this reviewer saw it four times in
total – which meant that often patience and tact were
required to appreciate works fully.
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EXHIBITION REVIEW: Raphael. National Gallery, London

Upon entry, the exhibition was divided through eight
galleries, most of them including works on paper as
well as paintings, tapestries and reliefs, and took the
visitor from the very beginning of Raphael’s career
in Urbino through to its end at Rome; the visitor,
specialist and non-specialist alike, was allowed both
to appreciate the rapidity of his development and the
range of his eventual achievement. The choice of works
throughout was intelligent and, unlike a number of
recent exhibitions, was not overly reliant upon the host
institution’s own holdings. Admittedly the first room had
little that was new or startling – Raphael’s early years
are well known – but that proved to be an exception.
Parenthetically, it could perhaps have benefitted from
including an example of his father, Giovanni Santi’s,
work, such as the National Gallery’s own Virgin and Child.

Fig. 2 / Raphael, Holy
Family with a Palm
Tree, ca. 1506-1507,
oil and gold on canvas,
transferred from panel,
101.5 cm (diameter),
Edinburgh, Scottish
National Gallery.

In late 1504, aged just twenty-one, the young Raphael
moved from the Marches and Umbria to Florence
which offered greater career opportunities – and where
he became one of the supreme masters of the theme
of the Madonna and Child. Included in the exhibition
were some paintings and other pieces that are rarely
loaned and that a London audience could study for the
first time, such as, in the second gallery, the Terranuova
Madonna (Gemäldegalerie, Berlin, cat. 9; fig. 1), a
tondo – only the second that Raphael had painted and
an especially Florentine format. Like other paintings from
Berlin, however, it was clear when displayed alongside
other contemporary Raphael works, that it is in need of
cleaning. The inclusion of this tondo was also particularly
interesting since recent discoveries suggest that – given
the inclusion of the figure of the infant Saint Taddeus on
the right – it may have been one of two paintings which
were, according to Vasari, presented by Raphael to
Taddeo Taddei after being hosted at his house for dinner.
Raphael remained throughout his career able to
learn from and absorb what was best in the art of
his contemporaries, starting with Perugino, and
further develop from there his own art. He did so,

EXHIBITION REVIEW: Raphael. National Gallery, London

as Vasari noted, extremely quickly. The second
room demonstrated that, very soon after his arrival
in Florence, he began studying the most advanced
artists in residence. Here was included Raphael’s
drawing after Leda and the Swan (cat. 17) and his Study
for a Portrait of a Young Woman (which is based on, but
reinterprets, the Mona Lisa; cat. 15): it is clear that
Raphael had intimate access to the innovations of
Leonardo da Vinci and probably his studio. In this
gallery too, the visitor could see the recent reframing
of the Gallery’s own, Saint Catherine (cat. 26), which
was not an entire success; although it is a period
frame, its pronounced volumes have somewhat
overwhelmed the painting. This room also made clear
a pattern which became more evident throughout
the exhibition, namely that the preponderance
of Raphael’s religious paintings was perhaps not
sufficiently balanced in terms of his portraits – until
the very last room. It is unfortunate therefore that
in this second room the only portrait included was
La Muta, from the Galleria Nazionale delle Marche
in Urbino (cat. 23), whose continuing attribution to
Raphael remains controversial.
By the third room it became clear just how rapidly
Raphael was learning, with as its centrepiece the
Bridgewater Holy Family with a Palm Tree (cat. 19; fig. 2),
another tondo that was painted in Florence when he was
still only about twenty-four, some three years after the
tondo from Berlin. The rich colours, complex but easily
managed composition, and tender paternal emotion
that this painting projects were a highlight. By 1508
even Florence, however, was not enough for Raphael
and he made a final move to Rome. Behind this third
gallery there was an interesting and unusual display
devoted to Raphael’s designs for the Chigi chapel in
Santa Maria della Pace, on which he worked from
about 1510. Agostino Chigi, a Sienese banker, was by
far the wealthiest man in Rome and became Raphael’s
most important patron after the Pope himself, and died
only five days after him.
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EXHIBITION REVIEW: Raphael. National Gallery, London

This dedicated display was important for, as the
catalogue emphasizes, this was Raphael’s “first attempt
at a multimedia display”, which became increasingly
a specialty. A welcome inclusion here were the two
bronze tondi from the Milanese abbey of Chiaravalle
(cat. 46 and 49), probably by Cesare Roscetti, that were
no doubt intended for this chapel. Based on drawings
by Raphael, that were displayed alongside (cat. 44, 45
and 47, 48), they demonstrated considerable freedom in
their departure from his intentions and the comparison
suggested that even at this early date Raphael could not
always control tightly the work of those entrusted with
executing his designs.
Beyond that intermezzo was a section devoted
to Raphael’s work in the Vatican, which is where
exhibitions dedicated to the artist are always at their
weakest because they can only evoke the great works
painted in fresco through drawings and photographs.

Fig. 3 / View of the
exhibition, showing
the tapestry and the
reproduction of the
cartoon of Paul Preaching
at Athens by Factum Arte.

EXHIBITION REVIEW: Raphael. National Gallery, London

There is nothing that can compare with direct
experience of the Raphael stanze in the Vatican,
although this exhibition did as well as might be
expected. There was, for example, the fragmentary
but astonishingly energetic preparatory cartoon, made
up of at least eighteen sheets of paper glued together,
for Moses before the Burning Bush (cat. 57) on the ceiling
of the Stanza di Eliodoro which gave some idea to
the uninformed viewer of Raphael’s complex working
methods and the power of his draughtsmanship on a
large scale. It did also include the opportunity to see
one of the very rare drawings by Raphael in coloured
chalks (cat. 55), according to the label a preparatory
sketch for the Repulse of Attila, but which could equally
be from a half a decade later and have been intended
for the frescoes in the Sala di Constantino. And the room
was presided over at the far end by the Gallery’s own
brooding portrait of Pope Julius II, the ambitious
patron who began this great project in 1508 or 1509.
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The next gallery demonstrated how much an
exhibition can be enhanced by the work of Factum
Arte, based in Madrid, whose faithful digital
recreations were previously seen both in the Sebastiano
del Piombo and Michelangelo exhibition at the National
Gallery of five years earlier, and in the Raffaello
at the Quirinale in 2020. Their nearly same-size
reproduction of the cartoon of Paul Preaching at Athens
(fig. 3) evoked for the visitor the majesty of Raphael’s
original, besides the tapestry itself (cat. 65) which the
Vatican had remarkably agreed to lend. Designs for
tapestry above all showcase the range of Raphael’s
talent. The exhibition was also able to borrow the
recently discovered tapestry God the Father (cat. 76),
now in the Museo Nacional de Artes Decorativas in
Madrid, but woven in Brussels and which was intended
to be part of the papal robing bed. It’s relationship to
the Pitti Vision of Ezekiel (cat. 75), here given, surely
correctly, to Giulio Romano on Raphael’s design,
wasn’t, however, further elucidated. Finally, in this
same gallery was also displayed the most recent
Raphael discovery, a drawing of about 1512 (cat. 58;
fig. 4) that appeared on the art market in Paris only in
April 2019, and which was used again – albeit years
later – by Giulio Romano, for his Spinola Holy Family,
now in the Getty.2

Fig. 4 / Raphael, Holy
Family, ca. 1513,
leadpoint and white
body colour on a grey
ground, on paper, 19.5
x 12.2 cm, New York,
Private Collection.

Off this larger gallery were two smaller sections, both
of which were important for understanding Raphael’s
holistic practice. The first dealt with his investigations
of classical antiquity and his activity in printmaking:
Raphael was fascinated by both areas. The ambitious
Quos Ego (cat. 68) in particular, of about 1515-1516,
and probably conceived as a frontispiece for a neverrealized edition of the Aeneid, not only demonstrates
the importance that Raphael placed on the making of
prints in collaboration with Marcantonio Raimondi,
but also his immersion in Roman literary culture.
Remarkably the London exhibition was able to include
the famous letter to Leo X (cat. 84), discussing the
destruction of ancient Roman remains.
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EXHIBITION REVIEW: Raphael. National Gallery, London

This was written in 1519 by Raphael, in conjunction
with Baldassare Castiglione, and had already
been included in the Rome exhibition, so its loan
was particularly generous. It only became part
of the Mantuan archives in 2016, acquired from
Castiglione’s descendants; personally, this author
would therefore have placed Raphael’s sublime
portrait of his great friend (cat. 83) beside this letter
rather in the final room.
This section did, however, include the equally
remarkable but puzzling tiny, tondo profile portrait
of the goldsmith, Valerio Belli (cat. 77; fig. 5), which
was once part of a series of miniature family portraits
belonging to the Belli family – and for which there is no
other equivalent in Raphael’s oeuvre. Raphael was much
more concerned with objects than is often thought,
and this may become clearer again in the Giulio
Romano exhibition to be held in Mantua this coming
autumn. The second smaller section was perhaps less
successful, albeit still necessary. It dealt with Raphael’s
architectural practice through models and drawings,
a practice which has since been much obscured by
later demolitions and alterations. The selection had
no obvious coherence, and the drawings chosen were
something of a hotchpotch, but did at least allow the
range of his architectural practice to be appreciated –
and the inclusion of a three-dimensional model of part
of the façade of the demolished Palazzo Branconio
d’Aquila in the Borgo was evocative.

Fig. 5 / Raphael, Profile
Portrait of Valerio Belli,
1517, oil on panel, 12.5 cm
(diameter), Madrid, Abelló
Collection.

Approaching the last room, devoted to portraiture,
in terms of criticism of the exhibition, this author
found one major drawback; although Raphael’s own
multimedia skills were made very clear, there was
little or no discussion of the increasing role that was
played by his workshop, particularly towards the
end of his career, even if the important part played
by Giulio Romano in particular had been obliquely
referred to earlier. This is admittedly a difficult and
controversial area for scholars, let alone the general
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public. Nonetheless its absence was felt. Such lack of
discussion became particularly problematic in the last
room of the exhibition which formed something of a
coda to what had preceded. In the famous self-portrait
of Raphael from the Louvre (cat. 88), the second figure
was firmly identified as Giulio Romano – the leading
artist in the workshop – rather than vaguely being
described as a friend, as he was in the Rome exhibition.
There were also included here two paintings which
to this author are problematic and imply intervention
by the workshop. In particular, the so-called Fornarina
(cat. 87) from the Galleria Nazionale in Rome, which
looked weak in this company, and the portrait of Lorenzo
de’Medici, Duke of Urbino (cat. 79), which was the last
major painting by Raphael to be sold at auction, but
which must surely mainly be a workshop production.
Despite these minor quibbles, the National Gallery
exhibition was undoubtedly a triumphant success
in reintroducing the talent of Raphael to a general
audience on his 500th anniversary. In addition, the
exhibition was accompanied by a lavishly illustrated
and comprehensive catalogue that included a number
of innovative essays such as that by Thomas P.
Campbell on “Raphael and Tapestry Design” (pp. 90107).3 And for those who wish to know more now, this
catalogue could benefit from being read in conjunction
with Paul Joannides’s very recent World of Art volume
on Raphael.4

NOTE S
1.
2.

3.
4.

Piers Baker-Bates, “Rafaello 1520-1483,” Colnaghi Studies Journal 7
(2020): pp. 87-91.
See Paul Joannides, “A Metalpoint Drawing of the Holy Family by
Raphael and Observations of his Assistantsʼ use of his Drawings,”
Colnaghi Studies Journal 10 (2022): pp. 8-23.
David Ekserdjian and Tom Henry, Raphael, exh. cat. (London:
National Gallery, 2022).
Paul Joannides, Raphael (London: Thames and Hudson, 2022).
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