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Preface

This book is not intended to be a complete history of the
architecture and decoration of the Baroque and the Rococo—
such a project would take many volumes of this size: it is rather
an attempt to define what can properly be covered by the terms
Baroque and Rococo and to bring out the salient features of
both stvles and the modifications which they underwent in the
various countries which adopted them. Emphasis is laid on the
great figures of the period. but the vernacular style is also
discussed. even in areas which did not produce any great
masters.

In a sense | am attempting to work out in greater detail the
ideas which I outlined in a lecture given at the British Academy
in 1972 with the somewhat cumbersome title: Some Uses and
Misuses of the Terms Baroque and Rococo as applied to Archi-
tecture. In this brief sketch I tried to himit the application of the
terms Baroque and Rococo to groups of works which had
fundamental qualities in common and to eliminate from their
coverage certain types to which the terms have commonly been
applied. but which. in my opinion. are essentially different from
the true Baroque and Rococo as they appeared initially in
Rome and France respectively.

This book is the result of close collaboration between the
various contributors. The general scheme and the division into
sections were the result of joint planning and there has been a
continuous interchange of ideas between the various authors.
Naturally our approaches vary, partly because of the particular
interests of each individual author and partly because of the
problems presented in the different sections. In some cases the
historical background needed specially detailed investigation.
in others considerations of architectural theory were of pre-
dominant importance: in some areas decoration was the most
important element to be analysed. in others planning and
structure were the features of real originality. We hope, how-
ever. that in spite of these variations the different sections of the
book share a common basic approach and form a coherent
picture of the architecture and decoration of the period.

Our intention was to write for the reader who has an interest
in the history of architecture but not necessarily a specialized
knowledge of'it. and therefore the temptation to take short cuts
by using technical terms has been resisted as far as possible. In
order not to interrupt the flow of the arguments footnotes have
been kept to a minimum. They are mainly designed to give the
authorities on which the statements made in the text are based
and to guide the reader to books and articles where he can find
fuller information on particular subjects that interest him.

Theillustrations are based on the photographs taken by Wim

~J

Swaan, but these were made before the present team of authors
was connected with the project and have been supplemented
by others from various sources. including engravings and
drawings.

This book is dedicated to the memory of Rudolf Witt-
kower, to whom [ personally owe all the training I ever had in
the study of architecture and from whom one of the other
contributors. Kerry Downes. also learnt much directly. The
two younger contributors did not know him personally but join
with us in paying tribute to the founder of the modern approach
towards Baroque architecture and sculpture.

Anthony Blunt
London 1978

| Ecstasy of St Theresa, marble group by Bernini, ¢. 1644-47, in the
Cornaro Chapel. S. Maria della Vitloria, Rome






Introduction

The word “Baroque” has been and still is used in many different
senses, but in this book it will be taken to mean the style which
was created in Rome roughly in the period 1620-70. that is to
say in the pontificates of Gregory XV, Urban VII1, Innocent X
and Alexander VII. It can reasonably be thus defined in terms
of papal history because it expressed the spirit which dominated
a particular phase in the development of the Roman Church.
represented by the popes just mentioned. and although it
spread to other areas and was used for different purposes it
always retained the fundamental characteristics developed 1n
Rome.!

During the second half of the sixteenth century the Roman
Church. the very existence of which had been threatened by the
Reformation. went through an austere period of internal
reform designed to set its own house in order and to give it
sufficient strength to reassert its power. This phase was typified
by the activities of the Council of Trent which met from 1545 till
1563. The Council laid down new laws for the internal discip-
line of the church and re-examined the doctrines which had
been challenged by the Protestants. The internal reform was
stringent and removed many of the abuses which the Protes-
tants had attacked—by condemning simony (the buying of
offices) and pluralism (the holding of many offices). by
improving the educational system of the clergy, by reaffirming
the observance of monastic rules and the need for bishops to
reside in their dioceses. and emphasizing the importance of
preaching—but in the matter of doctrine. far from adapting
themselves to the demands of the Reformers, the Roman
theologians affirmed more vehemently than ever many of the
points which their opponents had attacked: the sole right of the
Church to interpret the Bible and the equal validity of tradition
and the scriptures as sources of religious truth, the validity of all
seven Sacraments (of which the Protestants only accepted two,
Baptism and the Eucharist), the doctrine of Transsubstantia-
tion (the Real Presence of the body and blood of Christ in the
bread and wine of the Mass). the veneration of the Virgin Mary
and the saints and the worship of their relics.

This movement of administrative and doctrinal reform was
accompanied by a wave of religious enthusiasm. 1t was the time
of the great reformers such as S. Carlo Borromeo, the great
fighters against the heretics and the infidel. St Ignatius and St
Francis Xavier. and the great mystics, St Theresa of Avila and

2 S. lvo della Sapienza, Rome, inlerior (afler restoration) by Borromini,
1642-50, decoraled after 1655

St John of the Cross. Some of these. like St John of the Cross.
expressed themselves in good works and magnificent poetry.
but most of them took more practical action by creating new
orders. or reforming existing ones. The Jesuits, founded by St
Ignatius, the Theatines, by S. Gaetano Thiene, the Oratorians,
by St Philip Neri, and the Carmelites reformed by St Theresa
became the militants of the new way of life, and the means by
which the spirit embodied in the Council of Trent was carried
into effect.

The decrees of the Council of Trent were expounded in
greater detail by some of the reformers of the period. S. Carlo
Borromeo and his nephew Cardinal Federico Borromeo, for
instance. laid down rules for the guidance of artists and patrons
commissioning churches or works of religious art. Paintings
and statues must be designed to convey the truth of Christian
doctrine, not to satisfy the senses: they must follow the details of
the scriptures or the legends of the saints. and they must observe
the laws of decorum as far as the painting of nudes was
concerned. Churches must be planned to satisfy the needs of
liturgy, not merely to be beautiful in form and ornament. In fact
the arts had to be the handmaids of religion. and paintings had
to be the Bible of theilliterate, as they had been in the great days
of the Church in the Middle Ages.

The effects of this approach to the arts can be seen in the
painting and architecture of the later sixteenth century in Italy
and elsewhere. The great cycles of frescoes in Roman churches
of the time deal with carefully thought-out programmes. ex-
pounding the mysteries of the Faith. like those of the Cappella
Sistina in S. Maria Maggiore. extolling the virtues of the
martyrs. as in the horrific frescoes in S. Stefano Rotondo. and
sometimes even celebrating recent victories over the enemy, as
in the decorations of the Sala Regia in the Vatican, executed in
the 1570s, which include not only the *Victory over the Turks at
Lepanto’ in 1571 but the *Massacre of the Protestants in Paris’
on the Feast of St Bartholomew in the following year. in the
designing of churches fundamental changes were introduced:
the Greek cross and circle. much favoured in the early sixteenth
century because of their geometrical perfection which was
considered a symbol of the perfection of God, were rejected in
favour of the Latin cross which was liturgically more satisfac-
tory in that the clearly defined choir allowed for the separation
of the clergy from the laity. a point to which theologians of the
Counter-Reformation attached importance as it emphasized
the sacred character of the priesthood. The long nave provided
a good setting for processions and allowed the construction of
chapels for the worship of individual saints. The decoration of
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churches was to be decent but simple, and the first Jesuit
churches. such as the Gesu in Rome or the Gesu Nuovo in
Naples, were initially to have been in stucco and stone only,
without marbling, gilding or even frescoes, all of which were
lavishly added in the seventeenth century when policy and taste
had changed.

In comparison with this austere and heroic phase of reform,
the Baroque age was one of fulfilment and enjoyment. It did not
produce any figures comparable to the great reforming saints of
the sixteenth century. but it was a period in which it seemed that
the Church. building on the achievements of the Counter-
Reformation. might reassert its position as a temporal as well as
a spiritual power. This hope proved illusory, and the efforts of
the popes to intervene effectively in European politics were

steadily frustrated by the newly formed centralized states,
above all by France, which circumscribed the efforts of In-
nocent X to take part in the Peace of Westphalia in 1648,
resisted all his attempts to interfere in internal affairs and
deliberately humiliated his successor Alexander VII into mak-
ing public and abject apology over a minor diplomatic incident.
From this time onwards the papacy ceased to be a major power
in European politics.

In the 1620s and 1630s. however, the general optimism
seemed justified. The battle of the White Mountain in 1620, in
which the Catholic forces totally defeated an alliance of Pro-
testant princes, assured the Empire as a stronghold of Catho-
licism: missionary work was carrying the faith to the Far East
and to the states of Latin America; and, though the finances of
the papacy were never sound, the reforms of the late-sixteenth-
century popes had created a temporary feeling of security.

The energy which in the last decades of the sixteenth century
had gone into reform was now directed towards celebration.
The heroes of the Counter-Reformation were canonized
Borromeo in 1610, Ignatius, Francis Xavier, Philip Neri,
Theresa in 1622, Gaetano da Thiene in 1629, and these
canonizations were the signal for the building of churches and
chapels dedicated to the new saints.

As would be expected this new spirit demanded a new style to
express its aspirations. The severe didactic manner of painting
advocated 1n the years of reform gave place to a more joyous,
more emotional style in accordance with the new religious
mood in which the worship of the Virgin and Child and the
saints played a leading part. Apparitions of the Virgin and
Child, saints in ecstasy and miraculous events became the
stock-in-trade of painters and sculptors,> and to represent them
they invented new formulas: swirling compositions, warm
seductive colouring, figures in strong movement, dramatic
gestures, and a whole apparatus of clouds, putti and radiances.
The greatest master of this style in ltaly was Bernini, whose
Ecstasy of St Theresa may be taken as symbolizing the new art.
Painters such as Giovanni Lanfranco. Pietro da Cortona, or
Maratta gave brilliant expression to the same feeling, but the
greatest exponent of the style in painting lived and worked
outside [taly: Peter Paul Rubens, whose altarpieces for the
Jesuits and other religious orders in Antwerp were among the
masterpieces of the period.

If this new art is to be described by a single epithet, it could be
called rhetorical. Artists aimed at arousing astonishment, at
creating strongly emotional effects, at imposing them instan-
taneously. even abruptly, on their audience, and they directed
their appeal not only to the sophisticated Roman ecclesiastics
and secular aristocrats but also to the thousands of pilgrims
who visited the city.

These aims led them to produce a style which to a northerner,
often influenced, though perhaps unconsciously, by traditions
of Puritanism, may seem vulgar and even irreligious, but the
southern Catholics of the day thought it appropriate that the
worship of God and the saints should be accompanied by a
splendour at least equal to that demanded by secular princes.

3 Above left S. Maria della Vittoria, Cornaro Chapel, ¢. 1644-5t, with the
Ecstasy of St Theresa by Bernini

4 Lefr S. Andrea al Quirinale, Rome, by Bernini, 1658-70, interior of the
dome
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It would moreover be entirely wrong to suppose that, be-
cause this rhetorical art made a direct appeal to the emotions
and even to the senses, the artists who produced it were
unintellectual. Bernini was a man of wide culture who wrote
poetry, produced plays, and composed music: Cortona was a
master of architecture as well as of painting, and was a learned
theologian: and among the pure architects Francesco Borro-
mini was an enthusiastic archaeologist. Guarino Guarini a
professional mathematician, theologian and philosopher. and
most of the great architects of the period were well versed in
geometry and in the art of engineering.

The salient features of Baroque architecture as it was created
in Rome and as it later spread to other areas of Europe may be
summarized as follows. Baroque architects preferred curves to
straight lines and complex forms to those which were regular
and simple. The ideal form of the architects of the Renaissance
had been the circle, which is symmetrical about every diameter,
and the square and the Greek cross, which are symmetrical
about their two principal axes. Baroque architects preferred the
oval to the circle because it had greater variety in its changing
curvature. and the Latin cross to the Greek: but in each case
they liked to introduce variations. ‘combinations of different
ovals, or curves to break up the straight lines of the Latin cross.

Even in their simple forms the oval and the Latin cross had
one characteristic which appealed to Baroque architects: they
implied a feeling of movement on their longer axes. as opposed
to the static symmetry of the circle or the Greek cross. and this
feeling of movement could be intensified by the variations
introduced in their more complex plans. This effect was streng-
thened owing to the fact that Baroque architects often used
incomplete ovals. so that one space leads on into the next. In the
vertical the same kind of movement is obtained by continuing
the main lines of the lower walls right up to the top of the
structure, or by an ingenious repetition of forms. sometimes on
a diminishing scale on the interior of a dome.

Baroque architects also sought movement in the actual walls
of their buildings. This interest is most clearly displayed in their
treatment of fagades. Whereas a typical Renaissance fagade
tends to be more or less in one plane, articulated by pilasters or
at most half-columns, Baroque architects liked to treat their
facades almost like sculpture, setting columns into the walls,
opening them up with niches of varying scales, and finally
actually curving the whole surface of the fagade, which is
sometimes treated almost as a single surface, but is often given
the sculptural treatment just described.

In the decoration of the interior again Baroque architects
employed a number of methods which were foreign to the spirit
of the Renaissance. They often combined in a single whole the
three arts of painting, sculpture, and architecture. so that the
painting of the altarpiece or on the vault, the sculptured figures
of saints or donors contribute as much as the architecture to the
whole effect. Further. artists working in one medium often use
means proper to others, thus creating an actual fusion of the
arts. Architectural members are sometimes replaced by sculp-
ture or are so contorted and decorated that they seem more like

S Above right St Peter's, Rome, interior showing Maderno's nave, 1609-26,
and Bernini’s baldacchino, begun 1624

6 Right S. Carlo alle Quattro Fonlane, Rome, fagade by Borromini,
designed, ¢. 1637, execuled 1665 onwards, the upper parl finished afier
Borromini’s death
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sculpture than supporting elements. Sculptors introduce
colour— almost like painters —in the form of illusionist marble
inlay. by imitating the texture of velvet or silk, or by creating
effects of false perspective. Painters use this last device on a vast
scale and set up complete buildings on the ceilings of their
churches or the saloni in their palaces. Architects execute
similar effects of léger-de-main in three dimensions. producing.
for instance. arcades which appear twice their actual length. All
these devices contribute, by their element of surprise. to the
shock-effects sought by Baroque architects.

The eftects of surprise were heightened by carefully con-
trolled light. either directed to highlight some particular fea-
ture. or to shine on a fresco or a relief from a concealed source.
thus producing an unexplained and dramatic effect.

Other devices are equally ‘theatrical’. A favourite method
was to spread an action across the whole space of a church: for

7 Opposite S. Ignazio, Rome, frescoes on the vault of the nave by Andrea
Pozzo. 1691-94

8 Below The colonnade of S Peter’s, by Bernini, begun 1656
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instance, a martyrdom may be depicted over the altar and the
saint may be shown being received in Heaven in a fresco on the
vault.

Baroque architects often heightened the striking impression
created by their churches by the use of elaborate ornament and
rich materials. This is often quoted as the first and chief feature
of Baroque architecture, but it is important to remember that it
1s not to be found in by any means all Baroque works. Some of
the most accomplished architects used the simplest materials
brick and stucco--and obtained their effects solely by the
ingenuity of their architectural forms.

Symbolism of a complicated kind is often used in the de-
coration and even the planning of Baroque churches. The
attributes of the particular saint to whom the church is de-
dicated may be included in stucco or painted panels or even
worked into the architectural plan, and there are often allusions
to the idea that a church was the modern equivalent of the
Temple of Solomon. In plan the architect may use a triangle as a
symbol for the Trinity, or the six-pointed star of David for
wisdom, and in one case a design is known to have been based
on the bees in the arms of Urban VIII.

Finally most Baroque architects liked to work on a big scale.
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This is not generally true of the first generation of Roman
Baroque architects, and the palaces of the Seicento are rarely as
big as, say, the Palazzo Farnese, but Bernini, in the Piazza of St
Peter’s and in his unexecuted design for the Louvre, gave an
idea of the feeling for the colossal which was to be characteristic
of the great monastic buildings and palaces erected north of the
Alps. This love for a large scale also manifested itself in an
interest in town-planning, and Roman Baroque architects
produced some of the most celebrated examples of this aft,
beginning with the Piazza of St Peter's, and including the
Piazza del Popolo and the Spanish Steps, and their example
was imitated in many other cities in Italy and in other countries.
To cope with the articulation of these vast buildings architects
adopted the use of a giant Order, embracing two, sometimes
three, storeys of a building, a device which had been redis-
covered in the sixteenth century but not used extensively till the
Baroque period.

Thisisan example of an important general fact about Roman
Baroque architecture. Although it is a fundamentally new and
original style, many of the elements which go to compose it had
been invented in the previous century. Michelangelo and
Palladio had used giant Orders; Peruzzi and Vignola had
experimented with oval ground plans: Raphael. Peruzzi and
Giulio Romano, and many of the later Mannerists had created
trompe ['oeil effects in their frescoes; Raphael and Pordonone
had hinted at the device of extending the action over the whole
space of a chapel: Bramante had constructed false-perspective
colonnades in three dimensions; but these artists had used such
devices separately and usually in a discreet manner. It was left
to the Baroque to combine them into wholes bolder and more

- . s
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dramatic than anything created in the sixteenth century. Those
who condemn the Baroque would call them melodramatic and
theatrical, but for the particular purpose envisaged by Baroque
architects they were perfectly suitable.

If later sixteenth-century architecture was one source for the
methods of Roman Baroque architects, another was the ar-
chitecture of classical antiquity.® This may seem surprising in
view of the accusations made by supporters of the Classical
schools of architecture over more than two centuries that the
architects of the Baroque broke every rule laid down by
Vitruvius and every principle implicit in the buildings of Greece
and Rome. This problem will be discussed in greater detail in
connection with the individual Roman Baroque architects,
particularly Borromini, and here it will be enough to state that
all the great Baroque architects expressed the greatest admi-
ration for the architecture of Classical Antiquity and that it can
be shown that they studied and imitated these works with care
and enthusiasm. What distinguished them from their more
obviously ‘Classical’ contemporaries was that they admired
and studied a different kind of Ancient architecture and
interpreted it in a different manner.

9 Above Piranesi's etching of the Piazza del Popolo, showing S. Maria di
Montesanto (left) and S. Maria dei Miracoli (right), and the obelisk set up
by Sixtus V. The middle street is the Corso, in which is visible the fagade
of S. Giacomo degli Incurabili; to the left is the Via del Babuino leading to
the Piazza di Spagna (see plate 73); on the right is the Via di Ripetta,
leading to the port of that name on the Tiber (see plate 71)

10 Opposite Turin, S. Lorenzo by Guarino Guarini, 1668-80, interior of
the dome
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By 1680 what one may call the “Founding Fathers’ of the
Baroque — Bernini, Borromini, and Pietro da Cortona— were
all dead. They were followed by a generation of less talented
architects who, however, succeeded in evolving a kind of
moderate Baroque, in which the individual brilliance of the
carlier styles was qualified, partly by the influence of French

11 Nymphenburg, the Amalienburg, detail of the ceiling of the Mirror
Room, designed by Frangois Cuvilliés, 1734-39

taste, and which was much more acceptable to foreigners. In
fact this generation, of which the most important representative
was Carlo Fontana, created a style which spread throughout
Europe and was employed—with variations naturally —by
Juvarra in Piedmont, Fischer von Erlach in Austria, Schliiter in
Prussia, Schlaun in Westphalia, Jules Hardouin Mansart in
France, and even Vanbrugh in England.

At the same time, however, a more inventive development
from Roman Baroque was taking place in Turin, where Guar-
ino Guarini created a highly individual interpretation of Borro-
mini’s style, which was carried on in the same district by his
follower Bernardo Vittone.

In other parts of Italy the spread of a true form of Baroque
architecture was much less considerable than is generally
believed. In many areas a strong local tradition inhibited its
acceptance. In Venice and in the terra firma which it controlled
the principles of Palladio, codified by Scamozzi, held sway
throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and
Baldassare Longhena’s Salute stands out as an almost isolated

Baroque building. In Florence the followers of Michelangelo,
Buontalenti and Cigoli, imposed their style and the Baroque
never took root. Milan produced in Ricchino an important
forerunner of the Baroque, who probably influenced Borro-
mini, but the later Milanese works in the full Baroque style are
pedestrian.

The architecture of southern Italy presents special problems.
Naples was hardly affected by the example of Roman Baroque
till the early eighteenth century, but architects like Cosimo
Fanzago evolved a style which, though it never exploits Roman
ideas of planning and spatial invention, shows a feeling for the
articulation of the wall in depth and for a particular kind of
polychrome decoration which can properly be called Baroque.
In the first half of the eighteenth century Naples produced in
Ferdinando Sanfelice an architect who understood the prin-
ciples of Borromini and developed new forms out of them. In
Sicily the problem is to some extent similar. Much of Sicilian
vernacular, though fine in decorative inventiveness, shows no
appreciation of the real aims of Roman Baroque architects and,
apart from a few interesting sports such as Angelo Italia, little
Sicilian architecture can be called Baroque till the appearance
of Rosario Gagliardi and Vaccarini in the middle of the
eighteenth century.

It is usual to describe as Baroque the late-seventeenth and
early-eighteenth-century architecture of Lecce and the
Salento—the ‘heel’ of Italy—but the term does not apply in any
real sense. The architects of this area did not show the slightest
interest in Baroque planning or structure, and the effect of their
churches depends entirely on rich and elaborate surface de-
coration, mainly based on motifs invented in the sixteenth
century. A phrase like ‘stile Salentino’ would describe it much
more accurately than the generally accepted ‘Leccese Baroque’.

In Spain there are a certain number of buildings, notably the
three Royal Palaces in Madrid, Aranjuez, and La Granja,
which were designed by foreigners in the characteristic Late
Baroque style. but the mainstream, which reached its fullest
expression in Andalusia, is of a quite different type, charac-
terized by extravagantly broken up architectural forms, mixed
with naturalistic statues of ecstatic saints. This style satisfied the
emotional needs of the Andalusians, which found—and still
find —expression in the great processions of Holy Week in
Seville. Some of these Andalusian buildings include decorative
motifs taken from northern Mannerist pattern-books, parti-
cularly that of the German Wendel Dietterlin, whose type of
broken-up pilaster became widely popular under the name of
estipite. In certain cases, of which the most famous is the
sacristy of the Cartuja at Granada, the Mannerist estipites take
over completely, so that the term ‘Baroque’ no longer seems an
appropriate epithet for them:; and this is even truer of the
architecture of ecighteenth-century Mexico. The term Chur-
rigueresque has been suggested for this group, but this has one
great disadvantage, namely that the work of the Churriguera
family is for the most part conspicuously conservative. We
cannot coin a word from the name of the architect who built the
sacristy of the Cartuja, because his identity is not known. As
will be suggested below in the section dealing with this group of
buildings, the term ‘Neo-Mannerist’ is more precisely de-
scriptive of this style, but is in many respects unsatisfactory.

In Portugal the case is different. There is a vernacular style of
altar design which has as much in common with Romanesque
forms as with Baroque, but in Lisbon, Oporto, and Braga
another style developed in which the architectural forms were
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based on those of Roman Baroque, interpreted in a highly
individual manner. The Portuguese took both these styles with
them to their colonies, and in Brazil local architects, of whom
the most celebrated. called Aletjadinho (‘the Cripple’). was a
man of exceptional talent. produced highly original variations
on the Portuguese style.

The development and influence of Baroque architecture
north of the Alps varied, as might be expected, according to
local conditions. In Catholic Austria and South Germany it
attained a second brilliant flowering in the first half of the
cighteenth century and the great monastery and pilgrimage-
churches of this area must count among the finest and most
characteristic manifestations of the style. In the Protestant
countries of northern Europe the style naturally met with a
more limited welcome. In ecclesiastical architecture one can
only quote individual Baroque features. such as Wren's west
towers of St Paul's in London, but in secular architecture
Baroque ideas were more acceptable and were well suited to
expressing the power of sovereigns or wealthy individuals. In
many cases. however, the Baroque had been filtered through
the sieve of French bon gonir and emerged in a chaster form. The
French never accepted the Baroque whole-heartedly, but archi-
tects no doubt learned much from the example of Rome. The
grand-scale planning of Frangois Mansart's chateaux and later
the whole conception of Versailles are in line with Baroque
ideas. and the last public buildings of Louis XIV’s reign, the
Invalides, the chapel of Versailles, and the Place Vendome are
even more Baroque in feeling. During the earlier part of Louis
XV’s reign the demand was for a different kind of building.
hotels with small, elegantly decorated rooms as opposed to
large public works, and the tradition of monumental architec-
ture was temporarily eclipsed. When it reappeared in the middle
of the eighteenth century in the gencration of Ange-Jacques
Gabriel. the Baroque features characteristic of Jules Hardouin
Mansart are still visible, but they are expressed m a more
severely Classical idiom.

So far the word *Rococo’ has deliberately not been mentioned
in this discussion, but when we come to the eighteenth-century
buildings of France and South Germany it can no longer be
avoided.

Like Baroque the word Rococo has been used in many
different senses, but there is general agreement on one funda-
mental point: in its origin it was essentially a style of de-
coration, more precisely the style which was invented in France
for the decoration of private houses and reached its maturity
roughly in the period 1725 to 1740. It marked a complete break
with the style of the high period of Louis XIV's reign. and
even more with that of the Baroque. 1t is marked by lightness
and delicacy; its decorative forms are composed of small.
broken curves, executed either in wood or in stucco, floating on
the surface of the wall or ceiling, leaving much of 1t unbroken.
Rococo decorators preferred light colours — pinks, pale blues.
cool greens, with plenty of white either in the field or in the
decoration itself, which is often touched with gold —as opposed
to the sombre colours and heavy gilding of the Baroque.
Rococo designers eliminate as far as possible the architectural
members—columns, pilasters, entablatures —and fuse their
decoration into gauze-like patterns over walls and ceilings.
which often merge into each other. In its mature form this
decoration is often asymmetrical and incorporates the shell as a
favourite motif. The term atectonic has appropriately been
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12 Vienna. the Upper Belvedere by Jean Luca von Hildebrandt, 172122,
detail of the entrance front

invented to describe this style. as opposed to the Baroque. in
which the architectural members, though often distorted in
relation to Classical canons, are always fundamental.

The Rococo did not arise suddenly but originated in a type of
decoration employed in the rooms decorated for Louis XIV in
the last fifteen years of his reign by Jules Hardouin Mansart and
his assistants. It was developed by the members of the studio
into the style known as Régence. which marks a half-way stage
between the late Louis XIV rooms and the full Rococo of
Pineau or Meissonnier.

Some writers confine the word Rococo to the field of de-
coration. but it scems reasonable to extend it to cover certain
whole buildings in which the architecture is inseparable from
the Rococo decoration. particularly those of Cuvilliés and
Dominikus Zimmermann in Germany. where the Rococo
enjoyed a great success and produced works of the highest
invention and sophistication. The Rococo was also reflected in
the arts of furniture and ceramics, and the poreelain of Nymph-
enburg and Meissen could be regarded as among the finest
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productions of the style. The application of the term can
reasonably be extended further to the figurative arts, to include
the painting of Watteau and Boucher. the drawings of Cochin
and Gabriel de Saint-Aubin. and even the sculpture of J. B.
Lemoyne and. in Germany. Ferdinand Tietz and Ignaz Giin-
ther.

The problem of Rococo outside France and Germany has
never been properly studied. In certain parts of northern ltaly.
particularly Piedmont and Veneto. there was a direct diffusion
of the French style, but the term can be properly applied to the
atectonic architecture and decoration of certain Neapolitan
artists, particularly the architect Domenico Antonio Vaccaro
and the decorative sculptor Giuseppe Sammartino.

So far I have only discussed the senses in which 1 personally
believe the words Baroque and Rococo can most usefully be
employed, but something must be said about the origins of the
terms and the varying meanings which have been attached to
them #

The word Baroque originally meant fantastic or misshapen
and it was used in two quite different contexts. The Portuguese
used it to describe a natural, irregular pearl. and the Italians
applied it to rhetoric. using it to describe a far-fetched or
fanciful argument. It was first applied to architecture by French
critics of the mid-eighteenth century and. as was the case with
Gotbhic, it was originally used as a term of abuse but stuck as a
stylistic description. Francesco Milizia® and his Neo-Classical
followers in France and Italy used the term to describe the
architecture of Borromini and his contemporaries because they
regarded it as malformed and as breaking all the laws of
Classical architecture. The term continued to be used in this
sense till the 1880s. when certain German art-historians began
to use it to describe a definite phase in the evolution of
architecture.

They were driven to defining this phase by the realization that
art after the middle of the sixteenth century did not, as their
predecessors believed, simply represent a decadence from
Renaissance ideals. but a style with its own principles. quite
different from those of the Renaissance itself. These pioneers in
the definition of the Baroque —Burckhardt, Liibke, Gurlitt,
and above all Wolfflin® — applied the term to art in all European
countries. roughly from the middle of the sixteenth century to
the middle of the eighteenth. but their successors realized that
this definition was too wide. Chronologically these later
critics— Dvorak and Walter Friedlaender” - divided the period
into two parts and called the first Mannerism. a word of which
the exact application is now subject to much discussion and
disagreement. It was originally used to describe painters rather
than architects and was applied to the phase after the gen-
eration of 1520 (Raphael and the young Michelangelo) but was
later extended to cover the architecture of Michelangelo himself
and his followers, such as Buontalenti and Tibaldi, as well as
that of Giulio Romano and others. At the same time critics
came to see that Wolfflin's bold attempt to apply the term
Baroque to the art of the whole of Europe in the seventeenth
century would not work, and that it was not generally valid for
French and Dutch art, which was conditioned by quite different
intellectual and political atmospheres. As a result the term came

13 Opposite Vienna, Karlskirche designed by J. B. Fischer von Erlach,
interior of dome, frescoes by J. M. Rotimayr, 1725-30
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to be applied in a more restricted sense, though most writers at
the present time continue to apply it to the architecture of
Apulia and the Spanish colonies - in my opinion wrongly.

Other writers in the 1920s and 1930s held different views of
the Baroque. Certain nationalist German writers, such as
Hamann® for instance, held that it was something fundamen-
tally Germanic and related to Gothic art. One Spanish critic,
Eugenio d'Ors.? reversed the ‘restrictive’ tendency of the time
and maintained that Baroque was a phase which occurred in all
epochs as a reaction from the art of Classical periods towards a
style which was hively. vigorous. and irregular. In all he defined
twenty-two different Baroque phases in the hisiory of art, from
prehistoric times to the architecture of cinemas and hotels of his
own day. This application of the word, which makes it practi-
cally meaningless. has not been generally accepted. but the term
can reasonably be applied by extension to one phase of ancient
art, which produced Pergamene sculpture., the Temple of
Baalbek, the rock-tombs of Petra, and the cities of Sabratha
and Leptis Magna.

The word Rococo was also first used in a derogatory sense.!?
It was coined in the studios of the French Neo-Classical
painters of the 1790s to describe the art of the type of which they
most strongly disapproved, to which the terms marquise and
Pompadour were applied—unfairly, since the marquise was a
keen supporter of the Classical movement inaugurated by her
brother. the marquis de Marigny. The word Rococo is
probably—though not certainly—derived from rocaille, a term
used to describe the shell-incrusted rocky surface of artificial
grottos. but it has slight echoes of baby-talk in the repetition of
the second syllable ro-co-co. These overtones would fit with the
attitude of superiority which Neo-Classical artists adopted
towards the art of the previous generation. French art-
historians prefer the phrase "Louis XV, but this has disadvan-
tages. It emphasizes the French origin of the style. but would be
awkward if applied to the German version of the art. Further
the various styles current in France during the eighteenth
century do not coincide with the political phases. The Régence
style. which is named after the Regent for Louis XV during the
minority (1715-21), in fact originated well before the death of
Louis XIV, and the origins of the Rococo go back to before
1721. The discrepancy is even more marked in the later part of
the century, because the style called by common consent "Louis
XVI' originated at least two decades before the death of Louis
XV. Unfortunately no better stylistic term has so far been
suggested for this important phase of French taste.

Some critics have attempted to spread the use of the term
Rococo beyond the visual arts. Indeed the plays of Marivaux
and the verse of some French poets of the early eighteenth
century seem to qualify for inclusion, but when Voltaire is
described as a typical Rokokomensch the term seems to burst. It
could cover some of his verse and the lighter contes. but
Voltaire, the reformer and fighter for the rights of man, cannot
be regarded as Rococo: not that everyone who appreciated the
art of the Rococo need have been Rococo in his life. One of its
greatest admirers was Frederick the Great. who certainly
showed no Rococo delicacy in his conduct of war or politics!




Part 1

Italy

Rome

It has already been said the Baroque was born in Rome, and it is
therefore logical to begin any history of the style by a fairly
detailed account of the architecture produced there in the
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.’

Introduction
During the years 1575 to 1625 the position of the papacy
changed radically.? Under Pius 1V (1559-65) the Council of
Trent held its last and most important session. the decisions of
which completed the internal reform of the Church: under his
successor, Pins V (1565-72), the victory of Lepanto gave at least
a temporary check to the Turks. In fact the two great threats—
Protestantism and Islam-—had both been contained, and the
Church had a breathing-space before starting on its bolder
campaign of expansion. Sixtus V (1585-90) restored internal
security by destroying the bandits who had made it unsafe to
move about the Campagna and even in many of the un-built-up
areas of Rome itself. Sixtus was also responsible for laying out
the street which still forms one of the axes of the city, running
from the Lateran to S. Maria Maggiore and on to the Trinita
dei Monti: and which if it had been completed would have run
on to the Piazza del Popolo. This road was punctuated by the
obelisks which the Romauns had brought from Egypt and which
Sixtus set up again with inscriptions converting them into
monuments to the triumph of the Church. In the same way he
restored the columns of Trajan and Marcus Aurelius, but
topped them with colossal statues of St Peter and St Paul.
Clement VI (1592-1605) increased the temporal power of the
papacy by adding Ferrara to the Papal States in the north of
Italy. and gave proof of the new. more liberal atmosphere
around the papacy by absolving Henry IV of France on his
abjuring Protestantism, in spite of the fact that he was a
relapsed heretic—an act of political wisdom which would have
been unthinkable in the time of Pius V or even Gregory XI11.
During the period in question the finances of the papacy had
improved, partly owing to the administrative skill of Sixtus V,
partly through the better exploitation of the rich areas belong-
ing to the papacy in the north of ltaly, but above all through the
increase of the contributions from the Catholic countries of
Europe, stimulated by the flow of gold from the Spanish and
Portuguese colonies in Central and South America, where the
Church played an active part through its missionary activities.
The great missionary bodies were the old orders of Dom-
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14 Above Palazzo Serlupi, Rome, by Giacomo della Porla, 1585, engraving
of the fagade

15 Opposite Palazzo Aldobrandini-Chigi, Rome, building started about i
1590, probably by Giacomo della Porta, continued by Maderno and ‘
finished by Felice della Greca ,

inicans and Franciscans and the new order of the Jesuits. The |
new orders —the Theatines and Oratorians as well as the
Jesuits—received official recognition and attained greater
power in the early decades of the seventeenth century. Paul V
supported the Jesuits in their old and bitter quarrel with the 1
Dominicans on the question of Grace, and his successor, ]
Gregory XV, who only reigned for two years (1621-23), ‘
confirmed this attitude by canonizing their two heroes, St
Ignatius and St Francis Xavier. !

Therefore when Cardinal Matteo Barberini was elected pope |

in 1623, with the name of Urban VII1, the stage was set for a !
great artistic revival to reflect the new strength of the Church, |
and Urban was the right man to seize the opportunity. He was a f
prolific if mediocre poet, was interested in music, and was an :
enthusiast for the arts of architecture, sculpture, and painting. i
In Bernini he found exactly the executant that he needed, and "

his name is connected with almost all the projects sponsored by
the pope: the baldacchino and the decoration of the crossing 5. 31
piers in St Peter’s, within the same church the pope’s own tomb
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and the monument to Countess Matilda. and the completion of
the Palazzo Barberini. The reckless expenditure of Urban and
his nephews —particularly Cardinal Francesco Barberini. one
of the great patrons and collectors of the time—brought
a good deal of odium on the regime and. when in 1644 Urban
died and was succeeded by Cardinal Giambattista Pamphili. as
Innocent X. the whole policy of the papacy in the arts. as well as
in other fields, was reversed. Bernini fell from favour and for a
short time was replaced by Borromini. who was responsible for
the major project of the pontificate — the remodelling of St John
Lateran —and was involved in Innocent’s plans for making the
Piazza Navona a monument to his family by building the
church of S. Agnese and the adjoining Palazzo Pamphil.
Borromini. however. was temperamentally unable to take
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advantage of his opportunity and. even before the death of
Innocent, Bernini had regained papal favour té the extent that
he obtained the commission for the great Fountain of the Four
Rivers in the Piazza Navona, which had been promised to
Borromini. With the election of Alexander VII (Chigi) in 1655
Bernini established himself as an even more complete dictator
of the arts than he had been under Urban. All the major
projects of the pontificate—the Cathedra Petri and the pope’s
tomb in St Peter’s, the Piazza in front of the church. and the
Scala Regia. the grand entrance to the Vatican—were designed
and executed by him. The only important commission which
Alexander gave to another architect was the construction of the
fagade of S. Maria della Pace. the church containing his family
chapel. which went to Pietro da Cortona.
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The popes were responsible for the most important architec-
tural projects of the period, but the new orders played a
considerable part.® It is true that their principal churches had
been built in Rome before the time of Urban VIII —the Gesu
was begun by Vignola in 1568, the Oratorians’ S. Maria in
Vallicella in 1575 and the Theatines’ S. Andrea delle Valle in
1591 —but much remained to be done. The Jesuits were build-
ing a second church, dedicated to S. Ignatius, and the Orat-
orians added to their church an Oratory, a library, and living
quarters for the Fathers, all designed by Borromini.

In the second half of the century Jesuit patronage underwent
a fundamental change, partly owing to the policy of the new
General, Padre Oliva, who was elected in 1664, with the result
that the originally simple and bare Gesu received a rich revet-
ment of fresco and stucco, S. Ignazio was given its dazzling
illusionist ceiling fresco by Andrea Pozzo, and the Noviciate
church of S. Andrea al Quirinale, built by Bernini between 1658
and 1670, though small, was planned and decorated with the
utmost refinement.

Individual members of the papal families and others con-
nected with the Vatican administration contributed to the
patronage. The practice of nepotism which had its last flower-
ing at this time meant that vast sums entered the coffers of the
more favoured members of the families of Paul V (Borghese).
Gregory XV (Ludovisi), Urban VIII (Barberini), Innocent X
(Pamphili), and later Clement X (Altieri). Part of these sums
was invested in land and many of the great estates —and with
them titles—passed from the old Roman families, particularly
the Colonna and the Orsini, to the new papal aristocracy; but
much was spent on building. Many of the new families rebuilt
their family chapels and often embellished the churches in
which they stood, and erected magnificent palaces in the heart
of Rome and splendid villas in the higher parts of the city or on
the Alban Hills, particularly at Frascati.

Rome 1575-1625

The sudden explosion of a brilliant new style of architecture in
the years 162540 must have seemed the more surprising to
contemporary Romans in that the architecture of the previous
half-century had been markedly pedestrian.* Curiously enough
no architect appeared during the period who showed either the
individual genius of Caravaggio or the academic perfection of
the Carracci and their followers. Michelangelo had died in
1564, and there was no one to carry on his tradition. Unlike his
great contemporary Palladio, who left a school and a doctrine
which flourished almost unchallenged in the Veneto for two
hundred years, Michelangelo’s architecture was too individual,
too revolutionary to have an immediate effect. One pupil alone,
the Sicilian Giacomo del Duca, showed some understanding of
it, but he built very little, and Roman patrons preferred the
tasteful Classicism of Vignola and, after his death in 1573, had
to be satisfied with the mediocrity of Giacomo della Porta,
Martino Longhi the Elder, and Domenico Fontana. The last-
named was offered incomparable opportunities by Sixtus V in
his projects for the rebuilding of Rome, but his talent was
limited to the creation of vast, cubical masses of masonry
without architectural distinction, as in the Lateran Palace and
the wing added by Sixtus to the Vatican. Giacomo della Porta
showed greater originality. In S. Andrea della Valle he adapted
Vignola’s design for the Gesu by slightly heightening the
proportions and emphasizing the feeling for the vertical by
using clustered pilasters. the lines of which are continued

through a broken entablature and so run right on into the ribs
of the vaulting. In the designing of palace fagades—for instance
the Palazzo Serlupi—he introduced some variety to the form
which had been universally accepted since Antonio da
Sangallo’s Palazzo Farnese by breaking the regular spacing of
the windows and so concentrating attention on the centre of the
building. He was also responsible for planning  for Cardinal
Pietro Aldobrandini, nephew of Clement VII1—the vast Villa
Aldobrandini at Frascati, one of the earliest and most splendid
of those country retreats which members of the great Roman
families built on the northern slopes of the Alban Hills.® The
villa is heavy and somewhat awkward in design, but the
magnificent semi-circle of fountains and statues cut into the hill
behind it, which was executed by Carlo Maderno after della
Porta’s death and perhaps not entirely from his designs. gives
some hint of the splendour of the architecture of the next
generation.

Most church architects obediently, but timidly, followed the
example of Vignola. His plan for the Gesu, with its broad nave,
shallow transepts, and multiple side-chapels for the worship of
individual saints, was admirably suited to the needs of the
Catholic revival and remained canonical for two centuries. The
two most important churches based on the Gesu— della Porta’s
S. Andrea della Valle and Longhi’s S. Maria in Vallicella, also
called the Chiesa Nuova—have already been mentioned, but
della Porta also produced two particularly fine variants of the
model on a small scalein S. Maria dei Montiand S. Atanasio dei
Grecl, the latter for Catholic priests following the Greek rite in
preparation for missionary work in the Eastern Mediterranean.
Vignola’s experiments with oval plans at S. Andrea sulla Via
Flaminia and S. Anna dei Palafrenieri were applied on a larger
scale and with a slightly greater emphasis on the long axis
leading to the high altar by Francesco da Volterra in S.
Giacomo degli Incurabili, but no real innovations were in-
troduced in the planning or construction of churches.

With the interior decoration of churches the case is different,
and the period saw the introduction of marbling to a hitherto
unknown degree. The most spectacular example is the Cappella
Sistina, added by Sixtus V to the church of S. Maria Maggiore
on the designs of Domenico Fontana. The most important
features of this chapel are the tombs of Sixtus himself and Pius
V (who made him a cardinal), which consist of large structures

16 Above The Gesu, Rome, plan by Vignola, 1568

17 Opposite The Gesu, Rome, interior by Vignola. Frescoes by Baciccio,
1674-79, 1he marbling added in the nineteenth century







24 Part1 ltaly

18 Above S. Giaeomo degli tncurabili, Rome, plan by Francesco da
Volterra. Building started in 1590

19 Below S. Maria Maggiore, Rome, Cappella Sistina by Domenico
Fontana, 1585-90

of coloured marble and columns framing white marble reliefs
with scenes illustrating the lives of the two popes. The walls of
the chapel are articulated by red marble pilasters with small
panels of patterned inlay, and the marbling extends over the
whole wall surface. which is enriched with niches containing
life-size statues. The decorative scheme is completed by a cycle
of ceiling frescoes by a group of minor artists. Paul V added on
the opposite side of the church a balancing chapel for his tomb
and that of Clement VIII, which is almost identical in design to
the Cappella Sistina but even richer in its marble decoration,
Smaller family chapels in the same style were built in many
Roman churches, one of the most satisfactory being that
designed by Giacomo della Porta for the family of Clement VIII
in S. Maria sopra Minerva.

The most important architect of the generation before the
Baroque, who in many ways prepared the way for it, was Carlo
Maderno (1580-1630).° Like his uncle, Domenico Fontana, he
was born in a village on Lake Lugano, in an area which had for
centuries been connected with the great building tradition of
Como. During the pontificate of Gregory XIII, probably when
he was about twenty, Maderno moved to Rome and joined
Fontana’s studio. He won the favour of Cardinal Girolamo
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Rusticucci, who commissioned him to rebuild the ancient
church of S. Susanna. He also came to the notice of Cardinal 22
Camillo Borghese, and when in 1605 the latter became pope. as
Paul V. he immediately gave Maderno the most important
commission of his career. the completion of St Peter's.

At this time the church was complete as far as the crossing,
including the dome. which had been finished by Sixtus V, but it
remained to build the eastern arm - liturgically the western,
because the church is orientated so that the high altar is at the

Sem——
e . west end. Ever since Julius IT had begun the new St Peter’s in
‘ t 1506 opinions had differed as to whether the church should be
L, 11 in the form of a Greek or a Latin cross with a long nave. Plans
. "A_{; for both schemes had been produced. but no decision had been

made: now, however. the matter had to be settled. Some
maintained that Michelangelo's Greek-cross plan must at all
costs be followed. but others argued that his plan did not satisfy

% o= A
20 Left St Peter’s, Rome, plan showing the church begun by Bramante,

1506. modified by Michelangelo and completed by Maderno, with the
colonnade by Bernini, begun 1656

21 Below St Peter’s, the dome by Michelangelo, the fagade by Maderno
— and the colonnade by Bernini
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22 S. Susanna, Rome, by Carlo Maderno, 1603. Facade

the needs of ecclesiastical ceremonial, because it had no ade-
quate sacristy. few chapels for the worship of individual saints,
and no nave, a feature essential to house a large congregation
and to give a suitable setting for processions. In the end the
party which supported the importance of ecclesiastical de-
mands was victorious over those who argued on aesthetic
grounds and Maderno was instructed to add a mave to the
church.

After several attempts at a compromise plan which would
provide for liturgical needs but preserve the symmetry of the
four arms of the church internally, the pope decided to jettison
symmetry and to construct the broad nave which exists today.
Maderno added two large chapels on either side of the nave and
adjacent to the crossing, one for the reservation of the Sacra-
ment and the other for the choir.

The decision to build the nave finally destroyed the possi-
bility of realizing Michelangelo’s ideas for the interior; it also
created difficult problems for the exterior. Adding the nave
meant that from any position near the church Michelangelo’s
dome would be partly obscured, and a further complication

arose from the project to build twin towers which would have
blocked the view of the subsidiary domes built by Vignola. In
order to get round the second difficulty, Maderno widened the
fagade by adding two bays at the ends for the towers. In this
way, seen from a distance, the smaller domes would have been
visible between the towers. Unfortunately, owing to a structural
defect. it proved impossible to build the towers and the church
was left with the present long, low front, only relieved by the
little structures containing clocks which were added by Gius-
eppe Valadier nearly two centuries later.

In designing the fagade of St Peter’'s Maderno had to take
into account Michelangelo’s elevation of the three arms of the
church, and he made use of the engravings in which
Michelangelo’s ideas for the fagade of the church were re-
corded. Michelangelo had intended a portico with two rows of
free-standing columns, ten in the back row, four in the front.
Maderno abandoned this project because it did not include a
loggia from which the pope could give his blessing to the crowds
with the dignity required by the new interest in grand cere-
monial. At best he could have appeared at a window almost
completely obscured by the columns of the portico. Maderno
therefore took Michelangelo’s portico and, so to speak. squa-
shed it against the wall closing the church. The outer columns of
Michelangelo’s design are represented by half-columns, and the
four middle ones by whole columns, magnificent cylinders of
the rough travertine out of which so much of Rome is built.

The addition of the nave and the way in which the fagade was
adapted to the needs of ceremonial were examples of the new
attitude towards ecclesiastical architecture, but they also illus-
trate the fact that, however much the name of Michelangelo
might be revered, his ideas were not regarded as suitable for
execution in the new age.

Inits way Maderno's fagade of S. Susanna (1603) is almost as
significant in the history of architecture as his design for St
Peter’s. It marks the culmination of an important development
in the designing of church fagades. The fagades of most
sixteenth-century churches in Rome had followed a simple
pattern with two storeys, linked by scrolls, the lower one being
broader than the upper to include the aisles. These fagades were
basically flat — and they were either plain or articulated with
very light pilasters. Vignola’s projected fagade for the Gesu
ingeniously enriched this austere and stimple scheme by making
the fagade break forward in two stages. This created an
emphasis on the central bay, which was increased by two other
devices: the main door was flanked by full columns, and the
lines of the central projecting section of the fagade were carried
up through the whole height of the building and even across the
field of the crowning pediment.

Vignola’'s design was not carried out and the existing fagade
was erected after his death by Giacomo della Porta. Della Porta
followed Vignola'’s idea of breaking up and enriching the
surface of the fagade, but he did so in a different way. Whereas
in Vignola’s scheme the fagade breaks forward twice, della
Porta’s breaks forward, backward, and then forward again;
that is to say, Vignola created a steady movement forward
towards the centres, but della Porta established a broken
movement, forward and then backward.

In the fagade of S. Susanna Maderno took up Vignola’s
scheme and greatly elaborated and enriched it. He makes his
fagade break forward steadily towards the centre, but he
emphasizes the movement by an increase in the plasticity of
different sections. On the lower storey the outer wings, which do
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23 Lefr Vignola. the unexecuted design for the fagade of the Gest, Rome,
from the engraving of 1573

24 Below Palazzo Barberini, Rome, the Loggia. begun in 1628 by
Maderno, completed by Bernini with the assistance of Borromini

25 Below left The Gesu, fagade by Giacomo della Porta. finished 1577
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not strictly speaking belong to the church, are flat and only
articulated with pilaster-bands. The outer bays of the fagade of
the actual church are given Corinthian pilasters and low reliefs:
the next bays are articulated with engaged columns and have
heavily pedimented niches with statues: finally the middle
section, which contains the door, covered by a segmental
pediment, has full columns which support a rather heavy
rectilinear pediment. The upper storey is entirely articulated
with pilasters. except for the small columns which flank the
central window. As in Vignola’s Gesu, the lines of the central
section are carried up through the crowning pediment, and the
whole composition ends with the unusual feature of a balus-
trade along the top of the pediment. The subtle disposition of
Orders and decoration produces an eftfect of variety and move-
ment unknown in Roman facades of the late sixteenth century.
Maderno also made significant innovations in the designing
of palaces. The Palazzo Barberini. planned in 1625 for the 24
family of Urban VIII. 1s exceptional in being composed of a
single block with projecting wings, instead of four blocks round
a central court. The explanation is that. unlike most Roman
palaces. it was setin a large garden and so could be designed like
a villa, opening outwards, instead of being turned defensively
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mmwards. Maderno’s model was in fact Peruzzi’s Villa Farn-
esina, built for Agostino Chigiin 1508-11, which had only been
imitated in Rome in the intervening 120 years by Giovanni
Vasanzio in the Villa Borghese. The triple seven-bay loggia on
the west fagade — bigger and more spacious than anything of its
kind in Rome - opened on to what was originally a garden (the
main approach was from the east) and behind it on the ground
floor was a covered atrium, consisting of three ‘aisles’ of seven,
five, and three bays respectively and ending in a closed apse, a
feature unknown in contemporary architecture, which was

much remarked upon at the time as an interesting revival of

ancient Roman ideas.
The Palazzo Barberini was too vast a scheme to be much
mmitated, and the innovations in planning which Maderno
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introduced in the Palazzo Mattei di Giove were much more
influential. The palace was begun in 1598 on a corner site. which
enabled Maderno to arrange two entrances, one from each
street. The main entrance lies on the axis of the court, which is
continued in a garden. The second entrance leads into the
portico which runs along the side of the court nearest to the
main entrance. and from it the visitor has a view straight on to
the main staircase, only, however, up its first flight, because it
turns round on a square plan, so that on the first floor it leaves
the visitor on the axis of the upper loggia, from which the rooms
of the piano nobile open. This is an early hint of the vistas which
Baroque architects were to use to such effect in the creation of
their staircases, most effectively in Germany and Austria in the
eighteenth century.

26 Leftr St Peter’s, gallery in one of the crossing piers by Bernini, begun
1633

27 Above Palazzo Maltei di Giove, Rome, ptan by Carlo Maderno,
building begun in 1598

28 Opposite St Peter’s, Cathedra Petri by Bernini, 1657-65

Maderno was much the most inventive architect active in the
first thirty years of the seventeenth century, and it was from his
shoulders that the great figures of the next generation stepped
off, but there were other architects of some importance working
in Rome during his lifetime. Paul V employed the Milanese
Flaminio Ponzio (¢. 1560-1613) to extend the Palazzo Borghese
and the Quirinal, where he added a wing which included a
private chapel decorated by Guido Reni and the huge Sala dei
Corazzieri decorated with bold trompe ['veil frescoes by
Agostino Tassi and the young Giovanni Lanfranco. Ponzio
also built the Cappella Paolina to balance the Cappella Sistina
at S. Maria Maggiore. For Cardinal Scipione Borghese he
remodelled the church of S. Sebastiano, to which he added a
fagade of unusual form, with a closed upper storey over an open

27
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three-arched loggia. On his death the pope and the cardinal
turned to the mediocre Dutch architect, Jan van Santen, known
in Rome as Vasanzio (¢. 1550-1621), who completed various
buildings left unfinished by Ponzio and also built the Casino in
the Villa Borghese.

To the same generation belonged Fausto Rughesi, whose
only known work is the fagade of S. Maria in Vallicella, the
church of the Oratorians (1605), and the mysterious Carlo
Lombardo or Lambardi (1554-1620), who was responsible for
the fagade of S. Francesca Romana (1615), the only Roman
building of the period to show the direct influence of Palladio.

Another architect known by only one work in Rome was
Rosato Rosati, a Barnabite brother from the Marches, who
built the Roman church of his Order, S. Carlo a1 Catinari
(begun 1611), a spacious building on a near-Greek-cross plan.
He left Rome before the church was finished, and the severe but
impressive facade wasadded in 1627 by Giovanni Battista Soria
(1581-1651), who represented the most conservative and
Classical tendencies of the time. These appear in the front of S.
Carlo and also in the fagades which he added to two other
Roman churches, S. Maria della Vittoria (1625-27) and S.
Gregorio Magno, also called S. Gregorio al Celio (1629-33), the
latter a grander version of Ponzio’s S. Sebastiano.

None of these artists learnt from the novelties which Mad-
erno was introducing into Roman architecture at the time. In
the case of Soria his Classicism was probably a conscious reply
to the innovations of Maderno, but the other architects just
mentioned appear simply to have contined to work in the
various conventions current in the late sixteenth century.

This conservative tradition was continued right through the
seventeenth century by Giovanni Antonio de” Rossi (1616-95)
whose austere churches (S. Maria in Publicolis, S. Maria in
Campo Marzio) and palaces (Palazzo Altieri) stand out as
altogether exceptional and old-fashioned among the splendidly
bold works of the full Baroque which dominated Rome during
his lifetime.”

Bernini

When Maderno died in 1630, it was clear that there was another
architect, of a much younger generation, waiting to step into his
shoes, Gianlorenzo Bernini (1598-1680).% Even before Mad-
erno’s death — perhaps because he was old and 1l — several
important commissions which he might reasonably have ex-
pected to receive as papal architect had gone to Bernini, and
after his death the latter rapidly became the favourite of Urban
VIII. From this time till his death in 1680 — with one short gap
during the first years of Innocent X — his career was one of
uniform and ever-growing success.

There 1s nothing surprising in this fact, as Bernini possessed
all the qualities needed for success as an architect at this
particular moment. He was a virtuoso and something of a
prodigy. By the age of twenty-five he had produced a group of
sculptures of which the inventive power and the technical skill
had staggered his patron. Cardinal Scipione Borghese, and all
the cognoscenti of Rome. He had an extraordinary feeling for
the dramatic, even the theatrical, in architecture, as well as being
a more than competent painter, a poet and a musician. He had a
lively mind and was widely read, so that he could converse on
equal terms with the intellectuals of his day and was even able to
charm Louis X1V and his courtiers on his visit to Paris in 1665.
He was also a deeply religious man and a friend of the Jesuits;
he practised the exercises of St Ignatius and performed his

religious duties regularly, as we know from the diary of his visit
to Paris.

Compared with his spectacular debut in sculpture Bernini’s
first work in architecture was modest. This was the remodelling
of the little church of S. Bibiana (1624), to which he added a
portico and a facade. These show some new features in design,
such as the insertion of an aedicule in the central section which
projects above the side bays, but the architecture has a dryness
of treatment surprising in a virtuoso sculptor. At the Palazzo
Barberini he modified Maderno’s design in execution, but his
exact contribution is difficult to isolate.

His first real opportunity came when. in the same year that he
designed the fagcade of S. Bibiana, he was commissioned by
Urban to decorate the crossing of St Peter’s.® The scheme was to
include a baldacchino over the supposed site of the tomb of St
Peter and niches in the piers of the crossing to contain the
principal relics of the church. After a series of preliminary
projects, in which Borromini certainly played a part, Bernini
arrived at the design for the great bronze baldacchino which
today dominates the interior of St Peter’s. Apart from compli-
cated problems of liturgy and siting — the tomb was not exactly
under the centre of the dome — Bernini's main difficulty was to
invent a baldacchino which would stand up to the competition
of Bramante’s vast crossing piers. This he achieved by making
the baldacchimo out of bronze — taken, incidentally, from the
portico of the Pantheon — which made it stand out against
the silvery grey of the piers themselves, and, secondly, by
adopting twisted or Salomonic columns. These had a symbol-
ical value, because they were copied — with variations — from the
twisted columns which had been incorporated into the high
altar of Old St Peter’'s and were supposed to have come from the
Temple of Jerusalem. The four colossal columns are decorated
with gilt vines with putti climbing in them and support a
canopy, also made of bronze but designed to look like a colossal
fringe of velvet tassels, decorated alternately with cherubim and
the bees of the Barberini arms. The sun, also a favourite device
of the family, appears on the entablature over the columns, on
which stand four colossal angels who appear actually to be
carrying the canopy on garlands of flowers. Behind them four
huge volutes rise towards the centre, where they support a cross
standing on an orb, the symbol of Christ ruling the world. In its
combination of scale and richness of materials, in its dramatic
use of colours and contrasts oflight and dark, and in its fusion
of architecture and sculpture the baldacchino is one of the first
— and most remarkable — expressions of the Baroque spirit.

Some of the same qualities appear in the decoration of the
piers, which was carried out between 1633 and 1640. The four
relics — the lance of St Longinus, the cloth of St Veronica, the
head of St Andrew, and a fragment of the True Cross — were
themselves kept in chapels dug in the foundations of the piers.
At the level of the church were four niches containing the
statues of the saints connected with the retics — only St Longinus
1s by Bernini — and above are galleries in which the relics are
displayed on certain days. In the niches which enclose these
galleries Bernini incorporated ¢ight of the columns supposed to
come from the Temple of Jerusalem, but between these columns
he inserted panels of a kind hitherto unknown in architecture or
sculpture. Each panel shows an angel carrying the relic and
flying against a yellow marble sunset sky with purple marble

29 Opposite S1 Peter's, interior of colonnade by Bernini, begun in 1656
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30 Scala Regia, Vatican, by Bernini, 1663-65

clouds. These two colours are carried on through the whole
design of the galleries: yellow in the gold of the rays in the half-
dome and in the grille over the door, purple in the marble of the
balusters of the balcony. Here not only is architecture fused
with sculpture, but an element of colour derived from painting
is added for good measure.

With the project of placing a baldacchino over the tomb of St
Peter was connected the need for a high altar in the apse of the
church, and this was to be combined with an appropriate
setting for the much-venerated Cathedra Petri which was
believed to be the Chair of St Peter but is now known to be the
coronation chair of the Emperor Charles the Bald dating from
877. The project was not realized till the years 1657-65, when
the newly elected Alexander VII commissioned Bernini to
prepare designs. Bernini offered several projects. growing ever
larger and bolder, till the grandiose monument which we see
today was produced. The chair was enclosed in a huge bronze
throne, on the back of which is a relief showing Christ saying to
St Peter the words: "Feed my sheep’. This massive structure is
carried by figures more than twice life-size representing the

Four Fathers of the Church. Above is an oval window of
golden-yellow glass, with the dove of the Holy Ghost floating in
the middle. surrounded by gilt stucco putti and rays which
shoot upwards towards the vault and downwards across the
pilasters which enclose the whole composition. Here the ele-
ment of light is added to all the others of which Bernini had
made such bold use in the decoration of the crossing.

In the period between the work on the crossing and the
creation of the Cathedra Petri Bernini had decorated the piers
ol the nave of St Peter’s with reliefs, so that, with the exception
of certain niches still awaiting their statues. the decoration of
the interior of the church was complete. Alexander therefore
turned his attention to the arca in front of the church, which
was still without any shape or organization.

At least since the time of Nicholas V (1447-55) the popes had
made plans for bringing some order into the zone between St
Peter’s and the Tiber, and two streets - the Borgo Vecchio and
the Borgo Nuovo — had in fact been laid out, but nothing had
been done about the area in front of the church, except that
Sixtus V had caused Domenico Fontana to erect there the
obelisk which had stood in the Circus of Nero, that is to say,
just south of St Peter’s. This obelisk was to be the focal point of
the piazza which Bernini was commissioned by Alexander to
build in 1657.1°

The practical problems which the architect had to solve were
complicated and varied. There was first the question of site. The
ground sloped down in front of the church, and on the right
(east) the old buildings of the Vatican encroached on the area,
making it impossible to establish a corridor leading up to the
entrance to the Vatican at right angles to the fagade of the
church. Secondly there were the requirements of ceremonial.
The piazza had to be designed so that the maximum number of
people could see the pope when he gave his blessing urbi et orbi,
but he did this from two different points: on some occasions he
stood at the Benediction Loggia in the middle of the fagade of
the church, but on others he appeared at a window in the block
of the Vatican built by Sixtus V. Thirdly there was an aesthetic
problem. The fagade of St Peter’s, without the towers that were
intended to be added to it, was long and low, and the piazza was
intended, if possible, to minimize this effect.

Bernini produced a design which solved all these problems
brilliantly. In front of the church he laid out a trapezoidal area
defined by two corridors. of which the one on the right, leading
to the entrance to the Vatican, just touches the older buildings
of the Vatican palace which could not be demolished. In front
of this, round the obelisk set up by Sixtus V, he spread out the
main colonnade in the form of an oval. The four rows of
columns of which the colonnade is composed are so arranged
that seen from two points between the obelisk and the fountains
they align themselves one behind the other and appear to form a
single row.

At the end of the colonnade farthest from the church Bernini
left an opening of the same width as that between the two
corridors. At a later date he planned to close this with a third
arm of the colonnade, so that the whole piazza would have been
an enclosed space cut off from the rest of the Borgo, but,
although he prepared several schemes for this project, none of
them was carried out. The approach to the piazza from the river
was ruined in the 1930s by the opening up of the Via della
Conciliazione, which completely destroyed this intended eftect,

3t Opposite St Peter’s, Rome, baldacchino by Bernini, begun 1624
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although it has the advantage of allowing the visitor to see the
dome rising above the church unobscured by the nave.

The colonnade is so planned that, when the pope gives his
blessing from the Benediction Loggia in the middle of the
fagade of the church. he can be seen from everywhere except
two small areas to the right and left of the entrance to the two
corridors. and by keeping the actual structure low, Bernini also
enabled him to be well seen when he gives the blessing from the
window in the Vatican Palace. This lowness also serves a purely
aesthetic purpose. because the colonnade forms a long hori-
zontal mass which makes the fagade of the church itself look
higher by comparison.

This effect is intensified by the disposition of the two corri-
dors flanking the space in front of the church. because where
these abut on the fagade there is a striking contrast between
their low pilasters and the giant Order of the church itself.
Further Bernini turned to advantage the fact that he could not
lay out these corridors as lines at right angles to the fagade and
produces a ‘spreading’ effect. similar to that so brilliantly
created by Michelangelo at the Capitol. which adds dignity to
the building at the end of the composition, the fagade of the
church.

In addition to forming a prelude to St Peter’s. the colonnade
had a specific function to perform. Every vear. on the feast of
Corpus Domini. the Host was carried in procession round the
area in front of St Peter’s. Till the seventeenth century a
temporary structure was built under which the procession
passed. with the Host itself carried under a canopy. The
colonnade was to form a permanent way for this procession - a
purpose which it still serves today. For this reason Bernini made
the middle of the three aisles which run between the rows of
columns wider than the two outer ones. in order to make a
space wide enough for the procession. while the crowd could
stand in the outer aisles and in the piazza itself. For the actual
form of the colonnade Bernini was probably inspired by
reconstructions of an ancient Roman naumachia, a circular
space enclosed by a colonnade which could be flooded and used
for sham sea fights. He also probably had in mind the fact that
one of the roads which in ancient times led from the river and
passed near the Circus of Nero was known to have been
covered. like the great street which survives to this day at
Palmyra.

Bernini's colonnade satisfied all the needs discussed above -
practical, liturgical. and aesthetic — but for him and his patron
Alexander it embodied an idea. a concetro, which was for them
at least equally important and which the architect himself
expressed when he said that its two arms symbolized those of
the Church ‘which embrace Catholics to reinforce their belief,
heretics to re-unite them with the Church. and unbelievers to
enlighten them with the true faith". Such an idea was funda-
mental to Bernini's conception of the Baroque.

The architecture of the colonnade is surprisingly simple,
consisting of an Order of massive Doric columns ending in
simple temple fronts with heavy unbroken pediments. Bernini
introduced one irregular feature: he evidently felt that the
Doric entablature, with its alternation of triglyphs and me-
topes. would break up the continuity of movement which he
sought and he replaced it by an Jonic entablature with a plain

32 Opposite Stupinigi, near Turin, by Filippo Juvarra, salone with frescoes
by Domenico and Giuseppe Valeriani, 1731-33
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33 Siatue of Constanline by Bernini, Valican. 1662-68

unbroken frieze. The continuous curve is only broken by the two
projecting bays on the cross axis of the piazza. but, as these are
without pediments, they scarcely interrupt the movement of the
whole colonnade as it swings round towards the church.
The colonnade made a splendid approach not only to St
Peter’s but also to the entrance to the Vatican. which now came
at the end of the right-hand corridor, but, as things stood. this
corridor led to a narrow and dark staircase which provided the
only access to the main papal apartments. In 1663. on the
orders of the pope. Bernini began the construction of a new and
grand approach called the Scala Regia. The site available was
narrow and irregular, squeezed in on one side by the wall of the
Sistine Chapel and on the other by the outer wall of the palace.
the two walls being. incidentally. not parallel. Bernini was
inspired to a brilliant solution of the problems thus presented.
He planned the first flight of the staircase so that it continued
the axis of the corridor and at the first landing made it double
back on itself, so that it brought the visitor out at the door in the
middle of the long wall of the Sala Regia. the principal reception
room of the papal apartments. The upper flight of the staircase
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followed the line of the existing approach. but Bernini showed
greal ingenuity in exploiting the awkward site to give greater
grandeur to the lower flight. He took advantage of the fact that
the two walls which enclosed the flight were not parallel and —
adapting a device which Borromini had used earlier at the
Palazzo Spada (see below. p. 47) — created an effect of false
perspective, making the two rows of columns which flank the
staircase converge, reducing them in height and lowering the
vault as the flight went upwards. In this way he increased the
apparent length of the flight. which was limited by the existing
landing, but he did not exploit the possibilities of this scheme to
the full, as he also sought another effect. The columns stand
away from the flanking walls and, if he had wanted to create the
maximum lengthening effect, he would have made those at the
bottom nearer to the wall than those at the top, so that the angle
of convergence would have been greater. In fact he did the
opposite and the columns at the bottom of the flight stand
further away from the wall than those at the top. His reason for
doing this was that it enabled him to create an impressive effect
for the visitor approaching along the corridor from the
entrance, in the form of a triumphal arch surmounted by the
arms of the pope carried by two trumpeting angels. The eftect of
the staircase is made more dramatic by the insertion of windows
at the half-landing and the top of the lower flight, so that the
dark tunnel of the vault is interrupted by two patches of light.

The Scala Regia was not only the entrance to the Vatican, it
was also the way by which the pope came down to St Peter’s on
ceremonial occasions. It had therefore to be conveniently
linked with the church, and this Bernini achieved quite simply
by placing the landing at the bottom of the main flight in direct
continuation of the vestibule of the church, thus establishing a
right-angled junction between the vestibule and the staircase.
The dramatic effect of this junction is heightened by the
equestrian statue of the Emperor Constantine which Bernini
placed against the wall of the bottom landing. so that it is the
first feature to strike anyone approaching from the church to
enter the Vatican. The emperor is shown at the moment of
seeing the miraculous vision of the Cross, which is in fact
attached to the top of the arch facing the papal arms over the
entrance to the stairs — a typical application of 1he Baroque
principle of ‘extended action’.

This principle is most brilliantly exemplified in two of
Bernini's works in ecclesiastical architecture: the Cappella
Cornaro and the church of S. Andrea al Quirinale. The Cap-
pella Cornaro, decorated for the Venetian Cardinal Federico
Cornaro in the second half of the 1640s, occupies the left
transept of the church of S. Maria della Vittoria, which had
been rebuilt by Maderno. Its central feature is the group of
sculpture representing the vision of St Theresa, probably the
most complete expression of mystical ecstasy achieved by a
Baroque artist in any medium. The group is set in a niche lit
from above by a concealed window — the daylight is now
replaced by artificial lighting — enclosed in a projecting aedicule
flanked by green marble columns, supporting a richly
ornamented entablature and a broken and slightly curved
pediment. The entablature is carried round the side walls of the
chapel, which contain reliefs showing deceased members of the
Cornaro family meditating and disputing. On the vault is a
fresco of the Holy Ghost surrounded by angels, painted by
Guido Ubaldini, after a drawing by Bernini.

The whole scheme is unified first by the colour which spreads
throngh the marbling, the gilt decoration, and the fresco, and

34 Coloured marble group of members of the Cornaro family by Bernini in
the Cornaro Chapel, S. Maria della Vittoria. Rome

secondly by the way the different sections are linked together by
the dramatic action: the rays which fall on St Theresa seem to
emanate from the Holy Ghost on the vault and. though the
members of the Cornaro family in the ‘boxes’ do not actually
look at the miraculous scene. this is clearly the subject of their
disputation. The illusionism of the settings in which they are
shown is almost frightening. Marble is made to represent red
velvet cushions and yellow silk hangings, and the background is
a piece of architecture actually carved in relief but in false
perspective, which is only normal in painting. The three arts
have become inextricably intermingled.

The church of S. Andrea al Quirinale was built for the
Noviciate of the Jesuits between 1658 and 1670 and is the most
perfect of the three small churches designed by Bernini during
the pontificate of Alexander VIL.!! In planitis a pure oval, with
two unusual features: the shorter axis leads to the altar, and the
ends of the cross-axis are blocked by solid piers between
chapels, instead of being continued, as was the case with earlier
oval churches, into the hollow of the chapel. The walls of the
central area are panelled with marble of a very delicate pink and
articulated with Corinthian pilasters. As in the colonnade of St
Peter’s the entablature swings round unbroken towards the
opening leading to the high altar, where it breaks forward
slightly. The martyrdom of St Andrew is depicted in a painting
by Giuglielmo Cortese over the altar, strongly lit from a dome
which is invisible from the main body of the church. and the
figure of the saint, life-size in stucco, floats in the broken
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35 Right S. Andrea al Quinnale. Rome by Bernini. 1638 70. Exterior (see
plan plate 417)

36 Below right Palazzo Flavio Chigi. Rome. by Bernini. Engraving as
orniginally built, begun 1664

pediment over the opening to the chancel. gazing towards the
heavenly Host which awaits him. in gilt stucco at the top of the
dome. round the edge of the lantern. over which the dove of the
Holy Ghost is enclosed in a glory of gilt ravs. The main lines of
the architecture are again simple. but the effect is one of
complete calm and harmony.

The exterior is as apparently simple and as subtle as the
interior. The oval plan is clearly visible in the cvlinder of the
central space. surrounded by the ring of chapels. above which
rise the bold console buttresses. and the fagade reflects these
two component elements of the church: the entablature of the
central space is carried on over the aedicule which covers the
entrance and the line of the chapels in the porch. an oval which
echoes that of the chancel in the interior.

Bernini transformed the appearance of the Borgo by creating
the Piazza of St Peter’s. and he left his mark on other parts of
Rome by the fountains and palaces which he built. The Fonrana
del Tritone in front of the Palazzo Barberini is a pure work of
sculpture. but in that of the Four Rivers in the Piazza Navona he
created a setting of sculpture for the central architectural
feature. the obelisk. and produced a monument which
dominates the most famous Baroque square in Rome.

Of the two palaces that he built neither survives as he
intended it. One. Montecitorio. was finished later bv Carlo
Fontana. who changed the plans and. as it stands.!? it is
remarkable only for the bold manner in which the architect
broke the front into three sections. of which the two outer ones
slope back from the central one at a slight angle. and for the
original idea of building it on a ground floor composed of
rocks. The other. the Palazzo Chigi. was bought in the eight-
eenth century by the Odescalchi family. who destroyed its
carefully thought-out proportions by doubling the length of the
facade and adding a second entrance. As originally designed by
Bernini it consisted of a central section of seven bays with a
rusticated ground floor and above it a giant Order of composite
pilasters. This was a novelty in the designing of Roman palaces.
which had almost invariably followed the model of the Palazzo
Farnese with its rows of pedimented windows.

Bernini applied the same method of composition with even
greater effect in the designs which he prepared in 1664-65 for
the completion of the Louvre at the request of Louis X1V. His
first scheme was a very bold design consisting of two projecting
outer wings enclosing a deep concave bay. from the middle of
which projected a strong convex section. This was altogether
too free for the taste of the French and. after a variant with a
single concave central bay. Bernini produced his final design.
which consisted of a single colossal rectangular block broken
into five sections: two projecting pavilions, articulated by a
giant Order. linked by two short wings without any Order to a
central pavilion which was given prominence by having en-
gaged columns. whereas the end pavilions only have pilasters.
The whole structure was to stand on the rocky base that Bernini
had used for Montecitorio. but here it was to be set in a moat.
This vast project — perhaps the grandest of all Baroque palace
designs — was never even begun. but the design. which was
engraved the vear Bernini left Paris.!® was to have an influence
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on palace design throughout Europe. from William [II's
Hampton Court to the eighteenth-centuryv roval palaces in
Madrid and Stockholm.

Borromini

The contrast between Bernini and Borromini could hardly be
greater.’® Bernim had all the qualities needed to make a great
career: Borromini had none. except a genius for architecture.
He was neurotic. difficult. touchy. suffered from something
very near persecution mania. and quarrelled with most of his
patrons and friends. He never succeeded in gaining the favour
of the popes in whose pontificates he lived. except for a short
time after the accession of Innocent X. and then only because
Bernini was out of favour as a prorégé of the Barberini. Hehad a
few devoted friends and admirers. of whom the most important
was Virgilio Spada. who. as prior of the Oratory of S. Filippo
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37 Piranesi’s elching of the Piazza Navona, Rome, showing Bernini’s
Fountain of the Four Rivers, 1648-51, and the church of S. Agnese, begun
in 1652 by Carlo and Girolamo Rainaldi, continned by Borromini, the
facade modified by Bernini and the dome completed by Carlo Rainaldi

Neri, gave him one of his greatest opportunities and, as adviser
to Innocent X, obtained for him the commission to restore the
church of S. Giovanni in Laterano, his one great public
commission. Of a different kind was Fioravante Martinelli, the
author of one of the most famous guide-books to Rome, who in
his final redaction of this work constantly refers to Borromini
and defends him from the attacks of his critics. But mainly
Borromini worked away from the limelight of papal Rome. His
first patrons were the poor Spanish Discalced Trinitarians of S.
Carlo alle Quattro Fontane, then the Oratorians, a body of men
prominent for their culture and learning, but also for their pious
and simple way of life. The Archiginnasio or University of
Rome and the Collegio di Propaganda Fide were bodies of
importance, but their buildings — though made splendid
aesthetically by Borromini — were nothing, in public esteem,
compared with St Peter’s.

As architects the two men were equally different. Bernini was
the master of the Baroque as a combination of all the arts on a
vast scale. Borromini worked with architectural forms alone,
without colour, rich materials, or dramatic lighting. If Bernini’s
creations were like operas. Borromini's are like a fugue for
harpsichord, exquisitely thought out and perfect in every detail,
complicated but governed by the most rigid rules.

In his own day — and for nearly three hundred years after his
death — Borromini was accused of being a licentious eccentric,
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who debauched architecture by breaking all the rules of the
ancients and working entirely by caprice. In fact nothing could
be more contrary to the truth. He declared that his works were
based on the study of the great works of antiquity. and it can be
shown that this is true. The difference between him and, let us
say, Vignola is that Vignola followed the rules laid down by the
notoriously conservative Vitruvius and chose as his models the
more “Classical” ancient Roman buildings — the Pantheon, the
Temple of Fortuna Virilis, and so on — whereas Borromini,
although he also appealed to Vitruvius, did so mainly on
technical points and took as his models the more fantastic or
more ‘Baroque’ works of antiquity, such as Hadrian's Villa, or
the tomb near Capua, known as the Conocchia. 1t is even
possible that he knew drawings of buildings such as the circular
Temple of Venus at Baalbek, and it is certain that he took as
models reconstructions of buildings of this kind made by the
Milanese architect Giovanni Battista Montano, whose draw-
ings were available at the time in Rome and were engraved
during Borromini’'s lifetime.

But if he could claim legitimacy. so to speak, for his creations
by an appeal to the ancients, a more important fact is that he
based even his more complicated and fantastic designs on a
strictly controlled geometrical system. He believed that archi-
tecture was based on Nature and, though he never explained
what he meant by this, it is probable that his conception of
Nature was close to that of his great contemporary, Galileo,
who wrote that ‘the Great book of Nature is written in the
language of mathematics, and its characters are triangles,
circles, and other geometrical figures’. Galileo was much read in
intellectual and artistic circles in Rome in Borromini's time, and
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there may well be a direct link between his idea of Nature and
Borromini's obsession with geometry.

Borromini's real name was Francesco Castello. He was born
at Bissone on Lake Lugano in 1599 and came of a family of
masons which included Domenico Fontana and Carlo Mad-
erno. At an early age — possibly at nine — he went to Milan.
where he would certainly have seen — and may have taken part
in — the activities of the great building-vard which was at work
on the completion of the cathedral, one of the last great works
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to be erected in ltaly in the Gothic style. He arrived in Rome
probably at the end of 1618 and was set to work as a stucco-
worker under Maderno. who was supervising the decoration of
the vestibule of St Peter’s. This work brought him into contact
for the first time with the architecture of Michelangelo, and we
know from his biographers that he took full advantage of this

38 Left Palazzo Barberini. Rome. Window nex1 10 loggia designed by
Borromini ¢. 1630-33; engraving

39 Below left St Peter’s. Engraving of a window in the attic designed by
Maderno

40 Below St Peter’s. Engraving of windows 1n the attic designed by
Michelangelo

opportunity and studied the apses and dome of the church with
passionate interest.

When in 1625 Maderno was commissioned to build the
Palazzo Barberini. he took Borromini with him, no longer as a
stucco-worker. but as his chief draughtsman. and it is clear that
very soon he was allowed a hand in designing certain parts of
the palace. The oval staircase in the right-hand wing was
certainly planned by Borromini and. although it is basically a
variant of an earlier staircase in the Quirinal. it is a remarkable
achievement structurally.

Borromini was also responsible for two windows in the bays
which link the loggia 10 the wings of the palace. and these are
startlingly novel in conception. The basicidea of the design goes
back to Michelangelo’s windows in the attic of St Peter’s. which
have an oval — in some cases enclosing a shell — inserted into the
flat hood to the window. Maderno. when he came to build the
facade of the church. followed Michelangelo’s pattern. but
modified it by enclosing the opening in a pediment. thus
softening the contrast between the opening and the flat hood
which in Michelangelo's design seem almost to press against
each other. Borromini made two crucial changes in this design:
he ran the lines of the pediment and the opening into a single
continuous feature, and he canted the sides of the window. so
that they project at 45 to the wall. In this way he established a
movement in both the horizontal and the vertical planes
through the whole composition. He was 10 use this motive
throughout his life, constantly producing new variations on it.
till he gave it its most mature expression in the hood over the
door to the Collegio di Propaganda Fide. built in the 1650s.
Here the movement is made more subtle and more continuous
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41 Top left S. Carlo alle Quattro Fontane, Rome, by Borromini, the
cloister, 1634-38

42 Below left S. Carlo afle Quattro Fontane by Borromini. Interior of the
church, 1638-41

43 Above S. Carlo alle Quattro Fontane, plan by Borromini

44 Opposite S. Carlo alle Quattro Fontane by Borromini, interior of the
dome

owing to the fact that in plan the hood is designed on a concave
curve instead of three straight sections at angles of 45° as at the
Palazzo Barberini, so that it forms a continuous three-
dimensional twist. In this way Borromini converts the feeling of
pressure and conflict in Michelangelo’s design into a fluent,
unbroken Baroque movement.

In 1634 Borromini received his first independent commis-
sion for the building of the church and monastery of S. Carlo alle
Quattro Fontane, generally known as S. Carlino from its small
size. In spite of the extremely awkward and cramped site
Borromini produced a completely satisfying solution to the
problems presented to him. On the right (west) of the site he
inserted a small and simple but ingeniously designed cloister,
with its corners cut off by slightly convex bays, and on the left a
church which was revolutionary in many respects.

Basically the plan of the church is an oval, which becomes
clearly visible in the dome, but a comparison with earlier oval
churches, such as S. Giacomo degli Incurabili, shows the
ingenuity and liveliness of Borromini’s plan. It consists of an
oblong central space with the addition of two semi-circular
members for the choir and vestibule, and two half-ovals for the
main side chapels. In the corners of the church formed in this
way Borromini has inserted two smaller chapels, a spiral
staircase leading to the campanile, and a passage to the monas-
tery.

The shape of the central space of the church is complex
because the bays linking the arches over choir, chapels, and
vestibule are neither straight nor simply curved, but consist of
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two side bays projecting on concave curves and a straight
central bay. This complex plan is simplified at the next level.
which consists of four arches and four broad pendentives, and
the simplicity is increased in the clear oval of the dome.

In the walls of the church Borromini has introduced a
deliberate ambiguity, which enables the two levels to be read
differently. The upper level reads clearly as four half-domes
separated by pendentives, but below the entablature the eye is
first caught by the four ‘triptychs’ on the diagonals, each
defined by four columns and formed by a central bay with door,
niche, and statue, flanked by two simpler concave bays with
small niches and plain panels over them. This sets up a sort of
counterpoint between the two levels of the wall, because the
‘triptychs’ spread horizontally beyond the limits of the
pendentives into the zones below the half-domes.

Free and complex though the plan of the church appears to
be, it was actually arrived at by a series of geometrical manipul-
ations which can be traced in Borromini’s preliminary draw-
ings.’® The skeleton of the plan consists of two equilateral
triangles (ABC, A’BC) with a common side and two circles
inscribed in them. Two further arcs of circles (D, E and D’E")
are drawn with their centres at the apexes of the triangles B and

a

C. and these complete an oval which defines the dome. The
apexes of the triangles (A, A’, and B, C) fall at the midpoints of
the apses and half-ovals which form the subsidiary elements of
the church, and the axes of the small chapels lie along lines
which join these apexes to the centres of the circles. In this way
the whole plan is evolved from the simple clements of two
triangles and two circles.

The dome of the church follows the simple line of the oval as
defined in the above scheme, but its decoration is ingenious. It
consists of coffering composed of crosses, hexagons, and
lozenges, a pattern recorded by Serlio on the basis of the early
Christian mosaic in the vault of S. Costanza, but Borromini was
the first architect to use it in a fully three-dimensional form and
to apply it to a dome instead of a flat ceiling or barrel-vault. It is
a typical example of Borromini’s basic principle of designing
complex forms in simple materials.

The fagade of the church was not actually begun till 1665, but
there is conclusive evidence to show that from the first Borro-
mini intended it to have a curved plan of the type on which it
was finally built. 1t is therefore one of the earliest, as well as one
of the most mature. examples of the fully curved Baroque
fagade. There is, however, reason to think that the upper storey
was not completed according to Borromini’s design, and the
oval painting carried by angels is quite foreign to his style. It is,
incidentally, copied almost exactly from Bernini’s high altar at
Castel Gandolfo, and it is inconceivable that Borromini, at the
end of his life, should have borrowed in this way from his rival.

Borromini’s achievement at S. Carlino attracted some atten-
tion, not only because of the aesthetic qualities of the design.
but because of the attention which the architect had given to
practical details and for the relatively low cost of the whole
building. As a result he was invited in 1637 by the Oratorians to
complete their Roman house by adding to the church an
Oratory for musical performances. a library, and accom-
modation for the Fathers.!® The most remarkable feature of the
whole complex is the fagade of the Oratory itself. which, like S.
Carlino, is on a curve, but in this case a single, slow curve.

45 Left Oratorio di S. Filippo Neri, Rome, by Borromini, the fagade,
1637-40, showing also part of Fausto Rughesi's fagade of S. Maria in
Vallicella (Chiesa Nuova), 1605 (see also engraving on title page)

46 Top S. Carlo alle Quattro Fontane, diagram of the plan by Borromini

47 Opposite Stupinigi, near Turin, by Filippo Juvarra, 1729-33. Entrance
gateway
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Borromini was instructed not to use columns, so that the fagade
would not compete in importance with that of the church. but
he turned this limitation to advantage and produced a fagade
which has the tense quality of a sheet of metal bent under
pressure. This effect is heightened by the smoothness of the
brick-work. which is composed of very thin bricks with the
minimum of mortar between them. On this fagade Borromini
uses a new form of pediment. a sort of fusion of the straight and
curved pediments which Michelangelo had used. one inside the
other on the Porta Pia. As in the window of the Palazzo
Barberini. Borromini has taken two separate. almost conflicting
motifs from Michelangelo and fused them into a single
continuous whole.

Borromini's principle of evolving a complex plan on a strict
geometrical basis reaches its culmination in the church of S.
Ivo. He added the church to the existing court of the Sapienza
between 1642 and 1630.17 Asat S. Carlino the plan is composed
of equilateral triangles and circles, but here the two tniangles
interpenetrate to form a six-pointed star - the symbol of
wisdom — and a hexagonal central space. Round this space are
six bays. three composed of semi-circles drawn on the sides of
the hexagon. the other three of a more complex form. including
arcs of circles drawn with their centres on the apexes of the
triangles. The dome is formed by simply shrinking the ground
plan gradually till it reaches the lantern. and the result is a
building of extraordinary homogeneity. dominated by the line
of the entablature which leads the eye on a continuous
movement round the whole space. The recent restoration has
brought the church back to its original whiteness. no longer
disturbed by the coarse. painted marbling added in the
mid-nineteenth century.

Clear though the general articulation of the interior may be it
is not as simple as it appears at first sight. The concave bays are
slightly more than semicircular. so that the angle formed by the
entablature at the point where one bay joins another 1s slightly
less than a right angle and the cornice appears to be pressing
into the central space. The wall surfaces are broken up in a
variety of different ways: a single tall niche for the high altar. a
small niche enclosing double doors and covered by a pediment
in the two other concave bays, and a large niche with a gallery
over it on the bays which are convex inwards. A string-course
dividing the walls into two almost equal parts runs all round the
building but is interrupted by the high altar bay. The pilasters
are disposed in a complex rhythm: pairs at right angles at the
corners where the bays join, further full pilasters in the concave
bays. but broken pilasters on each side of the balconies.
Further, the broken pilasters are separated from the corner
pairs by a gap slightly less wide than the corresponding space in
the concave bays.

Even in the interior of the dome there are concealed sub-
tleties. The concave bays are carried up to the lantern without
any basic change in their form. by the simple process of
reducing their size: but with the bays over the galleries the
problem is more complex. At the level of the entablature they
are convex inwards, but at the top they have become concave,
so that they can be absorbed into the circle round the foot of the
lantern, the change being masked by the large window which
allows the architect to move from the straight-convex-straight

48 Opposite Turin, the Superga by Filippo Juvarra, begun 1717. Detail of
tower
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49 Palazzo della Sapienza. Rome, plan showing Borromini's church, begun
in 1642, set into the 16th-century university building

plan of the entablature and attic through a zone with three
straight elements, of which the central one - the window —
masks the change from convex to concave, through being open
instead of solid.

The symbolism implied by the star of wisdom in the plan 1s
carried on into the decoration, which includes the cherubim.
palm and pomegranates of the Temple of Solomon. and also
allusions to the arms of Alexander VII. under whom the
decoration was carried out. The same type of symbolism
appears on the exterior. one of Borromim’s most fantastic
inventions, where the spiral ramp above the lantern. like a
Mesopotamian ziggurat, was an accepted symbol for the Tower
of Wisdom, ending in the Flame of Truth, supporting the Cross
on an orb.

Even this apparently wild invention is based on ancient
models and a strict observance of geometry. The lantern, with
its concave bays separated by coupled columns, is like the
Temple of Venus at Baalbek and also one of Montano’s
reconstructions of ancient buildings. and the plans of the
lantern, the stepped roof below it. and the spiral ramp above it
were all drawn out with the compasses on simple geometrical
principles, as can be seen from the original drawings for some of
them. which are still preserved in the Albertina in Vienna.

The lower part of the dome. which looks like a drum, in fact
encloses the cupola itself, according to a method of building
which Borromini would have seen in sixteenth-century Mil-
anese buildings. In this case it was almost forced on him.
because the site was so narrow that he could not include chapels
to buttress the dome. the lateral thrust of which is taken by the
dead weight of the masonry between the cupola and the cusped
exterior.

The same principles of construction and design are to be
found in the dome of S. Andrea delle Fratte. built by Borromini
between 1634 and 1665. Here again Borromini has started from
an ancient model. in this case the Conocchia. an ancient Roman
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tomb near Capua, but he has amplified the movement of the
original by making the central section curved instead of
straight. Beside the dome. which was to have had a lantern with
deep re-entrant bays. Borromini set up a campanile which is a
remarkable example of the mixture of Classical and unclassical
elements in his architecture. The lower stage i1s a cylinder
articulated with lonic columns, containing alternately open and
closed bays. of a type known in ancient Roman bas-reliefs. but
this is topped by a structure of concave bays. separated by
rectangular piers which merge into winged cherubs. Above this
is a crowning feature with a flame-like element enclosing the
arms of the patron, the Marchese del Bufalo. and covered by his
coronet.

Borromini's last phase is best illustrated by his work on the
Collegio di Propaganda Fide. where he built a new chapel -
replacing one built by Bernini in the 1630s — and added the
fagade on the street. In the chapel he developed certain ideas
which he had adumbrated in the Oratory, creating a rect-
angular space with rounded corners. with a low coved vault
divided by ribs which cross the space diagonally. leaving a
hexagonal panel in the middle. which is filled with a fresco. The
fagade is yet another instance of Borromini's combination of
traditional and novel elements. The columns which surround
the windows are of the true Roman Doric Order without bases
—a type hardly ever used in Rome in the seventeenth century
but they are disposed at angles which recall Michelangelo’s
Sforza Chapel rather than any ancient Roman building. Most
complex of all is the entrance door. In plan the piers are half-
hexagons with slightly curved sides: in elevation they follow
Michelangelo’s revolutionary pilasters in the Ricetto of the
Laurentian Library in Florence in that the "pilasters’ shrink
towards the bottom and their capitals are narrower than the
shaft. but. unlike Michelangelo’s piers. they are canted so that
they initiate a movement along a concave line running through
the hood of the door. which has the three-dimensional curve
described above.

Borromimi was much less active in the field of domestic
architecture than in church building. but one of his surviving
works must be mentioned. the colonnade in the Palazzo Spada.
The similarity of the colonnade to Bernini's Scala Regia is
immediately striking. but it is now known that Borromini's
work was executed in 165253, that is to say ten years before the
planning of the Vatican staircase. so that he was the innovator
in this use of false perspective: but only an innovator in a
limited sense. because the idea had been applied in a more
restricted way by Bramante in S. Maria presso S. Satiro in
Milan, and by Antonio da Sangallo the Younger in the entrance
to the Palazzo Farnese more than a century earlier. and further.
Borromini probably based his design on one of Montano's
drawings of ancient ‘temples’. What is surprising. however. is
that in Montano’s plan. though the columns grow shorter and
closer together. there would have been no effect of illusion.
because the visitor would have come in at the narrow end of the

50 Opposite S. 1vo della Sapienza. Rome. by Borromini. Exterior showing
the dome and lantern

51 Top right S. Andrea delle Fratte, Rome. dome and campanile by
Borromini. begun 1654

52 Right Collegio di Propaganda Fide, Rome. by Borromini, detail of
fagade with main door




colonnade and would have been looking, so to speak, down the
wrong end of the telescope. It was Borromini's invention to
apply the plan to the creation of this peculiarly brilliant effect of
deception, which is completely convincing if seen from the door
to the library of the palace, the point to which the visitor is
automatically led.

In his last years Borromini's illness became more marked. He
cut himself off almost completely. even from his friends, and
spent all his time shut up in his studio working at plans, which
he probably realized would never be executed. At the same time
he destroyed many drawings which he had made previously for
fear that his rivals might steal them and use them for their own
purposes. Finally, in a fit of despair, he tried to kill himself by
running himself through with a sword. He lived for seven hours,
long enough to dictate to his confessor an account of what had
led him to take his life, an account of almost unbelievably calm
objectivity. This ability to maintain complete control, even
when in the grip of violent emotions — and even pain — has its
counterpart in the detachment with which he could control even
his most fantastic ideas in architecture. In his life he may have
lost the battle between emotions and reason, but in his art he
attained a supreme synthesis of the two conflicting factors.

53 Above Palazzo Spada, Rome, false perspective colonnade by Borromini,
1652-53

54 Right Palazzo Spada, by Borromini, plan of the false perspective
colonnade

Pietro da Cortona

The third of the creators of Baroque architecture, Pietro
Berettini (1596-1669), usually called Pietro da Cortona from
his birthplace, was in the first place a painter, who actually built
relatively little in comparison with his two great contempor-
aries, but he created an individual style, quite distinct from
those of Bernini and Borromini.®

In his native town he may have become aware of architecture
through his uncle Filippo, whose only surviving building. a
palace in Cortona, shows a sensitive use of rustication, which is
in a certain way related to Cortona’s own mature work: but at a
very early age he went to Florence and in 1612 or 1613 to Rome.
During these early years he studied painting under two very
undistinguished painters, Andrea Commodi and Baccio Ciarpi,
and there is no evidence to show how or from whom he
obtained his training in architecture. In Florence he studied
Michelangelo’s architecture, particularly the Ricetto of the
Laurenziana, of which echoes are to be found in his mature
works, and probably also the works of Florentine architects of
the next generation, particularly Buontalenti and Cigoli. In
Rome he made drawings of ancient buildings; but he does not
seem to have learnt much from the architects active in Rome
during his youth.

The influence of ancient architecture is particularly apparent
in the buildings which he included in his paintings — though it is
antiquity seen through the eyes of Raphael — but that is perhaps
natural, since they usually represent Classical subjects and it
was no doubt by design that Cortona chose a severe Doric
Order for the temple in the Age of Bronze in the Pitti to suggest
not only antiquity in a general sense but specifically an early
stage in the history of man.

In the buildings which he actually realized in brick and stone
his style is much freer and, given the mystery of his training in
architecture, it is surprising to find that from the beginning it is
both mature and original.

The date of his earliest building, the Vigna Sacchetti, now
destroyed, is not known, but it is generally thought to have been
designed before 1630. It is remarkably bold in design for its
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VEDVTA DRI PALAZZO DETTO IL PIGNFTO DELUILLY

SSIGU MARCHESE SACCHETT]

FVORI DI PORTA ANGLIICA HOGGE IN PARTE DIRVTO
. Archatcttnra ded Clraalecr Trotvo Berctianie daa Cortona

55 The Vigna Sacchelli, Rome, (destroyed) by Pietro da Cortona (from an
engraving), probably designed before 1630

date. The central block with the large niche is derived from
Bramante’s Nicchione di Belvedere, but the addition of the
curving wings was quite new. The open loggias at the ends of the
building are of a type unknown in Roman architecture of the
period. though the apses cut off by colonnades incorporate
ideas which Cortona could have learnt from Palladio’s book on
ancient baths. The Vigna is important as being probably the
earliest instance of a curved fagade produced in Rome, though
the idea had been hinted at by Antonio da Sangallo the
Younger in the Porta Santo Spirito and the bank of the same
name. It is also interesting to notice that Cortona has already
evolved the particular form of curve which he was to use in all
his later works. with a straight section in the middle and fairly
sharp curves at the ends, as opposed to the steady slow curve
used by Borromini.

His only other work in secular architecture was the door at
the end of the terrace on the north side of the Palazzo Barberini.
Originally this stood in the wall which separated the stable
court from the terrace, so that the pediment would have stood
out against the sky, an arrangement which would have given
emphasis to its unusual form, which is Cortona’s version of the
double pediment used by Borromini in the fagade of the
Oratory and elsewhere. The door itself has the kind of refined
rustication, with a small layer projecting beyond the main front
surface, which was to be typical of Cortona’s work and which
may owe something to the palace built by his uncle in Cortona.
In the windows which flank the door the architect again

produces a variant of a theme used by Borromini. in this case
the window on the Palazzo Barberim itself; but the curved
element enclosing the Barberini bee is somewhat feeble in
design. Much more typical of Cortona’s style are the consoles
supported by guttae on which the windows stand.

In 1634 Cortona, who had been elected president (Principe)
of the Academy of St Luke, was given permission to restore the
crypt of the little church of S. Martina, near the Forum. which
belonged to the Academy. in order to erect there his own tomb.
While the necessary excavations were being made, the body of
S. Martina was discovered and. as relics were highly revered
during this phase of the Counter-Reformation, the pope de-
cided that something grander than the proposed restoration
was demanded. The pope’s nephew, Cardinal Francesco Bar-
berini. undertook to finance not only the restoration of the
crypt but also the construction above it of a church to be
dedicated to St Luke and to contain over the high altar the
canvas of St Luke painting the Virgin, then thought to be from
the hand of Raphael himself, which had been presented to the
Academy by an earlier president.

Cortona had already been involved in an earlier project for a
church on the same site, which was to have been circular in form
and was probably destined to be a mausoleum for the family of
Pope Gregory XV (Ludovisi). 1t is significant for the sources of
Cortona’s style that this design was directly based on one of
Buontalenti’s projects for the Cappella dei Principi. which was
being built on to S. Lorenzo when Cortona was in Florence as
a boy. When Cardinal Francesco Barberini took over the
project, the circular plan was abandoned in favour of a Greek
cross, but there is some evidence from the surviving drawings
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56 Top left SS. Luca e Marlina, Rome, exlerior by Pietro da Cortona,
O begun 1635

————— 1 57 Left SS. Luca e Marlina, plan by Pietro da Cortona

58 Above SS. Luca e Martina, interior showing dome

w0 D
: /// B A that at this stage it was still planned to make the church a |
| % \\" ln mausoleum, now for the Cardinal and perhaps other members
: ‘ y ! of his family.
| Il\ /’I : The church was long in building — the decoration was still
® I L/ O being carried out in the last decades of the century — but it is
. B -4 = = 57 certain that the foundations, including those of the fagade, were

complete by 1635. This is important, because it shows that
. Cortona had proposed a curved fagade by this date, which is
' earlier than the first datable scheme for S. Carlino, though it
______ must be remembered that Borromini may have been planning
> the fagade of the church from the time that he was first
commissioned to build the monastery, that is to say. 1634.
However, the question of actual priority is not fundamental,
because it is clear that various architects were playing with the
idea at the same time.
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Cortona’s facade reveals many of his characteristics as an
architect. The central bay is planned on the curve that he had
used in the Vigna Sacchetti but inverted. that is to say. convex
as opposed to concave. Further it is framed with two rect-
angular blocks which seem almost to squeeze it in on both sides.
Cortona intended to build two further bays outside these
blocks. sloping back from the line of the fagade, which would
have given the whole building more normal proportions and
would have relaxed the somewhat over-compact impression
which the fagade gives in its present form. The fagade was not
finished till after Cortona’s death. and the group of sculpture
which crowns it is almost certainly not from his design. It has
even been suggested that he may have intended to finish the
front with a broad pediment. and this may well be correct.

The character of the fagade depends in great part on the
almost sculptural manner in which the actual surface is treated.
In the middle section coupled columns are set into the wall.
according to the formula invented by Michelangelo in the
Ricetto of the Laurenziana. but here the columns are spaced
out and separated by projecting blocks, carved with reliefs. This
arrangement intensifies the effect of pressure which appears in
the design of the whole fagade. Vertically the two storeys of the
fagade are united by the strong lines of the columns. even
though these are interrupted by the clearly defined entablature:
but there are equally clear horizontal links formed by the string-
courses which seem to be carried on behind the columns and
one element of which is brought forward into the pediment over
the door. The monumental quality of the whole front is
emphasized by the fact that it is constructed in the rough. tawny
travertine which was Cortona’s favourite material.

In plan the upper church of SS. Luca e Martina is almost a
Greek cross— though the nave and choir are slightly longer than
the transepts — but the ends of all the elements are rounded off in
the same curve that Cortona had used at the Vigna Sacchetti,
though the middle section is much shorter. What is remarkable
about the interior is the treatment of the walls. The Order is a
rather heavy Roman lonic, that is to say. the form with the
volutes projecting at 45 . Round the apse the articulation con-
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59 Left SS. Luca e Martina, interior. begun 1633. Stucco decoration
finished by Ciro Ferri after Cortona’s death

60 Below S. Maria della Pace, Rome, fagade, by Pielro da Cortona,
1656-57

sists of pairs of columns set back under an entablature. as on
the fagade. but without the intervening blocks. These sections are
joined to the crossing by piers articulated with pilasters and
with broken pilasters in the corners of the re-entrant bays. For
the actual crossing Cortona returns to full columns, this time
standing free. The result is an elaborate system of layering the
walls. At the back is the wall behind the inset columns: then
comes a layer formed by the entablature over these columns:
and in front of that the plane formed by the entablature over the
pilaster piers. The arrangement is complicated by the fact that
the back plane. which seems to vanish in the pilaster piers.
reappears in the bays between these piers. This method of
articulation, combined with the fact that the whole church is in
white stucco, gives a strongly sculptural character to the
interior. different from the rich. coloured effects achieved by
Bernini and the purely architectural conceptions of Borromini.
The decoration of the half-domes at the ends of the four
members of the church is also composed of heavy. almost
sculptural, features: powerful ribs, decorated with bands of
laurel leaves, which rise between windows flanked by consoles
and covered by broken pediments enclosing round niches.
The treatment of the dome is also unusual, with ribs cutting
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across a field decorated with coffers of unusual shape. They
have semi-circular breaks in the middle of the sides. forming a
pattern like the Late-Gothic panel used by Andrea Pisano on
the doors of the Baptistery at Florence. This dome is often
quoted as the first instance of the combination of the two
methods of decorating a dome, the Gothic with ribs, and the
Classical with coffering; but in fact the decoration in SS. Luca e
Martina probably dates from after Cortona’s death and is due
to his follower, Ciro Ferri, in which case the method of
decoration in question had already been used by Bernini in his
two churches at Castel Gandolfo and Ariccia.

The lower church. containing the tomb of S. Martina. is
treated in the same manner as the fagade of the church, with
closely packed panels and inset columns, but the walls are
composed of rich marbles of different colours, cut so that the

veining forms symmetrical patterns in each panel. The dome of

the upper church shows externally a number of Michel-
angelesque features, such as the heavy triglyphs with guttae
which support the ribs, and the lonic volute motif from the
Porta Pia. The design of Cortona’s only other dome, that of S.
Carlo al Corso, built from 1668 onwards. is much simpler and is
composed of columns set back, like those in the interior of SS.
Luca e Martina. The same severe simplicity - though combined
with the use ol rich marbles — appears in Cortona’s other late
architectural work the Cappella Gavotti in S. Nicola da
Tolentino.

In 1656 Cortona was commissioned by Alexander VII to
complete the church of S. Maria della Pace. which contained his
family chapel decorated by Raphael. by reconstructing the
dome and adding a fagade.'® The problem of the fagade was
complicated by the fact that the church was flanked by two
narrow streets which ran from it at different angles, and that on
the right the apse of S. Maria dell’Anima impinged on the site
and was only separated from the church by the narrower of the
two streets. The situation was further complicated by what can
only be described as a traffic problem. The church was a
fashionable one — and became more so when its patron became
pope — and the streets that led to it were so narrow that it was
impossible to turn a coach in any of them. Indeed the street to
the right of the church was too narrow to admit a coach at all.
and that on the left, though it was wider, did not admit of two
coaches passing. This disposition gave rise to a series of difficult
situations and the street was declared ‘one way" — perhaps one
of the first instances of this procedure in history. In order to
solve this problem Cortona planned in front of the church a
piazza large enough to allow a coach to be turned — and this
involved a considerable space — and at the same time he created
a facade for the church which is one of the most ingenious and -
in the good sense of the word — theatrical of Baroque con-
structions. The authorities of the church were able to acquire
and pull down two or three houses opposite the church, and this
enabled Cortona to lay out his square in the form of a
quadrilateral with not quite parallel ends. He then spread his
design for the fagade of the church over the whole of the largest
side of the quadrilateral. At ground level he built two small
wings, one of which contained an opening for the right-hand
street, and above these wings he made two quadrant bays,
which formed a wide concave setting for the facade itself. The
upper half of this is articulated on the same principles as at SS.
Luca e Martina, but at the lower level Cortona added a portico
which projects in a half-oval. making a strong contrast to the
upper concave bay. The play of curves is far more emphatic

61 S. Maria in Via Lala, Rome, fagade, by Pietro da Corlona, 165862

than in his earlier church, and the fagade offers great poss-
ibilities for effects of light and shade. In the treatment of the
upper part of the fagade the architect used one device which is.
as far as | know, unique. He cut the travertine, as he had done
with the marble in the lower church of S. Martina, so that the
graining forms symmetrical patterns in the two main panels of
the fagade, producing a very curious decorative effect.

Cortona’s last architectural work was the fagade and vesti-
bule which he added to the church of S. Maria in Via Lata. The
church was built over an earty Christian chapel which was
supposed to incorporate the house where St Paul had been
imprisoned when he came to Rome. and in the seventeenth
century this shrine came to be an object of such veneration that
in 1658 Cortona was commissioned to restore it and make it
safely accessible to the faithful. He carried out the work in such
a way as to preserve as much as possible of the original crypt
much more than in the lower church of S. Martina — and
contented himself with breaking down one wall to make
circulation possible and adding a few decorative features. The
work is an interesting example of the Baroque interest in the
Early Church, and it was carried out with unusual respect for
the interests of archacology. The restoration of the Constantin-
ian Baptistery of the Lateran, carried out on the orders of
Urban VI11 some years earlier, had been much more drastic and
had destroyed much archaeological evidence.

The church of S. Maria in Via Lata itself had been restored
many times, last of all in the mid seventeenth century, but its
entrance front was still unfinished. Between 1658 and 1662
Cortona added to it a vestibule, with a room above it, and built
the facade. The problem here was dominated by the fact that
the church faced on to the Corso. the main arterial road of
ancient Rome, which had never been widened. This meant that
the facade would normally be seen in sharp foreshortening.
Cortona could have got over the difficulty by curving the
fagade, but the space avaitable to him was limited, and he
probably felt that a curved fagade would not have fitted with
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the mile-and-a-halt-long row of straight-fronted palaces which
flanked the Corso. (The church of S. Marcello, nearly opposite
to S. Maria in Via Lata, has a curved fagade. but it 1s set back in
a little prazza.) He therefore chose a quite different method and,
by opening up the two storeys of the lacade. created a beauti-
fully calculated eftect of light solids against dark voids. The
arrangement of the fagade with a room over the vestibule goes
back to earlier examples, such as Flaminio Ponzio’s S. Sebas-
tiano and Bernini’s S. Bibiana. but in the former the upper
storey is completely closed. and in the latter. though the central
bay is open, there is no deliberately worked out pattern of light
and shade. Cortona emphasizes this eftect by having pairs of
free-standing columns standing out against the darkness of the
portico on each storey. The planar effect of the actual building
1s severe. but variety is added by the richness of the capitals and
entablatures and by the unusual arrangement of the upper
pediment, in which Cortona inserts an arch protruding into the
field of the pediment and so forcing the entablature — or rather
the frieze and cornice — to break upwards and follow the curve
of the arch. There were ancient precedents for this practice, of
which one certainly known to Cortona was the Triumphal Arch
at Orange. which had been studied since the late fifteenth
century and in which a similar arrangement is found on the ends
of the structure.

62 Below S. Maria in Campitelli. Rome. by Carlo Rainaldi, fagade,
1663-67

63 Top right SS. Vincenzo ¢ Anastasio, Rome, fagade, by Martino Longhi,
the Younger, 164650

In the vestibule the free-standing columns are repeated
against the wall of the church itself, and the two rows support a
barrel-vault with octagonal coffering. The ends are semi-
circular, and a curious feature of the design is that the coffered
vault appears to be carried on behind the apses, an effect of
ambiguity unusual in Baroque architecture and more typical of
sixteenth-century ingenuity.

Rome The last phase

Roman architecture of the mid-seventeenth century was dom-
mated by the three great figures of Bernini. Borromini and
Pietro da Cortona, but there were other architects active at the
same period who attained a certain celebrity. though none
showed the inventiveness of the three masters.

Martino Longhi (or Lunghi) the Younger (1620-60). grand-
son of the sixteenth-century architect of the same name, added
the impressive front to the church of SS. Vincenzo e
Anastasio near the Trevi Fountain in the years 1646-50.2° In its
use of heavy full columns under a severe entablature it is
reminiscent of Pietro da Cortona, but it is original in the
spacing of the columns: on the lower storey the side-bays are
composed of two widely spaced columns (the outer ones are not
visible in the reproduction on plate 63) while the door is flanked
by pairs of columns close together, with the entablature broken
forward over each of them. This progression. combined with
the double curved pediment over the door. strongly emphasizes
the central bay of the composition. In the upper storey the six
mner columns of the lower stage are repeated to form a single
bay flanked by triple columns, an arrangement which creates a
lively counterpoint between the two storeys.

Carlo Rainaldi (1611-91) is chiefly famous for building the
church of S. Maria in Campitelli (1660 67).2! The church is a
strange mixture of Baroque features and elements which come
from late sixteenth-century traditions. The fagade has a rich-
ness of movement due to the breaking of the entablature, but
this movement is discontinuous - forwards and backwards - as
in Giacomo della Porta’s fagade of the Gesu, and the aedicules
which the architect mtroduced in the central bay. while they
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64 Palazzo Colonna, Rome, the salone, built by Antonio det Grande.
1654-65. Frescoes by Giovanni Coli and Filippo Gherardi, 1675-78

emphasize this section, seem almost detached from the rest of
the fagade. In fact they derive from a north-Italian, sixteenth-
century tradition, as it appeared, for instance, in Tibaldi's S.
Fedele in Milan. The effect of the interior is made dramatic by
the use of tall columns standing free of the walls, but the plan is
somewhat untidily composed of a succession of square, rect-
angular, and semi-circular spaces which are not clearly defined
in themselves and do not flow smoothly one into the other.
Rainaldi also remodelled the apse of S. Maria Maggiore,
after a project by Bernini had been rejected. and was involved in
the planning and construction of the twin churches on the
Piazza del Popolo - S. Maria di Monte Santo and S. Maria dei
Miracoli — begun in 1662, though Bernini played some part in
the final design of Monte Santo. In both these projects
Rainaldi’s style is more sophisticated and more Classical than
in S. Maria in Campitelli, as is exemplified in the use of free-
standing porticoes, a very unusual feature in Rome at this date.
In secular architecture the most important contributions
were made by Antonio del Grande (active 1647 71), an assis-

tant of Borromini, who has not received the attention that he
deserves.?? His most spectacular work is the gallery of the
Palazzo Colonna, begun in 1654 but only finished in the late
1670s, when the vault was frescoed by Giovanni Battista Coli
and Filippo Gherardi, with assistance from Giovanni Paolo
Schor in the decorative parts. The result is one of the most
splendid decorative ensembles of the Roman Baroque. The
plan of the gallery is unusual in that it is laid out in three
sections with two square anterooms, one at each end of the
main hall, connected with it by openings flanked by free-
standing columns, an arrangement which influenced Jules
Hardouin Mansart in his design of the Galerie des Glaces at
Versailles and Fischer von Erlach in the Hofbibliothek at
Vienna.

Antonio del Grande was also responsible for a new type of
entrance to palaces, much grander than was normal in earlier
generations, which took account of the fact that coaches had
become the normal means of transport for the rich and that
they were cumbersome and difficult to turn. In the wing added to
the Palazzo Doria-Pamphili facing on to the Piazza del Collegio
Romano (1659-61) he arranged a spacious vestibule into which
a coach could be driven, so that the visitor could alight under
cover and would find himself facing up the staircase which runs
parallel to the fagade of the palace. It is possible that he took the
idea from Borromini, who planned such a vestibule in his
unexcecuted projects for the Palazzo Carpegna near the
Fontana di Trevi and the Palazzo Pamphili on the Piazza
Navona, but del Grande seems to have been the first architect
actually to put into execution this plan, which was to be widely
imitated and developed 1n other parts of [taly and in Central
Europe.

In the last twenty years of the seventeenth century Roman
architects were sharply divided into two distinct. even oppos-
ing, parties. One group, which included the architect and
painter Antonio Gherardi and the Jesuit Andrea Pozzo, dev-
eloped the ideas of the ‘Founding Fathers’ in a bold and
unusual manner. The other, led by Carlo’ Fontana. produced
the new moderate style - the ‘International Late Baroque’ —
which was to have a wide influence outside as well as inside
[taly.

Gherardi’s originality appears in two chapels which he built
in Roman churches, the Cappella Avila in S. Maria in Traste-
vere (before 1686), and the Cappella di S. Cecilia in S. Carlo ai
Catinari (1691). The earhlier chapel is the more dramatic,
particularly in the audacious treatment of the lantern. This is
composed of a cylindrical outer shell and an inner ring of lonic
columns supported by stucco angels floating against a feigned
balustrade which runs round the actual cupola. Gherardiin fact
combines Bernini's use of concealed light with his fusion of
sculpture and architecture and carries the effect to a new point
of ingenuity. The lower part of the chapel, on the other hand, is
composed of architectural features more in the spirit of Borro-
mini, though the altar, which consists of a false-perspective
colonnade in coloured marbles. includes elements borrowed
from both Borromini and Bernini. The Cappella di S. Cecilia is
more completely Berninesque, with angels drawing aside stucco
curtains from the window, and a vista through the oval cut-off
dome, on which sit trumpeting angels, to a rectangular chamber
— it by a concealed window — which has on its ceiling the dove of
the Holy Ghost in a radiance of white stucco rays surrounded
by a floral wreath.

Andrea Pozzo, usually known as Padre Pozzo, though in fact
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65 Below S. Maria in Trastevere, Rome, Cappella Avila. by Antonio
Gherardi, before 1686

66 Right S. Ignazio, Rome, the altar of S. Luigi Gonzaga by Andrea
Pozzo, ¢. 1700, from an engraving

he remained all his life a lay-brother, was not strictly speaking
an architect, but the two volumes of his Perspectiva Pictorum et
Architectorum, published in 1693 and 1698. exercised a wide
influence on architects throughout Europe (translations were
printed in English. German and Flemish. and a manuscript
version exists in Chinese). In addition to diagrams showing how
the Orders should be drawn in perspective, the treatise contains

designs for altars. tabernacles and temporary structures for
feste, designed on complex curvilinear plans and composed of
architectural features broken up with the greatest freedom. in a
spirit akin to that of Antonio Gherardi.

His most important works were executed for the two prin-
cipal Jesuit churches in Rome: in the Gesu he made the altar of
S. Ignatius in the left transept — one of the richest altars in Rome

and in S. Ignazio he painted the apse. dome and nave vault
with frescoes illustrating the missionary work stimulated by St
Ignatius in all parts of the world (1685-94). In 1702 Pozzo was
called to Vienna. where he decorated the Jesuit church. now the
University Church, and painted the vast ceiling of the salone in
the Liechtenstein Summer Palace (1704-07). He died in Vienna
in 1709. and his work was to have a widespread influence on
Austrian architects and decorators.

wh
wh

Rome

Pozzo's ceiling-fresco in S. Ignazio was the culmination of a
long development in the decoration of Roman church interiors.
In the late sixteenth century some churches were left — and were
probably meant to be left — with almost no decoration beyond
bands of stucco ornament on the ribs of the vault. The Gesu
was originally entirely without frescoes and. though the in-
tentions of the Jesuits are not exactly recorded in this case. such
simplicity would have been entirely in keeping with their
severity in the early years of the company's existence. Where
frescoes were commissioned. they were usually confined to
small fields within stucco frames. though exceptions occur. for
instance in the apse of S. Spirito in Sassia. where a large fresco
by Jacopo Zucchi, representing Pentecost, fills the whole apse.
orinS. Silvestro al Quirinale. where the Alberti family executed
a complete series of quadratura or false architectural per-
spective frescoes on the vault of the choir.??

This type of illusionism had been more extensively used in
secular buildings, and the most ingenious devices of deception
and the confusion of real and painted spaces had been invented
by artists such as Salviati in the salone of the Palazzo Farnese or
Vasari in the Sala dei Cento Giorni in the Cancellenia.

In the ceiling of the gallery of the Palazzo Farnese Carracci
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and his pupils created a new kind of illusionist effect. based on
an appearance of logic and avoiding the deliberately puzzling
and ambiguous eftects created by Salviati and his followers.
The skeleton of the design is composed of feigned stucco herms
and atlantes supporting an imaginary entablature against
which stand pictures in gilt frames. while the centre of the vault
is covered by further paintings supposedly carried on the fictive
entablature. In the corners of the ceiling the eye 1s allowed to
pass through to the sky over balustrades on which stand putti.

Some of the followers of the Carracci rejected the illusionism
implicit in the Galleria Farnese. and when in 1613 Guido Reni
came to paint the 4urora on the ceiling of a room in the Casino
attached to the palace of Scipione Borghese. now the Palazzo
Rospigliosi. he deliberately executed it as a quadro riportato,
that is to say. like an easel painting inserted in a stucco frame in
the ceiling. without any attempt at illusion, and Domenichino
used the same method in his frescoes in the vault of the choir in
S. Andrea della Valle. though there the effect is more complex,
as the decoration involves a series of scenes. not a single
composition.

Generally speaking. however. quadratura painting gained in
popularity during this period. and in 1621-23 Guercino created
his most revolutionary piece of illusionism in the Aurora on
the ceiling of a room in the Casino Ludovisi. where the whole
ceiling is replaced by an illusionist rendering of architecture.
landscape, figures and sky. In church decoration the crucial step
was taken by Giovanni Lanfranco in the dome of S. Andrea
della Valle. in which he revived the complete illusionism
employed by Correggio in his two domes in the cathedral and
the church of S. Giovanni at Parma — an invention that had not
been followed up in the sixteenth century and was a complete
novelty in Rome.

Even bolder. however. was Cortona’s ceiling in the salone of
the Palazzo Barberini (1633-39). Basically the principle of the
illusion is the same as in the Galleria Farnese. but the effect is
much bolder because the centre of the space created by the
imaginary entablature is supposed to be opened out and the eye
passes through to the sky. in which float innumerable figures
grouped round the three bees of the Barberini arms and
forming a vast and complicated allegory — devised by the
Barberini court poet. Francesco Bracciolini — in honour of
Urban as pope. symbol of the church triumphant and the
instrument of Divine Providence. This central composition is
surrounded by four other scenes in the cove of the ceiling, the
figures of which burst out beyond the limits of their frames and
spread over the imaginary entablature. almost joining the
actors in the central scene. Never was the Baroque love of
illusionism and allegorical adulation combined in a more
striking and yet convincing whole.

Cortona’s later decorations are less spectacular but no less
successful. In 1640 he was called to Florence to decorate the
ceilings of five rooms in the Palazzo Pitti. Here he evolved a new
type of decorative scheme. which combined illusionist paint-

67 Opposite Palazzo Barberini, Rome, frescoed ceiling of the salone by
Pietro da Cortona, 1633-39

68 Top right The Gesu, Rome, vault of the nave with decoration by
Baciccio, 1674-79

69 Right Gesu e Maria, Rome. by Carlo Rainaldi, interior. begun before
1675, with tombs of the Bolognetti family

Rome
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70 Top S. Marcello, Rome, fagade, built by Carlo Fonlana, 1682-83

71 Above The Port of the Ripetta, Rome; engraving showing sleps by
Atessandro Specchi, 1704 above them, 1he fagade of S. Girolamo degli
Schiavoni by Martino Longhi the Elder, 1588-90; 1o 1he right, the end of
the Palazzo Borghese with the loggia added in 1612-14

ings with stucco, including hfe-size figures in the round, a
scheme which was to be imitated in France by Charles Le Brun
in the Gaterie d’Apollon of the Louvre and the Grand Apparte-
ment at Versailles. From Florence Cortona went for a short
time to Venice. and this visit had an influence on his last
ecclesiastical decorative work in Rome, the vault of the Chiesa
Nuova (1663-64), of which he had earlier frescoed the dome
and apse in a convention based on Lanfranco’s dome at S.
Andrea della Valle, which had become the accepted idiom for
the decoration of Roman churches. In the nave, however. he set
the fresco in a massive architectural frame, carried by stucco
angels which stand against heavy coffering — composed of
hexagons and lozenges — which emulates the richness of the
carved and gilt wooden ceilings which he had seen in Venice.
The ceiling decoration also includes another innovation. Up to
this time frescoes on the vaults of churches had been confined to
a single bay and had been separated by the ribs of the vault. in
this case the fresco covers three out of five bays of the nave, and
the ribs of the vault disappear behind it.

In the decoration of the nave vault of the Gesu, executed a
decade later (1674-79) by Giovanni Battista Gaulli, called
Baciccio (1639-1709). the artist combined the methods used by
Cortona in the Chiesa Nuova and the Palazzo Barberini ceiling,
covering the whole nave with a single fresco framed in stucco,
but allowing the figures in the painting to burst out over the
frame. This device is particularly effective in dramatizing the
theme of the fresco. which is the Glorification of the Name of
Jesus, before which vices and heresies flee, tumbling almost
literally into the church below.

In the ceiling of S. Ignazio Pozzo dispenses with stucco and
covers the whole enormous vault with fresco. 1t is the boldest
and grandest example of quadratura, combined with Cortona’s
daring arrangement of figures plunging over the fictive archi-
tecture. The effect is breath-taking, provided one stands exactly
at the right point in the church, which is indicated by a marble
plaque in the pavement. One of the disadvantages of this type of
illusionist fresco is that from all other points it makes nonsense!

While this exuberant tradition of fresco and stucco de-
coration was developing, architects were also exploiting the
possibilities of marble revetment for chapels and even whole
churches. Bernini had indicated the possibilities of the material
in the Cappella Cornaro and in S. Andrea al Quirinale, and
other architects rapidly followed his lead, and produced even
richer effects of marbling. For instance, the decoration of the
choir of S. Caterina da Siena (a Magnanapoli), which was
mainly executed before 1667, has a rich surface of red marble
broken by high reliefs in white marble by Melchiorre Caffd, and
the whole interior of the Gesu e Maria was converted by Carlo
Rainaldi into a marble mausoleum for the Bolognetti family
(before 1675). A much more restrained and Classical style of
marbling was employed in the Cappella Spada in the Chiesa
Nuova, and the Cappella Cibo in S. Maria del Popolo, both by
Carlo Fontana (1634-1714), the leader of the group opposed to
the extremes of Late Baroque represented by the architects
discussed above.?*

Fontana was an architect of a type very different from the
masters of the High Roman Baroque. He was trained in the
studio of Bernini, whose building works he supervised for many
years, but he did not inherit any of his master’s imaginative
power. Of his few executed works the most important was the
facade of the church of S. Marcello (1682-83). which was to be a
model followed by architects all over Europe and was far more
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popular than any of those built by Borromini. Bernini, or
Cortona. The fagade 1s concave. but it is based on a continuous
curve, much less rich than Borromini's fagade of S. Carlino, but
more widely acceptable because of its simplicity. The surfaces
are clearly defined and there is no counterpoint or subtle
breaking up of masses. It was in fact exactly what was needed by
a public sated with the imaginative splendour of the architects
of the previous generation. and it established Fontana as a safe
man. who knew how to adapt his style to his clients. Within a
few years of Bernini's death he had established what was to be
for a generation the most sought-after studio in Rome, from
which designs and advice were sent out to all parts of
Europe. The efficient organization of his studio is attested by
the drawings which survive, mainly in the Royal Library at
Windsor Castle, which cover all aspects of his architectural
activities. from fortifications to drainage in civil architecture,
and from the design for a candlestick to one for a grand church
n the ecclesiastical field.

In the first half of the eighteenth century there were still
marked differences between various groups of architects, but
there was more gradation of views.*

Cunously enough one of Fontana’s pupils. Alessandro Spec-
chi (1668-1729). was among those who carried on the Baroque
tradition most boldly. and his steps on the Ripetta (1704). the
port on the Tiber in front of the church of S. Girolamo degl
Schiavoni, destroyed in the late nineteenth century but known
from engravings. were among the freest and most imaginative
mventions of the period. akin in their double-S curves to the
staircases of Buontalenti in Florence or Guarini in Piedmont.
Specchi also produced a project for the Spanish Steps. but his

72 Below S. Maria Maddalena, Rome. niche on the fagade attributed to
Giuseppe Sardi

73 Right The Spanish Steps. Rome, by Francesco de Sanctis, 1723-25.
Above them, the fagade of the Trinita dei Monti, late 16th century

74 Below right Piazza di S. Ignazio, Rome, by Filippo Raguzzini, 1727-28
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design was rejected in favour of one by Francesco de Sanctis
(1693-1740: the steps were executed in 1 723-235), which. though
one of the most popular sights in Rome. is much more loosely
designed than Specchi’s Ripetta - or for that matter than the
staircases of Guarini before him or the Neapolitan Ferdinando
Sanfelice in his own time (cf. below. pp. 88-89).

There was in fact an infusion of southern blood into Roman
architecture at this period. Filippo Juvarra, who spent some
years in Rome before settling in Turin. was a Sicilian. as also
was Filippo Raguzzini (active 1727-71), who built the in-
gentously curved fagades of S. Maria della Quercia and S.
Gallicano, but is principally remembered for the lively piazza
in front of S. Ignazio (1727-28). with the curved houses and
diagonal streets. almost like a stage-set. Gabriele Valvassor
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75 Above Palazzo della Consulta, Rome, by Ferdinando Fuga, fagade.
1732-33

76 Opposite Fontana di Trevi, Rome, by Nicola Satvi, 1732-45

(1683-1761). a Roman by birth, was less inventive in planning
than Raguzzmi, but in his fagade of the Palazzo Doria-
Pamphili facing the Corso (1731-34) the windows have hoods
of a Borrominesque type, and the four galleries which he
constructed over the loggie of the court, decorated with frescoes
by Aureliano Milani, are even richer variations of the Galleria
Colonna. They are in fact one of the last examples of that
combination of painting, stucco and gilding — to which in this
case are added mirrors — typical of late-Roman Baroque
architecture. Even more fantastic than Valvassori's windows
are the niche-heads on the fagade of S. Maria Maddalena
(1733), generally but uncertainly ascribed to Giuseppe Sardi
(1680-1753), in which the free adaptation of Borrominesque
forms i1s combined with the use of inverted half-pediments, a
device invented by Buontalenti but used later by Bernini in the
Cappella della Pieta in St Peter’s. Equally free and ingenious are
the stucco fountains and doors in the court and vestibule of the
Palazzo del Grillo, by a hitherto unidentified architect.

The buildings of Raguzzini, Valvassori and Sardi have often
been described as Rococo, but they have nothing in common
with true Rococo. The term barocchetto has recently been
invented for them, and there is much to be said for it, since it
implies that they belong to the Baroque, but the diminutive
suggests the rather hight and gay quality which distinguishes
them from Roman architecture of the seventeenth century.

Between the barocchetto and the consciously anti-Baroque
school of Galilei stand three ‘middle of the way' architects who
have been little studied: Carlo de Dominicis (active 1721-40),
Domenico Gregorini (¢. 1700-77) and Pietro Passalacqua (d.
1748). The first is responsible for the oval church of SS. Celso ¢
Giuliano (1733-36), and the two latter remodelled the basilica
of S. Croce in Gerusalemme (1744), to which they added an
oval vestibule, enclosed in an unusual curved fagade. Passalac-

qua also built the small oratory of the Annunziata, near the
hospital of S. Spirito in Sassia, and Gregorini that of S. Maria
in Via. These architects employ the oval plan which had become
accepted since the mid-seventeenth century, but they do so in a
timid way, without any of the boldness of Borromini. Their
decorative vocabulary is also lacking in vitality compared with
Valvassori. They do not actually imitate Carlo Fontana. but
their architecture has a cautiousness which brings them very
close to him in spirit.

With the election of the Florentine Cardinal Lorenzo Corsini
as Pope Clement XII in 1730 official taste in Rome moved
sharply towards Classicism. The period was dominated by the
two Florentine architects whom Clement called to Rome:
Alessandro  Galilet (1691-1736), and Ferdinando Fuga
(1699-1781), to whom must be added the Roman Nicola Salvi,
author of the Fontana di Trevi (1697-1751).

The most important event of the pontificate was the compet-
ition for the fagade of S. Giovanni in Laterano, opened by
Clement in 1732. Borromini had made designs for this, but they
had not been carried out, and the first church in Christendom
remained without a fagade of any sort. All the architects in
Rome sent in designs, which ranged from the Baroque fantasies
of Pozzo and Raguzzini to the subdued grandeur of Galilei's
project. It was typical of Clement’s taste that Galilet’s design
was chosen, butit can be argued that it was the only one of those
submitted which showed a real sense of the monumentality
needed in a fagade on such a vast scale, which was to be seen at a
distance by those entering Rome along the Via Appia, across
the open space which lay to the east of the church. The fagade
contains echoes of Michelangelo’s Capitoline palaces and of
Bernini's unexecuted design for the front of St Peter’s, but it has
many personal and original elements, such as the central
crowning feature and the introduction of pairs of columns and
pilasters to emphasize the main breaks in the fagade. It is one of
the great monuments of Classical taste of early eighteenth-
century Rome, but it is still within the Baroque idiom in its
scale, in the use of the giant Order, and in the large statues
which crown it and stand out against the sky. like those of
Bernim on the colonnade of St Peter's.

Galilel was also commissioned to add a fagade to his national
church, S. Giovanni dei Fiorentini (1734). Here he adopted the
traditional Roman fagade, but the unusual width of the church
enabled him to introduce a strong emphasis on the horizontal,
which is heightened by the almost unbroken line of the entab-
lature and the repetition of paired columns. The contrast
between this classicized front and that of. say, SS. Vincenzo ¢
Anastasio is too obvious to need underlining.

The third work built by Galilei for Clement was his family
chapel i S. Giovanni in Laterano (1732-35). This is the
architect’s most explicitly Classical work. In plan it is square,
with arms that are hardly more than shallow straight-ended
niches. The floor is composed of radiating sections, and the
vaults are decorated with severe hexagonal coffering. 1t is
symptomatic of Clement’s taste that he took for the principal
feature of his own tomb in the chapel a famous porphyry
sarcophagus and four ancient columns, also of porphyry, which
had stood for centuries in the portico of the Pantheon.

Fuga remained closer to the true Baroque than Galilei.2® His
two principal palace fagades, the Consulta (1732-33) and the
Cenci-Bolognetti, opposite the Gesu, are both variants on
Bernini's Palazzo Chigi, but with the emphasis on the central
section removed in favour of a more regular - and more
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monotonous — repetition of units. In both palaces the side
sections are of the same height as the central bay; the pilasters
of this section are repeated at the ends of the facade and are
echoed in the pilaster-bands which articulate the intervening
sections of the front. Further, in the Consulta the architect has
inserted a large mezzanine over the ground floor, which makes
the two storeys of almost equal height, and has emphasized this
feature by articulating the lower storey as well as the upper with
pilasters. This ‘regularized’ variant of Bernini’s design was to be
much more widely imitated than the original. In the courtyard
of the Consulta Fuga inserted a staircase with the flights rising
towards the centre. a sort of inversion of a type which he may
have seen in the palaces of Ferdinando Sanfelice when he visited 121
Naples shortly before 1727 (cf. below, p.88). In the Palazzo
Corsini, which he built for Clement XII round the nucleus of a
palace which had belonged to Queen Christina of Sweden, he
created a staircase on a much grander scale, approached by a
three-aisled entrance leading to an octagonal vestibule, the
staircase itself occupying a block between two courts from
which it receives light on both sides. The conception is splen-
didly Baroque, but the dryness of the mouldings and the
decorative detail betray the influence of the increasingly Classi-
cal taste of the period.

Fuga’s earliest Roman church, S. Maria dell’Orazione ¢ della
Morte (1732-37), is a competent exercise in the same idiom as
de Dominici’s SS. Celso e Giuliano. In the later church of S.
Apollinare (1745-48) he returned to a much more conventional
plan — a single nave with side-chapels and a dome over the choir
— and the same dry decorative detail which he used at the
Palazzo Corsini.

His most important —and his most difficult — commission was
the construction of the fagade of S. Maria Maggiore, one of the
oldest and most venerated of the Roman basilicas. Basically
Fuga used the traditional Roman church fagade, with the upper
storey narrower than the lower, but he adapted the design to
suit the particular conditions with which he was faced. The
church was unusually wide, with five doors, a fact which led 78
Fuga to make his fagade of five and three bays, instead of the
usual arrangement with three bays below and one above. This
increase in width of the fagade helped Fuga to solve another of
the problems with which he was faced, namely the fact that the

[ 48 '%" e ) Q fagade of the church was not free-standing, but was enclosed
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the normal Roman type. A further problem which faced the
architect was that, as at St Peter’s, the fagade had to include a
benediction loggia and a vestibule for pilgrims. This gave him
the opportunity of opening up the structure, and this he did
with the utimost ingenuity. choosing his elements carefully, so as
to produce the greatest effect of variety in building up the
triangular design of the fagade. On the lower storey the open-
ings are all flat-headed. with a segmental pediment over the
central bay and straight pediments over the two outer bays. The
upper storey has arched openings, which echo the curve of the
central pediment of the lower storey, while the pediment of the
middle bay picks up those of the side bays to right and left of the

77 Above left S. Giovanni in Laterano, Rome, fagade, by Alessandro
Galilei, 1733-36

78 Left S. Maria Maggiore, Rome, fagade, by Ferdinando Fuga, 1741-43
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lower storey. The crowning feature and the statues on the
balustrade echo — somewhat feebly - those on Galile1's fagade
of the Lateran.

In 1751 Fuga was called to Naples by Charles 111, together
with Luigi Vanvitelli. whose one important work in Rome had
been the restoration of S. Maria degli Angeli. the church which
Michelangelo had created for Pius 1V in the ruins of the Baths
of Diocletian. Their works in Naples will be discussed below. in
the chapter dealing with Southern ltaly.

The most famous monument of Late Baroque architecture in
Rome is the Fontana di Trevi. finally realized by Nicola Salvi in
the years 1732-45. after more than a century of abortive
attempts to give monumental form to one of the most impor-
tant sources of water supply in Rome.?” The structure 1s the
largest and most ambitious of all Roman fountains, with a
grand fagade covering the palace behind the fountain, including
as its central feature a niche set in a sort of triumphal arch. This
niche frames a statue of Neptune guiding a team of sea-horses
and tritons which charge over a zone composed of architectur-
ally formed fountains dissolving into rocks carved into natural-
istic foliage. Trevi was the last and most ebullient expression of
the Romans’ love ol [ountains, which was an expression of the
vital part which the supply of water played in the very existence
of the city: but up to this time Roman fountains had been more
modest in scale and more architectural in conception. Artificial
rocks had been used in the fountains which decorated the villas
of Frascati and Tivoli, but they had been stylized. It was an
innovation to use rocks in a fountain which stood in the middle
of the city. and an even bolder one to make the rocks so
naturahstic that they almost looked as though they had been
brought down from the Apennines. The idea was to catch on.
and Salvi is indirectly responsible not only for the fountains of
Caserta and the new settings given to those of Versailles by
Hubert Robert for Louis XVI. but for all those which sprawl
across the squares of modern capitals. not only in Europe but in
North and South America and many other parts of the world.

The Baroque died in Rome under the impulse of the Classical
revival inaugurated by the circle of artists round Cardinal
Alessandro Albani. Paradoxically. however. the architect
whom the Cardinal chose to build the villa to contain his
collection of ancient works of art was Carlo Marchionni
(1702-86). a feeble representative of the late phase of Roman
Baroque architecture. and it is only in the decoration of the
interior and in the various pavilions in the garden that the new
Classical taste appears. But before the Classical revival took
complete hold of Roman architecture one great masterpiece
was created: Giovanni Battista Piranesi’s chapel for the Priory
of the Knights of Malta on the Aventine. This chapel defies
classification. It is composed of elements taken from ancient
art - both Roman and Etruscan - transmuted by a feverish
imagination into a picturesque whole which has no parallel in
earher architecture.’®

Rome was the artistic centre of Italy and indeed of the world
during the Baroque period, but as what we nowadays call “Italy’
was a conglomeration of separate states jealous of their
independence and proud of their own traditions, political and
artistic, it is not surprising to find that Baroque art developed
different characteristics in different areas. In some centres, such
as Turin, the style was directly and powerfully influenced by
Rome, but in Venice, whose architects had always shown great
independence, there was little contact with Rome. and in

Rome 63

79 S. Maria del Prioralo, Rome, by Piranesi, fagade, begun 1764

Apulia and Sicily the discoveries of Roman architects were
hardly taken into account till well into the eighteenth century
and then only in one or two of the larger cities. The following
sections will be devoted to studying the local varieties of
architecture during the period and to examining how far they
can properly be described as Baroque.
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Northern Italy

Piedmont

While Rome was passing through this uninventive phase
in the last decade of the seventeenth century and the first part
of the eighteenth century a remarkable architectural movement
was growing up in Turin. The opportunity for the creation of
this school was provided by the ambitions of the house of
Savoy. which between the middle of the sixteenth and the
middle of the eighteenth centuries grew from a minor duchy
into the most powerful state in Northern Italy and a force in
European politics.!

After the peace of Cateau-Cambrésis in 1559, which restored
to Savoy the territories she had been forced to cede to France.
the duke, Emmanuel Philibert, abandoned the old capital of
Chambéry and made Turin his centre of government. By a
mixture of adroit diplomacy and some fighting he and his
successors strengthened the position of Savoy in [taly to the
extent that in the early cighteenth century the house of Savoy
rose to royal estate, first for a short time as kings of Sicily (from
1712 to 1720), and then from 1720 onwards as kings of
Sardinia.

Naturally the heads of the house of Savoy felt the need to
make Turin a capital worthy of their new power and in fact
during the two centuries in question they planned and carried
out one of the most impressive schemes of urban development
produced in the Baroque era.

The scheme began modestly. In 1577 Pellegrino Tibaldi, who
had built the church of S. Fedele in Milan (begun 1569), was
called to Turin to design the church of SS. Martiri, dedicated to
the patron saints of the city, but a much more important phase
was opened in 1584, when the Umbrian Ascanio Vittozzi
(c.1539-1615) was offered the post of official architect to the
duke. Charles Emmanuel, and began the systematic layout of
the city. He preserved the grid-plan which had survived since
Roman times, but along the old streets he built palaces on a
regular pattern. over porticoes. imitating the arrangement
known in many North Italian towns, such as Bologna. In
addition he laid out the large Piazza Castello, designed on the
same pattern. round the mediaeval castle of the Savoys, later
known as the Palazzo Madama. The scheme was extended in
the early seventeenth century by Carlo di Castellamonte, who
built the Piazza S. Carlo, south of the Piazza Castello, with twin
churches flanking the opening at the south end of the square.
This arrangement immediately brings to mind the two churches
on the Piazza del Popolo in Rome, but in fact the Piedmontese
example is earlier than the Roman, since the two churches were
built in 1619 and 1639 respectively, though their fagades were
not added till much later. Vittozzi and his immediate successors
established a scheme for the building of Turin which has been
followed ever since, and even the additions of the 1930s and the
reconstructions after the Second World War conformed to it.

Vittozzi was also an architect of some inventive power in the
designing of churches. The Santuario di Vicoforte near Mon-
dovi is a bold oval structure of such large scale that the dome
was not built till the mid-eighteenth century. The SS. Trinita in
Turin (begun in 1598) was of an ingenious tri-lobed plan
appropriate to its dedication.

During the first half of the seventeenth century Savoy was
involved in internal dissensions and unsuccessful foreign wars,
but peace and order were re-established by Charles Emmanuel

I1 (1638-75), and it was during his reign that the most brilliant
phase of Turinese architecture began with the arrival of Guar-
ino Guarini (1624-83). one of the most inventive architects of
the period and the only one who really understood the true
novelties of Borromini's work and was able to develop them
into an original style of his own.?

Guarini was born in Modena and at the age of fifteen
entered the Theatine order. He was trained in theology, phil-
osophy and mathematics, and his writings on these subjects fill
many folio volumes. It is not known exactly how or when he
became interested in architecture, but it is clear that during his
training in the Theatine house in Rome from 1639 to 1647 he
must have studied the work of Borromini. In 1647 he was
transferred to Modena. but in 1660 he moved to Messina,
where he supplied designs for the church of the Padri Somaschi
and the fagade of the Theatine church of SS. Annunziata. On
his journey south probably he would have passed through Rome
and so would have had the opportunity of seeing Borromini’s
works of the 1650s. In 1662 he was sent to Paris to design the
Theatine church there, called Sainte Anne-la-Royale. None of
these early buildings survives: of the churches in Messina, that
of the Padri Somaschi was never erected and the SS. Annunziata
was destroyed in the earthquake of 1909, and of Sainte Anne-la-
Royale only a small part was built and that was destroyed in the
nineteenth century. Fortunately, however, the designs of all of
them are preserved in the engravings in Guarini’s Architettura
Civile published in 1686 and again. in enlarged form, by his
pupil Bernardo Vittone in 1737. He made designs for two other
churches for towns outside Italy. S. Maria Oettingen in Prague,
and the Divina Provvidenza in Lisbon, both of which are
recorded in engravings, but it is not known whether the
churches were actually built or whether he visited the cities in
question. In 1666 Guarini was transferred to Turin, where he
spent the remainder of his life and built the only two ecclesiasti-
cal works which survive, the Theatine church of S. Lorenzo and
the Cappella della SS. Sindone. attached to the Cathedral.

If we examine the designs of his churches, whether in the
actual buildings or the engravings, certain features appear
which are common to all of them: first and foremost a love of
complex ground plans and a new type of dome structure. In the
plans Guarini was evidently inspired by the works of Borromini
which he saw in Rome, but he developed the possibilities of
complex designs much more fully than his predecessor. His
plans are sometimes circular, sometimes polygonal with 6. 8. or
10 sides. In other cases they are based on more traditional forms

80 Lisbon, S. Maria della Provvidenza (destroyed), plan by Guarino
Guarini, from an engraving
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a Greek or Latin cross — but Guarini never fails to introduce
some variations into the scheme: the bays will be octagonal or
oval, or they will overlap. so that one flows into another. His
dome structures can be most conveniently discussed in con-
nection with his two surviving churches, but even in some of the
carliest — Sainte Anne-la-Royale and the Padri Somaschi - he
already made ingenious use of his method of replacing the solid
cupola by interlocking ribs. This enabled him to build up his
churches to a great height and with changing shapes for each
unit. In Sainte Anne. for instance, the stages of the dome read
circular — hexagonal — circular. creating a structure that exter-
nally is almost like a pagoda.

Guarini also invented new forms for individual architectural
features. For instance, he seems to have invented the kidney-
shaped window. and in Sainte Anne-la-Royale he introduced a
doubled Serliana. the bottom of which has the same form as the
top. but inverted. so that the window is symmetrical about the
horizontal as well as on the vertical axis. In the Divina Prov-
videnza for Lisbon, which is composed of interlocking oval
spaces forming a sort of Latin cross, the nave walls are
articulated with Salomonic pilasters. This particularly curious
device does not seem to have been repeated either by Guarini or
his successors. but the kidney-shaped window enjoyed a great
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81 Above left Paris. Sainte Anne-la-Royale. by Guarino Guarini. begun
1662, destroyed in the early 19th century, section, from an engraving

82 dbove Turin, S. Lorenzo, plan by Guarino Guarini. 1668-80

83 Below S. Lorenzo by Guarino Guarini. interior
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success with the Central European architects of the eighteenth
century. who produced many ingenious variations on it.

Fortunately Guarini’s most important ecclesiastical build-
ings in Turin have survived - though S. Lorenzo lacks its fagade
—and they give a very complete idea of his skill and originality.
S. Lorenzo was built between 1668 and 1680. Its plan is
basically an octagon. to which is added a small oval choir with
its short axis leading to the altar: but within this simple scheme
Guarini has contrived an almost incredible number of varia-
tions. All the sides of the octagonal centre space are slightly
convex inwards and all, except the entrance bay. have Serlian
arches, leading to the choir ‘transept’, and to the chapels on the
diagonal axes, which are of unusual shape, being enclosed
between two arcs of circles. Above this lower arcaded zone is
another, much simpler, composed of alternating arches and
broad pendentives which support the dome. The Serlian theme
is continued into this zone in the form of windows in the
lunettes between the pendentives. Above this intermediate zone
rises the dome, composed. as in Guarini’s earlier churches, of
ribs crossing each other so as to form the network visible in
plate 10, and leaving an octagonal space in the centre. On this
octagon is erected a lantern which is covered by a small dome,
also constructed of ribs. There are pentagonal openings in the
solid part of the main dome. above the oval windows which
light it. As a result of these windows, the Serlian windows below
them and the rectangular openings in the lantern, the whole
upper part of the church is flooded with light, in contrast to the
lower zone. which only receives light from smalt windows in the
vaults of the chapels and the choir. The choir itself is oval in
plan, but its vaulting conceals this fact because it consists of a
circular ribbed dome, like the main dome in small but with six
instead of eight points, the end section being vaulted with ribs
touching this dome. Beyond the choir and separated from it by
yet another Serlian arch is a further oval space containing the
high altar.

The effect of varied movement in the lower zone is of extreme
subtlety. The bays on the cross-axis are on a simple convex
curve. but the altars which stand in them —and seem to grow out

of them - are more complex. Their outer sections consist of
narrow bays composed of a solid wall, curved and projecting
almost at right angles to the wall; these are followed by free-
standing columns, the entablatures above which make the
beginnings of a concave curve. This, however, is not continued
and the middle of the altar is composed of a shallow niche
covered by an arch in a single plane. This niche is articulated
with pilasters, in front of which are free-standing, life-size
statues representing the Madonna del Carmine and S. Gaetano
of Thiene. This ingenious mixture of curved and flat planes
suggests that Guarini had seen and understood Borromini’s
tombs in the Lateran or in S. Giovanni dei Fiorentini, and he
adopts from them some of the Michelangelesque ideas which
they incorporated.

A further subtle difference is introduced between the bays on
the main axes and those on the diagonals. Both sets are convex
but, whereas the bays on the main axes have a steady, slow
curve, those on the diagonals spring from the walls in sharp
curves, atmost orthogonal to the walls themselves, which are
abruptly interrupted by a straight section in the middle.

In addition the side element of the Serliana —composed of a
flat trabeation joining a pilaster to a column — is repeated in the
side walls of the chapels on the corners of the octagon ol which
the plan of the church is composed.

The exterior of S. Lorenzo cannot be fairly judged in the
absence of the fagade, but the dome stands up in a series of
concave bays in two tiers, topped by the small cupola of the
lantern, providing a pagoda-like structure much imitated by
Guarini's followers in Piedmont.

Guarini’s other surviving work of ecclesiastical architecture,
the Cappella della SS. Sindone, was built to enshrine the Holy
Shroud, a relic which belonged to the house of Savoy and was
regarded by them with great veneration, in spite of the fact that
its authenticity had been officially denied by the Church in the
later Middle Ages.

The chapel was begun in 1657 by Amadeo di Castellamonte,
son of Carlo, but when Guarini was called in in 1668, he so
completely transformed the design that it can be considered as
essentially his invention. The placing of the chapel presented
problems, because, although it was to form part of the Cathe-
dral, it had also to communicate with the Royal Palace. The
solution was to set it to the east of the high altar and above the
level of the church, so that it should be at the height of the state
apartments on the first floor of the paltace. Castellamonte chose
a circle for its basic plan, dividing it into three sections of 120
each, which enabled him to place one door on the main axis of
the Cathedral leading to the palace, and two more openings
giving access to flights of steps running from the transepts.
parallel with the choir. Guarini was compelled to take over this
basic plan, as the walls had already risen to a considerable
height when he was put in charge of the building, and he
emphasized the tri-partite plan — possibly an allusion to the
Trinity — by establishing three vestibules for the three entrances.
The vestibule leading to the palace is cut off by a door, but the
full circles of the others are visible, joining the chapel to the

84 Left S. Lorenzo, interior of dome

85 Opposite Turin, Cathedral, interior of the dome of the Cappella della
SS. Sindone, begun by Amadeo de Castellamonte in 1657, completed by
Guarini between 1668 and 1690
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steps leading from the church itself. The circumferences of these
circles are divided into three parts, each consisting of an
opening flanked by two free-standing columns. the openings
leading to the chapel, to the steps, and to a sacristy. Between
these sections are columns which are linked above by ribs
forming an equilateral triangle on the dome, which, however, is
so low that it almost looks like a flat ceiling.

The height and articulation of the lower zone of the chapel
had been established before Guarini's arrival, since Castella-
monte had constructed an Order of Corinthian pilasters sup-
porting an entablature running right round the chapel. but
Guarini enriched this effect by inserting a smaller Order to carry
the galleries over the vestibules, and he continued the entab-
lature of this Order round the whole chapel, interrupting it by
arched niches between the pilasters of the main Order. Above
this zone the design is entirely Guarini’s. He gave a grander
scale to Castellamonte’s design by uniting the bays of the lower
zone in pairs, over which he constructed a sort of low pediment
composed of shell-forms reminiscent of Buontalenti’s decor-
ative motives, and over them a single arch rising up to the spring
of the dome and enclosing an upright oval window. Between
these arches are broad pendentives, not unlike those in
S. Lorenzo, but decorated, like the fields of the arches between
them, with a low-relief pattern of stars and hexagons.

Above this zone rises a tall drum, lit by large round-headed
windows which alternate with niches, and the design culminates
in a dome of extraordinary fantasy, peculiar even for Guarini.
This is formed by a series of layers, each composed of flattened
arches. containing windows divided in the middle by a short
vertical strut. In the lowest layer the ends of the flattened arch
rest on the tops of the arched windows of the drum: in the next
layer they rest on the tops of the lowest arches, and this process
isrepeated six times. Ateach stage the flat arches project further
into the central space, so that at the top they shrink to the size of
the ring supporting the lantern, which in its turn is composed of
ribs lying in an almost horizontal plane, leaving triangular
openings lit from above by windows in the outer shell of the
lantern. In this way — as at S. Lorenzo, but in a more com-
plicated manner — the whole dome is transfused with light, while
the lower part of the chapel is in relative darkness.

The use of material and the treatment of detail in the chapel
are superb. There is no colour, except for the gilded galleries,
and the whole chapel is constructed of grey marbles of varying
tones, very dark, in fact nearly black, in the bottom zone and
lighter in the cupola itself. The pattern of the floor. which is also
made of marbles of different greys, is based on panels of dark
grey marble radiating from the centre of the chapel. Half of these
run unbroken to the outer circumference of the chapel, but the
remainder are interrupted by further panels, the sides of which
are also on radii of the circle but are broken at the corners by
slight, almost rectangular, cut-out clements. Each panel has a
brass star inlaid in its centre, and the effect is almost of a series of
starred pancls suspended on ribbons from the middle of the
chapel.

The floors of the vestibules are even more complex. In the
centre of each is a many-pointed sun enclosed in a circle, from
which rays extend outwards in alternately long and short
triangular groups. On the outer circumference of the circle are
little equilateral triangles in bronze and chevrons in the lighter
marble. These leave spaces which are basically diamond-
shaped, but Guarini was not content to leave them in their
simple forms, and he elongated them by cutting out a small

triangle at each end of their longer axis. In order to fit the
elongated shape of these diamond panels he gives the brass stars
with which they are inlaid an elongated form by extending the
rays on the long axis of the diamond. As a final piece of
sophistication the sun in the middle of the floor, which at first
sight one would guess to have sixteen points. in fact has fifteen,
five corresponding to each of the three sections into which the
vestibule is divided. The tri-partite scheme is carried on into the
minutest detail.

The flights of stairs leading from the transepts of the Cathed-
ral to the chapel are composed of steps curved in a form
deriving from Michelangelo’s steps in the Ricetto of the
Laurenziana in Florence, a form much imitated by his Flor-
entine followers, particularly Buontalenti. They are ap-
proached through two tall doors of black marble with orna-
ments in the style of the same architect. Externally the dome of
the chapel presents an exotic effect, since the low, ribbed
windows of the dome, topped by a tall thin spire, combine to
produce an almost Chinese effect — an impression probably not
consciously intended by the architect.

Guarini also built or enlarged several palaces for the duke of
Savoy and members of his family. He added a wing to the
country palace of Racconigi and began the Collegio dei Nobili,
which was left unfinished, but much his most remarkable work
in this field was the palace begun in 1679 for Emmanuel
Philibert, Prince of Carignano. the head of a cadet branch of the
Savoys. This also was left unfinished and disastrously com-
pleted in the late nineteenth century. but the main wing facing
the piazza is as Guarini intended it. It its a magnificently
mouvementé design, with straight wings separated by a deep
concavity which is interrupted by a strongly convex bay in the
middle. The play of curves is strengthened by the sharp hollow
of the half-domed niche over the main door, covered by a
pediment straight in elevation but curved in ground plan.

The contrast of concave and convex forms is close in feeling
to Borromini, but the most exact parallel 1s with Bernint’s first —
and rejected — design for the Louvre, which Guarini must have
known from drawings, perhaps transmitted from Paris to the
court of Turin through the dowager duchess of Savoy. Madama
Reale, who was an aunt of Louis XIV. Guarini has, however,
modified Bernini's design in several important respects. Where-
as the latter conceived his fagade as consisting of a single Order
standing on a rusticated basement, Guarini gives equal import-
ance to the two storeys of his palace. each of which is articulated
with an Order, a sort of Tuscan below and Corinthian above.
But the character of the Palazzo Carignano depends essentially
on the fact that it is conceived and executed in brick, a material
widely used in Piedmont since ancient Roman times. Guarini
was evidently influenced by this local tradition. but his moulded
brick ornament derives more obviously from Borromini’s use
of the same material in the Oratory, S. Andrea delle Fratte or S.
Maria dei Sette Dolori. But even Borromini never conceived
any decoration in brick as bold as the broken double-curved
pediments over the windows or the *winged’ motifs repeated in
the ornament of the pilasters on the Palazzo Carignano.

During his lifetime Guarini published a treatise on fortific-
ation (1676) and one on the measurement of buildings (1674),
but his main treatise on architecture remained unpublished and
did not see the light till 1737 under the title Architettura Civile,
though the engravings of his principal churches had appeared
in 1686. 1t is interesting to note that the treatise is the only work
of the kind produced by an ltalian Baroque architect.



It covers a vast range of subjects. but the most important
parts deal with the application of geometry to architecture.
from orthogonal projection to stereotomy or the cutting of
stones to fit complicated vaults. From the historical point of
view the most interesting fact about the treatise is that Guarini
puts up a vigorous defence of Gothic architecture. the prin-
ciples of which he analyses with considerable insight.

He begins by making the bold assertion that, as in all other
subjects. it was foolish to become a slave to the Ancients. and
that it 1s possible to correct their rules. in order to produce
buildings which will please ‘reasonable judgement and a jud-
icious eye’. and on this principle it is permissible to study the
architecture of the Middle Ages. He points out that the qualities
of Gothic architecture are exactly the opposite of those govern-
ing ancient Roman architecture: the latter aims at being and
appearing solid. the former at appearing frail but being in fact
very strong. In a passage too long to quote in full he praises the
boldness of their structure in building. a tall steeple supported
stably on thin columns. Orders which bend outwards beyond

86 Turin. fagade of the Palazzo Carignano by Guarino Guarini, begun
1679
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the feet [of the columns]. which hang in the air without any
column to support them’. and he goes on to talk about the
open-work towers and tall windows and their manner of
vaulting “which pleased many’3

This reference to their vaulting helps to explain one impor-
tant fact about Guarini’s architecture. namely that his ribbed
domes are closely reminiscent of certain European works of the
Middle Ages. but even more exactly of a type of Islamic dome-
structure in Spain. for instance in the Mosque of Cordova and
one in Toledo. now the church of Cristo de la Luz. How he
could have known these works is uncertain. If he went to
Lisbon. he may have travelled through Spain and seen exam-
ples of the type. or he may have seen drawings of them brought
by other architects from Spain. perhaps at an earlier date.
because they were certainly known to Leonardo. who drew one
on a sheet of studies now at Windsor. Whatever the solution.
the connection is too precise 1o be accidental. As would be
expected. Guarini did not copy his models slavishly. because in
the examples in Spain which might have been known to him the
ribs stand against and support a solid dome: Guarini gave them
a new meaning by opening up the spaces between the ribs, so
that the light can stream through them.

oodh
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When Guarini died in 1683 there were several competent
architects working in Turin, but the next three decades form a
period of relative inactivity. When, however, Victor Amadeus
11 became king. first of Sicily (1712) and then of Sardinia (1720),
he needed an artist who worked in the grand manner to carry
out his projects. He was lucky in his choice of Filippo Juvarra
(1678-1736). a Sicilian whom he had met in Messina on his only
visit to the island as king in 1714.* Juvarra had been trained in
Rome. mainly in the studio of Carlo Fontana. and he succeeded
his master in the role of adviser to those concerned with major
building projects all over Europe. In Italy he made designs for
palaces at Lucca, Mantua, Como, Bergamo. and other smaller

87 Turin, exterior of the Superga by Filippo Juvarra, 1717-31

towns: he sent plans to the Landgraf of Hessen-Cassel: he spent
two years in Lisbon working for the king of Portugal. visiting
Paris and London on his return journey, and in 1735 he was
called to Spain to provide plans for the Royal Palaces.

His most important works, however, were built in or near
Turin for Victor Amadeus. In some of these his Roman training
is much in evidence as. for instance, in the facade of S. Cristina
(1715-28), which is an adaptation of Fontana’s S. Marcello.
Juvarra modified Fontana’s design in several ways: he simp-
lified the architectural forms by leaving out the pediment and
aedicule which tend to break up S. Marcello, and replaced them
by a lively group of figure sculpture, adding a row of flaming
candelabra as the sky-line.

The church of S. Filippo Neri was a much more important




undertaking. Juvarra was called in by the Oratorians in 1714,
when the church begun by Guarini and continued by Michele
Garovo had collapsed. Juvarra does not seem to have taken any
account of the earlier scheme. but created a completely new
church with a simple but spacious nave, side-chapels and a deep
choir. The design is in a sense an enlargement of Borromini’s
Roman Oratory, but its rounded corners. each broken by a
door. a niche and a window. one above the other. are more like
his Re Magi. For the walls over the side-chapels of the nave the
architect used a complicated variant of Guarini’s Kidney-
shaped windows. the only trace in the church of the influence of
Juvarra’s great predecessor.

Juvarra’s later church of the Carmine (1732-33) also consists
of a single nave. but 1t 1s much taller in proportion than S.
Fihppo Neri. owing to the insertion of an attic between the
main entablature and the spring of the vault. The church
contains one great novelty: 1t is built in the form of a wall-pillar
church. with the walls separating the chapels carried the full
height of the nave. allowing for high galleries over the chapels.
Further Juvarra has abandoned the entablature which in-
variably ran over the arches leading to the chapels in earlier
Italian churches and replaced it by sculptured groups. produc-
ing an effect reminiscent of a cut-out on a stage-set — and it must
be remembered that Juvarra had been active as a stage designer
during his years in Rome. Finally he pierced the vaults of the
chapels with openings through which light comes from the tall
windows above.

The wall-pillar churchis an essentially northern Late-Gothic
form (cf. below. p.222) and the Carmine is one of the very rare
examples of influence from countries north of the Alps on
ltalian architecture of the post-Renaissance period. The pre-
sence of this Gothic element may at first sight suggest that
Juvarra was influenced by Guarini's enthusiasm for mediaeval
architecture. but in fact his approach is entirely different: he
adopted a particular kind of Late-Gothic plan and he showed
no interest at all in the ribbing of Gothic vaults which intrigued
Guarini.

Juvarra’s reputation rests. however. on three major works in
or near Turin: the Superga. the Palazzo Madama. and the
palace at Stupinigi.

The Superga is said. not very convincingly. to have been built
on the spot from which Victor Amadeus I and Prince Eugene
of Savoy — who was in command of his army in the campaign of
1706 against the French - surveved the enemy’s troops before
the victory which forced the French to raise the siege of Turin.
It was in any case begunin 1717, a few vears after the duke had
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become king of Sicily. and 1t was certainly conceived as a
monument to the glory of the house of Savoy

It stands magnificently on a steep hill. more than 1300 feet &
above the city. Baroque architects and patrons had an eve for a
site. and Juvarra designed his church to tell at a distance. He
adapted the model of S. Agnese in Piuzza Navona to suit a free- 3
standing building, but it is worth noticing that the complex tops
to the towers are closer to Borromini's original design. known
from a drawing. than to the tamer version actually built. These
towers are of a type frequently used at almost the same date in
South Germany and Austria. and this has led to a suggestion of
direct influence from the north. but it seems more likely that
both the Turinese and the northern architects based their
designs on the same Roman model.

4

88 Top left Tunin. fagade of 1he Palazzo Madama by Filippo Juvarra.
1718-21

89 Above Palazzo Madama. staircase by Filippo Juvarra
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and not designed to cling to the form of the structure. as would
have been the case with Borromim or Guarini.

The Palazzo Madama consists of an irregular quadrilateral
block, dating mainly from the fourteenth century. which orig-
inally had four round towers at the corners. In 1718 Madama
Reale, the widow of Victor Amadeus I. commissioned Juvarra
to plan a complete reconstruction of the castle. Of this scheme
only the wing containing the grand staircase was carried out,
and this was designed to be the central element in a much larger 9t
fagade of nineteen bays, with taller pavilions at the ends.

Compared with Guarini’s Palazzo Carignano the Palazzo 86
Madama strikes a severe note. It is designed entirely in terms of
planes and straight lines. The facade is divided into three equal 88
parts of three bays each. articulated by a tall Corinthian Order,
which encloses the piano nobile and a mezzanine and stands on a
rusticated ground floor. as in Bernini's third Louvre design, 173
though the round-headed windows on the piano nobile and the
trophy-reliefs on the central piers have a slightly French
flavour. Juvarra has emphasized the central section by making
it break forward and giving it free-standing columns instead of
the pilasters which articulate the wings.

The staircase itself, which fills the whole of the pavilion, is of 89
a grandeur hitherto unknown in Italy and perhaps only excelled
by the Escalier des Ambassadeurs at Versailles. It may in fact 176
derive from France. because its plan with two symmetrical
flights, cach doubling back on itself, seems to have been
invented by Louis Le Vau in one of his projects for the Louvre.
This was never carried out, but the design seems to have been
widely known outside France, presumably through copies after
the drawings. Carlo Fontana planned to use it in the Granary

Ferrrrtrerlll which he built for Clement XTI near the Baths of Diocletian, but
eI Y ] ‘Fi;g, the project remained on the drawing-board and the first stair-
JTF ‘] i » L A i 4 L LALRLLY case of this type actually to be built appears to be Fischer von
G = ﬁm B (¢ 1 AT , B L% ‘ Erlach’s ul'K]es’hcnn for the Archbishop of Salzburg, whxch
e Nk RS- - - was begun in 1700, though examples of half the plan. that is to
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90 Top Siupinigi, near Turin, by Filippo Juvarra, 172933, aerial view

91 Above Palazzo Madama, engraving of the complete project

Seen from a distance the church produces a magnificent
effect. The dome stands up strongly, the portico seems boldly
designed. and the towers give proper support visually to the
central part of the building: but closer inspection reveals certain
weaknesses. The portico with its unusual proportions — it is
almost square in plan — seems too thin to form a base for the
cupola, and there is a lack of continuity between the portico, the
cylindrical wall which encloses the body of the church, and the
rectangular section which contains the transepts. The interior
also shows a certain indecision. The four arches of the main
openings are each in a single plane, but the walls and-the arches
leading to the chapels on the diagonals are curved, while the
entablature which supports the drum of the dome forms a
continuous circle, thus creating an awkward relation between
the lower and upper sections of the church. We look in vain in
Juvarra’s churches for the careful use of material and the
attention to detail which characterized those of Guarini. Here
we find only stucco, competently but rather coarsely moulded

e’ s & . B 2 . . .
- , ) T i Sl iz 35 say, a single staircase doubling back under a barrel-vault

covering both flights, had been built in Italy, for instance by
Borromini and Longhena.

Though the design of the staircase may derive from France,
the treatment of its individual features. such as the balustrade
and the stucco decoration of the walls and the vault, is com-
pletely ltalian. The top landing is broken into a complex — and
curiously enough not quite symmetrical — series of curves: the
massive scrolls and masks at the half-landing twist slightly out
of the plane of the balustrade, as if to guide the visitor on his
way. In detail these piers and the stucco decoration generally
are Roman in feeling and recall the forms of Pietro da Cortona.

The Palazzo Madama is a typical example of the workings of
the Late International Baroque: a French plan. known in Rome
and Vienna, is treated in a manner which derives from Roman
Baroque: and on the exterior French elements in the windows
and the reliefs are worked into a whole which is directly inspired
by Bernini.

By contrast Stupinigi (begun 1729) seems entirely un-Erench.,
Piedmontese and highly personal to Juvarra. It was nominally
conceived as a hunting lodge and is still called the Palazzina di
Caccia, but in its scale and its position, some six miles outside
the city, the parallel with Versailles is obvious: but only in
function, not in form. Stupinigi is laid out on a basis of wings
radiating from a central block, two of which are bent round, so
that they eventually form a hexagonal court with smaller
wings projecting from two of its corners. The idea of a building

90. 92
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with radiating wings is almost certainly derived from an un-
executed plan for a villa by Carlo Fontana - which seems also to
have been known to Fischer von Erlach — but the idea of
extending the wings to enclose a forecourt is Juvarra’s. This
arrangement creates a magnificent approach to the central
block. which is distinguished from the other sections by being
taller and curved both in plan and in roofline. This block
contains the great salone, a room unlike the festival halls usual
in Italian palaces. It is in many ways more like a church than a
ball-room. and in fact its design is very close indeed to some of
the projects for rebuilding the Cathedral of Turin which
Juvarra produced at about the same time. In plan it consists of
an octagonal central space. covered by a saucer-dome sup-
ported on four free-standing piers. round which are grouped
two larger and two smaller apses. Its height is unexpectedly
great in relation to the ground which it covers. This has the
practical advantage that it allows the architect to introduce
galleries for orchestras or spectators. but it increases the
church-like effect of the whole room. The lines of balconies,
pediments, and frames are broken into free Baroque curves.
and the ensemble is completed by frescoes which have a touch
of the Rococo in their light and gay colours. but which are
conceived in terms of heavy figures. still Baroque in feeling.
Juvarra’s conception of architecture was basically different
from that of Guarini and he seemed for a moment to have
eclipsed the latter. but Guarini's ideas were taken up and
developed by his true successor. Bernardo Vittone (1702-70).°
Except for a few years of training in Rome. Vittone spent the
whole of his life in Piedmont. building churches for monasteries
or parishes all over the province. often in small and relatively
unimportant places. His studies in Rome no doubt gave him a
good conventional training in architecture. but much more
important for the formation of his style was the fact that he was
entrusted by the Theatines with the editing of Guarini's treatise.
Vittone himself wrote two treatises of immense length. the
Istruzzioni elementari (1760) and the Istruzzioni diverse (1766).
as well as a mass of notes which have never been fully studied.
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92 Top left Stupinigi, plan by Filippo Juvarra

93 Top right Sanctuary of Vallinotto. by Bernardo Vittone, 1738-39.
section and plan

94 Above Sanctuary of Vallinotto. interior of dome
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His earliest documented work. the little Sanctuary standing
alone beside a farm at Vallinotto, near Carignano, which was
built in 1738-39, shows him already master of a highly sophis-
ticated architectural idiom. In plan the church is a hexagon with
six nearly semi-circular chapels, in three of which convex corerti
have been inserted at the level of the entablature. The bay
containing the altar is open and joined to a semi-circular retro-
choir by a screen of columns reminiscent of Palladio. The
arrangement of the dome is of hitherto unknown complexity.
From the six main piers of the church spring ribs which form a
network like that in Guarini's S. Lorenzo, but above this are
two frescoed shells, the lower without windows but with a wide
opening in the centre leading through to the outer shell, which is
lit by concealed windows and a small lantern. This scheme is
based on the by now generally accepted idea of concealed
lighting, but no Roman architect had used 1t in this particular
form. and Vittone’s model was certainly J. H. Mansart’s church
of the Invalides, which he could have known through engrav-
ings. In the zone linking the church with the dome Vittone has
followed Juvarra’s lead at the Carmine and has eliminated the
straight entablature over the chapel arches. In a preliminary
design recorded in an engraving he followed Juvarra’s scheme
exactly, making arches support groups of sculpture standing
out against the space over the chapels, but in the executed
building he partly closed the zone over the arches, piercing it
with round-headed openings. He broke through the vaults of
the chapels. as Juvarra had done at the Carmine. and the
openings thus created. combined with those in the lower ribbed
dome, enable the spectator to look through from one space to
another - sometimes to the inner dome, sometimes to the outer,
or in the central opening to one superimposed on the other — in
a manner far more complex than occurs in any church by
Guarini.

Vittone's basic architectural ideas are fully developed at
Vallinotto, and most of the later centralized churches only show
variations on them. S. Chiara at Bra. for instance, differsin that
the dome is constructed in the traditional manner with ribs
against a closed shell, but Vittone cuts trefoil openings in its
surface, which allow the spectator’s view to pass through to
figures of angels painted on the outer shell just behind the
openings. S. Chiara diflers from Vallinotto in being taller and in
having four chapels instead of six. In both these features it
comes close to Juvarra’'s salone at Stupinigi, and so the church-
like salone may have been an influence on the designing of an
actual church.

In one group of buildings — the chapel of the Albergo di
Carita at Carignano (1744) and the church of S. Maria in Piazza
in Turin (1751-54) — Vittone introduces another novelty by
inserting in the pendentives of the dome half-cylindrical hollow
bays which he continues up into the zone of the drum. This
ingenious device links the two zones together eftectively. but is
visually awkward.

The exteriors of Vittone's churches are the exact expression
of their internal structure. Each zone is clearly visible, the result
being a pagoda-like structure, basically like Guarini's S. Lo-
renzo; but Vittone follows the internal structure more closely
than his master, who at S. Lorenzo makes the interior and
exterior surfaces curve in opposite directions. With Vittone the
external bays follow the internal exactly, all convex at Vallin-
otto or S. Chiara, all concave at Grignasco, where the exterior
has a firmness which reminds one that ultimately Vittone is the
spiritual heir to Borromini.

While Vittone was creating his fantastic structures for the
churches and monasteries of Piedmont, the art of the court of
Turin was developing in a quite different direction, towards a
Rococo which is closer to French decoration of the time than
anything else to be found in Italy. This is apparent in a series of
small rooms in the Palazzo Reale designed by Benedetto Alfieri
(1700-67), who succeeded Juvarra as official architect to the
king. These rooms are among the most delicate examples of an
art much favoured in the courts of Italy and to be found in the
royal or ducal palaces in many ftalian towns. Only Rome set
her face firmly against this light-hearted style. and the suite of
rooms on the top floor of the Palazzo Barberini appears to
be an almost unique example of the style in the city.

Genoa, Lombardy and Emilia

In the other parts of North Italy the Baroque did not take root
and flourish as it did in Piedmont, but all the major towns from
Genoa to Venice produced individual works of interest.

Genoa had seen a great wave of expansion and building in the
second half of the sixteenth century.® The Strada Nuova. now
the Via Gartbaldi, was laid out and flanked by a series of the
most splendid palaces to be found in any European city. The
most inventive architect of the period was Galeazzo Alessi
(1512-72), who created a type of palace and villa ideally suited
to the difficult sites of the city, which continued to be used for a
century and a half after his death. In the early seventeenth
century the tradition was carried on by Bartolomeo Bianco
(before 1590-1657), who in the University produced one of the
few purely Baroque buildings in Genoa. It owes much to the
Palazzo Doria-Tursi, now the Municipio, one of the most
advanced Genoese palaces of the sixteenth century, which was
built by two associates of Alessi — Domenico and Giovanni
Ponzello — and probably owes much to his inspiration. In the
Palazzo Doria-Tursi the architects had taken advantage bril-
liantly of the steeply sloping site on which the palaces of the
Strada Nuova are built to create a succession of spaces at
different levels, leading from the vestibule at street level to the
matin arcaded court one stage higher, through a grand Imperial
staircase to the upper floors and to a garden at a higher level at
the back of the palace. Bianco followed this pattern. but
modified it by making the staircase carry on up to the terraced
third floor and by extending the loggia on the ground floor of
the main court round the vestibule, thus fusing the two prin-
cipal sections of the building into a single whole more com-
pletely than had been done in the earlier palace.

Genoese palaces of the later seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries are notable for the lavish decoration which they
received at the hands of a series of virtuoso quadratura fresco
painters, among whom the most important were Domenico
Piola and Lorenzo de Ferrari, who were responsible for the
decoration of the great rooms in the Palazzo Bianco (destroyed
during the Second World War), the Palazzo Rosso, the Palazzo
Carega-Cataldi, and many others. About 1780. however, that is
to say, at a time when the Baroque had been superseded by
some form of Classical revival in almost all parts of Italy,
Genoa produced one remarkable architect in the old style.
Gregorio Petondi, who laid out the Via Nuovissima, now called
the Via Cairoli, a worthy extension of the Strada Nuova. and
remodelled the Palazzo Balbi. The latter had been begun in the
sixteenth century on a site on the Via Cairoli, but was
extended by the acquisition of a site at the back facing on the
Via Lomellini, which ran at a lower level. Petondi seized upon
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this typically Genoese problem to create a brilliantly designed
double staircase, so that from the Via Cairoli the visitor can go
up. past a mezzanine floor. to the piano nobile, or down to the
apartments on the ground floor on Via Lomellini — an ingenious
variation on the disposition used by Hildebrandt in the Upper
Belvedere in Vienna of which Petondi no doubt knew the plans.

Lombardy. and particularly the area round Lake Como, had
produced a great line of architects and masons in the later
Middle Ages. which continued through the fifteenth and six-
teenth centuries, but towards the end of the period the men of
real ability - Domenico Fontana. Carlo Maderno. and Borro-
mini — tended to leave their native towns and seek their fortunes
in Rome, and the two great reformers and builders, St Charles
Borromeo and his nephew, Cardinal Federico Borromeo, rehed
mainly on architects imported from elsewhere. such as Pelleg-
rino Pellegrini Tibaldi from Bologna. The one great exception
was Francesco Maria Ricchino (1583-1658), who was born and
died in Milan and apparently never left Lombardy. except for a
short visit to Rome when he was sent by Cardinal Federico
Borromeo to complete his training, probably in the very first
years of the seventeenth century.” The evidence of his surviving
works suggests that he studied the buildings of Vignola and his
successors, and that he probably saw the fagade of S. Susanna.
but he also learnt much morc from the architects of his native

95 Top left Genoa, the Universily by Bartolomeo Bianco. designed 1630,
the court

96 Left Genoa, the Universily, plan and seclion

97 Above Genoa, slaircase in the Palazzo Balbi by Gregorio Pelondi, 1780
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city, particularly from his master Lorenzo Binago (1554-1628)
and from Tibaldi. He was deeply influenced by the ideas of his
patron Federico Borromeo, and his churches are the clearest
reflection of the Cardinal’s ideals in ecclesiastical architecture.

In the church of S. Alessandro, Milan (begun 1601), Binago
had evolved an ingenious combination of centratized and
longitudinal planning by using a series of square spaces. each
covered by a dome. to form a Greek cross. but adding a square
choir and a semi-circular apse. which created an emphasis on
the long axis. In his earliest church, S. Giuseppe (1607-30),
Ricchino uses the same method in a very simplied form, and the
church consists essentially of a square domed nave followed by
a smaller choir of identical shape. To both elements are added
very shallow rectangular chapels, so that they become almost
Greek crosses. This method of designing was never taken up in
Rome, but it was used in the eighteenth century by Giovanni
Domenico Vaccaro in Naples, and by Johann Michael Fischer
in Bavaria. though it is difficult to say whether there is a direct
connection. In his plans for other churches Ricchino was more
adventurous and created ingenious combinations of squares
and Greek crosses, as well as experimenting with oval elements.

The exterior of S. Giuseppe is highly original, because
Ricchino has applied a typical Roman fagade to the drum of the
octagonal dome over the nave of the church, one side of which
forms the central section of the fagade itself. This combination

98 Right Milan, exterior of S. Giuseppe by Francesco Maria Ricchino,
1607-30

99 Below Milan, fagade of the Collegio Elvetico by Francesco Maria
Ricchino, begun 1627
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of the two forms creates a new kind of variety in the relation of
the facade to the body of the church. The scheme may have
influenced Borromini. who would certainly have seen the
church in building during his early vears in Milan.

Ricchino. who was employed on work at the cathedral of
Milan from 1603 onwards and was in charge of it from 1631 to
1638. produced many designs for the facade. Some of these are
composed of a combination of Tibaldesque motifs.®> but one of
them. dating from 1606, has a movement forward in steps
emphasized by full columns. which shows that the architect had
learnt a lesson from Maderno. in particular from S. Susanna. In
the facade which he added to the Collegio Elvetico (begun
1627). however. he made a much more revolutionary move and
designed the central part of the building on a concave curve — at
least seven years before Borromini and Cortona applied the
same method to the fagades of S. Carlino and SS. Luca e
Martina. It is difficult to decide whether or not they knew his
design. Borromini had left Milan by 1618. and Cortona never
visited the city: on the other hand it i1s quite possible that the
former had kept up a connection with Ricchino, who might
have sent a drawing to Rome.

Ricchino was also an accomplished designer of palaces. In
the Palazzo Annom he used a single repeated arch for the
loggias of the cortile. but in the Palazzo Durini (1648) and the
Brera he followed Tibaldi's Collegio Borromeo at Pavia and
created a magnificent effect with a series of Serlian arches. He
actually worked at the Collegio Borromeo. which he extended
by adding at the back two wings with colonnades in the style
used earlier by Fulvio Mangone at the Collegio Elvetico. which
was ultimately inspired by Palladio.

One other monument built near Milan during Ricchino’s
lifetime must be mentioned. namely the Sacro Monte at Varese.
designed by Giuseppe Bernasconi (begun 1604). with fourteen
chapels. all different in design and showing an extraordinary
variety of circular. oval. square. and polygonal forms.

During the latter half of the seventeenth century little build-
ing was carried out in Milan. but in the first half of the
cighteenth century there was a revival which produced a
number of impressive. if not very original. palaces. The Roman-
born architect Giovanni Ruggeri (d. before 1743) built the
Palazzo Cusani. the facade of which. dating from 1715, has
windows and a balcony of bold Borrominesque curves. Bar-
tolomeo Bolla. a Milanese by birth and training. was re-
sponsible for the Palazzo Arese. now Litta (1743-60). notable
for its impressive door flanked by huge Atlantes. a formula
much used in Genoese palaces — as well as by Puget on the
Hotel-de-Ville of Toulon — but which goes back to Leone
Leoni’s Palazzo degli Omenoni (¢.1573) in Milan itself. The
aristocracy of Milan also built numerous villas, of which one of
the most impressive is Ruggeri’s Villa Visconti at Brignano.

In the principal cities along the Po Valley building activity of
the same kind occurred in the eighteenth century. but the
architects were competent rather than original. Typical of them
were Gianantonio Veneroni of Pavia. whose Palazzo Mezza-
barba (1728-30) shows a knowledge of the forms of doors and
windows evolved by the Roman successors of Borromini, and
Antonio Arrighi. who built the grandiose staircase in the
Palazzo Dati (1769) at Cremona. Similar examples could be
quoted in most other towns in the Po Valley. Even in much
smaller places. such as Sabbioneta. an occasional detail of great
charm - and originality — may suddenly appear. such as the
door to a former Convent, now the Municipal hospital.

Northern ltaly

There also arose a local form of Rococo. more closely allied
in form to contemporary work in Naples than to anything
produced in France. The architects who developed this style
were specialists in the designing of staircases. of which brilliant
examples are to be found in the Palazzo Crivelli. Milan (archi-
tect and date unknown). the Palazzo Albertoni-Arrigoni at
Crema. attributed to Giuseppe Cozzi. and the Palazzo Stanga
at Cremona. designed by the owner, who was a competent
amateur architect. Mantua has several small palaces with
windows and doors in full Rococo style. but neither their date
nor their authors seem to be known.

It might be expected that Bologna would have produced a
great architectural movement complementary to its flourishing
school of painting in the seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries. but this is not the case. The academic tradition of the
city in the arts would clearly not have been congenial to a
flowering of the Baroque. but even the most successful architect
of the period. Carlo Francesco Dotti (1670-1759). never rose
above mediocrity.” His contemporaries. Giovanni Battista
Piacentini and Francesco Maria Angelini (1680-1731). pro-
duced impressive variants of the grand Baroque staircase in the
Palazzo Ruini-Ranuzzi, now the Palace of Justice (1693). and
the Palazzo Montanari.’®

The main contribution of Bologna to architecture was.
however. made in an indirect way. through the art of stage-
design, which reached its highest point in the work of the Galli-
Bibiena family. Ferdinando (1657-1743). his brother Fran-
cesco (16359-1731). and his two sons, Giuseppe (1696-1757) and
Antonio (1700-74).1! The art of guadrarura or the painting of
trompe ['oeil architectural perspectives had been a speciality of

100 Ferdinando Galli Bibiena, drawing of a stage design. London, British
Museum
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101 Above Venice, S. Maria della Salute by Baldassare Longhena, plan and
section, begun 1631

102 Above right Sabbioneta, Cathedral, the dome of the Chapel of the
Sacrament by Antonio Galli Bibiena, ¢. 1770

103 Opposite S. Maria della Salute, exterior detail showing scrolls

Bolognese painters since the last years of the sixteenth century
and had reached an astonishing point of virtuosity in the hands
of Angelo Michele Colonna (1600-87) and Agostino Mitelli
(1609-60), who worked in collaboration, and this art was now
applied with brilliant results to the designing of stage-sets. The
Bibiena family set a fashion which spread all over Europe, and
they themselves held posts in Vienna, Dresden, Berlin, and
Mannheim, as well as Parma and other Italian cities.

Some members of the family also erected real buildings.
Francesco built the celebrated Teatro Farnese at Parma (1720;
destroyed during the Second World War), and Antonio the
smaller but beautiful municipal theatre at Bologna (1750).
Antonio was also active in ecclesiastical architecture. He added
the chapel of the Sacrament to the Tmmaculata at Sabbioneta
and built the parish church ai Villa Pasquah nearby. These two
buildings are notable for the extraordinary decoration of the
domes. which consists of an open network of stucco standing
out against the outer shell, which is painted sky-blue and
brilliantly lit by concealed windows. almost like the pierced
decoration in some Islamic domes. A variant of this unusual
design was used by the unknown architect of the Palazzo Gangi
at Palermo.

Venice
The ghosts of Palladio and Scamozzi hung so heavily over
Venice in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries that they

prevented Venetian architects — and Venetian patrons - from
developing a full Baroque style. Architects of the period in
Venice and on the rerra firma continued to imitate the models
created in the sixteenth century, mainly those of Palladio, but
they sometimes used forms current in the generation before
him, for instance for churches the Greek cross in a square,
which was popular in the first half of the sixteenth century.!?

The single exception to the general rule was Baldassare
Longhena (1598-1682) who. in the church of S. Maria della
Salute, produced one of the masterpieces of Baroque archi-
tecture.'® Longhena was trained in the studio of Scamozzi, and
his early works, such as the Palazzo Giustiniani-Lolin (probably
designed in 1627) or Palazzo Widman (c¢. 1630), are markedly
conservative, even going back to early Cinquecento types
rather than to the more fully developed models of Sansovino or
Sanmicheli, or those of his own master. Longhena's great
opportunity came, however. when in 1631, at the age of 33, he
was commissioned by the Senate to build the Salute in ful-
filment of a vow made 1o the Virgin during the plague of 1630.

The plan of the church, which is basically octagonal. may
have been inspired by the sixteenth-century churches of this
form which abound in Lombardy. but Longhena has trans-
formed his model by surrounding it with an ambulatory and
adding to it a choir of novel design, consisting of a bay with an
apse at each end, closed by an arch which covers the high altar
and leads to the coro or monks’ choir. These units are bound
together by a careful control of light : the main space is strongly

101
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104 Above Canaletto, View of S. Maria della Salute, Venice. Windsor
Castle, Royal Collection

105 Right S. Maria della Salute, interior

lit by the windows in the dome: the choir is much darker. lit
from above, and the coro is slightly lighter, with windows in the
walls. The result is a succession of light and dark spaces, the
effect of which is intensified by the four free-standing columns
which flank the high altar and stand out against the lighter coro
in a manner reminiscent of Palladio’s designs at S. Giorgio and
the Redentore.

104 For the external appearance of the church Longhena drew
extensively on Antonio da Sangallo the Younger's design for S.
Giovanni dei Fiorentini — recorded in engravings in Labacco’s

103 Architettura — particularly for the huge scrolls which support
the dome and which are the dominating feature of the Salute as
seen from a distance across the Grand Canal. Longhena has
altered his model in several significant ways. He made the whole
building simpler by changing the plan from a sixteen-sided
polygon to an octagon. thus reducing the number of scrolls to
eight, and at the same time he increased the size of the scrolls,
thus making the general effect more powerful and less fussy
than the sixteenth-century model. In Sangallo’s design each of
the sixteen facets of the building is decorated with a single
tabernacle, except for the entrance, which has a fagade covering
three bays. Longhena, on the other hand, established a sort of
crescendo by varying the decoration on the outside of the
chapels. Those on the cross-axis of the church have single
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106 Venice. interior of the Gesuati by Giorgio Massari, ¢. 1736

pilasters at the corners, whereas those on the diagonals. flank-
ing the entrance. have four pilasters. the outer ones being
supported by half-pilasters. and in addition three niches with
statues. These lead up to the climax of the entrance fagade.
which is not only broader than the chapels. but is boldly
articulated with full columns which enclose two rows of niches,
again with statues. This fagade is topped by a balustrade on
which stand five statues. as opposed to the three on the
pediments of the chapels. This building up of architecrural and
sculptural decoration towards the central feature is reminiscent
of Maderno's method on the fagade of S. Susanna, but it is here
applied to a more complex structure in three dimensions. The
combination of sculpture and architecture is typically Venetian
and can be seen as an extension of the system used by Sansovino
in the Library. and by Scarpagnino on the fagade of the Scuola
di S. Rocco. Moreover, it was to remain one of the hall-marks
of Venetian Baroque throughout the seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries. Longhena used it again in similar form on
the fagade of S. Giustina. now deprived of its pediment. but in
his S. Maria dei Derelitti or dell'Ospedaletto the sculpture takes
over completely and the architectural elements almost disap-
pear. The lower storey is composed of an lonic Order. of which
the square piers are covered with high reliefs of lions” masks and
bunches of fruit: the upper storey has an Order of Atlantes, and
the attic is covered with shields and other decorative elements.
The same method is applied by Giuseppe Sardi on the {agade of
S. Maria del Giglio (or S. Maria Zobenigo: 1678-83) and at the
Scalzi (1683-89). by Alessandro Tremignon at S. Moisé (1668).

107 Venice. fagade of S. Maria degli Scalzi by Giuseppe Sardi, 1683-89

and by Domenico Rosso at S. Stae (after 1709). though in these
cases the architectural frame-work is more clearly in evidence
than in the Ospedaletto. In Giovanni Battista Fattoretto's
fagade of the Gesuiti (1715) the architecture reasserts its
position fully and the front builds up in a series of whole
columns, breaking forward and backward in a manner re-
miniscent of certain Sicilian fagades. such as Andrea Palma’s on
the cathedral at Syracuse or Rosario Gagliardi’'s S. Giorgio at
Ragusa Ibla. 1t is characteristic of these Venetian fagades that.
even when the architects make great play with sculpture. it is
never fused with the architecture, as it is with Bernini. but
retains its independent existence.

The Venetian architects of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries use a variety of forms in their fagades. At the Osped-

aletto, S. Maria Zobenigo, and S. Moisé the {ront consists of

two storeys of equal width. topped by an attic. but at S. Stae the

two storeys are united by a giant Order in the manner of

Palladio. and at the Scalzi Sardi uses the Roman type. with a
wider lower storey. though the proportions are heavier than
would be normal in a Roman church.

The interior architecture of Venetian churches continued
throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to be
simple and designed in Palladian terms, as for instance in the
Gesuati (c. 1736) by Giorgio Massari. which, however. shows a
trace of influence from Longhena in the placing of the high altar
against the arch leading to the well-lit coro. The only exception
is the Gesuiti, where the architect, Domenico Rossi. has in-
dulged in an outburst of inlaid-marble decoration which has
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hardly any parallels north of Naples. It is true that, compared

with the southern examples, the effect is relatively simple.
because the pattern of the inlay is broader and less complicated,
and because the colours are limited to grey-green and white, but
the impression is still one of great richness. reaching a climax in
the choir, where the four full columns are decorated with the
inlay,

Domestic architecture in Venice was conservative through-
out the period under consideration. The palace plan estab-
lished by the middle of the sixteenth century continued to be
used till the end of the eighteenth. These palaces are designed
round a long vestibule on the ground floor running right
through the building from the middle of the canal facade. From
this vestibule a staircase leads to the salone on the piano nobile,
followed by a gallery running right over the vestibule to the
canal and flanked by suites of smaller rooms overlooking the
side-canals or streets. The disadvantage of this plan is that the
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108 Right Venice, high aftar of the Gesuiti by Domenico Rossi, 1715-29

109 Below Venice, fagade of the Palazzo Rezzonico by Baldassare
Longhena, ¢. 1667. Top floor added by Giorgio Massari, t752-56
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gallery. being only lit at one end. is apt to be dark. but the
salone. lit on three sides. makes a magnificent approach to the
piano nobile.

The fagades follow the pattern laid down by Sansovino and
Sanmicheli in the mid sixteenth century — which itself was based
on late-mediaeval models — with a central section. usually of
three bays. on each floor. corresponding to the vestibule and
gallery. flanked by windows for the smaller rooms. In the
Palazzo Rezzonico and the Palazzo Pesaro Longhena did little
more than enrich the detail by the addition of rustication and a
slightly increased use of sculpture, reminiscent of his treatment
of church facades.

The staircase formed an important feature of most Venetian
palaces. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries it usually
followed the pattern of a single thight doubling back on itself.

110 Below Palazzo Rezzonico. the ball-room. frescoed by G. B. Crosato.
with architectural quadratura probably by Agostino Mengozzi Colonna.
c. 1730

111 Below right Venice. S. Giorgio Maggiore, the staircase by Baldassare
Longhena. 164343
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the two flights being covered by a single vault and not being
separated from each other by a wall as in Central Italian
sixteenth-century staircases. Some of the finest examples of this
type of staircase by Longhena can be found in ecclesiastical
buildings, the Seminario Patriarcale and the Convent of SS.
Giovanni e Paolo, and it was also for a religious body that he
designed his most remarkable creation in this field. the staircase
at S. Giorgio Maggiore (1643-43). This is of the Imperial form.
dividing into two branches at the first landing and following
round the walls enclosing the whole staircase. This type of
staircase was invented in Spain in the middle of the sixteenth
century — the earliest surviving example is in the Alcazar at
Toledo — and had been used in Genoa in the Palazzo Dona-
Tursi and the University. but Longhena gives it a breadth and
an openness lacking in the Genoese examples. where the site is
cramped owing to the rising ground at the end of the site. It is
the first grand and spacious Italian staircase and a direct
predecessor to the Escalier des Ambassadeurs at Versailles.
In the eighteenth century palace fagades were influenced by
the Palladian revival created by architects such as Giorgio
Massari, but at the same time the interior decoration remained
extremely rich. The ceilings were embellished with stuccoes and

frescoes. from the hand of Tiepolo and his contemporaries. asin
the salone of the Palazzo Rezzonico. In certain of these rooms.

for instance in the salone of the Palazzo Widman. the
architectural features are reduced to insignificance. and are
replaced by a play of stucco or fresco decoration. In smaller.
more intimate rooms a real Rococo style appears. Sometimes,
as in the Ridotto Venier, the whole ceiling is covered by a wave
of stucco curtains or clouds which completely obscure the
boundaries of the space. and in others
the smaller rooms in the Palazzo Ducale — the walls are lightly
decorated with touches of stucco thrown on the wall and
modelled with the spatula. almost like South Bavarian Rococo
decoration. Perhaps the most exquisite example of the style is
the series of mezzanine rooms in the Palazzo Foscarni. in

particularly in some of
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which the ceiling has gilt Rococo curls cutting across a sky
against which fly birds. and the walls are decorated with
chinoiserie panels painted in gold on a ground composed of
white tiles, which give a peculiar luminosity to the whole room.
This playful and elegant type of Rococo was even better suited
to the decoration of country houses than to palaces. and

112 Venice, Palazzo Foscarini, room on the mezzanine floor

exquisite examples of it can be found in many villas on the rerra
Sirma.

As might be expected, the Baroque took even less hold on
Vicenza than on Venice, and the tradition of Palladio and
Scamozzi continued to dominate the architecture of the town.
Curiously enough, however, in the eighteenth century a certain
number of church fagades were built on a Roman pattern (S.
Vincenzo, S. Gaetano. S. Marco degli Scalzi), but they are of no
quality.

The South

As has been pointed out in the Introduction. architecture in
Florence was hardly touched by the Baroque.' It has been
argued elsewhere that Gherardo Silvant’s fugade to S. Gaetano
is Baroque, but it is entirely flat and its decoration is taken
directly from Buontalenti. The Cappella Feroni in the SS.
Annunziata— built on the design of I1 Volterrano and decorated
by Foggini— qualifies better, but it is really a work of sculpture,
an art in which the Florentines were much more influenced by
the Baroque than in architecture. The church of S. Giuseppe,
near S. Croce, by Giacinto Manni, shows some awareness of
Roman Baroque methods of design, but the only works of
architecture executed in a true Baroque manner in Florence
were done by an artist who, though Tuscan by birth, was purely
Roman by training—Pietro da Cortona’s decorations in the
rooms on the piano nobile in the Palazzo Pitti. In these rooms
the artist created a new manner of combining stucco and fresco
which was to have a considerable influence outside Italy,
particularly in France; but it is typical of the atmosphere in
Florence that his bold and highly original project for extending
the Pitti Palace itself was rejected in favour of one by a local
architect which simply repeated the Quattrocento pattern to an
almost intolerable length.

In other parts of Italy, such as the Marches, Umbria, or the
Abruzzi, there was little building activity of interest during the
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, though almost
every village church was at least renovated in a vernacular
Baroque style: and the other centres in which real and in-
dividual Baroque styles were produced are to be found in the
South, above all in Naples and Sicily.

Naples

The circumstances in which the Baroque developed in Naples
were very different tfrom those which prevailed in other Italian
cities.> In Rome everything depended on the papacy: in Turin
architects satisfied the ambitions of the house of Savoy: in
Venice they followed the dictates of the Senate or, to a lesser
extent, the religious orders and the wealthy citizens. During the
greater part of the period in question Naples was simply a
province of Spain, governed — often very badly — from Madrid
through the intermediary of a viceroy, who was generally more
occupied with defending the coast against the attacks of pirates
and arcas inland against the activities of bandits than in
embellishing the city. On the other hand. as the viceregal court
was developed and the nobility were tempted more and more to
abandon their-estates and spend the greater part of their time
dancing attendance on the viceroy, the need for new or at least
redecorated palaces increased and many Neapolitan nobles
spent far more than they could afford on creating a fine setting
for their lives in the city. It was, however, above all the Church
that fostered the outburst of building activity that took place in
the seventeenth century and the first half of the eighteenth
century. Neapolitans were famous for their piety — or super-
stition — and they spent enormous sums on building churches
and chapels, as well as endowing masses for the repose of their
souls. Further, many fathers found it more economical to put
their daughters into a convent than to pay a dowry for them,
and on each such occasion a substantial gift accompanied the
novice and went into the coflers of the convent. In size and
wealth the religious houses in Naples far surpassed those of all



other Italian cities. Certain areas of the town were almost
entirely given over to convents and monasteries. and, as they
housed only a fraction of the population that the area would
have accommodated, their existence and continual expansion
led to the appalling overcrowding of the city which was a
perpetual source of worry to the authorities.

When Alfonso of Aragon captured Naples in 1442, he
determined to establish the new Renaissance style to replace the
Gothic favoured by the Angevins and. in order to do this. he
invited a number of distinguished Tuscan architects to come to
Naples and design the palaces, villas, and churches with which
he intended to enrich his new capital. In so doing he established
a practice which prevailed for a long time in Naples. and it was
not till the early seventeenth century that a style of architecture
arose which could properly be called Neapolitan. The last
foreign invasion was constituted by three major architects:
Domenico Fontana, who escaped to Naples from Rome after
the death of his patron. Sixtus V. and built the palace of the
viceroy: the Florentine Giovanni Antonio Dosio. who laid out
the great cloister in the Certosa ol S. Martino, and the Jesuit
Father Giuseppe Valeriano. who built the principal church of
his order in Naples, the Gesu Nuovo, which. however, owes
most of its present magnificence to the rich marble and fresco
decoration added to it — in a spirit quite contrary to Valeriano's
desire for simplicity — in the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies. It is curious to notice that during the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries all the visiting architects came from Central
or Northern Italy and that. in spite of the fact that Naples was
under the dominion of Spain, there is hardly any trace of
Spanish influence in the development of architecture, either at
this time or during the Baroque period.

The first architect to stand out as having created an 1den-
tifiably Neapolitan style is Fabrizio Grimaldi (1543-1613), who
in his churches. such as S. Maria degli Angeli a Pizzofalcone
(begun 1600). established a model for spacious Latin-cross
churches articulated internally with elaborately clustered pilas-
ters, which was to be followed in Naples for more than a
century.

The creator of Neapolitan Baroque architecture was Cosimo
Fanzago (1391-1678). who was born near Bergamo but came to
Naples at the age of seventeen and became in the fullest sense of
the word naturalized. He was trained as a marble-worker, and
his greatest achievements are in the decoration of churches and
chapels rather than in planning, but in his particular field he
had no rival.

Southern Italy and Sicily were rich in coloured marbles, and
Fanzago took advantage of this fact to create some of the most
resplendent decorative effects in occidental architecture. Curi-
ously enough the possibilities of using coloured marbles for the
decoration of churches were first exploited in Central Italy, in
Rome and also in Florence. where it can be regarded as a sort of
extension of the local art of inlaying furniture with the semi-
precious pietre dure. It seems to have been introduced into
Naples by Domenico Fontana and by the Florentine sculptor
Michelangelo Naccherino (1550-1622). who established a
successful workshop for decorative marbling in the city: but it
was left for Fanzago to exploit the full possibilities of the
medium. This he did in a series of chapels, in which the most
elaborate patterns of coloured marbles, some abstract, some
imitating flowers. are combined with white marble decoration
in relief. based on the forms invented by Buontalenti which
Naccherino had brought to Naples.
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In the Certosa of S. Martino, where he worked for more than
thirty years, Fanzago deployed his art to the fullest extent. In
the cloister - which he completed to the designs of Dosio. but
adding his own decorative detail - he developed his Buontal-
entesque vocabulary to a new point of complexity, particularly
in the doors, in which he combined figure sculpture. which he
executed himself. with decorative and architectural detail, some
quite naturalistic, like the swags of hanging fruit. some more
ambiguous, like the cartouches over the doors. which are
apparently intended to look like grotesque masks. In the
church. of which the choir had already been decorated before he
took over, he produced a wonderful harmony of colour effects.
dominated by yellows, warm browns. and dull reds. which
continue the tones of the frescoes which Lanfranco, Ribera.
and others painted on the vault in the spandrels and beside the
windows. The marbling spreads not only over the walls and
pilasters but across the whole floor — brilhantly restored in the
1960s — so that the visitor is enveloped in gay and rich colours,
strengthened by the sun which streams in through the windows.
The marbling is entirely executed in flat inlay. except for the
huge rosettes on the piers separating the chapels, which are in
dark grey, almost black marble. the carving of which is perhaps
the most remarkable example of Fanzago's virtuosity.

As a pure architect Fanzago was less inventive than as a
decorative sculptor. His church plans are conventional. and he
showed a preference for the simple Greek cross, which had

113 Naples, Certosa di S. Marlino, the cloister begun by G. A. Dosio,
¢. 1600. Completed and decorated by Cosimo Fanzago. 1623-29

completely gone out of fashion in Rome. It is only in his fagades
that he shows real originality. In several of these he was faced
with the problem - common in Neapolitan churches - of having
the nave at a higher level than the street on which the church
faced, and in two churches. S. Giuseppe a Pontecorvo and S.
Maria della Sapienza, he solved this ingeniously by placing the
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114 Top left Certosa di S. Martino, doors in the cloister, by Cosimo
Fanzago, before 1631; busts added in the 1640s .

115 Above Naples, Palazzo di Donn’ Anna by Cosimo Fanzago, built
164244, but left unfinished; from an 18th-century engraving

116 Top right Certosa di S. Martino, interior of the church by Cosimo
Fanzago, finished before 1656

117 Right Naples, fagade of S. Maria della Sapienza by Cosimo Fanzago,
1638-41
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steps in two flights behind the fagade. at S. Giuseppe running
round the walls of a vestibule. and at the Sapienza parallel with
the facade.

His most remarkable building, however, is the huge Palazzo
Donn "Anna built in 164244 for the Spanish viceroy. the duke
of Medina. and his wife, who was heiress to the vast wealth of
the Carafa family. It is a large block composed of three wings
round a narrow court. on a rock projecting into the sea below
the heights of Posillipo. to the west of Naples. The palace was
never finished and has sutfered from neglect over the last three
centuries. but an engraving made in the 1760s gives an idea of it
when its main outlines were clearer than they are now. It was
planned to be approached from the sea. and the viceregal barge
would have tied up under a triple arcade on the east side, like
that visible on the main fagade but one floor lower. The triple
arcade was the outstanding feature of the design and was
repeated on three floors on each fagade. The main front is
broken by recessed bays on the top floor. and the corners are cut
off and given different treatment on each floor - a flat panel on
the ground floor. a semi-circular bay on the first. and a

118 Left Naples, detail of the high aliar of S. Domenico Maggiore by
Cosimo Fanzago. ¢. 1650

119 Below left Naples. slaircase in the Palazzo Barlolomeo di Maio by
Ferdinando Sanfelice

120 Below Naples, vault of the church of Villanova by Ferdinando
Sanfelice
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rectilinear recess on the second, an arrangement which
produces sharp variations in depth, the effect of which is
heightened by the variations in the treatment of the surfaces of
the different floors — a feature which is unfortunately not
indicated in the engraving.

Among Fanzago's contemporaries were several architects
who were competent but uninventive, and the only individual
work to stand out from their productions is the grand staircase
added to the viceregal palace about 1650, almost certainly by
Francesco Antonio Picchiatti, which, like Longhena’s staircase
at S. Giorgio Maggiore, is based on Spanish royal models. It is,
however, wider and more spacious than the earlier examples,
running through seven instead of the usual five bays. 1t never
received the intended decoration, and the marbling that we see
today was added after the palace was damaged by fire in 1837.

In the last decades of the seventeenth and the first of the
eighteenth centuries there was a revival of a monumental style
with Dionisio Lazzari (1617-89), Arcangelo Guglielmelli (ac-
tive 1674-1717), and Giovanni Battista Nauclerio (active
1676-¢.1740), whose churches, articulated internally with full
columns, have an almost Roman grandeur, but at the same time
the decorative tendencies of Fanzago were continued in the
brilliant marbling of Bartolomeo and Pietro Ghetti and the
almost Rococo stonework of Giovanni Battista Nauclerio and
his brother Muzio.

The first half of the eighteenth century saw the rise of two
architects of real distinction: Ferdinando Sarnifelice (1675
1748), and Domenico Antonio Vaccaro (1681-1745).

As an inventor of new forms, both in planning and in
structure, Sanfelice stands out as the most original architect of
the Neapolitan Baroque. His greatest achievements lie in the
designing of churches on unusual ground plans and the build-
ing of palaces with dramatic and ingeniously disposed staircases.

It is recorded that he made several designs for churches in the
shape of a star, a form unknown in Italy but used occasionally
by Central European architects. They were in fact rejected in
favour of simpler designs, but he actually built a library of this
form in the monastery of S. Giovanni a Carbonara, which was
destroyed in the nineteenth century. and two hexagonal chur-
ches by him survive, one at Villanova, on the top of Posillipo.
the other in a palace belonging to his wife’s family. the Ravas-
chieri, at Roccapiemonte. The latter is very simple in design,
but the former has alternately flat and rounded bays — three of
which contain doors leading to the street, the sacristy and the
monastic buildings — and the central space is composed of six
broad and simply designed ribs meeting in a six-lobed panel of
stucco round the symbol of the Trinity in glory.

Sanfelice came of an important and wealthy Neapolitan
family and built for himself a large palace (Palazzo Sanfelice) -
in fact one of the largest eighteenth-century Neapolitan pala-
ces. It is designed round two courts, with a fagade of eleven
bays. broken by three slightly projecting sections, the outer two
containing the monumental entrances flanked by caryatids,
which lead to the two courts. The right-hand court is closed at
the end opposite the entrance by a grand open staircase. In plan
itis a variant of the Imperialstaircase, differing from the normal
type in that it starts with two flights running parallet with the
fagade, which turn in and round till they meet again and are
continued in a single flight in the middle bay. This plan has the
advantage of leaving the central bay open to form a vista.
usually through to a garden, but in this case to a sort of grotto,
because the ground rises steeply and the garden is at the tevel of

121 Naples, staircase in the Palazzo Serra di Cassano by Ferdinando
Sanfelice, 1720-38

the first floor. In the placing of the staircase and in its general
plan Sanfelice seems to have had in mind Genoese models, such
as Bianco's University, but the effect is far more dramatic.
because whereas in the Genoese palace the staircase is hidden
behind the double loggias of the court, here it opens straight on
to the court itself. Added to this, Sanfelice has made the
staircase not merely open but with the upper stages transparent.
so that the visitor looks through to the back and is aware of the
pattern made by the superimposition of the openings in the
front and back walls, which slope in opposite directions.
following the lines of the flights. Open staircases had been a
feature of Neapolitan architecture since the sixteenth century,
but they had never been given such prominence before or been
treated in such a complex manner.

The other court of the patace has the form of a rectangle with
the corners cut off, and ends with an equally ingenious staircase.
Unlike the one in the right-hand court, this is completely closed
and consists of two spirals which touch each other and have
common lozenge-shaped landings at ground and first-floor
levels. The design is almost certainly based on a mediaeval type,
of which an early sixteenth-century example is in the Burg at
Graz and may have been known to Sanfelice, since he was in
contact with Austria through the imperial viceroys.

Sanfelice designed many closed staircases on unusual plans,
of which a particularly beautiful example is that in the Palazzo
Bartolomeo di Maio. in the form of a lozenge of which the sides
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are all convex inwards. producing an extraordinary effect of
movement and tension.

Sanfelice’s most magnificent staircase is in the Palazzo Serra
di Cassano. The palace is built on a large open site. and
Sanfelice was free to design on a grand scale. The main entrance
— now alas! closed — is on the east and leads into an octagonal
court. at the end of which stands the huge arched entrance to
the staircase chamber. The staircase itself is on a completely
novel plan. in two halves. in the middle of which are semi-
circular landings. which form a pair of bastions facing the
visitor as he approaches the staircase. The two flights meet at a
bridge in front of the door to the main apartments of the
palace — a form reminiscent of Fischer von Erlach’s staircase in
the Winter Palace of Prince Eugene in Vienna (1695). of which
Sanfelice mayv have seen drawings or the original. if. as is
possible. he actually visited Vienna. Most of Sanfelice’s stair-
cases are in simple materials — brick and stucco. or the rough
porous stone of Pozzuoli — but at the Palazzo Serra he has
playved a more elaborate game. The staircase itself is in a rough
dark-grey volcanic stone, but the detail — which 1s ultimately
Fanzaghesque in derivation — stands out against it in a fine.
creamy marble.

All his life Sanfelice was active in designing the temporary
structures which the Neapolitans loved to erect on any
important occasion — a wedding. a birth or a funeral. or the
feast day of S. Gennaro. the patron saint of Naples. Generally

122 Calvizzano. near Naples. S. Maria delle Grazie by Domenico Antonio
Vaccaro, interior of dome. probably dating from the 1730s
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these were altars set up in the street. in which the fact of working
in wood and plaster instead of solid materials allowed the
architect to indulge in liberties of design which he never took in
his permanent buildings: but on really important occasions. for
instance the birth of Charles I1I's first son. the whole piazza in
front of the Palazzo Reale was enclosed in a vast hemicycle of
arcades with booths and shops. in the middle of which stood a
tall tower. almost like a pagoda.

If Sanfelice was essentiallv an inventor of architectural
forms. Vaccaro was the continuer of the decorative tradition
established by Fanzago. It is true that. when he had a free hand
in planning a church. he showed considerable skill, as, for
instance. in the Concezione a Montecalvario (1718-24). which
is composed of an elongated octagon. surrounded by chapels
forming an ambulatory. or in S. Michele. which consists of a
series of square elements. but his real talent was for decorative
effects. whether in stucco. marble. or maiolica tiles. His skill in
fusing architecture and decoration is shown in the Concezione.
where. in addition to designing the building. he planned the
stucco and painted the altarpieces. producing a whole which
bears the marks of his personality in every detail.

Perhaps his most striking work is at S. Maria delle Grazie at
Calvizzano. a few miles north of Naples. where he added choir
and transepts to an already existing nave. Here he created a
spacious and luminous structure. evenly and strongly lit and
painted white. The most remarkable feature. however. is the
dome. In this he eliminated all the structural lines — such as the
join of drum and cupola — and swathed the whole surface in a
sort of stucco awning. which opens at the top on to a cloud-
flecked sky around the lantern. thus producing an effect which
can properly be called Rococo.

In his treatment of inlaid marble altars and altar-rails
Vaccaro is even more explicitly Rococo. He started from the
forms established by Fanzago and his followers. but he elimin-
ates. as far as possible. all architectural features. The firmly
articulated divisions and clearly defined scrolls of Fanzago are
dissolved in rocaille panels and curved elements more like
branches than architectural members — an effect underlined by
the addition of putti among them. The altars. which with
Fanzago were always in one plane. now swing in a curve behind
the mensa, which is itself often supported by a sort of sar-
cophagus-urn with a curved silhouette. The marble inlay itself is
given a new liveliness by the introduction of high-relief sculp-
ture in white marble. consisting partly of decorative motifs. but
also of full-relief putti who cling to the ends of the altars. The
tops of the altar-rails — which from the functional point of view
should be flat — are often broken by curves or ornaments. The
most fantastic example of this method of designing is to be seen
in the altar-rails in the church at S. Martino. probably by
Giuseppe Sammartino (1720-93). a follower of Vaccaro. where
the cartouches on the top of the rails — of a richly Rococo form -
contain panels of lapis lazuli. onyx. agate. and other semi-
precious stones.

Vaccaro did not, however, depend entirely on the use of rich
materials. and his most enchanting decorative scheme is the
cloister in the wealthy convent of S. Chiara. This is laid out with
pergolas supported on octagonal piers in coloured maiolica. on
which are depicted twining clusters of vine which fuse with the
real vines stretching over the walks. Between the piers are
benches. also of maiolica. with scenes taken from engravings by
Callot and other purely secular sources. and at one of the points
where the walks cross is a fountain. on the bottom of which
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123 Above Naples, Certosa di S. Martino, atlar-rails, probably designed by
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124 Left Naples, S. Chiara, maiolica cloister by Domenico Antonio
Vaccaro, 1739-42

swim fantastically shaped and coloured fish, again in maiolica.
The whole is a pure Rococo dream.

In 1751 Charles U1, who had become king of the two Sicilies
when the Bourbons were restored to Naples in 1734, decided on
a vast plan of public works and summoned to Naples for this
purpose two foreign architects, Ferdinando Fuga (1699-

125 Opposite Caserta, staircase in the Royal Palace by Luigi Vanvitelli

1781). and Luigi Vanvitelli (1700-71). Fuga was a Floren-
tine by birth, and Vanvitelli was the son of a Dutch painter
called van Wittel, but both had been trained in Rome, where
they represented the classicizing tendency fostered by Clement
XII. They brought with them a style completely foreign to the
traditions of Naples and, though they left their mark on the city
by the sheer bulk of their buildings, their style was never
assimilated by local architects, who continued to work in the
manner of Vaccaro or Sanfelice till the full Classical revival setin
during the first decades of the nineteenth century.?

Fuga designed several palaces for Neapolitan families, of
which the two most important, built for the Giordano and
Aquiro di Caramanico familes, stand side by side in the Via
Medina. looking like Roman intruders: but his most important
commission was the construction of the Albergo dei Poverl, a
vast poor-house. in which Charles [IT planned to house the
many beggars for which Naples was notorious. The building,
more than 400 yards long, was never finished and lacks the
church which was to have been the centre of the complex, with
arms radiating to all parts of it, but as it stands it is a long bleak
front, almost unbroken, except for a slightly projecting central
pavilion with steps in front of it. The problem of organizing
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126 Above Caserla, Royal Palace by Luigi Vanvitell, entrance front
designed (751

127 Opposite Palermo, S. Calerina, altar of St Catherine

such a huge front was a difficult one, but it must be said that
Fuga made very little attempt to solve it.

Scale was also a difficult problem at Caserta, the palace
which Vanvitelli built about fifteen miles north of Naples to
house the king and his by now endless train of courtiers. It
consists of a rectangle, about 200 by 150 yards, divided into
four courts by wings which cross at the centre of the whole
building. Vanvitelli makes little use of Baroque devices to break
up the monotony of the fagades, though greater variety would
have been introduced if the pavilions planned at the four
corners had been built; but in the designing of the central
feature of the interior he shows a real sense of dramatic
planning. The king — or any distinguished visitor — would have
driven into the palace along its main axis till he arrived at the
point where the two inner wings meet. There he would have got
out of his coach in a monumentally designed vestibule, from
which he would have had views into all the four courts of the
palace, and a grand vista leading to the park with its mile-long
fountains running down one of the foothills of the Apennines.
To his right he would have seen the grand staircase, designed,
like everything else at Caserta, on a vast scale, and simple but
rich in its decoration - rich in that it is entirely constructed of
marble, but simple in its severe lines and subdued colours. At
the top of the staircase, over the vestibule, was an octagonal
arcaded space, which gave access to the chapel and the apart-

ments of the king and queen. The chapel is clearly inspired by
that of Versailles, and indeed the taste of Lous X1V is evident
in the planning of the staircase and, even more conspicuously,
in the simple rectilinear design of the marbling. The conception
is Baroque, but the detail shows how far Vanvitelli was com-
mitted to the cause of Classicism.

Most of Vanvitelli's energies were absorbed in the building of
Caserta, but he also executed some work in Naples itself. He
remodelled one or two palaces which are of no great interest,
but he is responsible for two churches of considerable merit.
The better known is the Annunziata, which was built to replace
a church burnt down in 1757, and is a magnificent and clearly
designed Latin-cross building, with full columns supporting a
flat entablature — perhaps Vanvitelli's most explicitly Neo-
Classical design — but the smaller oval church. designed for the
Padri Missionan of S. Vincent de Paul. is a very successful
synthesis of a Barogue ground plan and classicizing detail.

Sicily

For almost the whole of the Baroque period Sicily, like Naples,
was governed by a Spanish viceroy. but. as in Naples, Spanish
influence was of no effect in the arts. More surprisingly, the
connection with Naples was also negligible in the field of
architecture.* This is no doubt partly due to the traditional
hositility and mutual scorn which exists between Sicilians and
Neapolitans, but it seems also that, when Sicilians needed
stimulus from outside the island, they turned to the real centre
of Baroque, Rome, rather than to Naples. 1t is, however, above
all important to notice that Sicilian architecture of the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries, generally speaking, was
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remarkably independent and developed its own style to satisfy
the needs of its patrons.

These needs were conditioned by circumstances in many
ways similar to those which prevailed in Naples: the develop-
ment of an elaborate viceregal court and the increasing
wealth of the Church. Palermo. as the capital and the seat of the
viceroy, was more in contact with what the Sicilians scornfully
call il Continente than other towns in the island, and Roman
influence is apparent in a few — not very interesting — buildings
dating from the last decades of the seventeenth century. A much
more lively style was introduced by Giovanni Biagio Amico
(1684-1754), who appears to have absorbed the ideas of
Borromini directly and interpreted them with typically Sicilian
vigour.

128 Below Bagheria, Villa Valguarnera by Tommaso Napoli, built between
1709 and 1739

129 Top right Palermo, S. Francesco Saverio by Angelo Italia. detail of the
interior, built between 1684 and 1710

130 Right Palermo. S. Zita, wall decoration in the Cappella del Rosario,
begun about 1650

Even more remarkable 1s Angelo Ttalia (1628-1700), who
produced not only the beautifully harmonious fagade of the
church at Palma di Montechiaro on the south coast of the island,
but also the revolutionary design for S. Francesco Saverio in
Palermo, built on a centralized plan with hexagonal chapels on
the diagonal axis, which run through two storeys and open on
to the central space, an example of the carrying on of one space
into another, which can only be paralleled in the churches of the
Piedmontese Vittone, an architect two generations younger
than Italia.

The Sicilian nobles, whose life was centred on the court of the
viceroy, enlarged and redecorated many of their palaces in
Palermo, but they rarely built them entirely de novo, and the
result is often architecturally an unsatisfying compromise.
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Fortunately. however, they also felt the need to build villas
outside the city. to which they could retreat in the summer
months — having abandoned their estates even more completely
than their opposite numbers in Naples — and in these villas their
architects had a free hand and produced designs of great
originality. The most celebrated is the Villa Palagonia at
Bagheria. more on account of its grotesque garden sculptures.
added by the eccentric son of the original builder. than for its
architectural qualities, but the neighbouring Villa Valguarnera.
built by the same architect. Tommaso Napoli. between 1709
and 1739, retains its original character more completely and is
among the finest manifestations of the real Sicilian Baroque.
with a double staircase in the form of contrasting curves.
nestling into the deep curve of the facade. The eftect is partially
marred by the covered entrance at the top of the steps. added in
the nineteenth century. Many other villas of the same type are
to be found on the Piana dei Colli to the west of Palermo.
The one technique in which the architects of Palermo — and

131 Below Palermo. S. Zita, Oratorio del Rosario by Giacomo Serpotta.
Stucco relief of the Battle of Lepanto, 1685-88
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also of Messina - were directly influenced by Neapolitan
architects was in the use of coloured marble inlay. The work of
this kind in Messina was destroyed in the earthquake of 1908.
but Palermo still has three churches - S. Caterina. the Immac-
ulata Concezione, and the Jesuit Casa Professa — and innumer-
able chapels covered with a luxuriant marble decoration.
exceeding in richness and complexity even the work of Vaccaro
and his school in Naples. Long before the Neapolitans. the
architects of Palermo began to introduce white marble figures
and decorative features in high relief. for instance in the
Cappella del Rosario in S. Zita. which dates from about 1650.
The workmanship required for this extremely difficult type of
marble cutting is still to be found in Sicily. and the Casa
Professa, which was badly damaged by a bomb in 1943. has
been restored so skilfully that it is almost impossible to tell new
from old.

Technical skill of the same order was shown by Giacomo
Serpotta (1656-1732) and his son Procopio in the stucco
decoration with which they ornamented a series of oratories
belonging to Palermitan confraternities.® The decoration con-
sists of a flutter of draperies. putti. and swags of fruit round and
over the architectural features. such as pilasters and windows.
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t32 Above Syracuse, fagade of the Cathedral by Andrea Palma, begun in
1728, also showing the colonnade of the Sth-ceniury BC Greek temple
round which the Cathedral was built

133 Opposite Ragusa Ibla, fagade of S. Giorgio by Rosario Gagliardi, built
1744

In certain cases, for instance in the Oratory of S. Zita, the artists

introduced not only figures modelled with a high degree of

naturalism, but scenes composed of minute figures in settings
which may include not only buildings but also ships and other
paraphernalia. In this they were following a local tradition
which goes back to the early sixteenth century, when Antonello
Gagini applied the same technique in marble in the decoration
of the apse and in the holy-water stoups of Palermo Cathedral.

Many palaces in Palermo were also redecorated in the
eighteenth century, and in the ballroom of the Palazzo Gangi -
known to many through having been used for the filming of the
ball scene in the Gattopardo ("The Leopard’) — an unknown
architect produced one of the most brilliant manifestations of
Italian Rococo. Walls, looking-glasses, shutters, chairs and
sofas are all decorated with the most delicate gilt Rococo curls:

the floor is a maiolica map of the sky, and the ceiling has a
double vault. the inner one standing out dark against the outer
painted shell, like Antonio Bibiena's domes at Sabbianeta and
Villa Pasquali.

The Palazzo Gangi ballroom was the last example of the
gaiety which inspired the architecture of Palermo for a century
and a half. The influence of the French enlightenment began to
penetrate Palermitan society, and with it came a change of
taste. The architects of Palermo produced an attractive variant
of the French style current in the last years of the reign of Louis
XV, ingeniously adapted to the coarser building materials of
the island. Full Neo-Classicism, partly derived from English,
partly from French sources, took over in the very last years of
the century.

In the south-east of the island Syracuse produced a quite
different type of building. The most characteristic is a series of
elegant palaces in a rather simple Baroque idiom. which owe
much of their charm to the fine white stone of which they are
built. A particularly fine example is the Palazzo Beneventano
del Bosco, built by Luciano Ali (begun 1779). In a very
different style is the fagade added to the Cathedral — basically a
Greek temple of the fifth century BC — by Andrea Palma in
1728. In plan this fagade is designed entirely in planes parallel
to the wall of the church. but its progression of columns,
standing free from the wall, produces an effect of movement
which is fully Baroque. It also incorporates one feature which is
typical of Sicilian architecture: it 1s a belfry as well as a fagade.
In fact it is almost square in plan, and the upper storey encloses
alarge bell-chamber opened by broad arches on the sides as well
as on the front. This particular type of belfry-facade was
developed by Rosario Gagliardi, the most original architect of
the period in Sicily. He was born in Syracuse and worked over
the whole south-east area, which was called the Val di Noto. His
most impressive works are the churches of S. Giorgio (1744)
and S. Giuseppe at Ragusa Ibla, where he combines the piling
up of free-standing columns with a slightly convex central bay.
In these churches the emphasis on the tower-like character of
the structure is greater than in Palma’s fagade at Syracuse, as
they consist of three full storeys. In S. Giorgio the structure
ends with a square dome, double-curved in profile, but at S.
Giuseppe the bells are hung in three arches in a thin wall, an
arrangement which goes back to the Middle Ages and was
widely used in Sicily in the Baroque age.

Noto. between Syracuse and Ragusa, is the most famous
Baroque town in Sicily, mainly because of the fact that, when
the old town was destroyed in the earthquake of 1693, which
devastated the whole south-east of the island, the city council,
guided by a learned and authoritarian landowner, Giovanni
Battista Landolini, decided to rebuild it on a new site, about ten
miles to the south of the old one, and as a result they were able
to create a complete Baroque town. laid out on a regular grid-
system and al) built within half a century in an almost uniform
style. The charm of the town is greatly enhanced by being built
in an exceptionally beautiful yellow stone, which gives a golden
glow to the palaces and churches, but the architecture itself is
not outstanding. Gagliardi built two churches — S. Domenico
and S. Teresa — but they are much less distinguished than his
work at Ragusa; and the Cathedral has a fine fagade of later
date (c. 1770). slightly French in flavour. The most attractive
feature of the palaces is the series of balconies, carried on
grotesque figures or animals, projecting like Gothic gargoyles
from the wall and supported in their turn by grotesque masks
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and cherubs’ heads wrapped in deeply cut acanthus leaves. The
cherubs’ heads and the foliage are Baroque in feeling, but the
general character of the "gargoyles’ - particularly when they
take on the form of animals — is almost mediaeval. In fact the
tradition of such balconies goes back. in Southern Italy at least.
to the late sixteenth century, and the example on the fagade of
S. Croce at Lecce in Apulia. which probably dates from that
period, includes eagles, dragons. and lions which could be
paralleled in the doors of Romanesque churches in many parts
of Southern ltaly and Sicily. As will be seen in plate 134, the
actual architecture of these palaces, particularly the windows, is
archaic for the mid-eighteenth century and is reminiscent of
late-sixteenth-century Florentine buildings. The Baroque ele-
ments in these palaces are therefore very slight.

Richly carved, somewhat provincial decoration, rather like
that of the palaces of Noto, is to be found on many of the
palaces of Catania, the most important centre of Baroque
architecture on the east coast. which was largely rebuilt after
the earthquake of 1693. The windows of the Palazzo Biscari by
Francesco Battaglia. which are typical of this group. defy
stylistic classification. They are Baroque in the richness and the
depth of the carving, but the architectural members have been
completely eliminated. This feature would ally them to the
Rococo, but they lack the lightness and delicacy essential to this
style. and. unlike Vaccaro and Sammartino in Naples. the
designers did not employ any of the decorative motifs associ-
ated with the Rococo. For want of any better term. their style
could perhaps be described as Catanian Vernacular, a phrase
which would distinguish it from both the true Baroque and the
Rococo and bring it closer to what I want to call the Stile
Salentino in Lecce. In contrast to the external decoration of the
Palazzo Biscari, the salone within is a magnificent example of
full Rococo, marked by a free use of almost liquid stucco,
reminiscent of the decoration to be found in South Bavarian
Rococo churches.

There was, however. another much more sophisticated
school of architecture active at the same time in Catanmia, of
which the leader was Giovanni Battista Vaccarini (1702-68).
who was born in Palermo but sent to Rome for training in the
early 1720s.° He returned to Catania about 1730 and immedi-
ately became the dominant force in local architecture. His first
commission was to complete the Municipio, begun in the local
stylein 1695. He imposed his new manner most obviously in the
central bay. in which the jambs of the doors are canted, and the
movement which this establishes is carried on through the outer
section of the curved balcony into the lines of the windows
above. This treatment of a single feature shows a real under-
standing of the methods of Roman Baroque architects, parti-
cularly of Borromini and the more enterprising architects of the
early-eighteenth century. rather than of Carlo Fontana and his
school, and the same knowledge is implicit in the designs of
Vaccarini's churches. In S. Giuliano he follows the oval design
of S. Maria di Montesanto. and in S. Agata the Greek cross
of S. Agnese a Piazza Navona. modified by the introduction of
galleries with curved screens — a favourite feature in Catania -
supported by three-cusped arches. In the exteriors of these
churches he shows great originality. On top of the oval dome of
S. Giuliano he set an open belvedere, a common feature in
Sicilian —and Neapolitan — religious houses, designed to enable
the nuns or monks to take the air on hot summer evenings.
Usually these belvederes were placed over some part of the
monastic buildings, and it must be admitted that Vaccarini’s
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134 Opposite Noto. balcony of the Palazzo Villadorata

135 Above Catania, windows in the Palazzo Biscari built by Francesco
Battaglia before 1730

136 Overleaf left Calania, S. Agata by Giovanni Battista Vaccarini,
1748-67

137 Overleaf right G. B. Tiepolo, the Feast of Antony and Cleopatra.
Palazzo Labia, Venice

solution is novel rather than successful. The exterior of S.

Agata, on the other hand, is a masterly interpretation of 136

Borrominesque ideas. The fagade consists of a single storey.
with a high attic, crowned with statues and urns, planned in
three concave bays, which form a contrast to the lower storey of
which the outer bays are convex. In this arrangement Vaccarini
is basically following the example of S. Carlino. but he also
introduces non-Borrominesque elements: the ‘fringe’ which
runs across the facade below the balconies to the windows is
derived from Bernini's Baldacchino, and the capitals of the
pilasters, which are composed of palm-leaves. lilies and crowns,
are taken from a plate in Guarini’s treatise. Both these features
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are treated with great sharpness, made possible by the fine-
grained brown stone of Catama. Unlike most Roman churches
S. Agata is free-standing and designed to be seen from all four
sides. The lower structure leads up to the octagonal drum and
the dome, which is strongly defined by curiously heavy. roun-
ded ribs.

The innovations of Vaccarini were taken up by Stefano Ittar.
a Tuscan architect who settled in Catania in 17635 and built a
number of fine churches. of which the most interesting are S.
Placido (finished in 1769) and the Collegiata (¢. 1768). In the
former Ittar follows Vaccarini in his use of contrasting curves,
but in the latter the treatment is a little more restrained and the
fagade is planned on a series of curves, all concave. The detail
also is a little more chaste. in accordance with the growing
tendency towards Classicism. which was felt in Catania as
much as in Palermo.

138 Opposite Palermo, S. Caterina, delail of marble inlay

139 Below Lecce, the church of S. Croce (begun in the lale 16th century
and finished in 1646) and the Celestine convent attached to it (second half
of the 17th century, probably by Giuseppe Zimbalo)
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Lecce and Apulia
The problem of stylistic terminology becomes particularly
acute in the case of Apulia. The phrase Barocco Leccese appears
in every [talian text-book on architecture, and the concept is to
be found in most English works that mention the architecture
of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Southern ltaly.
butit can be argued that there is not a single building in Lecce or
the surrounding district — the Salento — which can properly be
described as Baroque.”

The churches of Lecce — and they are typical of the whole area
— have almost no features in common with those of the Roman
Baroque. In plan they are generally rectangular or in the form
of a Latin cross, without any of the sophisticated adjustments
which true Baroque architects applied to these forms. In a very
few cases their designers venture on an oval or an elongated
octagon, but they do so without extracting from these forms
any of the liveliness which they take on in the hands of even a
minor follower of Borromini. Their fagades are flat, and
Leccese architects do not seem even to have apprehended the
innovations of Maderno. It 1s no chance that. when an eight-
eenth-century architect simply applied the decorative sculpture
of the period to the Romanesque front of SS. Niccolo e
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140 Top Lecce, delail of the fagade of S. Angelo

14t Above Martina Franca, detail of windows and balconies, Palazzo
Mattolese

Cataldo. he produced a fagade which, apart from the twelfth-
century door. could pass as a typical product of the period.
Even the Romanesque rose-window does not disturb the effect,
because the motif was frequently used in the Salento in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

The charm of Leccese churches lies in their sculptural decor-
ation, but even this has little to do with the Baroque. Its
character is partly dictated by the qualities of the local stone.
which is soft and easy to carve when quarried, but hardens after
a short time when exposed to the atmosphere. It therefore
allowed — one might almost say encouraged — architects to let
their sculptor-assistants loose on the decoration of their build-
ings, and both the fagades and the altarpieces of the churches
show a richness and gaiety of decoration which have perhaps no
parallel, save in Sicily. The decorative motifs employed are.
however, mainly derived from a sixteenth-century vocabulary
which had been long out of date in Rome or even Naples. The
explanation probably lies in the fact that Apulia was a very
remote province, forming part of the kingdom of Naples but
cut off from its capital by the mountains, and separated
politically from other provinces in the north, with which it
might have communicated by sea. Leccese architects must,
therefore, have relied primarily on decorative engravings or
pattern-books, and it seems that they continued to use those

published in the late-sixteenth or seventeenth centuries long

after they had been abandoned elsewhere.

The most famous building in Lecce is the church of S. Croce
and the attached Celestine convent, and it illustrates most of the
features of the local architecture. The lower half of the fagade
was probably decorated in the last years of the sixteenth and the
first years of the seventeenth centuries, and the upper half is
dated 1646: but the archaic elements are startling. The rose-
window is a direct imitation of the Romanesque type men-
tioned above in connection with SS. Niccolo e Cataldo, and the
supports of the balcony — mentioned in relation to the archi-
tecture of Noto — have equally strong mediaeval features. The
columns of the lower floor have the weightiness of those to be
found in a Norman cathedral, and those above, decorated with
low-relief carvings and encircled with bands of lotus-leaves are
of a type which would be conceivable in North Italy in the early
sixteenth century but had long passed out of fashion.

The facade of the monastery dates from the second half of the
seventeenth century — it is probably by Giuseppe Zimbalo — but
it has few affinities with the Baroque. It is true that the broken
and curved pediments derive ultimately from Borromini, but
they are thinned by being seen through engravings. The little
motifs in the corners of each rusticated bay have also a feature
very typical of Leccese decoration and quite antithetical to the
Baroque: they look as though they had been cut out of plywood
with a fret-saw.

There is in fact only one building in Lecce that conforms in
any fundamental way to the principles of the Baroque, namely
the facade of S. Matteo, and that, as has been pointed out by
local historians, stands out as a freak in the architecture of the
town. The church is said to have been built by a local architect
called Achille Carducci between 1667 and 1690, but it is not
certain that he was responsible for the fagade. added in 1700,
which is entirely dilferent stylistically from the interior. One has
the impression that the fagade was built by an architect who had
seen real Baroque works — perhaps the churches of Gagliardi in
Sicily — and had attempted. not altogether successfully, to
imitate them.

140
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The above analysis is not intended to denigrate Leccese
architecture of the seventeenth and eightcenth centuries. but
only to show that it cannot properly be included in the category
of the Barogue. Its charms are undeniable. The sculptural
decoration is lively in conception. rich in detail — often sym-
bolical and allusive — beautiful in colour. and skilful in execu-
tion., except where the human figure is involved, but the
architecture would be better classified — as has been suggested in
the introduction of this section - under some term such as Stile
Salenrino rather than as a subdivision of the Baroque.

If there is no real Baroque architecture in Apulia. there is a
small group of Rococo buildings of a sophistication unexpected
in such a remote area. Apart from one or two churches. for
instance one at Muro Leccese. the buildings in question are all
to be found in the town of Martina Franca. between Taranto
and Bari. outside the area dominated by the Leccese style. The
town has been since the Middle Ages the centre of a flourishing
wine trade and. though it was for a time under the domination
of the Grimaldi family. it has a long tradition of democratic
government and evenly distributed wealth. This is at once
apparent from the fact that. apart from the ducal palace. which
is of little interest architecturally. the town is composed of small
palazzi. which are simply town houses of anything between
three and seven bays. built on the street without a courtvard. all
white-washed and decorated with extremely fine Rococo doors
and windows. deeply cut in a warm. dark-brown stone. The
main church. dedicated to S. Martino. is by an otherwise
unrecorded architect called Giovanni Mariani. who may also
have built the church at Muro Leccese. but is certainly not the
author of the Rococo palaces. many of which have almost
identical details and appear to be by a single hand. We are.
therefore. faced with the unusual problem of an isolated group
of buildings in a remote part of Apulia. having nothing in
common with the style of neighbouring towns. and yet highly
sophisticated in style and skilful in execution, designed by an
architect who is unknown and whose work is not found
elsewhere. Was he a talented local craftsman. working on the
basis of engravings which he obtained from some major centre
—perhaps Naples - but if so. what are the engravings? Or was he
a foreigner trained in one of these major centres? If so. we are
compelled to ask which centre. because his work is unlike
anything to be found in Naples or Rome. or even Palermo. Only
a search of the town archives could provide the solution —and it
is quite likely that these are incomplete. in which case the
mystery will remain.

Baroque architecture reached maturity in Rome and northern
Italy and these areas were to provide the main sources from
which it spread te the other parts of Europe. The process of
diffusion varied in different countries but certain common
features appear in almost all areas.

The fame of Rome as the artistic centre of the world exer-
cised a fascination in all countries outside ltaly and aroused a
desire to emulate the art which she had created or was creating:
but other non-artistic factors also playved an important part in
the spread of the Baroque style. The links were often dynastic or
political. In France an Italian queen and later an Italian first
minister fostered the growth of a taste for the Baroque: in
Bavaria. a Savoyard electress encouraged a connection estab-
lished through the proximity of the area round the Italian lakes
which produced the excellent masons who for generations had
migrated to Southern Germany and Austria. In Salzburg the
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taste of a series of archbishops encouraged more sophisticated
architects from Italy to settle in their city. and towards the end
of the seventeenth century the emperor and the members of the
imperial court succeeded in attracting to Vienna artists of
considerable distinction. including Fra Andrea Pozzo.

Ecclesiastical links were also important. especiaily those
established by the Jesuits. who insisted that all building schemes.
from whatever part of Europe. should be submitted to Rome for
approval. and the central organization in Rome did not hesitate
to make criticisms or, if necessary. to supply alternative plans.

In addition to the migration of artists from Italy. there was a
movement in the opposite direction. It was the ambition of
everv young artist working north of the Alps — whether archi-
tect. sculptor or painter — to visit Rome and to study there the
great works of the past and those which were being executed in
his own day. and contemporary biographers always note -
almost apologetically — the cases of artists who failed to achieve
this ambition. At the end of the seventeenth century and during
the first vears of the eighteenth the studio of Carlo Fontana
was. as has already been said. a centre of training to which all
yvoung architects sought admission. But for those who could not
make the journey there were other means of getting acquainted
with what was taking place in Rome. Travelling artists often
brought home drawings of what they had seen in ltaly, and
from the end of the seventeenth century there was a regular
output of engravings reproducing the work of the major
Roman masters. In the early volumes such as Falda’s Nuovo
Teatro delle Fabbriche . . . . di Roma (1665) the engravings only
give general views of the buildings in question. but Ferrerio’s
Palazzidi Romaincludes accurate ground-plans and elevations.
In the eighteenth century the position grew even better and the
two volumes of engravings of Borromini's two major works - S.
Ivo and the Oratory of S. Filippo Neri - published in 1720 and
1725, and three volumes of Rossi's Studio d'Architettura Civile
(1702-21) provided reliable measured drawings not only of
whole buildings but of details such as doors. windows, balu-
strades and fireplaces. These books played a vital part in
making the vocabulary of the Roman Baroque accessible to
architects all over Europe — and even farther afield in the
Spanish and Portuguese colonies of Central and South Amer-
ica. In the following chapters the dissemination of the Baroque.
the modifications which it underwent in the different areas. and
the varied forms — sometimes highly fantastic - which it took on
will be studied in detail.

France - the first country to be considered - presents a special
case. It had gone through the process of Italianization earlier
and more thoroughly than any other European country - with
the possible exception of Spain — and it had created its own
synthesis of Italian and northern elements so as to establish a
genuine Renaissance style of its own. Its commercial and
political links with lialy were close and continuous - though
not always friendly - and it was. so 1o speak. on familiar terms
with Rome culturally: it could take what it wanted and reject
what it felt was alien to its own clearly defined and proudly held
principles. 1t was able to absorb ltalian innovations gradually.
because its artistic tradition did not suffer the total interruption
which befell Central Europe as a result of the Thirty Years War,
and by the early years of Louis XIV's personal reign felt
sufficient self-confidence to reject Bernini and commit the
completion of the Louvre to French architects.



Part 11

France

Introduction

The French, in their flirtation with the sensuous forms and
emotive devices characteristic of the Roman Baroque, were
cavalier from the outset and. though they never decisively
rejected such forms, it may be said that Bernini's visit to Paris in
1665 was the occasion for the opposition to Italian influence to
rally its forces in favour of rational French Classicism. Yet who
were the French in this connection: the king with his Spanish
mother, Ttalian grandmother and Italian mentor: the great
ecclesiastics who had encouraged the Flamboyant style of the
late Middle Ages: the great nobility who had commissioned the
anti-Classical, non-intellectual Mannerism of the late French
Renaissance; the bourgeoisie who had not hitherto been
considered representative of France in matters of patronage? If
the attitudes of the hourgeoisie were now to be of predominant
significance it was because their power, consolidated through
Richelieu’s policy of reducing the feudal nobility, though
momentarily eclipsed by Mazarin's promotion of his com-
patriots, was to be the foundation of Colbert's state. Formed
though he may have been in the Ttalianate court of Mazarin,
Colbert. like Richelieu, saw the importance for French prestige
of French preeminence in art and to him the prime sources of
authority were reason and discipline — qualities he looked for in
vain in the Roman tradition of Bernini. Though it has little to
do with Roman Baroque. it is certainly not insignificant that the
essentially flamboyant, anti-Classical, Rococo began to emerge
during the decline of Louis XIV following the demise of Colbert
and the weakening of ministerial authority under his successors
when the king took a more personal initiative.

142 Opposite left Paris, engraving of the fagade of the Noviciate of the
Jesuits, by Etienne Martellange, 1630

143 Opposite right Parns, Saint Paul-Saint Louis, three projects: above, by
Martellange, 1625; centre, by Derand, 1629: below, as executed. See also
plate 423

Louis XIII and Richelieu

1tis hardly an exaggeration to say that under Richelieu -~ when
French Classicism was brought to maturity in their various
fields by Descartes, Pascal, Corneille, Poussin. Claude Lorrain,
Philippe de Champaigne, Mansart, Lemercier — every impor-
tant private commission came from the bourgeoisie or the new
noblesse de robe 1o which the most successful members of the
middle class were being promoted.! Hard working and serious,
committed to ordre, raison, mesure — ready to agree with La
Bruyere that ‘entre le bon sens et le bon gout il y a la différence
de la cause a un effet’? — this class provided not only the private
patrons but such men as the financier and administrator Sublet
de Noyers, who — supported if not schooled by his cousins the
Fréarts — seems to have acted as Richelieu's chief adviser on
artistic matters before he became secretary of state for war in
1636 and long before he acquired the dormant office of Surin-
tendant des Batiments in 1638.

In the preface to the Paralléle de I'architecture antique et de la
moderne, a seminal work of academic French Classical theory
published in 1650, Fréart de Chambray described Sublet, to
whom it was dedicated, as “the true author’, and the *Maecenas
of the century’.? In this role he promoted the completion of the
court of the Louvre and the decoration ol the Grande Galerie
linking it with the Tuileries. both as a palace for the king and a
centre for the arts which would rank as the greatest modern
monument in Europe. To this end, especially for the decoration
of the Grande Galerie but possibly even to form an academy, he
recalled Poussin to France, inviting Duquesnoy to accompany
him — a somewhat chauvinistic policy soon expanded, probably
at the instigation of Mazarin, into one of outright rivalry with
Rome involving the attempt to attract leading Italian artists
including Guercino, Cortona and Algardi — if not yet Bernini -
as well.

It is necessary to consider the patronage, private and public,
of Sublet and the Fréarts, for they were involved in the
purification of the French tradition from the excesses of the du
Cerceau period - to which the Flemish were now addicted — and
the protection ol that tradition from the licence of the contem-
porary Roman Baroque. In the capacities of artistic adviser to
Richelieu and private patron, respectively, Sublet was associ-
ated with Jacques Lemercier and the Jesuit brother Etienne
Martellange who, at least from the academic point of view of
the author of the Paralléle, were the two leading Classicists to
emerge in France after Salomon de Brosse. Both had been in



Rome during the formative years of the Baroque but neither
was seduced by its licentiousness: on the contrary, searching for
an alternative to the florid sixteenth-century French forms,
especially in ecclesiastical architecture, each went back to post-
Tridentine Roman models and introduced them to France
stripped of any suggestion of Mannerism.

Architecte du Roi soon after his return from Rome in 1614,
ten years later Premier Architecte charged with completing the
Louvre. and Richelieu's architect. Lemercier was supported if
not promoted by Sublet* and the considerable reputation
which he enjoyed throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries was based on precisely those qualities which the
author of the Paralléle most consistently praises — regularity
and sobriety above all.® Indeed 1t is necessary to look briefly at

Lemercier’s work because the related work of Martellange was
seen at the time, and was meant to be seen, as a manifesto of the
ideals of Sublet's circle, as much anti-Baroque as anti-
Mannerist.

Lemercier’s first major ecclesiastical exercise, and his first
important work not constrained by existing building. was the
chapel of the Sorbonne — according to Sauval the only building
commissioned by Richelieu that was regular both inside and
out, demonstrating comprehension of the rules of Classical
architecture. The plan, which dates from 1629, is close to that of
Rosato Rosati's S. Carlo ai Catinari in Rome and Lemercier’s
recollection of the unusual articulation of S. Carlo’s cupola -
arched windows separated by clustered pilasters — which was
not actually executed until after he left Rome, suggests that he
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had been associated with Rosati’s studio.® For the main front
Lemercier adopted the standard Roman form with an upper
storey narrower than the lower and though he retained Rosati’s
spacing of the Order, with less height he was able to reduce the
number of decorative elements. clarifying the composition and
allowing less interference with the horizontals. This first major
French attempt to revise the Roman form of church fagade in
accordance with academic principles has not generally been
enthusiastically received. The spacing of the Order, the size and
shape of the openings and the attempt to add movement by
varying the plasticity of the lower Order — whether considered
as a staid reflection or an academic correction of Maderno’s
Santa Susanna — have usually been criticised and Lemercier
himself took the opportunities given him by the Cardinal at
Richelieu and Rueil to attend to these matters, regularizing and
clarifying still further essentially the same ordonnance.”
Lemercier’s greatest success, however. was the most original
feature of his Sorbonne composition — the north fagade with its
magnificent portico providing access to the college court.
Treated in the grandest manner. according to Blondel. this
fagade was more regular than that of any other sacred monu-
ment in Paris: . . . nous ne pouvons trop en recommander
I'examen a nos Eléves'.

Before Lemercier's work at the Sorbonne. the regularization
of the Roman form of church fagade had been experimented
with several times by Martellange — notably in projects for Le
Puy in 1605, Avignon in 1617, Vienne in 1623 and Blois in
16248 In the Jesuit Noviciate in Paris, commissioned by Sublet
in 1630, Martellange perfected these experiments after experi-
ence of Lemercier’s work — elevations of the Sorbonne dated
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1630 survive amongst his papers.” Like Lemercier, Martellange
went back to the Roman school of Giacomo della Porta,
flourishing at the turn of the century when Martellange himself
was in Rome. His precise model was S. Maria dei Monti but he
adopted the Doric and Ionic Orders instead of the Corinthian
and Composite, revising the proportions accordingly, and
while retaining all the elements of della Porta’s facade he
pursued the ideals of clarity and regularity even further than his
Roman or French mentors — subjecting all the details to the
clearly sustained horizontals of the entablatures (like both della
Porta and Lemercier). of the socle upon which the upper Order
rests (like Lemercier) and of the string-courses aligned with the
entablatures of the central openings which bind the outer bays
and consoles to the central section. Martellange expressly
sought an undertaking from the Jesuit authorities that he would

144 Below Chileau of Blois, vault of the staircase in the Orléans Wing by
Frangois Mansart, 1635-38

145 Right Chatean of Blois, drawing of a project for reconstruction by
Frangois Mansarl, 1635. Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale

not be obliged to follow the orders of any Jesuit father but it i1s
hard to believe that his patrons, Sublet and the Fréarts, were
not closely involved with the design — as they themselves
claimed. They were certainly delighted with the finished build-
ing, to which Poussin contributed an altarpiece, and in his
Parallele Chambray boasts that “cette église est estimee la plus
réguliére de Paris, et quoy qu'elle ne soit pas chargée de tant
d’ornemens que quelques autres, elle paroist néantmoins fort
belle aux yeux des intelligens tout y estant fait avec une entente
extraordinaire’. Academic critics from Sauval in the seven-
teenth century to Blondel in the eighteenth agree and according
to Chantelou even Bernini considered the Noviciate ‘I'unique
piéce achevée qu’il etit vue a Paris’.!?

As a manifesto ol academic Classical principles the Noviciate

was a response to the design lately adopted by the Jesuits for the
fagade of their Maison Professe in Paris, now St Paul-St Louis.
The commission for the church had originally been given to
Martellange and his plans of 1625 incorporated a great niche in
the facade!! which, rather than anticipating High Baroque
developments, recalled the Nicchione of the Vatican Belvedere
—or Collin’s portal to the stables at Fontainebleau. Flanked by
an ordonnance derived from de Brosse’s nearby church of St
Gervais, this great niche might well have appealed to Mar-
tellange as a dramatic accent of less doubtful licence than de
Brosse's heavy segmental pediment, with its strange recession
reminiscent of the mannered composition of St Etienne-du-
Mont. Similarly the complete reliance on architectural mem-
bers — the Orders themselves and the pedimented doors, win-
dows and niches — and the sparing use of sculpture only in
association with the architectural members, seem to testify to a
rejection of the excesses of the late French Renaissance. Yet
Martellange’s fagade, at least as depicted by the foundation
medal, is not without a suggestion of the gaucheness present in
much of his work before his association with the circle of

Sublet.
Apparently for lack of sumptuousness, rather than for any
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gaucheness, Martellange's fagade design was rejected and work
began on the fagade early in 1629 to a new design by Pere
Francois Derand. Derand also referred to St Gervais but
instead of the single plane with the entablature breaking
forward over the columns. free-standing Orders and minimal
carved ornament of de Brosse’s composition, Derand broke the
central bay forward, increasing the plasticity of his Order from
half-columns on the side bays to three-quarter ones in the centre
—in the manner of Maderno - and applied ornament liberally —
in the manner of his Flemish contemporaries. Martellange
bitterly criticized this new project: apart from purely practical
considerations he condemned not only the profusion of carved
ornament in Derand’s project but the Roman Baroque con-
ception of movement as well. Though Derand was not sup-
planted this attack was not without its ettect and the variation
in the plasticity of the Order was suppressed. But in attracting
the attention and the support of Sublet and his cousins in this
dispute Martellange had the last word. In his journal on 19
October 1665 Chantelou reported that in connection with St
Paul-St Louis he had told the Jesuits that they had allowed
Derand and his Flemish cronies, whom they took to be oracles
in architecture. to spoil their church by covering its fagade with
‘vilains ornements’. The Jesuits responded that connoisseurs
were rare and it was necessary to please the multitude -
moreover Richelieu had found their church beautiful. Chan-
telou replied that the cardinal had been a very great minister but
had known little about architecture and that the advantage of
consulting connoisseurs was well borne out by the Noviciate
which, they were forced to agree, had received universal
approbation.!?

While Sublet and his circle. including Lemercier and Martel-
lange who knew early Baroque Rome. were bent on purifying
the French Classical tradition by rejecting both Mannerist and
Baroque techniques and promoting an academicism based on
the revision of late sixteenth-century ltalian forms. Frangois
Mansart. who had never been to Rome, was perfecting the
work of his French predecessors and invigorating the native
tradition by drawing upon much the same sources as those used
by the Roman Baroque masters themselves.'? In the first decade
of Richelieu’s ministry he had inherited the mantle of Salomon
de Brosse who. rejecting the essentially decorative Mannerism
associated with the circle of the du Cerceau in which he had
been trained, revived the logical and coherent approach to
ordonnance evolved by the mid-sixteenth-century masters,
Lescot and de I'Orme. Continuing de Brosse's experiments
under the patronage of members of the noblesse de robe, in 1635
in his plans for the reconstruction of the Chateau of Blois
commissioned by the king's brother Gaston d'Orléans. Mans-
art gave the fullest expression to the qualities generally associ-
ated with the French Classical spirit of the seventeenth century
~ clarity combined with subtlety. restraint with richness. obedi-
ence to a strict code of rules coupled with flexibility within
them. and concentration by the elimination of inessentials. Yet
in a way utterly characteristic of Frangois Mansart. great
individualist that he was. these plans for Blois also reveal an
interest in forms and techniques which were soon to become
hallmarks of the Roman High Baroque.

The principle of varying the plasticity of the Order in concert
with variations in the plane of the wall. exploited so brilliantly
by Maderno at S. Susanna and thereafter a characteristic
Roman High Baroque way of producing movement in a fagade,
was by no means new to France. Lescot and de I'Orme had seen
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in it the key to the solution of the basic French problem of
binding pavillons and corps-de-logis together into a consistent
whole, at once effecting transition from one mass to another in
the interest of unity and expressing distinction between the
masses in the interest of variety — a problem which little
concerned the Italians. with their preference for homogeneous
masses. until they began to experiment with the centrahzation
of their church facades in the late-sixteenth century. This
approach to ordonnance. further developed by Salomon de
Brosse to ensure the subordination of all the parts in a hier-
archically ordered whole. was fundamental to Frangois Man-
sart’s conception of scale and monumentality. At Blois. where
the site was irregular and the internal requirements more
complex than any faced by de Brosse. Mansart showed extra-
ordinary virtuosity in varying the expression of the strictly
correct Orders to achieve clarity in the definition of the parts
within a completely consistent whole and to provide the energy
which infuses the scheme with vitality. Thus. while Mansart’s

146 Below Paris, Hotel Lambert. begun by Louis Le Vau in 1640,
engraving of a section
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work at Blois might in this respect be compared with contemp-
orary developments in the Roman school of Maderno, its
significance lies more properly in the context of specifically
French developments.

Likewise it is unlikely that direct influence from contemp-
orary Rome would explain the appearance in Mansart’s Blois
project of other forms and devices popular with Baroque
masters: the curved fagades. the variety of interior shapes, the
vertical perspectives, the dramatic vistas. Quadrants at the head
of a court were familiar enough in France and already present
in Mansart’s earlier Hotel de I’Aubespine and Chateau de
Berny, but the semi-oval external walls of Blois were possibly
suggested by the work of Giovanni Battista Montano whose
influence on Mansart was already apparent in the altar of St
Martin-des-Champs. The oval chapel was closely related to
Mansart’s earlier plans for the church of the Visitation in Paris
which itself derives from sixteenth-century French sources and
Montano. The entrance pavilion with its cut-off dome sur-
mounted by a drum and a second dome with the lantern was
based on earlier experiments at the Visitation involving the
contrast of illuminated and shaded forms, but the principal
staircase, in which the quite dramatic lighting from diagonally
placed sources concealed from the main flight by the first floor
gallery. has no precise precedent. The great interior enfilades
derive from the French tradition, but Mansart showed his
originality with the landscaping, an exercise in urbanism on a
monumental scale anticipated only at Balleroy, in which the
chatean itself was to operate as the climax of converging open
vistas in the manner hardly more spectacularly developed later
by Le Notre.

Many of the same techniques appealed to the bold imagin-
ation of Mansart’s younger rival, Louis Le Vau, most of whose
major works belong to the period of Mazarin. Evolving the
plan of the Parisian /iotel side by side with Mansart in the last
seven or eight years of Richelieu, Le Vau's combination of
convenient distribution with vigorous forms can best be seen in
the héotel he built from 1640 onwards at the end of the lle St
Louis for the ostentatious financier J. B. Lambert: the curved
court fagade — the incoherent, essentially decorative ordonnance
which has more to do with ‘du Cercean’ Mannerism than
with mature Classicism — the variety of interior spaces including
oval vestibules. and above all the theatrical staircase contrived
to double back on itself to produce the maximum effect on the
visitor ascending through narrow dark flights on to a wide,
bright landing commanding an extensive vista through vesti-
bules and gallery up the river beyond. And it was his capacity
for good theatre which was to be the making of Louis Le Vauin
the period of Mazarin, the opening of which coincided with the
completion of the Hotel Lambert.

148 Opposite Vaux-le-Vicomle, chateau by Le Vau, gardens by André Le
Noire, 1657-61

Mazarin and the
minority of Louis X1V

With Sublet’s discomfiture in 1643 after the deaths of Richelieu
and Louis XII1, and the accession to power of Mazarin — the
Italian adventurer, protégé of those scions of the Roman
Baroque era the Colonna, the Sacchetti and the Barberini,
agent of Richelieu, confidant of the queen-—the pattern of
patronage radically altered.!* Mazarin replaced Sublet with the
ineffectual Le Camus and he himself set the style for the next
twenty years. Lemercier went on working at the Louvre as
Premier Architecte but was soon eclipsed by the more versatile,
less fastidious Le Vau in the service of Mazarin's richest and
most ostentatious ministers. Poussin had already returned to
Rome. Chambray accompanied his cousin into exile and
devoted himself to the task of setting down the ideals of his
administration in his Parallele which, significantly enough, was
published in 1650 at the moment during the Fronde when
Mazarin’s political demise seemed imminent.

Mazarin, as already suggested, may well have been respons-
ible for the broadening of Sublet’s policy of cultural chauvinism
by including the leading Italian masters in the royal invitation
to France. In 1644 he took this up again and tried to persuade
Bernini to come to Paris to transform the Hotel Tubeuf, which
he had leased at the end of the previous year, into a palazzo. He
failed. Overlooking the Premier Architecte, he turned to
Frangois Mansart whose reputation as a transformer of town
houses in particular was hardly yet rivalled, even by that of Le
Vau, and who was far the most imaginative — if not Baroque —
of any of the then established architects. Their relationship,
complicated by Mansart’s attitude to his patron during the
Fronde, proved to be unhappy and Mansart was never again
employed by the cardinal but he does seem to have been
responsible for the principal extensions to the Hotel Tubeuf
including superimposed galleries to the west of the garden.
Early in 1646 Giovanni Francesco Romanelli — pupil of Pietro
da Cortona and protégé of Francesco Barberini who had just
fled from the persecution of Innocent X to Mazarin's protection
in Paris — was engaged to decorate the upper gallery. In doing so
he introduced Paris to the approach of his master, then working
on the Pitti Palace in Florence, based on a combination of
luxuriant white and gold stucco work with simulated easel
pictures and dominated by great illusionist scenes of heaven.

Ceilings incorporating illusionist panels in steep perspective
were not new to France — Primaticcio and Niccolo del’Abbate
had introduced such panels, varied in shape and richly framed,
for the Galerie d'Ulysse at Fontainebleau and they had de-
corated the ceiling of the chapel of the Hotel de Guise with a
single unified composition of semi-illusionism. The second
school of Fontainebleau had largely ignored this approach and
it was not until the later years of Richelieu that Simon Vouet
took it up on his return to Paris, further developing it in the
light of his experience of later sixteenth-century and contem-
porary interiors in Italy. Amongst his earliest works of this type
was the gallery of the Chateau de Chilly, about 1631, where the
scheme as a whole followed the precedent set by Primaticcio
and Niccolo.'s However the overall effect of the heavy network
of stucco ornament must have been closer to Veronese ard the
principal frescoes, depicting the rising of the sun and of the
moon, were indebted to the great contemporary treatments of
similar subjects by Guido Reni and Guercino — Guido for
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individual motifs, Guercino for the conception di sorto in su.

Vouet's most important opportunities were provided in the
late 1630s and the 1640s by the queen mother. in works now
vanished, and by the Chancellor Séguicr who, prorégé of
Richelieu and one of the chief paladins of Mazarin’s era, was
shortly to be the promoter of Le Brun. The mixture as at Chilly
but with more of Veronese in the i sorro in su frescoes is
apparent in Séguier’s library and gallery, which Vouet decor-
ated in the 1640s, but for the chapel, 1638, he produced a single,
unified scheme of consistent illusionism inspired by the Guise
chapel.'® Whereas the latter was dominated by a continuous
relief-like frieze of figures, however, Vouet disposed his figures
freely behind a balustrade which suggested the termination of
the walls and the opening up of the room to the sky. This
initiative was not to be followed up in France until Le Brun
adopted it for the Salons de la Guerre and de la Paix at
Versailles in the 1680s. Contrary to it was the ceiling of the
Gallery of the Hotel de la Vrilliere which Frangois Perrier

149 Opposite above Versailles, garden front buill by Le Vau, 1669, enlarged
and altered by J. H. Mansart, from 1678

150 Opposite below Versailles, Galerie des Glaces by J. H. Mansart and
Charles Le Brun, begun 1678

151 Right Paris. Palais Mazann, detail from the vaull decoration of the
Galerie Mazarine (added by Mansart to the Hotél Tubeuf) by Francesco
Romanelli, 164647

152 Below Paris, Louvre, vaull decoration by Romanelli in the Salle des
Saisons, 1655-57
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painted in the late 1640s under the direction of Frangois
Mansart. Here the semi-illusionist scenes were viewed through
a painted framework of simulated architecture and stucco
recalling in many of its details Mansart’s treatment of the stone
vault above his staircase at Blois.

It is tempting to see Mazarin’s choice of Romanelli for the
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decoration of Mansart’s gallery at the Hotel Tubeuf as a
rejection of the work of Mansart and Perrier in favour of the
latest Italian developments and this was doubtless not un-
connected with the rift between Mansart and Mazarin. The
long narrow vault there was hardly suited to a single unified
exercise based upon a fixed viewpoint perspective or to the
highly plastic type of stucco work developed by his master, so
Romanelli divided it into panels and treated them as easel
pictures with relatively simple, interlocking frames, except for
the central panel which shows the “Fall of the Giants' in clumsy
perspective. This apparently appealed to the queen mother for
though Romanelli returned to Italy on the completion of his
work at the Hotel Tubeuf in 1648 he was called back in 1655 to
decorate her new summer apartment at the Louvre. 1f the
nature of the field in the Galeriec Mazarine seems to have
snggested a modification of the Baroque character of Cortona’s
work, the smaller, more compact rooms of the queen mother’s
apartment at the Louvre presented no such problem of unity.
With the possibility of a fixed viewpoint in the centre of such
rooms and with the lines of the structure as a framework,
Romanelli could choose either illusionist or non-illusionist
scenes, or both, and indulge in much more of Cortona’s rich
variety of forms and contours.

In the years before the Fronde — when the cardinal was active
as a patron of the High Baroque even in Rome. buying the
Palazzo Bentivoglio and commissioning the fagade of SS.
Vincenzo e Anastasio from Martino Longhi the younger —
Romanelli’'s was not the only ltalian art of any significance to
dazzle the French. A constant stream of Italian works of all
kinds flowed into the court of Mazarin, who was now an
insatiable collector. A devotee of the stage since his earliest
youth with the Jesuits and later the Barberini, Mazarin pro-
moted Italian operas and ballets at court, and the duke of
Parma, at the queen’s behest, sent Giacomo Torelli, one of the
leading stage designers of the day, to mount them.'” The
extravagant spectacle of his productions — dramatically lit,
using the richest materials, relying on the fusion of the arts for
their sumptuous vistas and fantastic feigned architectural

Vingte ot Lgntad Lo Lo gl du A hstiiner 4 Be prov o o ons . VB e Yo

settings — was not only to be reflected in the great trinmphs,
court fétes and pompes funébres throughout the reign but
informed the taste of the young king: the first major result was
the fairy-tale chateau—‘Palais d’Armide’ — which emerged from
the king's earliest embellishments at Versailles, with Le Notre's
gardens as much the setting for his spectacular féres as were Le
Brun's interiors the setting for his court; Marly was to be
another. In the short term, however, the ostentation of these
alien court entertainments did a great deal to increase the
bitterness felt by the bourgeoisie over the employment of
Italians by Mazarin's régime, and the disaffection of the very
class promoted by Richelieu to the disadvantage of the noblesse
d'épée was seen by the latter as the opportunity to reassert itself.
The outbreak of the Fronde in 1648 marked a devastating
reversal of Mazarin’s fortunes and temporarily terminated the
development of French Baroque: its most brilliant phase
opened with his final triumph in 1653,

Meanwhile the fortunes of Frangois Mansart too had
suffered a sharp setback when in 1646 the queen mother
replaced him with Lemercier on the commission for the Val-de-
Grace — which involved not only a major church but a vast
palace in whose plan he took up again his experiments with the

153 Left Versailles, engraving of the Cour de Marbre built by Philibert Le
Roy and Lows Le Vau, 1624-69

154 Above Fresnes by Frangois Mansart, 164450, section of the Chapel

155 Opposite Paris, Vat-de-Grice, church by Frangois Mansarl and
Jacques Lemercier, begun 1645
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ESLEVATION EN PERSPECTIVE AVEC VNE PARTIE DV PAL- W& j

SAGE DV LIEV POVR LEQVEL IAY FAICT CE DESSEIN

D. 4. Par ANTHOINE'LE PAVTRE Architrcte du Rey Auce Brulloger”

156 Above Antoine Le Pautre’s design for a chareau. engraving of a general
view, 1652

PLAN DV sxcoND ESTAGL

157 Left Antoine Le Paulre’s design for a chareau. engraving of a plan of
the ground and first floors, 1652

158 Below Maisons by Frangois Mansart, 1642-46, frontispiece of entrance
front of the Chaleau

FERRY

e

8 o 3 .. Sy ap
development of vistas through interrelated spaces of richly ¥ : = = =~
varied forms. After the Fronde he had to rely on the patronage 2 ¢ f ,-.i 41
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of the more fastidious members of the noblesse de robe. One b L : L N
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such was the secretary of state, Henri de Guénégaud, who gave ﬂ ",, 3
him the opportunity at Fresnes to carry out a reduced version of : ¥ . 3 Pl
his scheme for the church of ll?c Val-idc-Gra‘ccl The cluh(‘)rzllmn B SA, . - i ra
of the theme of the assumption of the Virgin, to which the - S

chapel was dedicated, provided a startling anticipation of that ,
dramatic extension through the architectural space of the m— G e
movement of figures represented in painting and sculpture, ‘ _
which was to be so brilliantly exploited in Bernini’s later
churches: at Fresnes statues of the apostles were arranged in
expressive postures on either side of the empty tomb on the
main altar, looking up to a painting of the Virgin ascending in |
the canopy over the altar, and to God the Father waiting to :
receive her in the main dome. - e A T
Perhaps the most fastidious of all Mansart's pdtron\ was ' -
René de Longueil who in 1642 gave him the opportunity at ——

Maisons to build and rebuild in his incessant quest for per- - .
fection. The Chateau is widely considered the principal master- | I ’
piece of French Classical architecture and in the same way as " : ‘ :
the architect of the Parthenon envigorated the rigorous system : :
within which he worked by cross-fertilizing it with the Ionic, b ‘ —l
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Frangois Mansart envigorated the rigorous system of his own
time by the restrained use of such Baroque devices as playful
sculpture, the subtle variation of the form of the Order in
response to the complex projection and recession of planes to
produce movement in the fagades. and curved fagades
contrasted in plan with curved interiors. And the Chateau was
the culmination of a vast landscaping exercise dominated by
extended open vistas across the fields and the forecourts, past
the conmmuns whose Orders were proportioned to enhance the
apparent size of the Chateau, and beyond through the terraces
patterned to reflect the symmetry and order of the building
iself.

(51
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159 Top Le Raincy by Louis Le Vau, engraving of the general view,
started before 1645

160 Left Paris, Hotel de Beauvais by Antoine Le Paulre, engraving of the
plan of the first floor, 1652-55

161 Above Le Raincy, engraving of the plan of the ground floor by Louis
Le Vau, before 1645

Meanwhile, during the Fronde. while Chambray saw his
chance to publish Sublet’s principles in 1650. Antoine Le Pautre
looked for a different outcome to the cardinal’s difficulties and
dedicated his Desseins de plusieurs Palais to Mazarin in 1652,
Le Pautre had subscribed to the ideas of the author of the
Paralléle in his first important work, the austere chapel of Port-
Royal, 1646, with its fagade recalling the north portico of
Lemercier’s Sorbonne chapel. His “plusicurs Palais’. on the
other hand, show no restraint whatsoever: vast and crushing in
scate and weight. powerful in massing, energetic in sculptural
detail, drawing the maximum effect from the contrast of
concave and convex forms, rich in internal vistas, there is
nevertheless a sense of self-conscious Mannerisim about most of
the plans and in some designs (e.g. the second project). there is a

156. 157



162 Above Vaux-le-Vicomle by Lows Le Vau, salon

163 Left Vaux-le-Vicomte, Chambre du Roi by Louis Le Vau and Charles
Le Brun

Mannerist tension between the lucid Palladian plan and the
bombastic motifs of the elevation.’ The only analogy for this
sort of thing in France was the work of Louis Le Vau - though,
as we shall see, he was unable to handle disparate elements as
convincingly as Le Pautre and one has to look to Vanbrugh as
Le Pautre’s worthiest disciple. The only French artist to share
his enthusiasm for atlantes was the Provengal Pierre Puget. A
pupil of Pietro da Cortona, after assisting at the Pitti from
1640-43 he spent much time in Toulon where the portal he
applied to the Hatel de Ville in 1656 was supported by powerful
figures freer in their modelling and more fluid in their com-
position than anything yet seen in Paris.

If his book did not succeed in attracting the patronage of
Mazarin to its author, a prominent member of the queen
mother’s circle, Catherine de Beauvais. had from Le Pautre
perhaps the most persuasively Baroque /iétel ever built in Paris.
Its bizarre distribution was in fact dictated by a wildly irregular
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site, and the curved fagades of the court were actually suggested
by existing foundations. But if the boldness of Le Pautre’s
response to the challenge is worthy of Borromini, the virtuosity
of his solution to the problem of fitting individually sym-
metrical rooms into the fabric is perhaps more reminiscent of
Vignola at Caprarola or the Villa Giulia. Like his contem-
porary altar at St Laurent — with its concave side bays — and
his later fagade to the Jesuit church at Lyons — with its Orders
increasing in plasticity in response to the projection of its
central bay — the fagade of the Hotel de Beauvais on the rue St
Antoine — with the contrasting curves of its entrance portal in
particular — acknowledges the influence of contemporary
Rome. From the balcony above the portal. appropriately
enough, Anne of Austria watched the theatrical entry of her son
and daughter-in-law into Pans along a processional way
punctuated with extravagantly sumptuous triumphal arches —
of which Le Brun's were the finest — the first of the great series of
spectacles translated for the king from the stage of Torelli to the
streets of his capital and the terraces of his gardens.

On Mazarin's return after the Fronde. Mansart did not
regain official favour. Having been granted the government of
the Chateau of Vincennes and seeking an architect to transform
it in 1654, Mazarin chose Le Vau from a short list — which
included Mansart and Le Muet — presented to him by his
secretary Colbert.’® The colossal Order of Le Vau's twin
rectangular blocks is Baroque in scale and weight but hardly
more Baroque in practice than it had been in the hands of
Bullant in the late sixteenth century and his portal is a solhd
Classical exercise. On the death of Lemercier in 1654, Le Vau
became Premier Architecte charged with the completion of
the Louvre. Pressing on from 1660 with the continuation of the
south and north wings, begun under Lescot and Lemercier
adding a weighty frontispiece of colossal Corinthian columns,
borrowed from Bullant at Ecouen, as the south portal — he
remodelled the Petite Galerie after a fire in 1661 and began
planning the important wing which was to close the com-
position on the east.

Besides these great royal works. it was for Mazarin and the
most powerful members of his regime that Le Vau produced his
most spectacular works. For the Secretary of State Hugues
de Lionne, he built one of the most important Aétels in Paris at
the end of the period — with a theatrical staircase approached on
the long axis of the vestibule through a triple arched opening.
Above all he built the chareaux of Le Raincy and Vaux-le-
Vicomte and transformed Mecudon for the Intendant des Fi-
nances Bordier and the joint Surintendants des Finances Fou-
quet and Servien respectively. Of these the first, built just before
the Fronde, was Le Raincy. Here he demonstrated his skill in
internal distribution to meet new standards of comfort and
convenience and made his first experiments with Baroque
massing by introducing a great oval central pavilion which
dominated the composition and projected the main reception
rooms into the garden but disrupted the plan and interrupted

164 Top right Paris, Collége des Qualre Nations (now Institut de France),
begun 1662 by Louis Le Vau

165 Centre right Paris, Holel Lambert, Galeric d'Hercule by Lows Le Vau
and Charles Le Brun, begun ¢. 1650

166 Right Paris, Lonvre, Galerie d'Apollon by Louis Le Vau and Charles
Le Brun, 1661-63
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the inconsistently articulated fagades on both sides with its
curved projections. At Meudon, after the Fronde, he modified
this device, curving only the corners of the pavilion on either
side of a flat frontispiece which was bound to the corps-de-logis
by continuous superimposed Orders. At Vaux (1657)— his most
brilliant plan from the point of view of convenience — the central
pavilion containing the oval salon projects only on the garden
fagade but with its curvature emphasized by a huge dome and
again with no consistent use of the Orders it is hardly less
disruptive than at Le Raincy. On the court side concave walls
provide a one-storey link across the corps-de-logis between the
central and intermediate pavilions on the doubled sides.

Influential as the approach to planning developed in these
works was to be, their composition reveals Le Vau's failure to
understand Baroque techniques, in particular to control the
movement introduced into fagades by curvature or to produce
it by varying the plasticity of a consistent Order; indeed given
his vigorous approach to massing his free use of the Orders —
essentially decorative in the tradition associated with the du
Cerceau rather than architectonic — actually inhibited the
production of the dramatic climax which was the principal aim
of Baroque composition. In his work for the executors of
Mazarin’s will, the Collége des Quatre Nations, begun in 1662,
this is particularly apparent. The domed church flanked with
quadrant wings, combining motifs from Pietro da Cortona and
Borromini, presents a dramatically effective ensemble but the
interpolation of superimposed Orders on the quadrants be-
tween the colossal Order of the sides and the centre again
disrupts the unity of the composition and prevents that power-
ful centralizing effect achieved in the Roman models.

Le Vau's project for the completion of the Louvre - under
execution in 1663 — was Baroque in scale and, part of a truly
monumental scheme embracing the Collége des Quatre Nat-
ions, seems to demonstrate a greater understanding of the need
for a consistent articulation than any of Le Vau's earlier works:
the Order of colossal Corinthian columns applied rather awk-
wardly as the frontispiece of his extended south wing in 1660,
and reflected on the other side of the river by the Collége, was
spread over the entire eastern fagade, including the side pav-
ilions and the vigorously projecting central pavilion containing
yet another vast oval salon. As Le Vau had realized twenty
years earlier at the Hotel Lambert the strength of a colossal
Order was required when a building was to be viewed from afar
but still there was no attempt to vary its plasticity, to harness
the power of the massing, express the distinction between the
corps-de-logis and the pavilions and to provide the sort of
variety within an overall unity of which Frangois Mansart was
such a master.

At Vaux, of course, the building — with all its faults — is by no
means the whole story. Set in Le Notre's splendid garden -
based on the principle, already developed by Frangois Mansart
at Blois and Maisons, of placing the c/iiareau at the climax of the
extended open vistas to which vast tracts of the landscape were
subjected —and decorated with Le Brun’'s sumptuous ceilings of
painting and stucco above tiers of richly framed panels of
painted arabesques, it was the most startling ensemble of the
day.

Le Vau had employed Romanelli at Le Raincy but he first
worked with Le Brun about 1650—shortly after Le Brun’s
return from Rome—on the Hotel Lambert gallery.?® There,
faced like Romanelli in the Galerie Mazarine with a long, low,
narrow vault, Le Brun divided the field with painted architect-

ure — resting on the continuous cornice of the real Order
framing the entrance — and, more imaginatively than Roman-
elli, he simulated the sky at the ends as the scene for suitable
mythologies and suspended feigned tapestries as velaria — like
Raphael at the Farnesina — across the central sections. At Vaux,
on the other hand — after Romanelli had confirmed Cortona’s
approach in the popularity of the court with his work for the
queen mother — Le Brun drew upon his first-hand experience of
the great rooms at the Pitti. Above similar rich white and gold
stucco coves dominated by winged non-illusionist figures of
Fame supporting rrompe-/'oeil medallions and panels whose
frames curl into volutes to ease the transition from wall to cove,
he opened illusionist scenes like Cortona — and Romanelli.
Exuberant asit was and Baroque in the combination of the arts,
Cortona’s work at the Pitti carefully observed the inviolability
of the frames and, establishing decisive contrasts in the white
and gold stucco work, ensured that each element of the design
was self-contained. It was on precisely this principle, and with

"decreasing importance placed on the profusion of stucco motifs

and illusionism, that Le Brun forged for Louis X1V the style of
decoration which. first expressed on a royal scale in 1663 on the
vault of the Galerie d’Apollon at the Louvre — where height and
breadth permitted a much more stunning variety of shapes and
depth of relief than in the Galerie Mazarine or that in the Hotel
Lambert -~ was to reach its apotheosis in the Grands
Appartements at Versailles — ‘Baroque tamed by the French
Classical spirit’.

The influence of Mazarin's taste survived his death. It is
apparent not only in the designs approved by Colbert for the
College des Quatre Nations but also in the choice of Guarino
Guarini as the architect for the other building provided for in
the cardinal’s will, Sainte Anne-la-Royale. This was to be the
church of the Theatine order, which Mazarin had introduced to
France in 1644, and had it been completed it would have been
the only unequivocally Baroque building in Paris. For this very
reason it fell victim, before it was far advanced, to the change of
artistic climate following Bernini's unsuccessful visit to France.
This in fact followed a severe reversal of Le Vau’s own fortunes;
indeed, the chief legacies of the Baroque era of Mazarin —
briskly terminated not by the king’s assumption of personal
power but by the dismissal and arrest of Fouquet organized by
Colbert after the great fére which launched Vaux — were the
interiors of Le Brun and the gardens of Le Nétre. For while Le
Brun and Le Nétre brought to the era of Colbert precisely that
combination of sumptuousness and order which the prestige
and power of the new monarchy required, Le Vau emerged

. from his discomfiture only by changing his style.

167 Opposite Versailles, Salon de la Guerre by J. H. Mansart, Coysevox
and Le Brun, begun 1678

168 Overleaf Versailles, Chapel by J. H. Mansart with paintings by
Antoine Coypel and Charles de la Fosse, 1688-1710
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Colbert and the maturity
of Louis XIV

On | January 1664 Mazarin's protégé, Colbert. ofhicially
assumed the responsibilities of Surintendant des Batiments.?!
He was the supreme example of the type of statesman to emerge
in France through the policy of promoting the bourgeoisie
under Richelieu and he began to fill the role which Sublet de
Noyers had cast for himself — with the Perraults, of similarly
respectable bourgeois origins, in place of the Fréarts. Unlike
Sublet, however, his conception of *bon gout’ was flexible and
responded to extra-artistic considerations. As one contem-
porary observer put it ‘ce n'était pas particuli¢rement qu’il
aimait les artistes et les savants; ¢’était comme homme d’'Etat
qu'il les protégeait, parce qu'il avait reconnu que les Beaux-Arts
sont seuls capables de former et dimmortaliser les grands
Empires’ .22 Thus it is not necessary to see in his first important
act as Surintendant — the cessation of work on Le Vau's project
for the Louvre and the submission of that project to the
criticism of Le Vau's colleagues in both France and Italy?3 —any
hostility to the Baroque tendencies in the work of the architect
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whose carcer he had hitherto done much to further - most
recently in retaining him for the College des Quatre Nations.
Rather it was dictated by considerations of prestige and power.
The prestige of the Louvre as the principal residence of the
greatest king in Europe demanded the greatest architectural
talent, and Colbert hoped to commission Frangois Mansart,
who had been working on the Louvre for some time: unable to
hold Mansart to a specific project, however. he turned to the
Italians and attracting Bernini, widely considered the greatest
master in Europe, gained the added advantage of despoiling the
pope. Hardly less important was Colbert’s determination to
destroy the power which the Premier Architecte had gained at
the expense of the Surintendant des Batiments under his weak
predecessor, in the interest of centralized control over all the

169 Below Frangois Mansart, drawing of a project for the east wing of the
Louvre, ¢. 1664 Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale

170 Bottom left Frangois Mansart, plan of a project for the east wing of
the Louvre, 1664 Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale

171 Bottom right Pietro da Corlona, drawing of a project for the west wing
of the Louvre, 1664 Paris, Musée du Louvre

organs of the state — art and artists included. The manoeuvre
had considerable artistic consequences however, for from it
emerged the hybrid style of the new Louvre and Versailies

Baroque in scale, richness of materials, colour, but regulated in
accordance with academic Classical principles, even when
relying on the fusion of the arts in interiors — which at once
satisfied the king’s taste for display, responded to Colbert’s
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ideal of order, and expressed their common conception of the
grandeur of the French monarchy.

From the surviving proposals of Le Vau's colleagues for the
east front of the Louvre three different approaches emerge: Le
Vau’s scheme with a colossal Order rising from the ground was
favoured by Frangois Mansart and Pierre Cottard; Lescot’s
scheme of the interior court with its superimposed Orders, first
translated to the extertor by Lemercier ten years earlier, was
favoured by Jean Marot: a colonnade supported by a rusticated
basement was favoured by Léonor Houdin in a strictly Classi-
cal, indeed Bramantesque, interpretation of the traditional
French chateau entrance screen dating from 1661, and by
Claude Perrault, brother of Colbert’s chief conumis Charles, in a
lost project which later testimony claims anticipated the sol-
ution ultimately adopted. I

In an incredibly complex series of drawings — demonstrat-
ing precisely that inability, or unwillingness, to bring the creative
process to a practical conclusion which made it impossible for
Colbert to retain him — Frangois Mansart brought his own style
to its apogee.?* It is not possible, considering them, any longer
to speak of Mansart as merely envigorating French Classicism:
his ideas for the Louvre are quite distinctly Baroque in their

172 Top Bernini, drawing of the first project for the east wing of the
Louvre, 1664 (Sir Anthony Blunt Collection)

173 Above Bernini, engraving of the final project for the east front of the
Louvre, 1665

174 Opposite Paris, Val-de-Grace, baldacchino by Gabriel Le Duc, 1664

scale, in the vigour of their massing, in the movement explicit in
curved fagades and Orders of varied plasticity, in their planning
for dramatic vistas through richly diversified room shapes, not
only along the principal axes at right angles to one another but
along the diagonals as well. Yet there is no specifically Roman
importation in all this torrent of invention: on the contrary the
colossal Corinthian Order was doubtless suggested by Le Vau’s
existing work, and the massing of differentiated blocks, the
ordonnance based on the principle of progression in plasticity,
the planning about enfilades, were all the essential characteris-
tics of the French tradition which Mansart had inherited from
de Brosse, de 1'Orme, and Lescot and which he had begun to
develop thirty years before he turned his attention to the
Louvre.

According to Charles Perrault Colbert admired his brother’s
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colonnade, but it did not conform to the existing work — one of
Colbert’s chief concerns — and of those French architects whose
designs did so conform none was considered worthy. At first Le
Vau's projects were sent to Italy for criticism but then Colbert
asked the Italians for original designs: Bernini, Cortona,
Rainaldi and the otherwise unknown Candiani responded.
Colbert wanted as much of the existing building as possible to
be kept, and Cortona and Rainaldi clearly tried to work in what
they believed to be the French royal idiom. Rainaldi produced a
bizarre composition of pavilions and corps-de-logis of exag-
gerated verticality with a second Order superimposed over the
already colossal Corinthian suggested by Le Vau and kiosks
bearing vast crowns further superimposed on the pavilions. In
several alternative projects Cortona also wrestled un-
successfully with the alien approach to massing in terms of
pavilions and corps-de-logis and in one case also strove for
verticality by superimposing a second Order over one of
colossal Corinthian pilasters. However in his design for
the west front, with its concave and convex segments of
wall, though retaining a disproportionate central pavilion
which seems based on Le Vau's, he reverted to the Roman type
of palazzo tagade developed after Bramante by Sangallo and
Michelangelo with its Order raised on a rusticated basement to
embrace two storeys below a concealed roof. Bernini on the
other hand. though keeping all the existing work, made no
concession to its style beyond the adoption of a colossal
Corinthian Order. The great central oval pavilion in his first
scheme, containing a vast salon, was doubtless suggested by Le
Vau but in setting it off against concave wings he used one of the
most characteristic techniques of the Roman High Baroque
and his composition here seems to retlect the plate of the so-
called Temple of Honour and Virtue in Jacopo Lauri’s Anti-
quae urbis splendor. Indeed Baroque architects like Bernini,
generally interested in the plans and forms of ancient buildings
rather than their details, were inspired as much by fantastic
reconstructions, like those of Montano (or Lauri), as by the
actual remains. Moreover Bernini apparently sought to appeal
to French taste by referring to the Venetian School — which his
comments to his French guide, Chantelou, later indicate he
despised: he combined the loggias of Sansovino’s Library with
the clustered pilasters and half columns of his colossal Order in
a scheme which otherwise suggests Michelangelo’s Palazzo det
Conservatori.

Whether or not one takes Colbert’s praise of Bernini’s
scheme — ‘superbe et magnifique . . . * — at its face value, his
criticisms were concerned with practical considerations of
climate, convenience, comfort and security — the darkness of the
great central salon, the impracticability of flat roofs in Paris, the
concealment which would-be assassins might find amongst the
arcades — and betray no overt objections to Bernini’s style.
However, he did find the crowned oval extraordinary, and
perhaps even deformed. and he did require that the king's
palace should be, and should appear to be, overwhelmingly
strong. For that, he stressed, it was not necessary to construct a
fortress but simply to ensure that the entries could not easily be
approached and that the structure ‘imprime le respect dans
I'esprit des peuples et leur laisse quelque impression de sa
force’.2s

Angry though he was, Bernini responded with an enlarged
second project of three floors, the upper two articulated with a
colossal Order resting on a rusticated basement — as in Michel-
angelo’s Palazzo dei Senatori — in which the oval central

pavilion is suppressed in favour of a great curved central block
concentric with the rest of the fagade, offering arcaded galleries
only on the upper two floors. Though this too was open to
practical criticism it appecaled to the king, and Bernini was
invited to Paris to sort out the difficulties on the spot. Given
a quasi-royal progress through France and received by
Chantelou near Paris he spent the summer and early autumn of
1665 transforming this second project into the definitive one.
The ordonnance and basic divisions of the three-storey fagade
remained but with the curves and the external loggias removed
this certainly satisfied Colbert’s requirement of apparent
strength. Colbert had more difficulty however in concentrating
Bernini’s attention on the internal requirements of the palace
and little success at all in persuading him to renounce the
extravagance of refacing the existing buildings. Though
contrary to French tradition the scheme was adopted and
Bernini was pressed to remain in France to execute it, despite the
fact that with his arrogance and rudeness he disparaged his
French colleagnes, openly insulted Charles Perrault and
exasperated Colbert himself — for he retained the king's
admiration.

After the laying of the foundation stone on 17 October 1665
and Bernini's departure, work on the foundations proceeded
slowly and over the next year the French opposition mobilized
itself. Charles Perrault took every opportunity to play upon
Colbert’s own misgivings about the cost and impracticability of
Bernini's project an.d thonugh both Le Vau and Mansart were
asked for new projects Colbert, wishing to retain the king's
commitment to his Paris residence, apparently felt it unwise
to counteract his master’s enthusiasm for Bernini’s scheme. In
April 1667, however, preoccupied with the augmentation of
Versailles the king was finally persuaded to abandon Bernini’s
plans, and a commission composed of Le Vau, Le Brun and
Claude Perrault was set up to complete the Louvre. A year later
Colbert himself explained to Chantelou that Bernini’s project,
‘quoique beau et noble’, was so ill-conceived in so far as the
comfort of the king was concerned that after the expense of 10
million fivres on it His Majesty would be as cramped as ever: he,
Colbert, had insisted that the king’s apartment could properly
be sited only in the south wing, where it was, ‘mais que le
Cavalier n'avait point entré la-dedans. et ne voulait faire les
choses qu’a sa fantaisie’.°

Apart from the foundations for his Louvre scheme, the only
tangible result of Bernini’s visit was the splendid bust of the
king which he carved while in Paris — even the equestrian statue
ordered at that time was out of fashion when it ultimately
reached Versailles in 1685. Yet his work was certainly not
without influence. Before and after his visit various church
fittings throughout France were modelled on his baldacchino of
St Peter’s. The most notable, perhaps, is the high altar of the
Val-de-Grace designed by Le Duc in 1664. When the drawings
for it were shown to Bernini in Paris his reaction was one of
disparagement but his revisions were not followed. Of more
fundamental importance, however, were his Louvre projects
themselves. If the third project for the east front, which was
engraved, is submitted to the criticism spelt out in the mid-
eighteenth century by J. F. Blondel the result is very close to the
scheme actually adopted for the south front and its expression
in terms of the colonnade of the east front.2” Thus the executed
projects for the Louvre may be seen as academic Classical
revisions of Bernini’s Roman Baroque composition and the
Louvre fagades, together with the garden fagade of Versailles —
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the design for which must be viewed in the light of developments
at the Louvre — provided four generations of royal academicians
with their principal models for monumental architecture.

According to the register of the deliberations of Colbert’s
commission, kept by Charles Perrault, it was Colbert’s order
that Le Vau, Le Brun and Claude Perrault should work on the
project in common so that none of them could claim the
authorship to the prejudice of the others. However, unable to
agree on a single design the commission submitted two "dont
I'un étoit orné d un Ordre de colonnes formant un perystile ou
galerie au-dessus du premier ¢tage et I'autre ¢toit plus simple et
plus uni sans Ordre de colonnes’.*® According to Charles
Perrault the division was between his brother on the one hand
and Le Vau and Le Brun on the other. Consistently referring to
the scheme with the colonnade as his brother’s. he reported that
Le Vau was responsible for the one without Orders ~which.
unlike the colonnade. accorded with the existing south wing —
and the surviving drawings include a version of it generally
attributed to Le Brun. Perrault also relates that Colbert pre-
ferred the scheme without Orders — indeed. i1t had been Col-
bert's persistent concern that the new work should accord with
the old — but the king chose the colonnade scheme on 13 May
1667.2°

At first 1t was ntended that the new east wing should be
joined to the north and south wings as planned by Le Vau butin
June 1668 the project was revised to provide for the doubling of
the south wing so that the king. the queen. the royal family and
their attendants could be accommodated in the most agreeable
part of the chareau. The revised project was criticised.
presumably by Charles Perrault whose job it was as comumis of
the Surintendant des Batiments to assess projects. and defended
by Frangois Le Vau, Louis™ brother who had long worked for
Colbert and who had been called upon to review projects of the
Premier Architecte at least twice before: their comments
provide the key to the transformation of the Baroque schemes

175 Paris, Louvre, easl front (Colonnade) by Claude Perrault, Louis Le
Vau and Charles Le Brun, 1667-70
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for the Louvre into models of academic French Classicism.3°
Frangois Le Vau's principal aim was to demonstrate that the
advantages to be gained by doubling the south wing - ‘la
commodité . .. la beauté et la bienséance’ (“"comfort. beauty
and propriety”) — would be worth the expense of time and
money involved. To provide all the accommodation needed by
the royal family and their attendants in the south wing, Lescot’s
attic would be replaced with one great storey or two small ones
above that of the king. giving the building a height pro-
portioned not only to its length but to its usage: the now
necessarily colossal Order would be applied both to the east and
the south fronts. Charles Perrault condemned in particular the
placing of an obviously habitable storey above that of the king,
as contrary to bienséance. and the use of a colossal Order. cut by
the floor it should have been supporting, as irrational. Frangois
Le Vau replied that bienséance equally required a second storey
for the Enfants de France and that the proportions of the fagade
as a whole required an Order of great weight and majesty.

Whatever the role of Louis Le Vau in the evolution of the
1667 project for the Louvre, Frangois Le Vau's involvement in
the revision of that project went further than mere advocacy. In
so far as his defence specifically deals with the east wing it is
closely related to a project published over his own name, in
which the revised end pavilions are almost direct quotations of
the corps-de-logis of Pietro da Cortona’s west front and
this design marks the transition from the project of 1667 to the
executed one3! The latter followed Frangois Le Vau's ap-
proach for the side pavilions, doubling the side pilasters, but the
simplified central pavilion was also derived from Cortona’s
‘quarto disegno’: there was to be only one attic storey above the
king's floor but. as in Frangois Le Vau’s project. the Order
embracing both these storeys was greater than that of the 1667
colonnade: the medallions of Lescot. used in the 1667 project
above the first-floor windows. were kept instead of the rect-
angular panels which Le Vau borrowed from Cortona for the
blind attic of his east facade.

The general disposition of a rusticated basement supporting
an Order before the piano nobile with an attic above the Order
and the specific use of rectangular panels above the first-floor
windows provide an intriguing link between Frangois Le Vau's
project for the Louvre and the scheme devised at much the same
time — probably in the spring of 1668 — for the new garden range
at Versailles. If one were to search for a French precedent for the
Roman approach to ordonnance which the king was known to
prefer after the visit of Bernini — as the office of the Premier
Architecte presumably did when planning the enlargement of
Versailles early in 1668 — one could hardly do better than
Salomon de Brosse's Palais des Etats at Rennes — itself derived
from the Roman tradition of Bramante through Primaticcio’s
Aile de la Belle Cheminée at Fontainebleau — which includes
even the deep central recession in the first floor. so important to
the new work at Versailles. One need only replace de Brosse's
high roof with an attic above the Order and add rectangular
panels above the windows of the piano nobile to have all the
essentials of the Versailles scheme.

The discussion between the architects concerned and the
officials in the Surintendance about the revision of the 1667
Louvre project shows that the transformation of the Roman
forms of Bernini and Cortona into the principal models of later
French Classical architecture was directed in accordance with
basic academic principles — bienséance or convenance above all.
and vraisemblance — and this was clearly Claude Perrault’'s

149



128 Part I France

176 Versailles, engraving of the Escalier des Ambassadeurs by Louis Le
Vau and Charles Le Brun, begun in 1671

role3?  Charles Perrault’s objections to the projected
heightening of the south wing were precisely those Claude
raised against the proposal to complete the Cour carrée by
substituting a full Order for Lescot’s attic: that it was contrary
to convenance to raise a habitable storey of equal magnificence
over that of the king and that the height of a building should not
necessarily be proportioned to its length. Moreover the
colonnade, compared by Perrault to the peristyle of an antique
temple, is strictly Roman in the detail of its Order and Claude
was the one member of the Commission with pronounced
archaeological leanings.

As Colbert’s principal advisers on architectural theory the
Perraults would have played a role similar to that of the Frearts
under Sublet, and Charles Perrault, like Chambray, wrote a
Paralléle of the *Ancients” and "Moderns’. The similarity stops
there for, whereas Chambray preached the need to return to the
ancient Classical authorities and learn again to apply their ideas
in all their purity, Perrault dared to suggest that blind adulation
of the Antique was irrational and that his own contemporaries
had made great advances on it. Chambray’s views reflect
those of Sublet but Sublet’s policy was to provide an authorita-
tive French school of art: Perrault’s views reflect the conclusion
which Colbert drew logically enough from the same policy. If
Colbert’s conception of state order required rules for the arts,
his conception of French prestige required that those rules
should be French and, therefore, modern. Thus, ironic as it may
seem that an independent-minded critical spirit should be
brought to the service of the authoritarian state, it is clear that
the very idea of an absolute standard of beauty, embodied in the
Antique, had to be challenged if an authoritative French
standard was to be set up - that Claude Perrault in his
ordonnance had to demonstrate that beauty was relative if he
was to clear the way for the acceptance of a definitive French
schedule of proportions.

Most of the inconsistencies in the alignment of the leading

figures of the period can, in fact, be explained in terms of

expediency. Charles Perrault well illustrated the anomaly of Le
Brun'’s position as champion of the Ancients, for instance, when
praising him in Les Hommes Illustres as the greatest of the
Moderns. The hero of the Ancients, Poussin, had failed to

provide a model in the Grande Galerie of the Louvre for the
type of decoration which the courts of Mazarin and Louis X1V
required, and Raphael, at the Farnesina and Villa Madama,
was hardly an adequate alternative: but in taking Cortona as
his model Le Brun was more successful than almost any other
French artist in using Baroque devices. For in Cortona’s work
he found an inspiration well attuned to his native ability to
handle vast compositions in a free and lively manner, to cover
vast spaces with a vigorous but coherent fusion of the arts, and
however sincere his admiration for Poussin and Raphael there
is more than a trace of personal ambition, of concession to the
regime of Colbert, in his dogmatic stand for the Ancients in
theory — reflected in his practice as a not always happy con-
straint on his native talents. By the same token the anti-
academic stance of Mignard, who supplanted Le Brun under
Louvois, can similarly be fully explained only in terms of
personal rivalry. For his part, Claude Perrault — the Modern -
was in practice inspired by the Antique and drew directly upon
his study of it in the transformation of the Baroque projects for
the Louvre to meet the needs of the king and Colbert, yet he
discussed the proposals of his colleagues not primarily in the
habitual terms of the proportions and details of the Orders but
of vraisemblance and convenance — of what was true, or at least
apparently true, to physical realities and of what was appropri-
ate for modern usage, in particular the usage of the king of
France. And though submission to the rules of proportion in
architecture was obviously a fundamental condition of Col-
bert’s rational order for the arts, it was above all their confor-
mity to the rules of convenance, reflecting the hierarchical order
of the French monarchy, which gave the Colonnade and the
garden fagade of Versailles their authoritativeness.

The new work at Versailles enveloping the original ciateau of
Louis X111 was underway by autumn of 1668 and, halted in
1669 when a more radical rebuilding exercise was briefly
entertained, completed in 1671. The facade was altered for the
insertion of the Galerie des Glaces and addition of the vast
north and south wings by J.H. Mansart in 1678. Though Colbert
and his assistants ensured that the king received a building of
high quality — in its original form - inevitably it was outshone
by the splendour of the gardens and interior decorations which
preoccupied the king as the setting for his court. Unequalled in
extent and variety though they were, Le Notre's gardens were
based on the principles he had applied at Vaux and the
Tuileries and which Frangois Mansart had evolved at Blois and
Maisons. The interiors, executed by Le Brun between 1671 and
1686, are based on a similar combination of the arts as those at
Vaux and the Galerie d’Apollon in the Louvre but the high
relief stucco work, especially the figural element, is reduced, the
integrity of the painted zones is never violated, and though
illusionist panels generally occupied the centres of the ceilings
and in the corners of the greater rooms glimpses of the sky are
revealed beyond balustrades with spectators, non-illusionist
panels play an increasingly important role. The walls are now
covered with velvet or encrusted with marbles, richly coloured
and varied in regular geometrical patterns rather than panels in
several tiers painted with arabesques as at Vaux. The rooms are
rectangular in the main, as Colbert had rejected ‘les figures
rondes’ in his criticism of Le Vau's 1669 scheme for the
complete rebuilding of the Chateau. As usual in France a
continuous Classical cornice marks the junction of wall and
ceiling and in the principal spaces - for instance the Escalier des
Ambassadeurs or the Galerie des Glaces — a full Order was
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177 Versailles. Salon de Diane by Le