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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines Raphael’s Galatea (1512-13), located in the Villa Farnesina in 

Rome, and the role of viral transmission in relation to the iconic status and exclusivity of 

this fresco, and how its meaning and reception was shaped over time by its subsequent 

dissemination through print. The approach considers how human motivations and 

sensibilities drive and shape response, proposing that printed image and text participated 

in and amplified a process of social transmission. As such, prints can be examined, along 

with the objects they seek to interpret or mediate, using the contemporary notion of going 

viral. Printed images and text leave us traces of how ideas traversed time, place, 

audience, and culture, decontextualizing and then re-contextualizing works of art for 

distant audiences. Along the way, they shaped thoughts about those works as creators and 

consumers pursued agendas of their own. These portable objects offer us artifacts of the 

nuanced process of viral transmission that often includes a response to the original space 

and the insider discourses concealed on the larger market. As many details fell away, 

others solidified and remain with us today.  

Itself a response to predecessors in both literature and art, Raphael’s Galatea 

inspired interpretations by others and became a work apart. After exploring the stories 

that evolved about the Villa Farnesina, its patron Agostino Chigi, and Raphael, this case 

study then turns to the creation and experience of the frescoes in the Loggia of Galatea. It 

sheds new light upon Raphael’s fresco as a remarkable response to the holistic experience 

of Agostino Chigi’s villa and the intertextual and intermedial dialogue taking place 

amongst the various works. The final content chapter offers a re-evaluation of related 

engravings by Marcantonio Raimondi, Marco Dente, Hendrick Goltzius, and others, from 

the more familiar to the more obscure. This examination reveals an insider dialogue lost 

over time, illuminating how viral transmission shaped attitudes about art and artists, 

ultimately contributing to the formation of a canon. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Past is Still Speaking 

Raphael’s Galatea (1512-13[fig. 1]), located in the Villa Farnesina in Rome, became a 

canonical work of the High Renaissance, quickly revered as an exemplar of grace and 

beauty, and of Raphael’s masterful approach to invention and imitation of antiquity—his 

mystified certa idea.1 Increasingly, the fresco came to stand for Raphael’s excellence in 

colorito and chaste painting practices.2 The fresco continues to fascinate scholars and art 

enthusiasts alike five centuries after its creation.3 It has been interpreted and reinvented 

 
1 Castiglione’s famous “certa idea” letter, typically dated 1514, crafted the mystified 

image of Raphael as an inventor responding to antiquity in painting “una bella donna” for which 
the artist required many models and “una certa iddea che viene in mente;” John Shearman, 
Raphael in Early Modern Sources (1483-1602), vol. 1, 2 vols. (Yale University Press, 2003), 735, 
no. 1522/16, and pp. 736-741 for analysis. Shearman argued that Castiglione composed the letter 
as a posthumus portrait; see also John Shearman, “Castiglione’s Portrait of Raphael,” 
Mittteilungen Des Kunsthistorischen Institutes in Florenz 38, no. 1 (1994): 69–70.  

2 Paolo Giovio pointed to Raphael’s primacy in colorito over Michelangelo’s skill in 
rilievo, remarking that “in softening and blending the harshness of colors which are too strong, 
Raphael, being a very fortunate artist, succeeded in the only skill Buonarrotti lacked, that is, to 
unite well-drawn paintings with the ornament of luminous and lasting colors in oil;” Paolo 
Giovio, “Raphaelis Urbinatis Vita (1525),” in Scritti d’arte del cinquecento, ed. Paola Barocchi, 
vol. 1 (Milan and Naples: Ricciardi, 1971), 1:15. The translation of Giovio’s comment is 
provided by Costanza Barbieri, “Costanza Barbieri, “The Competition between Raphael and 
Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s Role in It,” in Cambridge Companion to Raphael, 2005, 149, n. 
26, who has situated the beginning of this competition with Michelangelo in the fresco pair of 
Raphael’s Galatea and Sebastiano del Piombo’s Polyphemus at the Villa Farnesina. Later in the 
century, Lodovico Dolce (Dialogo della pittura intitolato l’Aretino [Venice, 1557]) emphasized 
Raphael’s Galatea as an example of his chaste painting practices, and pointed to many of the 
other qualities with which Raphael had become well associated, not only his skill in colorito, but 
his maniera leggadria e gentile and facilita (or sprezzatura); as noted by Mark W. Roskill, 
Dolce’s “Aretino” and Venetian Art Theory of the Cinquecento (1968; repr. Toronto: University 
of Toronto Press, 2000), 27; for the translated text see Roskill, 171. Citations refer to this edition. 

3 As David Rijser commented, it is a work that invites decontextualization and has be 
reproduced ad nauseum on a variety of kitsch products; Raphael’s Poetics: Art and Poetry in 
High Renaissance Rome (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2012), 377. 
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repeatedly through the visions of other artists, from contemporary prints by Marcantonio 

Raimondi and Marco Dente, to seventeenth-century paintings by Pietro da Cortona and 

Nicolas Poussin [figs. 2-3], to a nineteenth-century performance of Goethe’s Faust, to a 

twenty-first-century illustration by Beatriz Martin [fig. 4].4 Responses range from 

emulative interpretation (e.g. Cortona) to creative reinvention (e.g. Poussin).  

From the beginning, Raphael’s Galatea seemed to possess what we might call 

today a viral power that extended far beyond the walls of the Villa Farnesina.5 Yet this 

fresco was created for an elite private space, accessible primarily to powerful members of 

society. Wealthy papal banker to both Julius II and Leo X, Agostino Chigi designed the 

villa to promote his noble identity and to provide guests with an overpowering sensory 

experience encompassing sight, sound, touch, smell, and taste. The villa was, in the 

words of Christoph Frommel, an early modern expression of Gesamtkunstwerk—the total 

 
4 On Faust, see Cyrus Hamlin, “Faust in Performance: Peter Stein's Production of 

Goethe's Faust, Parts 1 and 2,” Theater 32, 1 (Winter 2002): 131. Pietro da Cortona’s “copy” of 
the painting (c. 1620) is in the Accademia Nazionale di San Luca di Roma, while Poussin’s 
painting (1635/6) is located at the Philadelphia Museum of Art. The subject of the latter is 
debated (the triumph of Neptune or of Galatea, or the birth of Venus), but it clearly responds to 
Raphael’s painting. On this debate, see Christopher Riopelle, in Philadelphia Museum of Art: 
Handbook of the Collections (Philadelphia: Philadelphia Museum of Art, 1995), 175. 

5 On contemporary notions of virality in a marketing and sociology studies, see for 
example, Tony D. Sampson, Virality: Contagion Theory in the Age of Networks (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 2012); and Henry Jenkins, Sam Ford, and Joshua Green, 
Spreadable Media: Creating Value and Meaning in a Networked Culture, Postmillenial Pop 
(New York: New York University Press, 2018). Jeffrey F. Rayport coined the term “viral 
marketing” while a professor at Harvard Business School; Jeffrey F. Rayport, “The Virus of 
Marketing,” Fast Company, accessed August 23, 2013, 
http://www.fastcompany.com/27701/virus-marketing. For a brief historiography of the term and 
its use in contemporary marketing practices, see Jianmei Yang et al., “A Study of the Spreading 
Scheme for Viral Marketing Based on a Complex Network Model,” Physica A: Statistical 
Mechanics and Its Applications 389, no. 4 (February 15, 2010). See below in this chapter for 
further development of the use of the term viral in this dissertation.  
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work of art.6 The renown of this fresco has overshadowed others in the loggia, as well as 

the more holistic experience that elite guests encountered in this space.7 Most sixteenth-

century viewers would never really know what it was like to dine with Chigi and the 

papal entourages at this villa, to experience the space and Raphael’s Galatea surrounded 

by literati debating its merits and sources, comparing it to ancient and modern works in 

and beyond the space.8 They gained access to Raphael’s design, and by proxy to the 

space in which the fresco existed, through interpretations in image and text, which 

disseminated knowledge of Raphael’s design throughout Europe, but removed it from its 

visual and socio-cultural context.  

Renaissance printmakers produced countless engravings after ancient and modern 

art. Based on sparse evidence, we estimate that a single plate could yield somewhere 

between 1000 and 2000 impressions by the middle of the sixteenth century, and by the 

 
6 Christoph Luitpold Frommel, ed. La Villa Farnesina a Roma, vol. 1, Mirabilia Italiae 

12 (Modena: Panini, 2003), 9. Frommel later observed that this idea of Gemsamtkunstwerk was 
“characteristic of the High Renaissance,” evident in Chigi’s tomb chapel in Santa Maria del 
Popolo, and in the Capella Julia at the Vatican that preceded it, where Julius II had ordered that a 
variety of visual materials (mosaics, precious pavements, and splendid garments) should combine 
with a choir of singers; Christoph Luitpold Frommel, “Bramante and the Origins of the ‘High 
Renaissance,” in Rethinking the High Renaissance: Culture and the Visual Arts in Early 
Sixteenth-Century Rome, ed. Jill Burke (New York: Ashgate Publishing, Ltd., 2012), 168. 

7 As David Rijser has pointed out, Blosio Palladio’s and Egidio Gallo’s poems grant 
equal praise to other aspects of the villa, placing the emphasis on the “total effect” (a point he 
notes is often overlooked in the scholarship), adding the fame of the frescoes has obscured the 
rest (especially the important role and fame of the Galatea, subsequent to this period). Because 
the frescoes are typically taken out of context, the purpose of the villa as a total experience has 
become obscured; David Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 340. 

8 Christof Thoenes’ insightful reading of the many sources to which Raphael referred 
continues to be useful; “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” in Raffaello a Roma: Il convegno 
di 1983, ed. Christoph Luitpold Frommel (Rome: L’Elefante, 1986), 59-72. See further 
discussion and sources in Chapter 4. 
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end of the century, if the plate was well cared for and probably reworked, this number 

could even extend to 4000.9 Through their multiplicity, engravings played an important 

role in disseminating knowledge about artists and objects, but we are only beginning to 

understand the complexity and agency of such printed objects in this process. There are 

six known prints that engage directly with the Galatea fresco, or a design for it. The first, 

an engraving by Marcantonio Raimondi (1515-1516 [fig. 5]), inspired two anonymous 

engravings based on it [figs. 6-7], in addition to several states and copies. The others 

include an engraving by Marco Dente (c. 1515 [fig. 8]), one miniscule niello print [figs. 

9-10], and an engraving later in the century by Hendrick Goltzius (dated 1592 [fig.11]). 

From what we know about the plates after Raphael’s designs by Marcantonio and his 

school, they were frequently worn out, reworked, or copied, as they passed through the 

hands of various publishers throughout the sixteenth century and into the next one.10 

 
9 The number of impressions varied widely, depending upon how many times the plate 

was reworked and the quality of the impressed desired. The lowest estimate recorded is 50, but 
most scholars agree this is low and was not likely standard, and suggest the number was typically 
1,000-2,000 for engravings; David Landau and Peter Parshall, The Renaissance Print: 1470-1550 
(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1994), 31; Michael Bury, The Print in Italy, 
1550-1620 (London: British Museum, 2001), 47; Bowen and Imhof presented a case in the early 
seventeenth century in which a printmaker pulled more than 18,000 impressions of a title plate by 
reworking it four times, indicating that by that time, printmakers had become increasingly skilled 
at extending the life of a copper plate engraving. This might be an exceptional case, or indicative 
of practices used for title pages and engravings for popular books rather than independent 
engravings; Karen L. Bowen and Dirk Imhof, “18,257 Impressions from a Plate,” Print Quarterly 
22, no. 3 (2005): 265; see also Ad Stijnman, Engraving and Etching, 1400-2000: A History of the 
Development of Manual Intaglio Printmaking Processes (London: Archetype Publications in 
association with Hes & De Graaf Publishers, 2012). 

10 According to Vasari, Marcantonio’s plates, already well worn, were carried off by 
German soldiers during the Sack; Giorgio Vasari, Le Vite de’ Piu Eccelenti Pittori Scultri e 
Architettori: nelle redazione del 1550 e 1568, ed. Paola Barocchi and Rosanna Bettarini, vol. 5, 6 
vols. (Firenze: G.C. Sansoni, 1966), 11. These did not include the plates after Raphael’s 
drawings, which Vasari tells us, Raphael had left to il Baviera, with instructions that the profits 
should go to Raphael’s mistress (Vasari, Le Vite, IV: 190), presumably “La Fornarina.” Il 
Baviera, who did not suffer during the Sack of Rome, perhaps due to his German origins, 
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Although most sixteenth-century viewers could not directly experience the loggia 

and development of the decorations alongside Agostino Chigi and his contemporaries, it 

was possible to construct a sense of the work and to a lesser extent its context through 

these traveling impressions.11 Modern viewers seeking to take in the grandeur of Galatea 

find a parallel in the sixteenth century. More easily than Chigi’s contemporaries we can 

stand beneath Raphael’s fresco in the Villa Farnesina, still in sitù, but the site itself has 

changed considerably. New technology allows us to access the villa and the frescoes 

virtually through printed or digital reproductions, which vary widely in format, size, and 

quality.  

Using Raphael’s Galatea as an example, this dissertation probes the factors that 

caused works of art such as this, displayed in relatively inaccessible elite spaces, to 

 
continued to publish these engravings; André Chastel, The Sack of Rome, 1527 (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1983), 160–61. Unlike the rest of Marcantonio’s plates, late 
impressions of Agostino’s plates are common, reissued by Salamanca and then later publishers; in 
contrast, few of Marco Dente’s plates were reissued and must have been destroyed during the 
Sack, when Marco Dente died; only those after Raphael seem to have survived, and thus, they 
must not have been in Dente’s studio, but with il Baviera; Landau and Parshall, The Renaissance 
Print, 122. Pozzi traced the history of plates after Raphael’s designs, from il Baviera’s enterprise 
through 1738, when by papal authority, the state acquired the plates and placed them in what is 
now the Calcografica Nazionale. In the sixteenth century, il Baviera’s plates passed to Antonio 
Salamanca, who was associated with Lafreri after 1553 (during this period, some of the plates 
were reworked by Nicolas Beatrizet); after Lafreri’s death, they passed to Stefano Duchetti, then 
Giovanni Gherardi, and from 1593 to Giovanni Orlandi, publisher in Rome and Naples; 
Antonella Imolesi Pozzi, Marco Dente: un incisore ravennate nel segno di Raffaello: le stampe 
delle raccolte Piancastelli (Ravenna: Longo Editore, 2008), 50–51.  

11 We find a similar situation with frescoes in the Vatican Palace, such as Raphael’s 
Parnassus in the Stanza della Segnatura, which Lisa Pon has examined; see Lisa Pon, Raphael, 
Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi: Copying and the Italian Renaissance Print (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 2004), 86-94; Lisa Pon, “Paint/Print/Public,” in Making Things Public: 
Atmospheres of Democracy, ed. Bruno Latour and Peter Weibel (Cambridge and London: The 
MIT Press, 2005), 686–93; and “Further Musings on Raphael’s Parnassus,” in Imitation, 
Representation and Printing in the Italian Renaissance, ed. Roy Eriksen and Magne Malmanger 
(Pisa and Rome: Fabrizio Serra Editore, 2009), 191–207. 



6 
 

become widely known in the sixteenth century, and how mediation through text and 

especially engravings shaped thoughts about those works (and themselves) across 

complex networks of ideas, behaviors, and values. The frescoes found in the Loggia of 

Galatea were created during a crucial moment in the development of ideas about 

antiquity and coincided with a new approach to art, when the dominant art theoretical 

discourse shifted to Rome.12 This loggia was designed with a complex decorative scheme 

that brought antiquity to life and promoted Chigi’s ambitions, as the frescoes engaged 

with viewers, with each other, with the villa as a whole, and with works beyond the 

space, both antique and modern. Within and beyond this complex dynamic of display and 

grandeur, public posturing, and private access, how did engravings related to the loggia 

decorations by Marcantonio Raimondi, Marco Dente, and others both respond to and 

shape reception of the frescoes and the prints?  

A large body of scholarship has been dedicated in recent decades to understanding 

the role and function of prints in the sixteenth century, notions of reproduction and 

translation, the print market, and collecting practices.13 Moreover, recent re-evaluations 

of the High Renaissance, the Counter Reformation, and the most prominent artists of the 

 
12 On this, see Marcia Hall, After Raphael: Painting in Central Italy in the Sixteenth 

Century (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 1-53, esp. p. 9, and on 
these frescoes, pp. 24-28.  

13 A more in depth discussion of reproductive prints and translation follows below, but to 
name just a few, see for example, Suzanne Karr Schmidt and Edward Wouk, eds., Prints in 
Translation, 1450-1750: Image, Materiality, Space (New York: Routledge, 2017); Patricia 
Emison, “Raphael’s Multiples,” in The Cambridge Companion to Raphael, ed. Marcia B. Hall 
(Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 186–206; Madeleine Viljoen, 
“Paper Value: Marcantonio Raimondi’s Medaglie Contraffatte,” Memoirs of the American 
Academy in Rome 48 (2003): 203–26.  
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century, Michelangelo and Raphael, have made use of contextual studies to shed new 

light on this well-trodden territory.14 This wealth of scholarship has made it possible to 

re-evaluate the role of engravings with respect to the objects they seek to interpret, to 

study the gap between creation and reception. It provides an opportunity to understand 

better the relationship between these prints, their audiences, the exclusive spaces in Rome 

to which they became attached, and the role of prints in the formation of a canon.  

Three critical assumptions underlie this investigation. The first is that a complex 

social network is at play in the transmission of information and ideas. The second is that 

facture—that is, the making of an image or object—is an essential component in the way 

meaning is conveyed across these complex networks. The third is that prints themselves 

leave us valuable traces of their use and reception. As such, this dissertation applies a 

contemporary scientific theory of social transmission, discussed below, combined with 

several exemplary models for understanding the hermeneutics of facture and the 

consumption of prints, to an analysis of the objects and their printed interpretations.15  

 
14 For example, on Raphael, see Bette Talvacchia, Raphael (New York: Phaidon Press, 

2007); Christian Kleinbub, Vision and the Visionary in Raphael (University Park: The 
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2011); and David Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics (2012); Robert 
Williams, Raphael and the Redefinition of Art in Renaissance Italy, First edition (Cambridge, 
United Kingdom and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2017); on the High Renaissance: 
Jill Burke, Rethinking the High Renaissance (2012); and on the latter period: Bernadine Barnes, 
Michelangelo’s Last Judgment: The Renaissance Response (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1998); Marcia Hall, The Sacred Image in the Age of Art: Titian, Tintoretto, Barocci, El 
Greco, Caravaggio (London and New York: Yale University Press, 2011); Marcia B. Hall and 
Tracy Elizabeth Cooper, eds., The Sensuous in the Counter-Reformation Church (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2013).  

15 Following several authors who focus on the hermeneutics of facture, especially Marcia 
Hall: John Shearman and Marcia B. Hall, Princeton Raphael Symposium. Science in the Service 
of Art History (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990); Marcia B. Hall, Color and 
Meaning: Practice and Theory in Renaissance Painting (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1992); After Raphael, 1999); The Sacred Image (2011), cited above; and most recently, 
The Power of Color: Five Centuries of European Painting (New Haven and London: Yale 
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Prints participated in and amplified a process that functioned as a sixteenth-

century version of going viral.16 In its simplest definition, going viral means that ideas 

are passed from one person to another, and we find evidence of the concept already in 

stories from antiquity, such as Homer’s Odyssey, or the Bible, which were passed down 

through word of mouth for hundreds of years before they were ever recorded. The 

invention of the printing press and techniques for printmaking and publishing made 

sharing possible on a scale unimaginable before.17 Human desires and interactions 

 
University Press, 2019). In addition, several essays in a RES issue dedicated to facture [RES: 
Anthropology and Aesthetics, no. 36 (October 1, 1999)] have been useful, including Joseph Leo 
Koerner, “Editorial,” 5–19; Rebecca Zorach, “Everything Swims with Excess: Gold and Its 
Fashioning in Sixteenth-Century France,” 125–37; Bruno Latour and Monique Girard Stark, 
“Factures/Fractures: From the Concept of Network to the Concept of Attachment,” 100–124. On 
studying prints for evidence of consumption, see Antony Griffiths, “The Archeology of the 
Print,” in Christopher Baker, Caroline Elam, and Genevieve Warwick, eds., Collecting Prints and 
Drawings in Europe, 1500-1750 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003), 9–28; and Suzanne Karr Schmidt 
and Kimberly Nichols, Altered and Adorned: Using Renaissance Prints in Daily Life, annotated 
edition (Chicago: Art Institute of Chicago, 2011). 

16 The use of the terminology here is based upon Jonah Berger’s conception and 
breakdown of criteria, as explained below; Jonah Berger, Contagious: Why Things Catch On 
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2013). In a similar vein, Joseph Koerner has employed the term 
‘influenza’ as a metaphor to describe the influence of Dürer’s work on his generation and the one 
following, not specifically as a parallel to the Digital Age, but as the concept applies to contagion; 
Joseph Leo Koerner, “Albrecht Dürer: A Sixteenth-Century Influenza,” in Albrecht Dürer and 
His Legacy: The Graphic Work of a Renaissance Artist, Exh. Cat. (London: The British Museum, 
2002), 18–38. Stephanie Porras has also been exploring the concept virality in relation to prints in 
the sixteenth century, drawing upon Tony Sampson’s research. She focuses upon Netherlandish 
engravings that traveled to the New World; see Stephanie Porras, “Going Viral? Maerten de 
Vos’s St. Michael the Archangel,” Netherlands Yearbook for the History of Art 66 (2016): 54–78; 
Porras’s book on the topic, The First Viral Images: Maerten de Vos, Antwerp Print, and the Early 
Modern Globe, is forthcoming. 

17 See the seminal work of Elizabeth L Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an Agent of 
Change (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979); and Roger Chartier, ed., The Culture of 
Print: Power and Uses of Print in Early Modern Europe (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1989). As Rebecca Zorach and Elizabeth Rodini noted, “we might say that prints made the 
Renaissance—as much as the printing press made the Reformation;” Zorach and Rodini, “On 
Imitation and Invention,” 2. 
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motivated printmakers and publishers to share interpretations of another’s work; shaped 

how they framed those interpretations; and cultivated how collectors (with varied levels 

of knowledge of the interpreted work and the space in which it was displayed) understood 

and valued related prints, as well as the artists or ideas they represented. We find a 

parallel in how bits of information on the internet today can acquire an uncontrollable but 

powerful afterlife as people share products, ideas, or behaviors.18 Prints became active 

participants in viral transmission, engaging in discourses about these objects and about 

printmaking, while simultaneously enabling printmakers, publishers, and collectors to 

form their own identities and networks as they made, distributed, or collected prints. 

 The theory and concepts outlined by Wharton marketing professor Jonah Berger 

in his 2013 book Contagious provide a useful framework to evaluate how social and 

cultural factors encouraged response to frescoes housed in an elite, private space; 

impacted how printmakers and dealers presented them, and how audiences might have 

received them.19 By seeking answers in the science of social transmission, we can reach 

beyond investigations of market demand or creating taste, and examine more deeply the 

human values and interactions that drive the desire to share or to own, and shape how  

people frame information or ideas.20 Just as social media platforms today leave us traces 

 
18 See Berger, Contagious, and Sampson, Virality, especially the section that deals with 

memes, pp. 61-97. 
19 Berger, Contagious. See discussion and outline of criteria that follows. 
20 For a similar method, see Porras, Going Viral?” and The First Viral Images as cited 

above. The approach here is also related in a sense to Niklas Luhmann’s work on the role of art as 
a social system. For Luhmann, art is a form of communication that employs perception rather 
than language, and therefore, it operates at the boundary between perception (or human 
consciousness) and communication, and yet is bound by the system;” Niklas Luhmann, Art as a 
Social System, trans. Eva M. Knodt (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2000), 9-21.  
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of how ideas and behaviors form, prints leave us traces of their creation, use and value. 

As such, this dissertation examines prints after and related to Raphael’s Galatea as visual 

artifacts of social transmission, artifacts that transformed over time into a kind of shadow 

archive of the complex network of social interactions that shaped ideas about art, 

materiality, culture, and identity.21   

Why Raphael and the Villa Farnesina? 

Raphael offers an ideal starting point for this line of inquiry for several reasons. First, as a 

courtier-artist, he was a member of the elite social circle surrounding the papacy and 

created works for prominent patrons in exclusive spaces.22 Second, Raphael was already 

revered in his lifetime and became one of the most respected and influential artists of the 

sixteenth century. Finally, printmakers engaged with Raphael’s work throughout that 

century and beyond it, beginning with those closest to the artist. Raphael was a pioneer in 

the printmaking industry in the early decades of the sixteenth century and was involved in 

 
21 Allan Sekula employed the term shadow archive to describe the role of photography in 

constructing and preserving history and memory, with an emphasis on how power relationships 
are defined. He asked: “How is historical and social memory preserved, transformed, restricted, 
and obliterated by photographic means?” He posited, this shadow archive is evidence of 
production and consumption within an “imaginary economy;” Allan Sekula, “Reading the 
Archive: Photography between Labour and Capital,” in Visual Culture: The Reader, ed. Jessica 
Evans and Stuart Hall (London and Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications in association with the 
Open University, 1999), 182. The essay was originally printed in Allan Sekula, “Photography 
between Labour and Capital,” in Mining Photographs and Other Pictures 1948-1978, ed. B. 
Buchloh and R. Wilkie (Halifax: The Press of Nova Scotia College of Art and Design, 1983), 
193–268. The term is used in this study to suggest traces of the networks that shaped discourses 
about art and culture, where memory forms an important role. There are parallels in how Sekula 
discusses the ability and limitations of photography to capture, preserve, and define history, 
though we must also account for the shape the shadow takes as the object is exposed to varying 
light, or in this case, the responses and agency of printmakers, publishers, and collectors. 

22 On his patrons, Sheryl E. Reiss, “Raphael and His Patrons: From the Court of Urbino 
to the Curia and Rome,” in The Cambridge Companion to Raphael, ed. Marcia B. Hall 
(Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 36–55, esp. 48-55 on Rome.. 
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making decisions about which aspects of his work to interpret in print, while later 

printmakers continued to respond to his work from an increasingly distant point of 

view.23 Despite the breadth of scholarship that exists on Raphael, this examination makes 

clear there is still plenty to discover.  

This case study focuses on the Villa Farnesina in Rome, and in particular on the 

work of Raphael and his rival-collaborators within the Loggia of Galatea, and then the 

subsequent transmission of these decorations in print. Raphael’s frescoes in the Villa 

Farnesina are viral successes in that they became well known in the sixteenth century, but 

the process of transmission is complex—it includes the transmission of knowledge about 

the villa more broadly, the reputations of Chigi and of Raphael, and the other artists who 

worked in the space, which may be found in traces throughout the century. This study 

examines the effects of that transmission on the formation of ideas about these frescoes, 

including the loss of data or knowledge.   

The Villa Farnesina was not only the home of Agostino Chigi (1466-1520), but it 

also served as an extension of the Vatican, providing a pleasure retreat for the papal 

courts of Julius II (r. 1503-1513) and his successor, Leo X (r. 1513-1521).24 As discussed 

 
23 Though little archival documentation survives, the prints themselves suggest a 

collaborative relationship in which decision-making varied. For the archival documentation and a 
brief overview, see  Guido Rebecchini and Edward Wouk, “Biographical Notes on Marcantonio 
Raimondi and the Publisher Il Baviera,” in Marcantonio Raimondi, Raphael and the Image 
Multiplied, ed. Edward H. Wouk, Exh. Cat. (Manchester, U.K.: Manchester University Press, 
2016), 12–14; and further discussion of archival sources in Chapter 5. 

24 On this, see for example, David R. Coffin, The Villa in the Life of Renaissance Rome, 
Princeton Monographs in Art and Archaeology 43 (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 
1979), 86-89, esp. 107-108 on the entertainment at the villa; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina a 
Roma, 61–67; Henry Dietrich Fernandez, “The Patrimony of St. Peter: The Papal Court at Rome 
c. 1450-1700,” in The Princely Courts of Europe: Ritual, Politics and Culture Under the Ancien 
Régime, 1500-1750, ed. John Adamson (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson; New York: Distributed 
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in Chapter 2, access to this space was limited primarily to the papal entourages and 

associates of Chigi, as well as artists who worked there or were invited to study the 

works; and its heyday was short-lived, from its construction in 1505 until Chigi’s death in 

1520. Thus, for a very brief period, from about 1512 until 1520, an elite group of guests 

was privy to an experience inside of the Villa Farnesina that included Raphael’s Galatea; 

and for only two years, from 1518 to 1520, the frescos in the Loggia of Psyche. The 

decorations in this space and the conversations that took place here during this brief 

period were essential in the formation of ideas about courtly behavior, identity and status, 

and the adaptation of the classical world into Renaissance art. Among Chigi’s guests, 

Baldassare Castiglione, Paolo Giovio, and Pietro Aretino were all prominent writers on 

these topics.25 

Since Chigi was not a nobleman by birth, the formation of his identity and the 

ability to promote it to others was paramount to his success, and his approach to 

patronage animated the Villa Farnesina’s design and character.26 The most important 

literati and political power players converged here, at the villa of the wealthiest man in 

Europe, crafting their own courtly identity and status as they participated in the formation 

of Chigi’s, and of Raphael’s identities. This group contributed to the renown of Raphael 

 
in the United States of America by Sterling Pub., 1999), 152-60; and Chapters 2 and 3 for further 
discussion and sources. 

25 Castilgione’s famous book on courtly behavior was first published in 1528; Baldasar 
Castiglione, The Book of the Courtier, trans. George Bull (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1976); 
Paolo Giovio, Raphaelis Urbinatis Vita (1525); and various letters and texts by Pietro Aretino. 
These are all discussed in Chapter 2. 

26 On Chigi’s need to promote his noble identity, see Ingrid D. Rowland, “Render Unto 
Caesar the Things Which Are Caesar’s: Humanism and the Arts in the Patronage of Agostino 
Chigi,” Renaissance Quarterly 39, no. 4 (Winter 1986): 673–730. 
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by sharing—making visible and shaping—the theoretical discourses on poetry, art and 

antiquity and by choosing Raphael as their exemplar, their ideal courtier-artist.27 Today, 

as in the sixteenth century, the most well-known of the frescoes in the villa are Raphael’s 

Galatea (c. 1512) in the Loggia of Galatea and the Story of Cupid and Psyche cycle (c. 

1518-19) in the Loggia of Psyche, designed by Raphael and executed by his workshop. 

These are also the only frescoes (or designs for frescoes) interpreted explicitly in print, 

which disseminated those designs throughout Europe.28 

Raphael was not the only artist to work in Chigi’s landmark villa, however, or 

even in the Loggia of Galatea. Chigi commissioned a variety of respected artists to 

decorate the loggia with scenes that would advertise his fortuitous destiny, including his 

noble position within the papal court and as a natural successor to the Roman emperors (a 

bold and ostentatious move considering the company he kept). From his native Siena, 

Chigi employed Baldassare Peruzzi (1481-1536) to design the architecture of the villa 

 
27 Costanza Barbieri emphasized the role of Raphael’s many associates in elevating 

Raphael status and perceptions about him, especially with respect to Michelangelo in this period; 
Costanza Barbieri, “The Competition between Raphael and Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s Role 
in It,” in Cambridge Companion to Raphael, 2005, 147. 

28 Of the other artists who worked in the space, only Peruzzi seems to have engaged with 
prints, perhaps inspired by Raphael’s enterprise, and none of these is overtly connected with the 
Farnesina. Peruzzi may have provided engravers with his drawings, as a contract from 1517 with 
the Confraternity of San Rocco in Rome establishes his efforts to associate with printmakers. 
Frommel noted the existence of this contract; Christoph Luitpold Frommel, Die Farnesina und 
Peruzzis architektonisches Frühwerk, Neue Münchner Beiträge zur Kunstgeschichte, 1 (Berlin: 
de Gruyter, 1961),186. Wendy Thompson has suggested that one print series attributed to the 
Master of the Die is based on drawings for the eastern façade of the Farnesina, but it is difficult to 
prove; Wendy Thompson, “Poets, Lovers and Heroes in Italian Mythological Prints,” 
Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin 61, no. 3 (Winter 2004): 10. Similarly, Sodoma painted the 
frescoes of Alexander and Roxanne in Chigi’s bedroom, but it was Raphael’s initial design for the 
fresco that was disseminated in print (by Giovanni Jacopo Caralgio, B.XV.62). 
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and the decorative scheme for this loggia according to ancient Roman design.29 Peruzzi 

was already an established architect in Siena and had collaborated with Pinturicchio on 

the Chapel for S. Giovanni in the Duomo of Siena as well as the Piccolomini Library. In 

addition, Chigi brought Sebastiano del Piombo back with him from Venice in August of 

1511.30 Sebastiano had trained in the Venetian tradition of colorito with Giorgione, while 

Raphael had spent several years developing his work in Florence, absorbing the work of 

Leonardo and Michelangelo, and he had just completed the frescoes in the Stanza della 

Segnatura for Julius II at the Vatican.31 By employing this diverse group of artists, Chigi 

encouraged an artistic dialogue that would contribute immensely to the development of 

artistic practice and theory. There was a confluence of artists in this space who 

collaborated and competed as they developed their styles and techniques, and grappled 

 
29 Varoli-Piazza argued convincingly that Baldassare Peruzzi conceived of the decorative 

scheme of the space, including the compartmentalization of the space according to ancient Roman 
design, and that he employed Beccafumi to execute the grotteschi between 1510 and 1511;  
Rosalia Varoli-Piazza, “Peruzzi e Beccafumi alla Farnesina,” Quaderni Di Palazzo Venezia 1 
(1981): 57–68. For more recent work on the artist as an architect, see Ann C. Huppert, Becoming 
an Architect in Renaissance Italy: Art, Science and the Career of Baldassarre Peruzzi (Yale 
University Press, 2015). 

30 Michael Hirst, Sebastiano Del Piombo (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981), 32. 
According to Fabio Chigi, Sebastiano was among the entourage when Chigi returned from 
Venice; Giuseppe Cugnoni, Agostino Chigi il Magnifico (Rome, 1878), 29. Recent exhibitions 
yielded several new publications on the artist. See for example, Claudio Strinati, Bernd W. 
Lindemann, and Roberto Contini, Sebastiano Del Piombo, 1485-1547 (Milan: Federico Motta, 
2008); Kia Vahland and Sebastiano Del Piombo, Sebastiano Del Piombo: A Venetian in Rome 
(Ostfildern: Hatje Cantz, 2008); Costanza Barbieri, Sebastiano del Piombo (Firenze: Giunti, 
2017); Matthias Wivel et al., Michelangelo & Sebastiano (London: National Gallery Company, 
2017). 

31 On Sebastiano’s early training and work in Venice, see Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 
2-30. 
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with new discoveries and approaches to antiquity, both expressing and forming a new 

taste for the classical.32  

 In the service of Chigi’s goals, we find them engaged in discourses about color, 

and about imitation and invention, quoting and reinventing one another in a variety of 

ways. As the artists simulated and interpreted a variety of materials, they contributed to 

the overall experience of the villa, challenged the viewers’ perception of reality and 

transported them into Chigi’s Viridario of fantasia and self-fashioning.33 As emphasized 

here, we also find them participating in a form of early modern intermediality for a 

secular space.34 The artists took part in a conscious meta-discourse on materiality and the 

 
32 Recently, Alexa Culotta has argued that Raphael collaborated as much as he competed 

with Sebastiano and Peruzzi, and that this “co-opetition” was essential in the development of his 
style; Alexis R. Culotta, “‘Finding Rome in Rome’: Reexamining Raphael’s Transformation 
Through His Roles at the Villa Farnesina” (University of Washington, 2014). A portion of this 
was reworked for a published article: Alexis R. Culotta, “Two Artists, Two Rooms, and the 
Development of Co-Opetition at the Villa Farnesina,” International Journal of the Image 4, no. 4 
(August 2014): 9–23. David Rijser argued that while artistic rivalry was important in this space, 
we must keep in mind that these artists were also working toward a shared aim in service of the 
patron (who was engaged in a rivalry of his own with other patrons), Raphael’s Poetics, 376-417, 
esp. 386, 414-415. Frommel believed the Polyphemus and Galatea frescoes were conceived at the 
same time (winter 1511-1512) and “may even have referred to each other from the beginning” 
(my translation); La Villa Farnesina, 1:93 (see pp. 93-99 for the extended discussion).  

33 The poet Egidio Gallo framed Chigi’s villa as De Viridario Augustini Chisii in 1511; 
his poem is discussed in Chapter 2. The role of fantasia and imagination are crucial here, as 
emphasized by David Rijser and Christian Kleinbub. David Rijser referred to the experience in 
the space as a kind of virtual reality, especially in its use of fantasia for Chigi’s ‘self-fashioning’; 
Raphael’s Poetics, 376; while Kleinbub highlighted the importance of fantasy and strangeness for 
imaginative vision in Raphael’s work, essential for sacred painting but visible also in the secular; 
Kleinbub, Vision and the Visionary, esp. 103-105 as fantasia relates to Galatea, and in particular 
Raphael’s certa idea. On the concept of self-fashioning in the Renaissance, see Stephen Jay 
Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakespeare (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1980). 

34 The theory and practice of intermediality throughout history has been explored 
increasingly in recent years, especially in music, theater, film and virtual technology, but also 
with respect to art and architecture, to the extent that a field has emerged dedicated to exploring 
this concept. See the series on Studies in Intermediality, published by Brill (2006-present). The 
concept of intermediality has also been used to explore the interconnectedness of modern media 
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transformation of materials, which responded to and continued in prints.35 In the course 

of pursuing their own agendas, the artists and their works engaged contemporary viewers 

in prevalent discourses about art and courtly behavior, fostering discussions and artistic 

responses that could, in some cases, point back to Chigi and his villa.  

Though most people were not privy to the conversations that took place here—

because of distance in space or time, or because their status did not permit them to enter 

this circle—these ideas spread throughout Europe during the sixteenth century and 

formed ideas about art that remain with us today. Audiences learned about the villa and 

the decorations within this space through word of mouth, through the historical memory 

of published writings, and most importantly for our purposes, through engravings. These 

responses or traces of reception exist in remnants, decontextualized from this holistic 

experience, becoming obscured, even as later sixteenth-century viewer-readers tried to 

access the space virtually through such mediated experiences.  

 
and communication (e.g. Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media; the Extensions of Man, 1st 
ed. [New York,: McGraw-Hill, 1964]). This connection is also relevant here as artists sought to 
communicate with their viewers and shape their identities. 

35 Though the term was not used until the Fluxus movement of the 1960s (related to 
Bakhtin’s intertextuality), the concept of intermediality nevertheless is evident in the Renaissance 
(and long before), and more specifically here. Chigi’s villa as a whole might be seen as a form of 
synthetic intermediality, wherein various media are brought together to form a super-media. 
Scholars often find its roots in Wagner’s concept of Gesamtkunswert (the total work of art), 
which itself was a concept that grew out of his nostalgia for antiquity and was applied by artists in 
the nineteenth century who hoped to restore the holistic experience of medieval art before the 
separation of art from craft. It is certainly still present here—as noted above, Frommel used the 
term Gesamtkunstwerk to describe the holistic experience at the Villa Farnesina. For a useful 
review of the concepts of intermediality (formal/transmedial, transformational, and ontological), 
see Jens Schroter, “Discourses and Models of Intermediality,” Comparative Literature and 
Culture 13.3 (2011), https://doi.org/10.7771/1481-4374.1790. See also Irina Rajewski, 
Intermedialität (Tübingen and Basel: A. Francke, 2002); and Irina O. Rajewsky, “Intermediality, 
Intertextuality, and Remediation: A Literary Perspective on Intermediality,” Intermédialités, no. 6 
(August 10, 2011): 43–64, https://doi.org/10.7202/1005505ar.  
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Just as the paintings by Cortona and Poussin ranged in response to Raphael’s 

Galatea from emulation to creative reinvention, sixteenth-century responses varied. In 

addition to the engravings that engage more directly with Raphael’s fresco noted above, 

there are several prints and other objects considered here as related components of the 

network. These include Marco Dente’s Galatea Escaping Polyphemus [fig. 12] and 

others that have received almost no scholarly attention [figs. 13-16]. There is also a 

sixteenth-century vase based on one of the engravings of this scene [figs. 17-18]. There 

are numerous engravings in the sixteenth century related to Raphael’s frescoes in the 

Loggia of Psyche, though time and space have prohibited extensive study of those 

engravings here. However, I shall refer to those created by Marcantonio Raimondi and 

his school in order to enrich our understanding of the Galatea engravings. Additional 

prints that engaged with mythological subjects, antiquities, and Raphael’s inventions 

would have offered points of comparison that served to foster viral transmission. 

Together, the more direct interpretations of Galatea and related prints provide us with 

ample opportunity to analyze how the prints participated in the larger discourse, or 

virality, of this space and its decorations, and how they created meaning through their 

mediation. 

Attached Prints: Interpretation, Response, Translation, Referral, Mediation 

Similar to printed text, engravings operated with varying levels of attachment to another 

work, based upon both audience knowledge and the extent to which a print sought to 

reproduce certain qualities of that work. Engravings are objects with tremendous agency 

and (often) independent aesthetic value, but prints that attached themselves to identifiable 

works of art in Rome—especially those that were only visible in exclusive spaces—
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possess a special power: they have an ability simultaneously to transform these objects 

and still refer back to something known (whether that something was a particular work of 

art, exclusive decorated space or collection, patron, or artist—even if just known or 

understood notionally in texts). Even if based on drawings, prints could point back to the 

frescoes and the space in which they performed, playing an important role in the 

formation of the canon and stimulating a desire to see the work in person.36 There is also 

a tension between known and unknown—between attachment and detachment—that 

stimulates and affects response and reception.37 A sense of familiarity allowed 

participants to insert themselves into and even shape a community of shared ideas, while 

detachment—the fragmentation and de-contextualization that occurs in the process of 

translation—could stimulate creative responses and alter meaning.38 These varying levels 

of attachment affected how prints were made and how they conveyed meaning across 

time and place, altered by changing audiences, memory, or imagination.39 Neither the 

 
36 As Bernadine Barnes observed, reproductive prints participated in a circular 

relationship between the scholarly canon and the popular one, Bernadine Barnes, Michelangelo in 
Print: Reproductions as Response in the Sixteenth Century (Farnham, England and Burlington, 
VT: Ashgate, 2010), 1.  

37 On this concept of attachment, see Latour and Stark, “Factures/Fractures,” 100–124.  
38 This notion of shaping communities is related to the concept of forming publics or 

public-making, as illustrated by Wilson and Yachnin; Bronwen Wilson and Paul Yachnin, eds., 
Making Publics in Early Modern Europe: People, Things, Forms of Knowledge (New York: 
Routledge, 2010). I shall explore this concept further below. Leonard Barkan demonstrated how 
antiquities, typically unearthed in a fragmented state, stimulated creative responses; Leonard 
Barkan, Unearthing the Past (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999). 

39 Similarly, as Jan van der Stock has demonstrated, there is a gap between creation and 
meaning as audiences change over time; Jan van der Stock, “Ambiguous Intentions, Multiple 
Interpretations: An ‘Other’ Look at Printed Images from the Sixteenth Century,” Nederlands 
Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek 52 (2001): 19–29.  
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print nor the object it seeks to interpret is passive, as each acts on the other over time, one 

impacting the reception of the other.40  

The process was a complicated one, which involved printmakers, publishers, 

collectors, textual descriptions of the works, and broader ideas embedded in society. 

Printmakers and publishers chose what to print and how they presented their prints to 

various audiences, and studying these prints can tell us what was valued.41 The 

presentation and organization of the prints publishers sold affected how collectors 

organized their own collections.42 At the same time, collectors sought out certain types of 

prints (those related to specific artists or printmakers, antiquities, maps, or other themes); 

and they read and interacted with prints in different kinds of private spaces, as prints were 

often placed in albums and pulled out for private viewing.43 Published textual 

descriptions at once competed with the visual descriptions and interacted with them, 

guiding selection, creation, publishing, and collecting.44 

 
40 Lisa Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 6–7.  
41 This is the perspective Bernadine Barnes used to examine prints after Michelangelo’s 

work; Bernadine Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 1-7. We also find this approach in the work of 
scholars such as Evelyn Lincoln and Rebecca Zorach. See for example, Evelyn Lincoln, The 
Invention of the Italian Renaissance Printmaker (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2000); 
Rebecca Zorach, ed., The Virtual Tourist in Renaissance Rome: Printing and Collecting the 
Speculum Romanea Magnificentia (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008). 

42 Lafreri presented his collection in albums organized by topic, or hung prints on walls; 
Peter Parshall, “Antonio Lafreri’s Speculum Romanae Magnificentiae,” Print Quarterly 23 
(2005): 3–28. 

43 Michael Bury, “The Taste for Prints in Italy to C. 1600,” Print Quarterly 2, no. 1 
(1985): 12–26. 

44 Bernadine Barnes has emphasized the competition between textual descriptions and 
printed visuals; her last chapter is dedicated to how Vasari shaped understanding of 
Michelangelo; Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 1, 167–84. 
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The engravings after Raphael’s Galatea by Marcantonio, Marco Dente, Hendrick 

Goltzius and their copyists, fall into the category typically called reproductive prints, 

which are a particular kind of attached print. These prints, which played a prominent role 

in providing visual knowledge about, and the idea of access to the fresco, also plucked 

the scene out of its context, translated it into a different medium, and placed that scene 

into a new space of private viewing, with altered details, added monograms, symbols, or 

text.45 The portability of these objects may have allowed for some flexibility and freedom 

of interpretation in private spaces, along the lines of Hans Korner’s ortlosigkeit, a kind of 

detachment.46 Yet, for so many viewers of the Galatea engravings, the prints remained 

conceptually attached to the fresco. Information traveling through textual sources and 

word of mouth supplemented the traveling images, making it difficult to detach the fresco 

completely from these prints. As we will see here, the earliest Galatea prints even 

targeted an audience who knew the space well. The situation is similar to Marcantonio’s 

later Parnassus engraving, which, however, included inscriptions that more overtly 

 
45 See Lisa Pon’s explanation of “Translation as a Trope,” and its relationship to concerns 

with linguistic translations in the early sixteenth century; Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio 
Raimondi, 33-38. 

46 Hans Körner once proposed that religious woodcuts benefited from ortlosigkeit, 
detachment from geographical or ecclesiastical attachments, allowing for freedom, flexibility and 
individuality in private viewing and religious experience; Hans Körner, Der früheste deutsche 
Einblattholzschnitt (Mittenwald: Mäander Kunstverlag, 1979). Richard Field translated the term 
ortlosigkeit as “placelessness or homelessness” of print;” Richard S. Field, “The Early Woodcut: 
The Known and the Unknown,” in Peter W. Parshall and Rainer Schoch, Origins of European 
Printmaking: Fifteenth-Century Woodcuts and Their Public (New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press, 2005). p. 30, and n. 59.  
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sought to form an attachment to and cultivate a broader public for a fresco held in a 

private space.47  

Reproductive prints have received renewed attention recently, as scholars have 

complicated the definition of reproductive in the sixteenth century, realizing that no print 

in that century exactly reproduced a completed work of art.48 These kinds of prints should 

not be dismissed as mere copies or valued only as records of some lost “original.” Much 

like film posters or album covers today, these types of prints interpreted some other work, 

often attempting to direct its reception in some way. As printmakers translated works 

from fresco, marble sculpture, or drawings into engravings, they transformed the scale, 

color, line, composition, perspective and—in the case of sculpture—volume.49 They thus 

 
47 See Lisa Pon’s reading of Marcantonio’s Parnassus engraving; Raphael, Dürer, and 

Marcantonio Raimondi, 86-94; and Pon, “Paint/Print/Public,” 686–93.  
48 Landau and Parshall emphasized the originality of prints prior to 1550, arguing that 

was the beginning of “reproductive” printmaking. Though their definition of reproductive, based 
on the intention to reproduce an existing work of art, was too strict and linear, their observations 
were crucial for shifting discussions about these types of prints, and for increasing scholarly 
attention to prints in general; Landau and Parshall, The Renaissance Print. Michael Bury 
demonstrated how prints even after this date continued to be interpretive throughout the sixteenth 
century; Bury, The Print in Italy, 1550-1620. Rebecca Zorach and Elizabeth Rodini demonstrated 
that it is impossible to call a print truly reproductive until the syntax of the image along with the 
composition could be reproduced. The printed image could not really stand in for an “original” 
until print processes could more closely emulate the medium (such as lithography and 
photography in the nineteenth century); Rebecca Zorach and Elizabeth Rodini, “On Imitation and 
Invention: An Introduction to the Reproductive Print,” in Paper Museums: The Reproductive 
Print in Europe, 1500-1800 (Chicago: David and Alfred Smart Museum of Art, University of 
Chicago, 2005), 1-29, esp. 25. Lisa Pon examined the concept with particular attention to 
Marcantonio’s engravings; Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 27–33. 

49 Lisa Pon provided an extensive overview of the concept and the history of its use, and 
argued it is a useful “trope,” as it is related to attitudes toward translating languages in the 
sixteenth century, which in some cases emphasized fidelity to the original language and ease of 
presentation or “prontezza” (Marcantonio has been viewed in this light); and in others, the focus 
was on incorporation of interpretation, transformation, and comment (she situated Marcantonio’s 
work in the latter category); Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 33–38. Pon built 
upon Adam von Bartsch’s comparison of the creation of reproductive prints to the translation of 
language, though he thought the goal of the printmaker was to absorb the language of his model 
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de-contextualized these objects from their viewing situations, patrons, functions, and 

mediums, and frequently added text, transforming the experience of that object in nearly 

every way. 

 This revised definition of reproductive has paved the way for new lines of 

inquiry into the role of such prints in sixteenth-century culture. Recent scholars have 

considered the ways in which prints became collectible objects in their own right, serving 

as affordable substitutes for antiquities and participating in discourses about imitation and 

the paragone between the arts.50 Michael Bury has emphasized the interpretive aspect of 

reproductive prints in the second half of the sixteenth century, a period that remains 

understudied and that this dissertation will begin to remedy.51 He analyzed changes made 

from the initial work and space to suit the format and techniques of the print medium, 

emphasizing how these types of prints act as independent objects. 

 Lisa Pon’s work on Marcantonio Raimondi’s engravings in relation to Dürer and 

Raphael has provided an invaluable source for understanding the collaboration between 

 
completely and to have the talent to perfectly capture the original; Adam von Bartsch, Le Peintre 
Graveur (Vienna, 1803), I: 3.  

50 For example: Madeleine Viljoen, “Paper Value,” 203–26; and “Prints and False 
Antiquities in the Age of Raphael,” Print Quarterly 21 (2004): 237–47; Sara Cree, “Translating 
Stone into Paper: Sixteenth-and Seventeenth-Century Prints after Antique Sculpture,” in Paper 
Museums: The Reproductive Print in Europe, 1500-1800, ed. Rebecca Zorach (Chicago: David 
and Alfred Smart Museum of Art, University of Chicago, 2005), 75–100. Gramaccini and Meier 
have analyzed how prints participated in discourses on imitation until 1550; Norberto Gramaccini 
and Hans Jakob Meier, Die Kunst der Interpretation: italienische Reproduktionsgrafik 1485-1600 
(Berlin: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 2009). The book resulted from two conferences, held in Berlin 
and Florence (2007/8), and an exhibition at the Berliner Kupferstichkabinett (March-June 2009).  

51 Bury, The Print in Italy, 1550-1620; “On Some Engravings by Giorgio Ghisi 
Commonly Called ‘Reproductive,’” Print Quarterly 10, no. 1 (March 1993): 4–19; and “Beatrizet 
and the ‘Reproduction’ of Antique Relief Sculpture,” Print Quarterly 13, no. 2 (June 1996): 111–
26. 
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Marcantonio and Raphael, notions of the reproductive print and the implications of 

translation, developing ideas about copying and imitation, authorship, copyright and 

privileges, and her work serves as an important methodological model for this 

dissertation.52 By studying Marcantonio’s engravings in conjunction with his sources (the 

prints of Dürer, the drawings of Raphael, and the frescoes in the Stanza della Segnatura 

and the Loggia of Psyche), Pon highlighted the tension that existed between the 

development of “possessive authorship” and collaboration in the early sixteenth 

century.53 Since little archival evidence remains of Marcantonio’s life, and no written 

documentation exists for his collaboration with Raphael, we must turn to the prints, 

which were eagerly collected and highly valued by the 1560s, for evidence: his 

ambiguous monogram [MAF], his technique, and the relationship of his prints to known 

drawings.54 As such, these prints become “social deposits” of the network of creation 

between designers, printmakers, publishers.55 Pon emphasized the important relationship 

between engravings that translated works in other media, focusing not on a single artist, 

but on how images traveled across media, geographic boundaries, space, and time. 

 
52 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi.  
53 Pon, 1-14, esp. 10-11; she drew the term “possessive authorship” from Joseph 

Lowenstein, Ben Jonson and Possessive Authorship (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2002).  

54 Pon, 12. For a recent review of written sources and the dearth of documentation, see 
Anne Bloemacher Raffael und Raimondi: Produktion und Intention der frühen Druckgraphik 
nach Raffael, 1st ed. (Berlin: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 2016), 23-42.  

55 She thus differentiated her notion of the “social deposit” from Michael Baxandall’s 
client-painter relationship; Pon, 15. 
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 Bernadine Barnes, in studying prints as responses to Michelangelo’s work, 

highlighted the important role of prints that sought to reproduce or translate an object 

made in another medium. As Barnes demonstrated, we can learn much by studying the 

relationship between the print and its source, and we should not be apologetic about the 

intention of these prints to reproduce, or respond to, something about that source.56 

Especially relevant to this analysis is her revealing relationship between a fresco held in a 

semi-private space, the Last Judgment in the Sistine Chapel, and the prints that sought to 

reproduce it.57 While levels of attachment may vary according to audience, studying that 

space in between the two objects can tell us much about the social and intellectual 

function of the print, and how a print might have impacted the reception of the object it 

seeks to reproduce or interpret.58 Invoking Walter Benjamin, who once argued that 

reproduction destroyed the “aura” of art, Barnes asserted that “reproductions create a new 

cult of artist and masterpieces, one in which pilgrim-tourists travel to see real objects 

made familiar to them through so many repetitions.”59 

 
56 Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 4. 
57 Barnes, 99-111. 
58 Barnes, 5 and n. 16, drawing from Stephen Bann, who argued for this notion of the 

social and intellectual function of the work; Stephen Bann, Parallel Lines: Printmakers, Painters 
and Photographers in Nineteenth-Century France (New Haven and London: Yale, 2001), 2-3.  

59 Barnes, 1. Benjamin emphasized the role of time and sense of presence inherent in, or 
necessary for, the aura of the original; Walter Benjamin, “The Work of Art in the Age of 
Mechanical Reproduction,” in Illuminations, ed. Hannah Arendt, trans. Harry Zohn (New York: 
Schocken Book, 1969), 217–51. A large body of scholarship is dedicated to this influential 
twentieth-century cultural and literary critic. For further study, see Gerhard Richter, Inheriting 
Walter Benjamin (London, England: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2016); and Andrew E. Benjamin, 
Walter Benjamin and History (London, England: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2006). 
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 Barnes offers a model for studying reproductive engravings after early modern 

artists within the context of the developing print culture and the business of prints.60 She 

examined known engravings and related drawings for evidence of what contemporaries 

valued in Michelangelo’s work, their critical reception, especially since Michelangelo did 

not seek to collaborate with engravers as Raphael did. She demonstrated that engravers, 

publishers and critics were thoughtful participants in discourses about art and culture as 

they selected which images to publish and how to present them to various anticipated 

audiences, often competing with written descriptions as a form of reading or criticism. 

She addressed how issues of access, familiarity, translation, and competition between 

publishers and printmakers impacted choices. Although she did not use the term or 

theoretical framework, her book suggests the importance of social transmission in the 

process of dissemination. 

 In addition to the highly focused studies outlined above, other scholars have 

emphasized the important role of translation, of materiality and intermediality, in prints 

that communicate about other objects.61 In all cases, the formal qualities of the print are 

 
60 In situating the endeavor within the “print culture,” Barnes referred to Roger Chartier, 

who emphasized shifting power relations as texts became available beyond elite audiences 
(aristocracy, royalty, and ministry), and the parallel rise of actions associated with published texts 
and images (e.g. literacy, editing, copyright law, etc.); Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 5; Roger 
Chartier, ed., The Culture of Print: Power and Uses of Print in Early Modern Europe (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1989). 

61 Madeleine Viljoen has astutely examined of the prints of Marcantonio’s workshop and 
their engagement in the paragone with antique and modern sculpture and painting, in specific 
locations in Rome. Though her focus is on these early prints, and she did not address the specific 
engravings under examination here, her argument is quite useful here; see for example, her 
chapter on “Prints and the Art of Comparison” in Madeleine Claire Viljoen, “Raphael into Print: 
The Movement of Ideas about the Antique in Engravings by Marcantonio Raimondi and His 
Shop” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Princeton University, 2000), 116–61.  
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essential to how meaning is conveyed and may also indicate how the print was valued or 

used.62 For example, recent scholarship on the Speculum Romanae Magnificentia situated 

the endeavor in historxical context, providing valuable insight into the creation, 

publication, and collection of prints that sought to preserve and disseminate the art of 

Rome, particularly with respect to antiquities.63  

In short, reproductive prints are a kind of attached print that involves translation, 

interpretation, response, referral, and often, comment. These are prints that sought to 

frame another work that was frequently made in a different medium, created by people 

who sought to insert their own agendas into visual and often verbal communication about 

that object—in other words, to mediate it.64 Other types of prints interpret and respond, 

participating in a dialectic with varying degrees of attachment depending on the 

knowledge of the beholder. The prints examined here fall into a range of response types, 

 
62 For instance, Rebeccah Zorach has focused on how the materiality of prints impacted 

their value and the perception of excess in France; Rebecca Zorach, Blood, Milk, Ink, Gold: 
Abundance and Excess in the French Renaissance, 1st ed. (Chicago: University Of Chicago 
Press, 2005). Other scholars have demonstrated the important effects of intermediality and 
translation with respect to other mediums: Alina Payne and has studied the miniaturizing effects 
of architecture; Alina Payne, “Materiality, Crafting, and Scale in Renaissance Architecture,” 
Oxford Art Journal 32, no. 3 (October 1, 2009): 365–86. A recent anthology on the role of 
translation explores the intertwined relationships between prints and works of art in other 
mediums, emphasizing the agency of prints, which play an active role in driving creativity and 
invention in works created in other mediums, which the authors argue often become 
decontextualized and altered in surprising ways; Karr Schmidt and Wouk, eds., Prints in 
Translation (2017). 

63 Rebecca Zorach, ed., The Virtual Tourist in Renaissance Rome: Printing and 
Collecting the Speculum Romanae Magnificentia (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008). 

64 According to Jay Bolter and Richard Grusin, when one medium is used to interpret 
another medium, we should label it “remediation,” or the “mediation of mediation.” They argued 
that media since the Renaissance have always been “commenting on, reproducing, and replacing 
each other, and this process is integral to media. Media need each other in order to function as 
media at all;” Jay David Bolter and Richard Grusin, Remediation: Understanding New Media 
(Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1999), 55. 
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from those typically called reproductive to those related by subject or theme, but they 

could all become attached to Raphael’s fresco. In some way, all attached prints operate in 

that space in between creation and reception. By situating these engravings within a more 

contextualized reading of the villa, its frescoes, and related prints, we may understand 

better the complex and nuanced role of engravings in the process of transmission. As this 

study shows, prints participated in the transmission of ideas about the frescoes and in 

broader discourses about antiquity, invenzione, imitazione, identity, decorum, and the 

paragone between the arts. 

Past Meets Present: “Going Viral” as an Interpretive Contribution 

In his aptly named book Contagious: Why Things Catch On (2013), Jonah Berger 

collated years of scientific research on social transmission that seeks answers to how and 

why certain ideas, products and behaviors pass from one person to another, and ‘go 

viral.’65 Drawing on studies in sociology, psychology, and neuroscience to understand 

this human behavior, Berger identified consistent patterns in viral content from baby 

names to New York Times articles to YouTube videos. From these patterns, he developed 

the acronym STEPPS to define the criteria required for viral transmission: social 

currency, or reward, for the sharer; environmental triggers, or common occurrences that 

remind people to share; provocative emotions; public visibility; practical value, such as 

 
65 Jonah Berger, Contagious. Berger developed arguments made by his predecessors, 

especially Malcolm Gladwell, The Tipping Point (New York: Little, Brown and Company, 2000); 
and Chip Heath and Dan Heath, Made to Stick; Why Some Ideas Survive and Others Die (New 
York: Random House, 2007). These books serve as guides for marketing professionals today, but 
based as they are in human psychology and behavioral sciences, they provide useful frameworks 
through which we may understanding parallels in the past, recast in Renaissance emotions, 
behaviors and values. 
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cost, quality or information; and memorable stories, the vessels that encapsulates all of 

the above.66 The more of these traits a product, idea or behavior had, the more successful 

it was at cultivating demand for itself and “going viral.” A viral success thus possesses 

agency that transcends any one influential sharer.67 Some people are more persuasive 

than others in their form of delivery, however, and since people always share information 

framed by their attitude toward it (or for a target audience), sharing has an extraordinary 

shaping aspect, and information can acquire an uncontrollable but powerful afterlife.68 

 This research focuses on Raphael’s work in one space, on his relationship to the 

earliest printmakers and publishers, who collaborated with the artist to disseminate his 

designs, and on those who came later, who continued to produce prints that engage with 

Raphael’s fresco. It emphasizes different types of audiences, from the insiders who knew 

the space well and experienced the development of the decorations alongside Agostino 

Chigi, to more distant audiences through space and time. There is, of course, a significant 

body of scholarship dedicated to understanding Raphael’s relationship to prints, as well 

as his collaboration with Marcantonio and the circle of engravers around him.69 Focus has 

 
66 Contagious provides an accessible summary of Berger’s research within a useful 

taxonomical framework, building upon research published in scholarly journals, such as: Jonah 
Berger and Eric Schwartz, “What Drives Immediate and Ongoing Word of Mouth?” Journal of 
Marketing Research (October 2011): 869-880; Jonah Berger “Arousal Increases Social 
Transmission of Information,” Psychological Science, 22, no. 7 (2011): 891-893; and many more.  

67 Berger notes, attention has been focused on the messenger, those powerful influencers, 
and the main driver of the sharing, the power of the message itself, often gets overlooked; Berger, 
Contagious, 13. 

68 In one experiment, remarkability was the driving force, yet participants amplified the 
remarkability of their experience to impress a an outside audience and offered more objective 
responses to the experiment’s facilitators; Berger, 40-41.  

69 As previously mentioned, Lisa Pon (2004) and Madeleine Viljoen (2000, 2003, 2004) 
have offered important contributions. Anne Bloemacher has also brought renewed attention and 
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tended either toward Marcantonio’s role as reproductive printmaker or the opposite: as 

original creator.70 In recent decades, scholars have often emphasized that Marcantonio’s 

more “reproductive” engravings were based upon drawings and valued as records of 

Raphael’s inventions, as printed drawings; this treatment has underscored their relative 

independence from the paintings for which those drawings were often made. 

Marcantonio’s Galatea engraving is a notable exception in a sense, since some scholars 

have argued it was based upon the fresco itself or at least a highly finished modello.71 

Still, no attention has been paid to how this or related engravings responded to the 

painted work as it operated within the space; there remains a distinct separation between 

 
valuable insight to this topic; Anne Bloemacher, Raffael und Raimondi (2016); and “Marcantonio 
Raimondi and Raphael: The Engraver’s Empty Tablet-Signature as a Plurivalent Sign,” Chicago 
Art Journal 18 (2008): 20–41. Others include J.D. Passavant, Le Peintre-Graveur, 6 vols. 
(Leipzig: Rudolph Weigel, 1860-1864), 6: 74-94; John Spike, “Marcantonio’s Relationship to His 
School” (qualifying paper, Department of Fine Arts, Harvard University, 1974); Bernice F. 
Davidson, “Marcantonio Raimondi, The Engravings of His Roman Period” (Dissertation, 
Radcliffe College, Harvard University, 1954); Innis H. Shoemaker and Elizabeth Broun, The 
Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, Exh. Cat. (Lawrence: Spencer Museum of Art University 
of Kansas, 1981); Stefania Massari, Raphael Invenit. Stampe Da Raffaello Nelle Collezioni 
Dell’Istituto Nazionale per La Grafica (Rome: Edizioni Quasar, 1985); Landau and Parshall, The 
Renassiance Print, 120-146; Patricia Emison, “Raphael’s Multiples,” 186–206; Antonella Imolesi 
Pozzi, Marco Dente: un incisore ravennate nel segno di Raffaello: le stampe delle raccolte 
Piancastelli (Ravenna: Longo Editore, 2008); Edward H. Wouk, ed., Marcantonio Raimondi, 
Raphael and the Image Multiplied, Exh. Cat. (Manchester, U.K.: Manchester University Press, 
2016).  

70 As Anne Bloemacher previously observed, noting that arguments related to the nature 
of their collaboration are rooted in perceptions of Marcantonio’s status and capabilities; “The 
Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” 23. 

71 Oberhuber proposed it was based upon the fresco; Konrad Oberhuber, Renaissance in 
Italien, 16. Jahrhundert (Vienna: Graphische Sammlung Albertina, 1966), 9. Innis Shoemaker 
(1981) agreed this was possible, adding it was at least based upon a highly finished modello; The 
Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, 122, cat. 33. Oberhuber had also suggested Marcantonio 
Raimondi’s prints related to the Loggia of Psyche were based on the frescoes, a point that Achim 
Gnann elaborated upon; Konrad Oberhuber and Achim Gnann, Roma e lo stile classico di 
Raffaello: 1515-1527 (Milano: Electa, 1999), 134-35. 
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scholarship on the Galatea fresco and that focused on these early engravings. Moreover, 

little attention has been paid to later engravings (copies or impressions from reworked 

plates) as responses to their predecessors in print or in paint.  

This dissertation focuses upon the relationship of engravings to the fresco as it 

functioned in the space for its earliest audience and then later audiences, allowing for the 

inclusion of peripheral prints that are less obviously attached to their prototypes and have 

received little notice. I will emphasize what prints suggest about printmaking as a 

medium, or a meta-medium, highlighting its own capacity for artistic invention and 

mediation. I seek to understand how conversations about materiality and intermediality, 

as well as identity and the transfer of viewing context are part of a process of going viral 

over the course of the century. I also consider these prints within the larger print culture 

and the business of publishing and collecting over time. By applying Jonah Berger’s 

theoretical framework to this analysis, this dissertation brings together several conceptual 

and methodological approaches that have been employed successfully to re-evaluate 

Renaissance art, as discussed below. 

Social Currency 

Social currency is based on how passing along an idea, product or behavior makes the 

sharer look good to others—it gives them status, makes them look like an insider, or 

allows them to appear remarkable.72 Sharing thoughts, opinions, and experiences also 

provides the sharer with an intrinsic pleasure, as they demonstrate their knowledge, 

 
72 Berger, Contagious, 35. See also, Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the 

Judgement of Taste, First published in 1979 (Hoboken: Taylor and Francis, 2013). 
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shrewdness, talent, or wit.73 Status is tied to game mechanics, wherein success is relative 

and depends on the ability to demonstrate status to others.74 Exclusive membership or 

scarcity, such as access that is limited in time, enhances the perception of insider status.75 

Social currency also increases if the product, idea or behavior possesses an “inner 

remarkability” (it is novel, surprising, extreme, interesting, entertaining, controversial, or 

mysterious), and disagreement and debate encourage sharing. Remarkability increases 

over time as a story is shared, some details becoming more exaggerated while others fall 

away—like whisper down the lane, memory plays an important role in what details are 

carried through.76 Whether people share to showcase their status, access, wit, knowledge, 

or capacity for debate, sharing has an incredible shaping aspect that affects reception.77  

The importance of fame, or fama, increased in the fifteenth and sixteenth century 

along with the rising status of the artist, as we witness in the praise of Raphael, especially 

 
73 Berger, Contagious, 29-35 (on the activation of pleasure in the brain, 33). 
74 In Berger’s examples, someone today might pay for airline miles to increase their 

airline status (even if it costs them more money), so they can showcase to others their ability to 
skip the line or relax in the exclusive lounge before a flight; or they may reject a higher paying 
job in favor of a more prestigious title; Berger, Contagious, 43-46. Jonathan Nelson and Richard 
Zeckhauser’s examination of the relationship between patronage, identity, and formal qualities is 
related to my approach and to Berger’s categories, especially their use of game theory. However, 
game theory is only one aspect of social currency as described here, and especially in the context 
of the print market, it is not focused on patronage alone. These authors also concentrated on  
economic theory and conspicuous consumption rather than the psychology or sociology of human 
interactions; Jonathan Katz Nelson and Richard Zeckhauser, The Patron’s Payoff: Conspicuous 
Commissions in Italian Renaissance Art (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2008). 

75 Berger, Contagious, 50-57. 
76 On the concept of remarkability, see Berger, Contagious, 35-43. 
77 Berger, Contagious, 33. 
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after his death.78 For example, Pandolfo Pico de la Mirandola lamented the artist’s 

passing, declaring that his fame would be subject to neither time nor death: “che’è quella 

de la Fama, la quale non è subietta a Tempo, né a Morte.”79 Paolo Giovio, in his Vita of 

the artist (c. 1525), placed Raphael in the triumvirate that included Michelangelo and 

Leonardo, attributing Raphael’s fame to his magnetic personality and ability to win over 

patrons as much as his excellent works of art.80 Given this emphasis and an increasingly 

competitive print market, social currency manifests as a multifaceted conversation that 

takes place between many entities within the social network: patrons, designers, painters, 

printmakers, publishers and collectors.81 The increased application of signatures, 

 
78 On the status of the artist and notions of fame, see for example, Patricia A. Emison, 

Creating the “Divine” Artist: From Dante to Michelangelo (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2004), esp. 
255-303; Emma et. al Barker, ed., Changing Status of the Artist (New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press, 1999); and Ernst Kris and Otto Kurz, Legend, Myth, and Magic in the Image of 
the Artist: A Historical Experiment (Yale University Press, 1981); and Tamara Smithers, who 
examines the contruction of fame through artists’ tomb memorials; see Tamara Smithers 
“Memorializing the Masters: Renaissance Tombs for Artists and the Cults of Raphael and 
Michelangelo” (Temple University, 2012); and The Cults of Raphael and Michelangelo: Artistic 
Sainthood and Memorials as a Second Life (London: Routledge, forthcoming). 

79 Pandolfo Pico della Mirandola, April 7, 1520; Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern 
Sources, 1:575, no.1520/17. 

80 “Raphael of Urbino acquired the third place in painting through the amazing sweetness 
of his learned talent, and [through his] skill. As a result of his great familiarity with the powerful, 
which got through every observance of civilized behavior, no less than by the nobility of his 
works, he became so famous that he never lacked the opportunity to demonstrate his illustrious 
craft;” Paolo Giovio, “Raphaelis Urbinatis Vita (c. 1525),” translated in Shearman, Raphael in 
Early Modern Sources, 807-810, 1515/15. For the text in Latin, see pp. 807-808. 

81 One is reminded of the important shift that took place in patronage studies in the 1990s, 
as scholars began to focus on a more nuanced approach to patronage. Quintessential is Tracy 
Cooper’s argument that patronage is transactional and dynamic rather than simply hierarchical, 
and social networks are often visible within the works themselves; Tracy Cooper, “Mecenatismo 
or Clientelismo?,” in The Search for a Patron in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, ed. David 
G. Wilkins and Rebecca L. Wilkins, illustrated edition, vol. 12 (Edwin Mellen Press, 1996), 19–
32. For a collection of essays that expand upon this concept, see Jill Burke, ed., Art and Identity 
in Early Modern Rome (Ashgate, 2008). See also Howard Becker, Art Worlds, 25th Anniversary 
Edition (Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London: University of California Press, 2008), whose classic 
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dedications, and privileges to prints allowed printmakers and publishers to demonstrate 

their social networks, status, knowledge and insider access.82 There are many examples 

of this related to engravings after Michelangelo’s Last Judgment, and there are 

precedents in privileges outside of Rome, such as that issued by the Venetian Senate for 

Jacapo de’ Barbari’s View of Venice, dated 1500.83 In this case study, we find a 

prominent example in Hendrick Goltzius’s engraving, The Triumph of Galatea [fig. ], at 

the end of the century, while we discover a more concealed insider discourse in the prints 

of the Marcantonio school (Chapter 5).84 The trend is also evident in many published 

 
sociological examination posits that works of art are produced by networks of many entities, 
including artists, dealers, critics and consumers.   

82 For a useful summary of the types of inscriptions and their development, see 
Christopher L. C. E. Witcombe, Print Publishing in Sixteenth-Century Rome: Growth and 
Expansion, Rivalry and Murder (London: Harvey Miller Publishers, 2008), 13-18. Updating and 
expanding upon Witcombe, see Jane C. Ginsburg, “Proto-Property in Literary and Artistic 
Works: Sixteenth-Century Papal Printing Privileges,” in Research Handbook on the History of 
Copyright Law, ed. Isabella Alexander and H. Gómez-Arostegui (Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar 
Publishing, 2016), 1–33, https://doi.org/10.4337/9781783472406. 

83 For example, the engravings of Giorgio Ghisi, Martino Rota, and Jan Wierex after the 
Last Judgment include various inscriptions and dedications, often altered over time in new states; 
for a review of the various known states, see Suzanne Boorsch, The Engravings of Giorgio Ghisi 
(New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1985), 54-57. The first dated print after a fresco to 
receive a papal privilege—indeed one of the first prints to receive a privilege—was an engraving 
by Giulio Bonasone after the Last Judgment. The print is dedicated to Cardinal Alessandro 
Farnese, who may have commissioned the print and possibly assisted in obtaining the privilege; 
Christopher L. C. E. Witcombe, Copyright in the Renaissance: Prints and the Privilegio in 
Sixteenth-Century Venice and Rome (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2004), 160. Merchant Anton Kolb 
requested a privilege from the Venetian senate for Jacapo de’ Barbari’s map; Venice, Archivio di 
Stato, Collegio, Notatorio, registro 15 (anni 1499 -1507), fol. 28 recto. For a transcription of the 
original text, see Terisio Pignatti, “La pianta di Venezia di Jacopo de’ Barbari,” Bollettino dei 
musei civici veneziani IX (1964): 28-29, previously cited by Deborah Howard, “Venice as a 
Dolphin: Further Investigations into Jacopo de’ Barbari’s View,” Artibus et Historiae 18, no. 35 
(1997): 101 and n. 3; and for a discussion of the case, see Lisa Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and 
Marcantonio Raimondi, 43-48, esp. 46-48.  

84 A related and enlightening argument that provided another conceptual model for me is 
Shira Brisman’s investigation into how prints communicate in various modes, revealing and 
concealing information to different audiences; Shira Brisman, “Briefkultur: Art and the Epistolary 
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texts related to the Villa Farnesina (Chapter 2), and even within the decorations 

themselves (Chapters 3 and 4).  

Triggers and the Network of References 

Triggers are words, events or behaviors occurring in society that remind a person of the 

idea and cause them to share.85 Less enticing than remarkability, triggers have more 

longevity because they are more commonly found within the environmental fabric of 

society. A remarkable product must become attached to triggers to keep word spreading 

about it.86 Triggers are formed by ideas or thoughts that are on the mind of the person 

receiving the message.87 The recipient may draw upon their own interests and knowledge, 

along with sensory experiences, or frequently occurring events or activities, such as 

meals, religious holidays, sporting events, or travel. Ideas about politics, business, art, 

literature, family, or other common subjects may serve as triggers for discussion within 

communities, and environmental triggers increase through frequent pairing. Triggers can 

thus be generated by attaching a product, idea or behavior to something else already 

known and frequently occurring in society, enhanced by attachments to quotidian 

experiences, negative publicity, and competition.88 An important aspect of the “trigger” is 

 
Mode of Address in the Age of Albrecht Dürer” (Ph.D., Yale University, 2012); Shira Brisman, 
Albrecht Dürer and the Epistolary Mode of Address (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
2016). 

85 Berger, Contagious, 61–92. 
86 Berger points out, the launch of a new film requires immediate word of mouth, but an 

anti-bullying campaign requires both immediate and long-term sharing; Berger, Contagious, 67. 
87 Berger, Contagious, 69-70. 
88 In Berger’s contemporary examples, Honey Nut Cherrios are talked about more than 

Disney World, even though Cherrios are less exciting, because people eat breakfast every day; 
Berger, 61, 89-92. Berger discovered that negative publicity fostered the transmission of new or 
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that it is active and can affect behavior. Location is also important: Berger provides an 

example that is relevant to the sixteenth century, noting that churches, filled with 

religious imagery, remind viewers of appropriate behavior.89   

Creators of products, or those wishing to shape social behaviors, may actively 

seek to create triggers, but the receivers of that product are equally active participants. 

For a product or idea to become a viral success, the audience must receive the intended 

trigger to pass an idea along. The pervasiveness and portability of printed objects allowed 

them to easily serve as triggers that could remind artists or collectors of the sources to 

which they refer, encouraging response, such as discussion of the source, comparison 

between objects made in different mediums, or the creation of copies or interpretations. 

Audiences may also form new attachments based on their own experiences, knowledge, 

or interests, such as how they collected prints, while in other cases, links could be 

broken.90 Triggers thus form a network of reception that is complex, fluid and always 

transforming. As Lisa Pon argued, the very materiality of these multiple, portable and 

relatively inexpensive objects allowed them to travel; in doing so, they engaged in an 

intertextual dialogue between makers and collectors, and become in a sense, Barthesian 

 
relatively unknown authors, as negative reviews in the New York Times increased sales on those 
books by forty-five percent; Berger, Contagious, 80. 

89 Berger, Contagious, 73. 
90 David Rijser referred to “networks of allusions” as active connections that Renaissance 

artists made through allusion, quotation and intertext, aligned with early modern literary 
practices. He distinguished between active attempts by artists to foster such allusions 
(intentionality) and unintentional references based upon ideas already embedded within society. 
This is an important distinction, but in considering the concept of the trigger as an aspect of viral 
transmission, both makers and receivers are active participants in the formation of networks 
through which meaning is formed; David Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 386. 
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texts that invited spectators to become “practical collaborators” in actively framing 

meaning.91  

From printed texts about the Farnesina (Chapter 2), to artistic and literary 

quotation, emulation, and rivalry within the works themselves (Chapters 3 and 4) to 

responsive engravings (Chapter 5), we find a complex fabric laden with triggers that 

encouraged response and shaped meaning. Both makers and receivers sought to foster 

connections and invite comparison, contributing to the constantly evolving and growing 

network of ideas spread by word of mouth and in texts. As competition and comparison 

were central aspects of art practice and theory throughout the century, artists responded to 

triggers, actively quoting, alluding to, interpreting and competing with other works of art 

or literature. Their viewers could recognize deliberate references or make connections of 

their own, based upon what they could read, see, remember or imagine. 

Emotions: Provocation and Persuasion 

Certain types of emotions incite people to share, to demonstrate that they care about a 

product, idea or behavior (awe, excitement, humor, anger, anxiety), while others 

discourage sharing, causing people to retreat (sadness, contentment).92 They can be 

positive or negative, but they must be emotions that arouse action. Emotions are closely 

tied to social currency, as many of the qualities that make a product, idea or behavior 

remarkable or debatable also provoke powerful emotions; and they are tied to triggers 

 
91 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 8–10, invoking the seminal essay by 

Roland Barthes, “The Death of the Author,” in Media Texts, Authors and Readers: A Reader, ed. 
David Graddol and Oliver Boyd-Barrett (Clevedon, Philadelphia, Adelaide: Multilingual Matters, 
1994), 168–70. 

92 Berger, Contagious, 93–123.  
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because words, events or behaviors in the environment could also trigger certain 

emotions that incited sharing.  

During the Renaissance, emotions were understood as powerful rhetorical tools 

used to persuade audiences.93 Arousal emotions are pervasive in image and text across 

countless issues and themes, including, among many others, religious devotion and 

anxieties about the afterlife; envy in artistic rivalry, politics and business; love and 

friendship; desire and disgust; and the awe of antiquities or well-known artists, such as 

Raphael and Michelangelo.94 Vasari employed provocative emotions throughout his Lives 

of the Artists, such as envy, devotion, anger, anxiety, grief, and love, often granting 

emotional qualities to images even when they were not conveyed in the works 

themselves.95 Several other scholars have recently explored the role of emotion in art 

 
93 Through such texts as Aristotle, Rhetoric, (4th c. B.C.E); Thomas Aquinas, Summa 

Theologicae II-1.22-48; and Niccoló Machiavelli, The Prince; Amy M. Schmitter, “Ancient, 
Medieval and Renaissance Theories of the Emotions,” ed. Edward N. Zalta, The Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Winter 2016, https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2016/ 
entries/emotions-17th18th/LD1Background.html; Simo Knuuttila, “Emotions from Plato to the 
Renaissance,” in Sourcebook for the History of the Philosophy of Mind, ed. Simo Knuuttila and 
Juha Sihvola, Studies in the History of Philosophy of Mind 12 (Springer Netherlands, 2014), 
463–97. Artists sought to arouse the emotions of their viewers through formal qualities. 

94 The power of awe is especially useful here. Berger writes, “the sense of wonder and 
amazement that occurs when someone is inspired by great knowledge, beauty, sublimity or might. 
It’s the experience of confronting something greater than yourself. Awe expands one’s frame of 
reference and drives transcendence. It encompasses admiration and inspiration and can be evoked 
by everything from great works of art or music to religious transformations, from breathtaking 
natural landscapes to human feats of daring and discovery. Awe is a complex emotion that 
frequently involves a sense of surprise, unexpectedness, or mystery,” 101-102. Here Berger draws 
from the definition of awe as defined by psychologists Dacher Keltner and Jonathan Haidt, 
“Approaching Awe, a Moral, Spiritual, and Aesthetic Emotion,” Cognition and Emotion, 17 
(2003): 297-314.  

95 As Svetlana Alpers once demonstrated; “Ekphrasis and Aesthetic Attitudes in Vasari’s 
Lives,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 23, no. 3/4 (1960): 190–215. 
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across various mediums, offering suggestions of pathways for further exploration.96 This 

case study examines how the frescoes, as well as the printed texts and images under 

examination here responded to and sought to provoke a variety of arousal emotions, 

particularly awe, humor, love and desire—and in some cases failed to do so. 

Public: The Social Influence of Visibility 

At the heart of Berger’s notion of public is that the “power of observability” has social 

influence.97 It is based on our innate desire to imitate one another, but visibility is key. 

That is, people are more likely to imitate a behavior, buy a product, discuss an idea, or 

 
96 Marcia Hall has demonstrated how artists in the sixteenth century sought to arouse the 

devotion of viewers through their sensuous use of materials and techniques; Hall and Cooper, 
eds., The Sensuous in the Counter-Reformation Church; Marcia Hall, The Sacred Image (2011). 
David Areford has illuminated how printed images in the fifteenth century attempted to arouse 
the emotions of viewers, emphasizing the importance of the materiality of woodcuts; He studies 
how woodcuts depended upon emotional, physical and psychological responses from viewers; 
David Areford, The Viewer and the Printed Image in Late Medieval Europe. (Aldershot (GBR): 
Ashgate, 2010). Edward Wouk recently explored the emotions conveyed in Marcantonio’s il 
Morbetto (c. 1515/16), aligned with Alberti’s recommendation that artists should seek to evoke 
emotion through historia; Edward Wouk, “From Death to Print: The Morbetto and the Power of 
Engraving in Raphael’s Rome,” in Marcantonio Raimondi, Raphael and the Image Multiplied, 
ed. Edward H. Wouk, Exh. Cat. (Manchester, U.K.: Manchester University Press, 2016), 46–65. 
See also, Kai Hohenfeld, Den Teufel im Leib: Affekt und Bewegung in der italienischen Grafik 
des 16. Jahrhunderts: Ausstellung, Bremen, Kunsthalle Bremen, Kupferstichkabinett, 27. August-
23. November 2014 (Bremen: Kunsthalle, 2014). 

97 Berger, Contagious, 125–54. Berger’s notion of ‘public’ is aligned with concepts in 
Bronwen Wilson and Paul Yachnin’s book on the formation of publics in Renaissance Venice, 
which highlighted how communities formed based upon the shared tastes, interests, and desires of 
individuals, cultural producers from poets and painters to printers and mathematicians. The essays 
in their book build upon Benedict Anderson’s concept of “imagined communities,” which, 
however, focused upon the development of communities in the early formation of nationalism; 
Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism 
(London and New York: Verso, 2006). Wilson and Yachnin argued that although the works of 
these groups altered the polis (political culture and public life), makers and consumers were often 
motivated by other factors: “sheer curiosity and creativity, the need to make a livelihood, a desire 
for fame, as well as sometimes an aspiration to reimagine or even transform the world;” Bronwen 
Wilson and Paul Yachnin, eds., Making Publics in Early Modern Europe: People, Things, Forms 
of Knowledge (New York: Routledge, 2010), 1.   
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otherwise respond if they see others are doing so.98 Just as publicizing behaviors deemed 

positive by society can increase desirable behaviors, publicizing a bad behavior, even 

unintentionally, will more likely increase that behavior.99 

 Private thoughts or beliefs must be made public to foster viral transmission. 

While people consume privately most products, ideas, and behaviors (their favorite 

websites, the books they read, their political views), they publicly signal their private 

choices or actions, which can affect the behavior of others.100 The application of logos or 

brand names to products fosters viral transmission in the form of self-advertising, 

offering consumers a way to share their private consumption, and potential consumers 

social proof that others are buying that product.101 Social media, blogs and other digital 

 
98 For example, students are more likely to ask questions in class if it appears that others 

also have questions, or they are more likely to drink alcohol, even if it makes them 
uncomfortable, because they see others doing it (“behavior is public and thoughts are private”). 
When choosing a restaurant in an unfamiliar city, people are more likely to select one that is 
packed over one that is empty. On the psychology of imitation and “social proof,” see Berger, 
Contagious, 126-131; on the power of observability, 131-133. Wilson and Yachnin have similarly  
noted that the process of making publics—or actively forming communities based on shared 
desires—requires “that actions, people, and things are made visible,” Making Publics in Early 
Modern Europe, 18. 

99 Anti-drug campaigns, such as that initiated by former First Lady, Nancy Reagan 
actually increased drug usage among teenagers because its message had a double-meaning. 
Although it tried to discourage drug usage, it also advertised the social proof that people were 
engaging in that behavior; Berger, Contagious, 149-50. 

100 A campaign that grew out of a competition between a small group of men to see who 
could grow the best mustache in 2003, the following year, the group decided to attach their game 
to a cause. The size of their group grew to 450 in the first year and raised $54,000 for the Prostate 
Cancer Foundation of Australia. The campaign has since grown into a global phenomenon which 
raised more than $174 million by 2013, the year Berger published his book. Similarly, drinking 
alcohol on one college campus was reduced when a campaign used social proof that students 
prefer drinking less, as the campaign demonstrated to students that their peers shared their beliefs 
Berger, Contagious, 137-138, 140. 

101 Berger, Contagious, 141-44. 
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platforms today also provide remnants of actions or behaviors that have shaped public 

opinion and formed communities of shared thoughts, tastes, beliefs and habits. Berger 

refers to these “physical traces or remnants” as “behavioral residue.”102 

 The technology of the digital age has also altered our notions of privacy and 

private spaces. It has allowed us to exchange ideas, behaviors and cultural experiences 

with others around the world from wherever we are. We can watch the same television 

shows, read the same books, share ideas about politics, religious practices, cooking, 

exercise, art, and more, all without leaving our homes. We can create and join new 

private spaces virtually through message apps or online groups, and we share mundane 

details, such as what we ate for dinner, or the most sacred moments of our lives with 

hundreds of “friends.” Our curated online personas make our private lives appear more 

public but often conceal an underlying, private reality that is quite different. And when 

we leave our private spaces and traverse through the world, we carry those capabilities 

with us, quickly accessing information about nearly any topic, shopping, or sending 

photos and videos from around the globe to our friends back home, all from a tiny device 

that fits in our pocket. We can hold private conversations via text with a person who is 

miles away, while surrounded by a host of others. The visibility of our interactions with 

new technology has increased those behaviors. It has created a desire for instant 

 
102 Berger, Contagious, 146. The sportswear brand Nike capitalized upon the renown of 

Lance Armstrong, and harnessed the emotionally powerful story of his survival of testicular 
cancer against great odds, by creating Livestrong wristbands. The inexpensive wristbands, which 
quickly became a phenomenon, left traces of behavioral residue, showing the consumers’ support 
of the cause and their belief in the power to overcome great odds (pp. 144-146). 
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gratification, increased the fear of missing out, quickened the pace of changing tastes and 

novelty, and altered notions of privacy and of private spaces.  

 As is frequently noted, the developments in digital technology today find a 

parallel in the rise of the new technology in the Renaissance. The expansion of 

printmaking and the visibility of human interactions with that new technology shaped 

behaviors, knowledge, values and expectations; producers and consumers became 

increasingly aware of their role in shaping public discourses.103 As Bronwen Wilson and 

Paul Yachnin argued, the building of communities based on shared interests (public 

making) could affect knowledge and alter the “evaluative standards of cultural products;” 

it made individuals increasingly aware that creating and consuming was part of a public 

exchange that could have wide-spread effects, and the increased need to define oneself 

publicly created a pronounced divide between the public persona and private 

personhood.104 

Published texts and prints provide us with “behavioral residue,” visible traces or 

remnants of behaviors and attitudes with respect to making and collecting.105 Printed 

responses to works in other mediums leave us valuable traces of critical responses to 

those works, and they were important for making works held in private spaces public.106 

We can thus explore how, in conjunction with texts and word-of-mouth transmission, 

 
103 Bernadine Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 5; and especially on shifting power relations 

and the rise of new behaviors, Roger Chartier, The Culture of Print.  
104 Wilson and Yachnin, Making Publics in Early Modern Europe 18. 
105 Akin to Allen Sekula’s “Shadow Archive” discussed above.  
106 Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 5. Barnes further observed that engravings were often 

made because a work (such as Michelangelo’s Last Judgment) was inaccessible (p. 9).  
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prints made public behaviors and attitudes toward art, printmaking and collecting, and 

toward the artists with whose works those prints engaged. 

 The criteria of ‘public’ is intertwined with the previous categories (social 

currency, triggers, and emotions), since these motivators are most effective when they are 

made public. “Making public” was essential for the transmission of the fame of an object 

or artist, as well as the creation of the publisher’s or collector’s identity. Issues of 

copyright and intellectual property, which arose alongside authorship and identity, are 

tied to social currency and became amplified in the public sphere, where emotional 

motivators also heighten. Triggers that fostered connections within the network, 

promoted competition, and increased consumer demand, did so most successfully when 

the network of triggers expanded publicly. Making public could thus shape broader 

attitudes towards social currency, triggers and emotions. The mobility and repeatability 

of prints in the sixteenth century gave them the power to make ideas public on a broad 

scale. Thus, they could alter artistic practice, and ultimately shape how prints were made, 

published and collected. In the process of transmission, various entities could form 

communities, and alter notions of privacy and of private spaces. 

 Within this examination of the Villa Farnesina and the subsequent transmission 

of its artistic components, we find writers, artists and printmakers communicating with 

insider audiences, forming their own elite publics and behaviors, revealing hints to 

knowing audiences while concealing details on the broader print market. At the same 

time, the publishers and printmakers transmitted and shaped knowledge of an object held 

in a private space to broader audiences while establishing behaviors and ideas about 

printmaking. 



43 
 

Practical Value: Cost, Quality, Portability, and Knowledge 

Useful information or a practical monetary value constitutes the practical value 

category.107 The opposite of emotional motivators (e.g., sharing because we care about 

something), the motivation to share for practical value is more about showing you care 

about someone else by sharing useful information or advice (even it is not true).108 

Vasari’s Lives is the quintessential Renaissance example of sharing for practical value, a 

source of endless useful information, inextricably tied to the author.  

For consumers, the perception of a good value is a powerful driver in behavioral 

economics. For example, the impression of deep discounts or restricted availability can 

increase desire for a product. 109 In the sixteenth century, printed images were relatively 

inexpensive compared to commissioned panel paintings, frescoes or sculptures.110 

Owning a print offered practical value to connoisseurs and artists alike, since engravings 

 
107 Berger, Contagious, 155-78. 
108 Berger points to examples such as detailing the features of a new vacuum cleaner, 

advising upon which medical treatments are best to cure a cold, or how to save money on a given 
product; Berger, Contagious, 159. For an example of something that is untrue, Berger offers the 
wide dissemination of false information claiming that vaccines cause Autism (p. 175).  

109 Berger, Contagious, 161-168. Psychologist Daniel Kahneman won the Nobel Prize in 
economics in 2002 for his work on the psychological effects of the perception of a good deal on 
behavioral economics; Daniel Kahneman, Thinking, Fast and Slow (New York: Farrar, Straus and 
Giroux, 2011).  

110 Engravings, however, cost significantly more than woodcuts and targeted a 
comparatively affluent clientele. According to an inventory taken at Florentine printmaker 
Alessandro Roselli’s death in 1525, the regular woodblocks in the shop by Alessandro’s son 
Lorenzo cost 2 denari, while royal-sized engravings marked “di Rafaelo da Urbino” cost the 
equivalent of 66 denari (5 soldi and 6 denari), about seven days of work for an unskilled manual 
laborer, though this class would have struggled just to maintain basic standards of living; Landau 
and Parshall, The Renaissance Print, 296-97; appendix of currencies and Florentine wages, pp. 
369-71. Similarly, Dürer’s full-sized prints might have cost the equivalent of an entire day’s labor 
for a moderately skilled mason, making them too costly even for some artisans (pp. 351-54). 
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were related to drawings and artistic invention and provided models for other artists.111 

These motivators continued throughout the century, though we witness an increase in 

prints explicitly tied to specific spaces in Rome, works of art and artists, as well as 

printmakers.112 The addition of inscriptions on prints could increase their practical value 

for consumers, especially as visuals to accompany written text; at the same time, such 

inscriptions could enhance the social currency of those whose names were attached, 

particularly on higher quality prints. Vasari often referred his reader to prints by specific 

printmakers in the Lives, frequently differentiating their quality, and he used prints 

regularly for his own recall when writing the Lives.113 

 
111 Prints supplemented the traditional function of drawings, accelerating the rate at which 

artists could learn from other masters. Lisa Pon situated the development of copying prints within 
copying practices in the Renaissance as a whole, and the rise of a new category of a “work of art” 
as an object created by a specific author in the second decade of the sixteenth century; Pon, 
Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 22–26. Dürer may have envisioned his printed 
images as visual pedagogical tools that could serve as a point of departure for creativity (and 
inadvertently encouraged forgeries); Koerner, “Albrecht Dürer: A Sixteenth-Century Influenza,” 
20-23, 26. In the first half of the century, other collectors valued prints for their proximity to 
drawings (though emphasis varied); Bury, “The Taste for Prints in Italy,” 12-26. 

112 Such prints increasingly sought to direct reception; Jeremy Wood, “Cannibalized 
Prints and Early Art History: Vasari, Bellori and Freart de Chambray on Raphael,” Journal of the 
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 51 (1998): 210–20. We witness a parallel phenomenon in 
prints after antiquities in Rome: “Scholars appreciated them for the antiquarian knowledge they 
conveyed; artists for the inspiration they provided; tourists for their practical guidance. Virtual 
tourists—those who had not yet traveled, could not travel, or had returned home—used them as 
the bases for the work of the imagination;” Rebecca Zorach, The Virtual Tourist, 17. By the 
second half of the sixteenth century, a canon of printmakers began to develop and collectors 
sought prints by specific printmakers; Bury, “The Taste for Prints in Italy to c. 1600,” 24. 

113 In studying Vasari’s use of prints as visual aids, Gregory challenged the notion that he 
frequently made mistakes based upon using prints as sources. In some instances, his description is 
closer to a print than to its source, but more frequently, prints supplemented his own memory; 
Sharon Gregory, Vasari and the Renaissance Print, Visual Culture in Early Modernity (Farnham 
and Burlington: Ashgate, 2012), 133–60. Vasari distinguished between prints of high and low 
quality as he sought to elevate the status of art and artists, though he did not distinguish between 
original and reproductive prints as we think of the concept today; Michael Bury, “The Taste for 
Prints in Italy to C. 1600,” 25–27. 
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Practical value was a crucial factor in the viral transmission of the Villa Farnesina 

and its decorations. I investigate here how limited access to an elite space may have 

increased the perceived practical value of responsive prints, and how authors or artists 

also shaped what they shared according to their own agendas. I also demonstrate how 

practical value could affect whether or not someone bothered to share—in text or in 

image—their interpretation of another work.  

Stories 

Stories are the powerful, memorable, and often entertaining vessels that carry lessons, 

values, information, and ideas.114 Stories can be crafted by producers to enhance the viral 

transmission of a brand or product, and also by consumers based upon their own 

experiences and motivations. Though Berger focuses on contemporary marketing, he 

points out, storytelling is an ancient pastime, and some stories were passed down for 

thousands of years before they were ever recorded: examples include the Greek tale of 

the Trojan horse and its moral lesson, “beware of Greeks bearing gifts,” and later, 

Shakespeare’s plays, embedded as they are “with valuable lessons about character and 

relationships, power and madness, love and war.”115 

More than just conveying a lesson directly, stories make learning exciting, 

providing “a psychological cover that allows people to talk about a product or idea 

without seeming like an advertisement…that is the magic of stories. Information travels 

 
114 Berger, Contagious, 178-201. 
115 Berger, Contagious, 179-180; 183. He provides several examples of contemporary 

campaigns, such as Dove’s campaign for real beauty, which challenged cultural norms; the story 
of a regular man losing weight by eating subway, the now controversial Jared Fogle; and a 
remarkable customer service story from Land’s End; Berger, 183-192. 
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under the guise of idle chatter.”116 As a story with no lesson is but an empty vessel, a 

creator seeking to craft message with “valuable virality,” must “build a Trojan horse,” a 

vessel in which their brand is an essential part of the lesson.117 Stories encapsulate all the 

previous categories, as stories may be shared for many reasons. Perhaps there is 

something remarkable about the story or it allows the sharer to foster their own social 

currency. A trigger in the environment may have reminded the person to share the story. 

The story evokes surprise or awe, it provides useful information, or some combination of 

motivations. As stories become increasingly public, they have the power to shape public 

attitudes and form communities of ideas. But stories are always framed by those who 

share, and as stories evolve over time, they intersect and even compete with other stories.  

Storytelling was a central aspect of Renaissance life, and the “surface plot,” or the 

form the story takes, was a critical facet of that storytelling in both text and image.118 

That is why Giorgio Vasari's book was so successful, after all, as his “practical 

information” and entertaining anecdotes about artists, along with moral lessons, are 

woven into clever and memorable tales that are still told today—tales that cannot be told 

without mentioning Vasari.119 Texts leave us traces of verbal communication, often 

 
116 Berger, Contagious, 185-186; 188. 
117 Berger, Contagious, 188, 196. 
118 Berger writes, “The outward shell of a story—we could call this the surface plot—

grabs your attention and engages your interest. But peel back that exterior and you’ll find 
something hidden inside;” Berger, Contagious, 181. 

119 Paul Barolsky has often emphasized Vasari’s entertaining, storytelling approach; e.g. 
Paul Barolsky, Michelangelo’s Nose: A Myth and Its Maker (University Park, Pennsylvania: 
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1990); Paul Barolsky, Mona Lisa Smiles and Other Tales by 
Vasari (University Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1991). 
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referring to word of mouth transmission or taking the form of an engaging debate or 

dialogue. From the earliest days at the Villa Farnesina, audiences reported on the 

grandeur of the villa and its lavish festivities, traces of which were captured and 

disseminated in printed texts (discussed in Chapter 2). 

Artists told stories in various media, and sometimes printmakers told stories about 

objects produced in other mediums. The paragone between the arts was a crucial 

dialogue and a debate, carried out through various artistic media, which reached a 

pinnacle in the early sixteenth century.120 Some engravers told their stories better than 

others, perhaps providing more practical value through their quality, but even lower 

quality prints could become attached to their sources, or to prints of higher quality 

through triggers, those connections in the network. Prints carried with them many 

lessons, about the capabilities of printmaking, or about broader discourses on art and life, 

and some prints pointed back to specific works and spaces through memory and 

imagination. As writers, printmakers and publishers shared stories, they could attach their 

own identities to the ‘social currency’ of the reproduced object and could become new 

environmental ‘triggers.’ Their stories could provoke awe in viewers, constructing the 

aura of a work by another master, or inspiring admiration of the technique of engraving 

itself. 

Seventy-percent of details of a story are lost in the first five or six transmissions, 

while other details become honed and more focused around the most critical points of the 

 
120 For a useful summary of its development, see Francis Ames-Lewis, The Intellectual 

Life of the Early Renaissance Artist (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2000), 141-
162. See also Claire Farago, Leonardo Da Vinci’s Paragone: A Critical Interpretation with a 
New Edition of the Text in the Codex Urbinas (Leiden: Brill, 1992). 
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story.121 Part of the goal of this dissertation is to restore the lost discourse, to determine 

which aspects rose to the surface and why, and to reveal how long-lost details continue to 

shape our perceptions or understanding. Raphael’s fresco was inherently remarkable. As 

this dissertation shows, it was even more remarkable than we previously knew, but the 

remarkability of Galatea is based upon its response to a complex dialogue taking place in 

the space, the details of which were quickly lost as the renown of Raphael’s painting rose 

to the surface.  

In a similar vein, Berger discovered that a shocking seven percent of viral 

transmission occurs online, fostered by discussion between human beings—word of 

mouth.122 This is what made it possible for stories to be passed down for thousands of 

years before printing was invented. Like social media sharing today, printed texts and 

images in the sixteenth century provide us with visible evidence of social transmission, a 

small part of a largely invisible social discourse. Reproductive prints are not the passive 

conveyors of “exactly repeatable pictorial statements” as William Ivins once declared.123 

They are some of the best traces we have for how ideas were transmitted and transformed 

 
121 These are the findings of a 1949 study; Berger, Contagious, 199. On August 16, 2004, 

a Canadian man named Ron Bensimhon belly-flopped into an Olympic pool in Athens wearing a 
tutu and white polka dot tights, and the video went viral, creating an extraordinary amount of 
debate and controversy. However, the story was a viral failure for the company the stunt sought to 
promote, an internet casino named GoldenPalace.com. Although the diver was wearing the name 
of the company emblazoned across his chest, the millions of people who were sharing the story 
quickly forgot this detail because it was not crucial to the story; Berger, 193-195. 

122 Berger, Contagious, 11. 
123 William M. Jr. Ivins, Prints and Visual Communication (Cambridge University Press, 

1953). 
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along the way, and the medium itself can be an essential part of the message itself.124 

Engravings that responded to or engage in some way with Raphael’s Galatea, when 

understood as responses to the work as it operated within the space and the dissemination 

of ideas about it in print, offer glimpses into that invisible discourse. 

The term “going viral” and Berger’s criteria for it provide a useful framework to 

analyze sixteenth-century values, emotions and behaviors that caused people to share 

ideas; what they shared; and how they did so. The science behind social transmission can 

help us understand why some objects were reproduced more than others, as well as how 

ideas about these objects were transmitted across time and place. Thus, by applying 

Berger’s formula, which addresses psychological, social and environmental factors, to 

early modern viral successes and failures in print, we can begin to formulate answers to 

the fundamental questions posed in this dissertation. 

Chapter Structure 

Chapter 2 examines why and what various audiences shared about the Villa Farnesina, its 

decorations, and Chigi’s legacy, especially through published writings, which provided a 

vast network of responses through which engravings traveled. This chapter illuminates 

how a broad range of viral criteria motivated people to share (often) powerful and 

memorable stories and shaped what they communicated. It emphasizes how the 

experience, whether real or imagined, offered audiences opportunities to foster their 

social currency, which they did through overt displays of social connections, such as 

dedications, and attempts to demonstrate insider access and knowledge (i.e. to leverage 

 
124 As in Marshall McLuhan’s famous dictum, coined in Understanding Media in 1964. 
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game mechanics). We witness how triggers increase, including mentions of Galatea, 

Psyche, Chigi, and Raphael, and become connected to other prominent ideas or figures 

familiar in society, such as chastity and decorum, disegno and colore, printmaking, 

competition, and Michelangelo. Emotion proves a strong motivator: from the awe-

inspiring villa and legacies of Chigi and of Raphael to the powerful feeling of nostalgia, 

the idea of accessing a lost remnant of a glorified past comes to the fore. Practical value 

appears as a strong motivator across various contexts, from art theoretical treatises and 

letters to a handbook for medicinal treatments and a pilgrimage guide.  

As information traveled publicly, it fostered a community of shared ideas about 

courtly behaviors and attitudes toward art, and Chigi’s reputation as a larger-than-life, 

awe-inspiring, enigmatic figure amplified and solidified. In this chapter, we begin to 

understand which aspects rose to the surface as stories traveled throughout the century 

and the extent to which details quickly fell away. This chapter also illustrates many 

factors that must have increased desire to publish or own a print related to the frescoes, 

which for most viewers offered the only visual access to the frescoes (or designs for 

them), and lays the groundwork for understanding how collectors may have understood 

and valued the prints. While I focus primarily on published writings, I also examine 

drawings, printed maps, and related engravings, which demonstrate audience 

impressions, attitudes, access or knowledge. 

Chapters 3 and 4 begin a more in-depth study of the Loggia of Galatea, seeking 

on one hand to bring to life the insider experience of the villa, and in particular this 

loggia, in the second decade of the sixteenth century. I explore how the three artists—

Baldassare Peruzzi, Sebastiano del Piombo, and Raphael—created works that sought to 
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engage with their viewers, as well as with works of art and literature both within and 

beyond the space. These chapters highlight the important role of viral transmission in the 

creation of the decorations and the holistic experience of the space. They reveal new 

insights about the decorations themselves, which have been lost over time, but which 

have continued to shape perceptions of these works. Across these chapters, I examine 

how contemporary viewers understood the decorations, and the issues they may have 

discussed when confronted with those decorations. I consider how viral factors, including 

the motives of those who shared stories publicly—about the space, Raphael and the other 

artists who worked there—contributed to viral successes and failures, to the 

establishment of new attachments and the breaking of others, as details became lost or 

altered over time. These chapters also provide a context for understanding how prints 

responded to these works, how insiders might have understood and valued the engravings 

differently from more distant audiences, and how the earliest engravers might have 

targeted those audiences, issues that are explored in the following chapter.  

Chapter 5 examines the viral power of engravings that engaged with works in this 

loggia, from the earliest prints created in collaboration with Raphael, to later engravings 

initiated by printmakers and publishers increasingly distanced from the artist. I evaluate 

the engravings in conjunction with extant drawings and the frescoes, and within the 

context established in the previous chapters. I examine what motivated printmakers to 

share, why they chose this scene, and what they sought to communicate about the fresco 

and themselves. This chapter demonstrates how printmakers negotiated between sharing 

crucial aspects of Raphael’s fresco that had long-term implications, while also fostering 

agendas of their own. It also shows how human desires and interactions shaped what 
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printmakers and publishers shared and how their prints may have communicated with 

various audiences over the course of the century in Italy, and eventually across the Alps.  

This dissertation illustrates the nuanced process of transmission from which a 

modern artistic icon emerged. It demonstrates how the presence or absence of viral 

factors contributed to viral successes, shifts, and failures, and ultimately to the formation 

of one of the most iconic works ever created. We will see the richness of understanding 

that comes from a close examination of one case study. What began as a broad study of 

the role of prints in a process of viral transmission became increasingly focused, not only 

on one villa, but on one loggia within that villa. As the depth of this case study increased, 

its scope narrowed, yet the vastness of its implications is even more apparent. This 

dissertation offers a model for studying reproductive prints and the often-well-known 

objects, images, and spaces to which they respond.  
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CHAPTER 2 

THE VIRAL POWER OF THE VILLA FARNESINA 

Already in the sixteenth century, Agostino Chigi’s suburban villa [fig. 19] was known 

across Europe as an emblem of courtly pleasure and Arcadian retreat. This chapter 

examines the viral transmission of the villa, its decorations and Chigi’s legacy through 

published writings, which provided a vast network of responses through which the 

engravings traveled. I investigate what motivated writers to share and how they shaped 

knowledge and understanding of the decorations and the space throughout the century. I 

address who had access to the villa, and the impact of the deaths of Raphael and of Chigi, 

followed by the Sack of Rome. I thus consider how limited access, through constraints of 

status, time, distance, and death increased the public renown of Chigi, the villa, and the 

decorations in the space and shaped public perceptions of them. This chapter will also 

illustrate factors that must have increased desire to publish or own a print related to the 

frescoes and shaped how collectors may have understood and valued the prints. 

Insiders, Pleasure, and Spectacle Along the Papal Route 

Agostino Chigi, a Sienese businessman, reportedly the wealthiest man in Europe and 

banker to the popes from Alexander VI to Leo X, commissioned the Sienese architect 

Baldassare Peruzzi to design his classically inspired villa in 1505, and it was completed 

by 1509. Along with the Villa Belvedere at the Vatican [fig. 20], Chigi’s villa represents 

the greatest realization of the pleasure villa, a shift from the fifteenth-century Tuscan 

revival of Arcadian country retreat toward the sixteenth-century court atmosphere of 

pleasure and abundance in Rome. The suburban pleasure villa presented the idea of 

Arcadian retreat, a place where courtiers could escape from the business world, but it was 
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far from a place of quiet contemplation. These villas were conveniently located close to 

the city, situated within well-constructed spaces surrounded by gardens, filled with 

pastoral decoration, and employed as venues for courtly entertainment.1 

Chigi erected his villa along the banks of the Tiber River, just north of a property 

owned by the Cardinal Alessandro Farnese, the future Pope Paul III, and in close 

proximity to the Vatican. The villa’s location was essential to its function as a suburban 

pleasure retreat for the papal court, and to the formation of Chigi’s noble identity within 

it. Chigi commissioned some of the most celebrated artists in Rome (including Raphael 

and his workshop, Sebastiano del Piombo, Domenico Beccafumi, Giovanni Antonio 

Bazzi [known as Sodoma] and Baldassare Peruzzi) to adorn the villa with frescoes 

intending to promote Chigi’s noble status.2 He also reportedly impressed his elite guests 

with all’antica performances, elaborate dinners featuring exotic fare such as parrot 

tongue, a collection of antique statuary, and a meticulously-crafted “secret garden.”3 By 

 
1 On the development of the villa suburbanum, and particularly Chigi’s villa within that 

context, see David R. Coffin, The Villa in the Life of Renaissance Rome, Princeton Monographs 
in Art and Archaeology 43 (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 1979), esp. 86-89. This 
kind of villa was known, even in the sixteenth century, as an atrio da piacere (pp. 86-87). 

2 On the noble identity, see Ingrid D. Rowland, “Render Unto Caesar the Things Which 
Are Caesar’s: Humanism and the Arts in the Patronage of Agostino Chigi,” Renaissance 
Quarterly 39, no. 4 (Winter 1986): 673–730.  

3 For a survey of reports on entertainment in the villa see Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 
61–67; and Coffin, The Villa, 107–8. For a description of Chigi’s antique statuary collection at 
the Farnesina, which reportedly included eight figures carved in marble at the entrance to the villa 
among others, see Kathleen Wren Christian, Empire without End: Antiquities Collections in 
Renaissance Rome, c. 1350-1527 (New Haven [Conn.]: Yale University Press, 2010), 299–304; 
Alexis Ruth Culotta, “‘Finding Rome in Rome,’127–36; Coffin, The Villa, 97–98. On the 
gardens, see David R. Coffin, Gardens and Gardening in Papal Rome (Princeton, N.J: Princeton 
University Press, 1991); David R. Coffin and Vanessa Bezemer Sellers, Magnificent Buildings, 
Splendid Gardens (Princeton: Department of Art and Archaeology, Princeton University : In 
association with Princeton University Press, 2008).  



55 
 

1510, Chigi’s new villa was already listed in Albertini’s Opusculum de Mirabilibus Urbis 

Romae.4  

Those who had access to the villa during its brief moment of glory were members 

of an exclusive club. The ability to share glimpses into this fleeting world provided 

interpreters with the opportunity to promote themselves (i.e., to look good to others, in 

Jonah Berger terms) while spreading the word about this exciting place and the artworks 

within it. In this section, we take closer look at Chigi’s audience, those insiders closest to 

him, to examine what and why they shared stories about his villa.    

The new concept of the pleasure villa arose along with the assertion of the papacy 

in Rome as princely court and secular power.5 Increasingly, the papacy developed a 

monarchical character that served as a model for Renaissance courts throughout Europe. 

By the end of the fifteenth century, the papal court hosted more foreign dignitaries than 

the court of the Holy Roman Emperor (Maximilian), the French court, or that of Milan; 

and it taught diplomacy to aspiring ambassadors across Europe.6 The new ceremonial 

character of the papal court extended to the private residences of families closely tied to 

 
4 Elsa Gerlini, Villa Farnesina Alla Lungara, Rome, Itinerari Dei Musei, Gallerie e 

Monumenti d’Italia, nuova ser., n. 2 (Roma: Istituto poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato, Libreriadello 
Stato, 1990), 4. 

5 Continuing the work of his predecessors, Julius II succeeded in solidifying the secular 
power of the papacy on the Italian peninsula, bringing rebellious fiefdoms under papal control 
and distilling the power of provincial Roman families. Increased nepotism within the church gave 
more power to the pope and his advisors than to the College of Cardinals, which had previously 
functioned as a senatorial body. Julius II was the first of many cardinale-nipote, or cardinal 
nephews; Henry Dietrich Fernandez, “The Patrimony of St. Peter: The Papal Court at Rome c. 
1450-1700,” in The Princely Courts of Europe: Ritual, Politics and Culture Under the Ancien 
Régime, 1500-1750, ed. John Adamson (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson; New York: Distributed 
in the United States of America by Sterling Pub., 1999), 157-8, and n. 79.  

6 Henry Dietrich Fernandez, 142. 
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the papacy, where the papal court would stop along its route to the Vatican.7 Among 

these, Chigi’s villa was a favorite entertainment retreat for Julius II and his successor, 

Leo X, who frequented the villa with their entourages and often entertained foreign 

emissaries there.  

On one occasion in July of 1512, a still young Federico Gonzaga visited Chigi’s 

villa. The Mantuan agent reported to Isabella d’Este the impressive performance Chigi 

orchestrated: 

Messer Agostino has made, as usual, the greatest honor of good things in 
abundance, the finest wines and the best melons and fruits of different 
sorts. Dinner finished with Moorish dances, music, and song… And 
before supper began there was a pastoral play recited by some Sienese 
boys and girls, which was well spoken and was a beautiful thing.8 

The use of “as usual” by the Mantuan agent in this statement implies that word 

had already begun to spread: Chigi had a reputation for hosting remarkable, exotic, and 

memorable events by 1512. This particular elaborate performance was likely used to 

smooth negotiations with the Gonzaga family, as Chigi was hoping to marry Margherita 

Gonzaga.9 Chigi, like the rest of the papal court, had learned the power of using 

entertainment for political maneuvering and managing relationships, much like corporate 

entertainment functions do today. In the Belvedere Court, Julius had entertained the 

 
7 Fernandez noted these became “an integral part of a sequence of court spaces, an 

extension of the primary Vatican palace itself,” and that the palaces of great families (including 
Chigi), were part of the “foyer” of patronage, and served as avenues to court favor; Henry 
Dietrich Fernandez, 152, 160.  

8 Alessandro Luzio, “Federico Gonzaga ostaggio alla corte di Giulio II,” Archivio della 
Società romana di storia patria (ASRSP) IX (1886): 524-25; Coffin, The Villa, 197.  

9 Coffin, The Villa, 107. Negotiations ceased in November, 1512. Frommel also discusses 
the trajectory of these negotiations; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:62–63. 
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Emperor Maximilian’s agent, Matthias Lang, with a performance of Apollo and the 

Muses for this purpose.10 In these instances, in spaces theoretically removed from the 

business, entertainment became a marketing tool that could build relationships and 

encourage sharing.11 In the case of Chigi’s villa, the entertainment was remarkable, 

allowed sharers to demonstrate their elite status and their insider access to this exclusive 

world. These are all essential components of social currency, which ultimately served to 

enhance Chigi’s legacy. 

In addition to social currency, the motives of those who shared were no doubt 

spurred by emotional incentives—the excitement surrounding the humanist interest in the 

lost world, the pleasure and awe-inspiring qualities of Chigi’s villa and events held there. 

Visitors who shared their stories responded to and created new triggers (those frequent 

events or mentions in society that remind people about an idea and encourage them to 

talk about it), which tied discussions of Chigi and his villa to the works in the space and 

larger discourses about art and art making. They shared practical information, 

disseminating knowledge about Chigi, the appearance of his villa, the events held there, 

and decorations throughout the space, sometimes recording the antique statues and 

 
10“In November 1512, the dreaded Matthaeus Lang, Bishop of Gurk, favorite and 

ambassador of the Emperor Maximilian, arrived in Rome to negotiate with Julius II and to receive 
a cardinal’s hat. Julius II attempted to lighten the atmosphere with a banquet in the gardens of the 
Belvedere followed by a comedy in which Apollo and the Muses sang the praises of the Pope, 
Emperor, and the Bishop of Gurk;” Coffin, The Villa, 83. 

11 David Rijser made a similar observation recently, noting how the emphasis on 
entertainment and music indicates “Chigi was more interested in showing this exclusiveness to 
others in his frequent receptions instead of enjoying them privately… the employment of riches 
as a ‘product image’ seems to have been the point of the Farnesina;” Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 
303.  
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epigraphic inscriptions they had seen in Chigi’s villa. They made public the experience of 

being an insider to this space and to the papal court, shaping discourses about courtly 

behavior and attitudes toward art. And finally, their memorable stories created a legacy 

for Agostino Chigi that remains with us today. 

Chigi’s Poets: Egidio Gallo and Blosio Palladio 

Poets Egidio Gallo and Blosio Palladio gushed about the gardens and villa in poems 

written in 1511 and 1512, respectively.12 In 1511, Egidio Gallo published De Viridario 

Augustini Chisii, a poem that extends for five books and sixty pages, exalting Chigi and 

the as-yet-incomplete villa as an antique paradise praised by Venus, the mother of Rome. 

De Viridario is centered around Venus, who descends from Olympus to Rome to 

venerate the estate and to bestow upon it her blessing for eternal spring. The poem opens 

with Gallo’s promise to share with his readers the extent to which the “Chigian Hero” 

offers visitors to his villa the pleasures and comforts of spring.13 Books I through IV lead 

the reader on Venus’s journey, as the month of Mars ends and April begins, marking the 

start of spring and the veneration of Venus. Along the way, Gallo’s story alludes to 

Chigi’s villa, recounting the rites of the cult of Venus (rites which were likely performed 

 
12 Aegidius Gallus, De Viridario Augustini Chisii (Rome, 1511); Blosius Palladius, 

Suburbanum Augustini Chisii (Rome, 1512). For translations and analysis of these poems, see 
Mary Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus, ‘De Viridario Augustini Chigii Vera Libellus.’ 
Introduction, Latin Text and English Translation,” Humanistica Lovaniensia 38 (January 1, 
1989): 1–99; Mary Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius, ‘Suburbanum Augustini Chisii.’ 
Introduction, Latin Text and English Translation,” Humanistica Lovaniensia 39 (January 1, 
1990): 93–156. See also Mary Quinlan McGrath, “The Villa of Agostino Chigi: The Poems and 
the Paintings.” (Ph.D., The University of Chicago, 1983). Alexis Culotta also provides a 
summary of both poems, examines the allusions between Chigi’s villa and antiquity and the 
reliance of both authors on antique models; see Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” 106–26. 

13 Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” bk. I: 5-7, p. 17.  
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at the villa itself) and a visit to the Kingdom of Neptune, where the sea god’s palace has a 

theatrical forecourt like the Villa Farnesina.14 As Venus prepares to return to earth, Triton 

“pour[s] forth the full sounds from his Conch,” beckoning the gods and goddesses of the 

sea to join Venus on her journey, including Galatea, who is “wickedly ravaged beneath 

the wild wave; she mourns her lover Acis with perpetual tears, whom the right hand of 

Polyphemus slew, since Acis had been preferred to him, and who was changed into the 

liquid fountain bearing his name.”15 Although Raphael’s fresco was not completed when 

Gallo wrote his poem, it may allude to the future plans for the villa decoration and to the 

riverfront loggia, which Gallo later described at length.  

The entourage finally arrives at the Villa Farnesina in Book V, where Venus 

declares, “How my Chigi raises up the Airy fortresses, how, pleasing to the People, and 

to the fatherland, he raises the work that will be famous forever, and by these deeds he 

commends his name to the Heavens!”16 Venus tours each room in the building and the 

surrounding gardens, bringing to life the complete experience of being in the villa and all 

of the comforts of spring it offers. Gallo described the theatrical forecourt ready for a 

performance; the spectacular open loggias; the princely chambers; and the cool cellars, 

 
14 Quinlan-McGrath posited the rituals might have been performed at the villa because 

Gallo explained them in such detail; McGrath, “The Villa,” 18. The rites of Venus are recounted 
in English in Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” bk. I: 172-176, p. 26. For the verses on the 
visit to the Kingdom of Neptune, see bk. III: 259-262, p. 58.  

15 Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” bk. IV: 71-72, 126-129, pp. 64, 66. 
16 Quinlan-McGrath, bk. V: 85-88, pp. 86, 88. 
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which provided a respite from the summer heat, enclosed refreshing water, and stored a 

collection of wine fit for Bacchus.17  

Though Gallo could not describe the decorations at length because many of them 

did not exist yet, he did refer to “the curved Vault with hanging stars” in the “central 

Hall.”18 Gallo also added that the loggias were decorated “with various figures, such as 

Rome never had, or great Mycenae,” adding “And these would like to have their own 

Poems in resounding verse.”19 Gallo’s references to antique statuary are minimal, noting 

only “gilded [statues] of eminent ones,”20 but he described the riverfront loggia in great 

detail as a spacious structure filled with arches and columns and a cave below ground that 

could serve as a respite for gods. The loggia, “a twin portico on both sides most beautiful 

to see and spacious with many an arch, and many columns, is erected, which at the 

setting of the burning sun invites the fathers as guests to cups and to elegant banquets.”21 

Gallo described the grotto as a place where gods could retreat to relax “among the bowels 

of the Earth, / where they could occasionally set aside their weighty cares…,” enjoying 

the “sweet waters, which the wall itself receives from the Tiber”; he added that “within 

 
17 Quinlan-McGrath, bk. V: 91-120, p. 88.  
18 Elsewhere, Quinlan-McGrath suggested this refers to Peruzzi’s astrological design in 

the Loggia of Galatea. She noted that Gallus referred to “the stars of the Chariot hanging 
overhead” (her paraphrase) and suggested Gallo may have identified the constellation of the right 
panel as the Chariot; Mary Quinlan-McGrath, “The Astrological Vault of the Villa Farnesina 
Agostino Chigi’s Rising Sign,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 47 (January 
1984): 91, n. 39. See further discussion Chapter 3.   

19 Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” bk. V: 110-114, p. 88. 
20 Quinlan-McGrath, bk. V: 102-103, p. 88. 
21 Quinlan-McGrath, bk. V: 126-130, p. 90. 
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are seats pleasing to the Gods, more pleasing to the Nymphs in which they enjoy residing 

with busy song” and where “poets come together to practice sacred poetry with varied 

verse.” 22 Gallo made Venus again praise Chigi, deeming his property worthy of her 

blessing of spring, which she calls upon to establish its “eternal seat in fair weather,” 

demanding that spring “will ornament these gardens with delightful flowers,” as well as 

fruits, olives and “vines that are pleasant for men with many kinds of grapes.”23  

Gallo thus led his readers on a journey to and through the Villa Farnesina, where 

visitors would be entertained with performances against a Vitruvian-Albertian style 

theatrical backdrop, elaborately decorated with Peruzzi’s scenae frons façade, and later 

with scenes from the story of Psyche, which Raphael and his workshop completed in 

1518-19.24 Gallo provided his readers with an experience not only of being in this space, 

but of experiencing it along with the mythological figures whose stories would be told on 

the walls. He brought the villa to life as a total entity, heightening the sensory experience 

of being in this place. Though written before the decorations were complete, the poem 

could provide context for later viewers of the frescoes and related prints.  

Gallo may well have found emotional motivators to share this experience in a 

fascination for the space and for its parallels to antiquity. He was also motivated by the 

 
22 Quinlan-McGrath, bk. V: 134-137, 150-151, p. 90. 
23 Quinlan-McGrath, bk. V: 169-177, p. 93. 
24 Culotta explains how Peruzzi incorporated elements of Albertian and Vitruvian 

principles into the architectural designs of the Villa; and, elaborating on previous scholarship, 
how the design of the theatrical forecourt, painted decorations and garden sculptures all interacted 
with each other and the plays performed on the stage; Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” esp. pp. 
111-112, 234-236, 321-322.  
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opportunity to align himself publicly with his prestigious patron, and to rival his fellow 

poets. For Gallo, social currency was paramount. He was a playwright and poet, who was 

apparently not well-liked by contemporary poets. This is not terribly surprising, as he 

seems to have had an acerbic personality; and with more than 300 poets competing for 

patronage in Rome, Gallo caught the attention and patronage of the wealthiest man in 

Europe, even though he was a lesser poet than others.25 He wrote two plays (romantic 

comedies) in 1505, both of which he dedicated to his patron Agostino Chigi, who had not 

only provided the poet with financial support but had also defended Gallo against his 

disparagers. As Mary Quinlan-McGrath noted, “both [plays] have a risqué undercurrent 

and would have been amusing entertainments at Roman banquets. They were probably 

published because they had attained a certain popularity.”26 In 1509, Gallo published 

Cytherea, a lengthy poem focused on Venus, the goddess to whom Chigi would dedicate 

his villa. The theatricality of this poem would have appealed to Chigi, who was not only 

an eager patron of playwrights but had designed the main entrance to the villa to serve as 

a theater for performances.27     

Gallo’s motives are evident on the dedication page of the poem, where Gallo 

demonstrated his insider status and relationship to the powerful patron, emphasizing that 

his status granted him the ability to offer a “true account:”   

 
25 Quinlan-McGrath noted his poems lacked the smoothness of those of Bembo or 

Sannazaro, but argued that because of this, they might be more revealing in terms of Renaissance 
values; Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” 1. 

26 Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” 2. 
27 Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” 3. 
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ON THE ESTATE OF AGOSTINO CHIGI 
PATRICIAN OF SIENA 
THE SPRING SONG / THE TRUE ACCOUNT, THE LITTLE BOOK 
OF GALLUS EGIDIUS, ROMAN POET LAUREATE28 

Gallo was sure to point out his success and desire for posterity in a dedication to 

his rivals that follows. Gallo wrote: 

You will be annoyed, nor does it escape me, jealous one, if some page of 
my work should come to well disposed men; poet, you will be annoyed if 
by chance our reputation and singular honor will be able to pass through 
your ears. / But why do I consider this? If for some reason, jealous one, 
the Muse desires that I and my days be able to be preserved?29  

While the author’s primary motivation may have been his own social currency, 

what he wrote contributed to the viral transmission of the space and the reputation of 

Agostino Chigi. Gallo shared practical information about the appearance of the villa and 

illustrated the all’antica atmosphere that pervaded the villa. In doing so, Gallo conveyed 

the awe and excitement of being in this space, and the enthusiasm for mythology that was 

so prevalent at the time. Gallo was among the first to make public the experience of being 

in this private, luxurious villa, and he imparted a memorable story that cannot be told 

without the patron. Though Gallo wrote about a space that was not yet fully formed, for 

centuries, readers have consistently returned to this source for an insider perspective.  

***** 

Blosio Palladio (before 1476-1550) published his poem, Suburbanum Augustini 

Chisi in January of 1512, claiming in his dedication to the patron that he wrote it quickly 

 
28 Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,” 9. 
29 Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus,”  9.  
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because the villa inspired him so much.30 In the 32-page poem, Palladio described the 

villa as he wandered through it, marveling at the miraculous rooms, gardens, and loggia, 

declaring “…I carried my wearied vision over all the new amazements. Oh ye gods 

above, what a country it was, what estates I saw, what joys I drained.”31   

Palladio claimed he was so overwhelmed by the experience that he could not 

decide where to look: “Oh, what shall I marvel at first here? Shall I admire the coffered 

ceiling? Or shall I sing of the floors clinging to painted beams? Or should I admire the 

Daedalian hand in all the wood?...I am carried to this, and back to that.”32 He admired the 

frescoes painted in the eastern garden loggia, which Sebastiano del Piombo and 

Baldassare Peruzzi had recently completed in the lunettes and on the ceiling, 

respectively:  

Here Juno is born aloft as though by real Peacocks; Venus stands out here, 
risen from the sea, and is carried on her shell up under the stars. Here wild 
Boreas carries off raped Orithyia. Here the Athenian sisters unseal the 
secrets. Then these whom the verses of Ovid painted, the painter 
repainted, and he equaled in skill the Ovidian colors.33    

 
30 “Therefore I poured out this poem in quick heat; would that the gods might make it as 

shady and green as your trees deserve, to which this whole poem is devoted;” Quinlan-McGrath, 
“Blosius Palladius,” 112: lines 6-9. The original Latin text reads, “Effudi igitur subito calore hanc 
sylvam, dii facerent tarn opacam virentemque, quam tuae arbores, quarum haec tota est, 
merentur,” p. 113. Quinlan-McGrath included the full text of the poem in English with the 
original Latin running on alternate pages.  

31 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 118: 37-39; in Latin, “Lassatosque tuli nova 
per miracula visus. / Dii superi rus quale fuit, que praedia vidi: / Gaudia que exhausi,” p. 119. 

32 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 120: 91-100; in Latin, “O, ego quid primum 
heic stupeam? laquearia mirer? / An tabulata canam pictis haerentia tignis? / Dedaleamve manum 
ligno demirer in omni? / An pictum egregie laterem, nitidaque figura,” p. 121.  

33 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 118: 63-68; In Latin, “Heic Iuno ut veris 
vehitur Pavonibus: Extat / Heic Venus orta mari, et concha sub sydera fertur. / Heic Boreas 
raptam ferus avehit Orithyiam. / Heic Pandioniae reserant arcana sorores. / Denique quas Ovidi 
versus pinxere, repinxit  / Pictor, et aequavit Pelignos arte colores,” p. 119.  
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Though Palladio did not identify the artists by name, Sebastiano del Piombo had painted 

Juno (protector of marriage) with her peacocks in the lunette on the west wall above the 

panel where Raphael would later paint his Galatea fresco; the north wind Boreas carrying 

Orithyia in a lunette further up the west wall; and the Athenian sisters, which must refer 

to the scene of Tereus with his wife, Procne, and sister-in-law, Philomena, in the lunette 

along the south wall. Baldassare Peruzzi painted the scene of Venus in Capricorn on the 

ceiling just above and to the left of Sebastiano’s Juno. Palladio declared the paintings 

superior to their ancient precedents for bringing the forms to life, noting “let the work of 

the ancients cede rightly” for even “Pygmalion would prefer these to his ivory bride.”34  

Palladio wandered upstairs and down, and arriving in the cellars, he marveled at 

the “hundred cells” that provided storage for food and wine, which would supply the 

great banquets for noble guests that would create Chigi’s legacy.35 As he ventured into 

the gardens, Palladio described the sound of the water coming from the garden fountain: 

“you shoot forth the soft water with fine murmurs, and you make music in the watered 

 
34 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,”  118: 59-60 and 55, respectively; in Latin, 

“Cedat opus merito veterum,” and “Has et Pygmalion nuptae praeferret eburnae,” p. 119. It is 
significant that Palladio avoided identifying the artists by name, as argued in the next chapter. 

35 “Nevertheless, such pleasure has not been prepared for you for luxury, but rather it 
gleams, destined to cause praise; which your prodigious virtue would arouse, and would draw 
great kings into banquets. We know. And if you were not knowable/noble in any other way, you 
would have to be well-known by this. And each stranger if he be noble, has now heard you 
inviting him to the noble banquet. You often invite the gods, and the Thunderer himself as 
banqueters into your dwellings. He, mighty, finds you worthy of his honorable majesty;” 
Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,”  124: 145-153; in Latin, “Non tarnen ad luxus tibi tanta 
parata voluptas /Sed laudem factura nitet. quam prodiga virtus / Excitet, et magnos trahat in 
convivia reges. / Novimus. et si non alia tu nobilis esses: / Hac multum noscendus eras. te quisque 
vocantem / Ad lautas epulas modo nobilis advena sensit. / Convivas tu sepe deos, ipsumque 
Tonantem / In tua tecta vocas. Qui te dignatur honora,” p. 125. 
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garden.”36 He sang the praises of the orchards and vineyards and pathways, abundant 

with every variety of fruit and flower, citrus groves, a “thousand orchards of Bacchus,” 

and the “industrious cultivation” that surpassed nature through hybridizations and 

masterfully orchestrated contrasts: “the gentle are mixed with the severe, and the soft 

with the hard, and the large with the small, and at the same time the Wild with the 

cultivated.”37 He described wooden trellises “over which the flowers wander,” myrtle, 

boxwood and cypress trees; violets, roses, and lilies; lemon trees, pear trees, and apple 

trees. Stupefied Palladio declared, “Here [V]enus and the graces, and the gentle cupids 

linger. Let this be the true home of Spring.”38  

Moving on to the grotto, Palladio praised the “glassy whirlpool” that was 

welcoming to the gods and mortals alike, and Agostino Chigi, for creating “such great 

joys for the city…and us to enjoy so many multitudes of things under [his] leadership.”39 

He emphasized the peacefulness of the location, situated between the city and country, 

with a view to the hills of Janus, Palatine and Aventine and the remnants of ancient 

 
36 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,”  126: 179-80. In Latin, “tenui qui murmurc 

molles / Eiacularis aquas, riguoque interstrepis horto,” p. 127. 
37 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 128: 234; 126: 187; 221-23; in Latin, “Quid 

mille enumerem Bacchi pomaria?,” p. 129, “operosis cultibus,” p. 127, and “Grandiaque exiguis: 
simul et Sylvestria cultis. / Stant cerasis durae corni : atque immitia Malis / Mespila: Macte 
animo, qui dura atque aspera mollis,” p. 129.  

38 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 126 and 128: 190-92, 196–98; 219-39;  in 
Latin, the quotations read “herbae serpunt floresque pererrant,” p. 127, and “Heic venus et 
charites, placidique morantur amores. / Haec Veris sit vera domus: cui tota rubentis,” p. 129. 

39 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 130: 255-260, 263–65; drawn from the Latin, 
“Cumbula nam presto est qua tu lustrare nattatus Nympharum, et vitreo possis in gurgite pisces. 
O, superis haec digna deis loca” and “Et quid erat, Quo tanta urbi Augustine parares / Gaudia: tot 
rerum duce te frueremur acervos? / Quid nisi dulcis amor patriae, quam Civis honoras,” p. 131. 
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Rome; he briefly noted the antiquities placed in Agostino’s gardens, which his secretary 

Cornelius could explain better.40 He personified the Tiber, making it speak at length: it 

recalls the former glory of the site, laments the fall of Rome, and declares that Agostino 

was responsible for restoring the ancient glory of the area and purpose of the river, which 

would invite the gods to return; he also requested of the god Neptune to “sing of the 

author of our honor whom you know, both [C]higi and Rovere throughout the world.41 

Palladio tied himself to Chigi and to Rome, declaring himself both born and raised in 

Rome and Chigi, lucky to be born of Siena and “reborn of Rome.”42  

Palladio was a consummate insider. His whirlwind tour emphasizes the 

sensuousness of the villa that one could only experience on site. Heightened by his deep 

understanding of the villa’s antique roots, the poet conveyed his access to the remarkable 

experience and his ability to bring it vividly to life. Unlike Gallo, Blosio Palladio was 

evidently admired within the community of poets in Rome, many of whom he lauded in 

introductory passages to Suburbanum Augustini Chisi; he was an important member of 

the Roman Academy, one of the reformers of the University of Rome, and a member of 

 
40 “Here you will say, ‘These then had been,’ and you in the middle, turning, will survey 

these things placed under your eyes. And these things here and there Cornelius would recall and 
explain with learned mouth;” Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 134: 317-319; in Latin, 
“Heic haec tum fuerant dices: mediusque rotabis / Luminibus subiecta tuis. Quae singula passim / 
Explicet: et docto memoret Cornelius ore,” p. 135. 

41 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 134-38: 333-408; quotation 390; in Latin, 
“Neptunne, aethernum mihi numen, et agmina ponti / Cetera, que nostros Iuvistis mitia plausus: / 
Unum oro, ut nostri autorem quem nostis honoris, / Et chisium, et Rueram toto cantetis in orbe,” 
p. 139. 

42 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 140: 425-46; in Latin, “Ergo ego Qui immerito 
Romae sum natus, et altus,” p. 141. 
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the papal court.43 Born in Sabina (though he claimed in the poem to have been born in 

Rome), the poet became a Roman citizen in 1516, and the decree noted his status as an 

illustrious poet and orator. He was a central figure at literary banquets held in the city 

prior to the sack of Rome, and his own villa became the central meeting place for poets 

later in the century. His illustrious friends such as Jacopo Sadoleto, Ludovico Ariosto, 

and Paolo Giovio warmly recalled Palladio’s presence and talent in their own letters and 

published works.44 When the city of Rome conferred Roman citizenship upon the Medici 

family at the Trimalchian festival in 1513, Palladio was a featured writer, and he later 

held positions within the papal Courts of Leo X, Hadrian VI, Clement VII, Paull III and 

Julius III.45 Apparently, even Michelangelo liked him—Portuguese artist and writer 

Francisco de Hollanda reported that Palladio facilitated his introduction to the artist.46  

 Though he was apparently adored, Palladio still sought to share his insider status 

and demonstrate his connections to the elite circle of friends, which he did through 

dedications in this poem, and his friends reciprocated.47 He conveyed through the poem 

 
43 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 94–98.  
44 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 96–97; notes 20, 21, and 22. 
45 He was secretary to papal Nuncio, Archbishop Roberto Latino Orsini (by 1518-1519); 

cleric of the Sacred College of Cardinals under Hadrian VI; and domestic secretary under 
Clement VII, Paul III and Julius III. Paul III also made him Bishop of Foligno in 1540, though he 
was never consecrated; Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,”  96-98. 

46 Francisco de Hollanda, Da pintura Antigua (Oporto, 1918); Quinlan-McGrath, 
“Blosius Palladius,” 97.  

47 For example, in dedication 5, Petrus Cursius Carpinetanus wrote “Chigi and Blosius, 
you each erected an outstanding villa, but each is not of an equal fate. However golden be yours, 
Chigi, it is subject to the ages; but the wood planted by Blosius will be eternal.” Quinlan-
McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 110; 5: 9-13. 
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how he was awestruck and overcome by emotion when touring this villa, but he was also 

eager to illustrate how learned he was. Palladio declared that he modeled his poem on 

Silvae, a first-century poem by Papinius Statius about the Villa of Vospicus, and 

Suburbanum Augustini Chisi draws a parallel to this antique precedent of the Villa 

Farnesina and its great patron.48 Yet, as Quinlan-McGrath noted, unlike his antique 

predecessor, Palladio packed his poem with “newsy details” that were more typical of the 

Renaissance than his ancient precedents, providing the exact location of the villa and the 

precise subjects of the frescoes in the eastern loggia; he emphasized the spiritual aspects 

of the villa and its gardens, its role as descendant of ancient Rome, the history of the site, 

and Chigi’s lineage.49 Palladio thus offered his readers a source of practical information.  

 He also created triggers by attaching the villa, its patron and himself to antique 

precedents, and by undoubtedly provoking comparison with Gallo’s poem written only 

one year prior. Like Gallo, Palladio provided an engaging and unforgettable story that 

could not be told without the patron (and he hoped, himself). By declaring that he wrote 

this poem quickly and by writing it in an easy, unlabored style, Palladio demonstrated 

that he had absorbed his antique model so deeply that he could effortlessly spin it into a 

new poem exalting the Villa Farnesina and Agostino Chigi; he thus demonstrated his 

 
48 Quinlan-McGrath analyzed the relationship of Suburbanum Augustini Chisi to the early 

poem by Statius and Chigi’s desire to have his villa be understood as a descendent of the antique 
villa; Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 99–106. 

49 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 103. 
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ability to rival his ancient model, and his mastery of an important courtly quality of the 

Renaissance: sprezzatura.50  

Baldassare Castiglione’s Courtly Behaviors 

The courtly behaviors rehearsed in the villa were based on those formulated at the Court 

of Urbino, which was closely tied to that in Rome. Pope Julius II (r. 1503-1513) was a 

member of the della Rovere family and made Chigi an honorary della Rovere in 1506. 

Urbino Duke Guidobaldo da Montefeltro adopted the nephew of Julius, Francesco Maria 

della Rovere, and named him heir in 1504. Francesco became Duke of Urbino in 1508. 

Urbino courtier Baldassare Castiglione was in Rome from about 1512 to 1515 as 

ambassador to Urbino under Pope Leo X (again in 1519 as ambassador to Mantua), thus 

serving as a member of the papal court.51 Castiglione’s Book of the Courtier outlined 

behaviors formulated in this very circle. Though based on events that supposedly took 

place in Urbino in 1507, the book was largely written while he lived at the papal court in 

Rome.52 

While Castiglione’s book makes no specific mention of Agostino Chigi or the 

Villa Farnesina (probably because the book is set in the period before the height of 

activity), it sets a scene in the second book in “the Banchi,” an important neighborhood 

 
50 Quinlan-McGrath previously noted the impressive sprezzatura quality of the poem, 

especially considering it was also loaded with details about the villa and learned references; 
Quinlan-McGrath, 94. 

51 George Bull gave this date as 1513 in the preface, noting also that Castiglione was left 
without a job in 1515 when Francesco Maria was expelled from Urbino, but later said he worked 
for the Urbino Duke until 1516, joining him in exile in Mantua. George Bull, “Introduction,” in 
The Book of the Courtier, by Baldasar Castiglione (Penguin Books, 1976), 10–11. 

52 Bull, 23.  
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across the Tiber from the Villa Farnesina, which contained the papal Curia and 

magistrates, as well as Chigi’s other home.53 The scene is couched within a dialogue 

about practical jokes, a “courtly behavior” to which Chigi was especially keen, as 

discussed below. Furthermore, themes of pleasure and love found throughout the villa are 

pervasive in this text, as are discussions of ancient Greek and Roman artists, poets, 

philosophers, orators, the merits of the various arts and the importance for a courtier to be 

knowledgeable about them. In one passage, the speaker declares painting to be a source 

of pleasure and of tremendous practical value for a courtier for its ability to help the 

courtier judge works of art made in other mediums, including intaglios, thus to make 

comparisons of works across mediums.54  

Castiglione identified the aforementioned quality of sprezzatura, or nonchalance, 

as essential to the ideal courtier; he described it as the appearance of grace and ease with 

which a person behaves, or even paints: “…in painting, a single line which is not labored, 

a single brush stroke made with ease, in such a way that it seems that hand is completing 

the line by itself without any effort or guidance, clearly reveals the excellence of the 

 
53 His “counting-house;” Baldasar Castilgione, The Book of the Courtier, trans. Leondard 

Eckstein Opdycke (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1903), 159, n. 315, p. 383.  
54 “Moreover, many great authors have written about painting, and this is convincing 

evidence for the high regard in which it was held. But I would not have us carry this discussion 
any further. So let it be enough simply to state that it is fitting that our courtier should also have a 
knowledge of painting, since it is a worthy and beneficial art, and was greatly valued in the times 
when men were greater than now. And even if it had no other useful or pleasurable aspects, 
painting helps us to judge the merits of ancient and modern statues, of vases, buildings, 
medallions, cameos, intaglios and similar works, and it reveals the beauty of living bodies, with 
regard to both the delicacy of the countenance and the proportion of the other parts, in man as in 
all other creatures. So you see that a knowledge of painting is the source of very profound 
pleasure;” Baldasar Castiglione, The Book of the Courtier, trans. George Bull (Penguin Books, 
1528), 101.  
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artist, about whose competence everyone will then make his own judgment.”55 The 

quality has frequently been attributed to fellow Urbino-born courtier Raphael, whom 

Castiglione also praised in the book. In addition, Castiglione advocated for the 

importance of variety, for artists to excel in different specialties, a concept that comes to 

bear on the decorations of the Villa Farnesina and the related prints, as will be discussed 

in the subsequent chapters. 

Castiglione’s book is among the most widely disseminated books in Europe in the 

sixteenth century. First published by Aldine Press in Venice in 1528, The Book of the 

Courtier was ultimately published in six languages in twenty print centers across Europe 

during the sixteenth century, including the first English translation by Thomas Hoby in 

1561.56 As Peter Burke has demonstrated, the courtly behaviors described in the book 

were adapted and assimilated according to local customs and needs throughout Europe.57 

The desire to access this court culture (to feel like an insider) and to build a demonstrable 

courtly persona (to leverage game mechanics) formulated on the one described in this 

 
55 Castiglione, 70. On Castiglione and notions of sprezzatura, see Harry Berger, The 

Absence of Grace: Gender and Narrative in Two Renaissance Courtesy Books (Stanford and 
Cambridge: Stanford University Press and Cambridge University Press, 2001); W. R. Albury, 
Castiglione’s Allegory: Veiled Policy in the Book of the Courtier (1528) (London and New York: 
Routledge, 2016); Paolo D’Angelo and Sarin Marchetti, Sprezzatura: Concealing the Effort of Art 
from Aristotle to Duchamp (New York, Columbia University Press, 2018.) 

56 On the wide spread publication of this book see Bull, “Introduction,” 12–13. See also 
Peter Burke, The Fortunes of the Courtier: The European Reception of Castiglione’s Cortegiano. 
(Cambridge, United Kingdom: Polity Press, 1995), esp. pp. 158-161; in this appendix, Burke lists 
the editions published the sixteenth century, noting 115 editions across Europe in Italian, French, 
German, English, Latin, and Spanish. See also, Mary Partridge, “Thomas Hoby’s English 
Translation of Castiglione’s Book of the Courtier,” The Historical Journal 50, no. 4 (2007): 769–
86. 

57 Burke, The Fortunes of the Courtier, esp. 89-95 on its adaptation into texts.  
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book was long-lasting and widespread; and the book was inextricably tied to the papal 

court in Rome via Urbino. The variances in adaptation provide a parallel for how prints 

were adapted for different audiences throughout Europe.58  

Castiglione is more specifically connected to the Villa Farnesina through Raphael, 

who frequently sought his advice (and also painted a now well-known portrait of the 

courtier today in the Louvre). The two famously corresponded about the Galatea fresco 

in a letter that Dolce published in 1554 and has been referenced consistently in the 

scholarship.59 In response to Castiglione’s praise of the recently-completed Galatea, 

Raphael explained that to paint a beauty he must select the most beautiful aspects of 

several women, to form una certa idea. This letter linked the courtly manner of 

discussing artworks, described in The Book of the Courtier, to the Galatea fresco in the 

Farnesina. The letter has been variously attributed to more refined writers, including 

Castiglione himself.60 If this is the case, Castiglione crafted his own identity as art critic 

and advisor, the person from whom Raphael sought advice. Castiglione’s book and letters 

demonstrate the viral power of Rome’s court culture and of Raphael. They provided 

triggers for discussion of the artworks within the space and the prints that interpret them, 

and they shaped public behaviors about how to evaluate and value works of art. 

 
58 The adaptation of prints for different audiences is clear in the prints after the Last 

Judgment, as well as those related to the Villa Farnesina, as I shall discuss in Chapter 5.  
59 The letter was first published in Lodovico Dolce, Lettere di diversi eccellentiss. 

huomini, raccolte da diversi libri: tra le quali se ne leggono molte, non piu stampate (Venice: 
Gabriel Giolito de Ferrari, 1554), 226-228. For a review of references to this letter in the 
scholarship and the text of the original letter, see John Shearman, “Castiglione’s Portrait of 
Raphael,” 69–70.  

60 John Shearman argued this letter was actually written by Castiglione; John Shearman, 
“Castiglione’s Portrait of Raphael,” 69–97. 
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Pietro Aretino: Controversy, Delight and Satire 

Another well-known guest at the villa was Pietro Aretino (1492-1556). At the height of 

villa activity, Aretino worked in the employ of Agostino Chigi and was a member of the 

household.61 Aretino recorded his experiences in his Lettere sull’ arte (published 1537–

57), noting to Giovanni da Udine “the regal splendors of Agostino Chigi whose pupil I 

am.”62 The infamous author and satirist is perhaps known best today for the controversial 

sonnets he wrote to accompany a set of lascivious engravings featuring sixteen varied 

poses for sexual intercourse, known as I modi.63 Marcantonio Raimondi made the 

engravings in 1524 after Giulio Romano’s designs, after which the Pope confiscated the 

plates and threw Marcantonio in jail.64 Aretino exacerbated the controversy when, in 

protest to the censorship, he composed the sonnets to accompany each image, and the 

situation forced him to flee Rome. As Bette Talvacchia demonstrated, it was the fact that 

 
61 Born in Arezzo on April 19-20, 1492 to a shoemaker, Aretino’s upbringing is unclear, 

but it does not appear he was well educated. He moved to Perugia before he was eighteen, where 
he lived with humanist Francesco Bontempi and befriended painters and poets. He stayed a while 
in Siena before moving to Rome at age 25, in about 1517, where he was a member of Agostino 
Chigi’s household. See Pietro Aretino, Selected Letters, trans. George Bull, The Penguin Classics 
(Harmondsworth ; New York: Penguin, 1976), 18–19. 

62 Pietro Aretino, Lettere Sull’arte, ed. Fidenzio Pertile and Carlo Cordie’ (Milano: 
Edizioni del Milione, 1957), 1: 198.  

63 For recent scholarship, see Loel Zwecker, Pietro Aretino: der Machiavelli der 
Kunstkritik (Bern und Wien: Piet Meyer Verlag, 2018). 

64 The story is told by Vasari (who claimed Caridinal Ippolito de’Medici and Baccio 
Bandinelli came to Marcantonio’s rescue); Vasari BB, V: 13; and by Aretino himself, who claims 
it was he who came to Marcantonio’s rescue, as discussed below. See also, the brief essay by 
Henry Zerner on Fragments of I Modi, in Marcantonio Raimondi, Raphael and the Image 
Multiplied, 222-223, cat. no. 25. 
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these were printed, made accessible to broad audiences, that caused the controversy.65 

Perhaps the first time a Lateran ordinance was used to censor printed images, the church 

made an example out of Marcantonio as the engraver responsible for illegally printing the 

unauthorized images; the church feared that others would emulate the behavior if the 

incident remained unchecked, especially since the prints had been created by a member 

of the most prominent print workshop in Rome.66  

In a letter to Battista Zatti in 1537, Aretino recalled the series of events that led 

him to write the sonnets: 

When I obtained from Pope Clement the liberty of Marcantonio 
Bolognese, who was in prison for having engraved on copper plates the 
Sixteen Positions, et cetera, I felt a desire to see the figures that were the 
cause of Giberti’s complaints, who demanded that such a fine virtuoso 
should be crucified. And having seen them, I was touched by the spirit that 
moved Giulio Romano to design them. And because the ancient, as well as 
modern poets and sculptors, sometimes engaged in writing and sculpting 
lascivious works as a pastime for their genius—as attested by the marble 
satyr [fig. 21] in the Chigi Palace who attempts to violate a young boy—I 
exhibit them above the Sonnets that stand below, whose lewd memory I 
dedicate to you, pace all hypocrites. I despair of the bad judgments and 
damnable habits that forbid the eyes what delights them most.67  

 
65 For an analysis of these prints, see Bette Talvacchia, Taking Positions: On the Erotic in 

Renaissance Culture, 1st ed. (Princeton University Press, 1999). These engravings could provide 
another case study for the viral power of prints, for their effects upon the nature of public and 
private spaces, as well as for how they disseminated knowledge of Marcantonio’s work beyond 
the borders of Italy, providing additional triggers for discussion of the prints under examination 
here.  

66 Bette Talvacchia, Taking Positions, 12. 
67 December 19, 1537, letter to Battista Zatti, printed in Pietro Aretino, Pietro Aretino: 

Lettere, Tomo I Libro I, ed. Paolo Procaccioli (Rome: Salerno Editrice, 1997), 424–26, no. 308. 
The text in Italian reads: “Da poi ch'io otteni da papa Clemente la libertà di Marcantonio 
Bolognese [Raimondi], il quale era in prigione per avere intagliato in rame i Sedici modi, ecc. mi 
venne volontà di veder le figure, cagione che le querele gibertine esclamavano che il buon 
vertuoso si crocifiggesse; e vistele fui tocco da lo spirito che mosse Giulio Romano a disegnarle. 
E perché i poeti e gli scultori antichi e moderni sogliono scrivere e scolpire alcuna volta per 



76 
 

The letter conveys the heighted sense of emotion that cause Aretino to share this 

experience, from how Marcantonio’s imprisonment provoked his “desire” to see Giulio 

Romano’s drawings, to his disgust and “despair” over the hypocrisy of a society, which 

as Talvacchia put it, “revels in sex but prohibits its representation.”68 Aretino thus 

justified his defiant response, moved by the spirit of Giulio’s drawings and the antique 

precedent, claiming that like the poets and sculptors of antiquity, he and his 

contemporaries explored “lascivious” subject matter to amuse their ingegno. Aretino thus 

defended Marcantonio’s virtuousness and his own, tied to his memory of viewing an 

antique statue at Chigi’s villa.69 The incident made public questions about viewing works 

of art, and about the nature of private and public spaces, as the prints created a broader 

shared cultural experience and drew attention to the private behaviors of the clergy.70  

Aretino fostered his own social currency through his controversial addendum to 

the engravings, and through this letter, in which he shared the remarkable events, tied his 

 
trastullo de l'ingegno cose lascive, come nel palazzo Chisio fa fede il Satiro di marmo che tenta di 
violare un fanciullo, ci sciorinai sopra i sonetti che ci si veggono a i piedi.” The English 
translation cited here is excerpted in Talvacchia, Taking Positions, 12–13. Kathleen Christian 
concurs with Bartalini’s assessment (“Due episodi,” 23 and fig. 13, p. 30) that the statue Aretino 
referred to is the Pan and Daphnis now in the Museo delle Terme in Rome, which was formerly 
in the Cesi collection; Christian, Empire without End, 301-303, n. 6 and fig. 197. Bober and 
Rubinstein listed it as the one now in Naples, Museo Nazionale; Phyllis Pray Bober and Ruth 
Olitski Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique Sculpture: A Handbook of Sources (London: 
Harvey Miller Publishers, 1986), 109, cat. 74, related examples.  

68 Talvacchia, Taking Positions, 13. 
69 Talvacchia notes, he treats Marcantonio as a martyr, unfairly punished through the 

querela (a complaint, but also a legal action by the sixteenth century). Though Aretino identified 
Gian Matteo Giberti (who later became bishop of Verona) as the complainant, his accusation may 
be based more in his rivalry with Giberti than in fact because Vasari only says the incident incited 
the wrath of the pope; Talvacchia, 13. 

70 The implications of public versus private viewing contexts and its effects on erotic 
imagery is among the central concerns of Talvacchia’s book.  
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own reputation to Chigi’s legacy, and took credit for securing Marcantonio’s freedom by 

interceding on his behalf with Pope Clement VII.71 In doing so, he also created triggers, 

forming connections between discussions of engravings and courtly behaviors of 

sculpting and viewing works of art and literature, both antique and modern. Aretino’s 

complaint seems to lament the era of Leo X, when he worked under Chigi’s employ and 

taking pleasure in creating and delighting in lascivious imagery was more acceptable. By 

confiscating the plates, the church sought to keep the behavior private, but the 

controversy sparked further viral transmission, as evidenced by Vasari’s later testimony, 

increasing the fame (or notoriety) of both Aretino and Marcantonio, and no doubt the 

desire to own works by both. Through his publication, we see Aretino leveraging game 

mechanics for his own social currency, provoked by powerful emotions. His publication, 

his infamy, and the connections he publicized to Chigi, to Giulio Romano and 

Marcantonio, among others, promoted further viral transmission.  

Paolo Giovio’s Noble Fish 

Yet another prominent member of the inner circle was historian Paolo Giovio (1483-

1452), who settled in Rome in 1513, where he served as a member of the papal entourage 

of Leo X.72 Best known for his accounts of the Italian wars, Giovio also served as 

Giorgio Vasari’s advisor in writing the first edition of his Lives. In an early published 

 
71 As Talvacchia suggests, Aretino may have fabricated his role in the rescue about a 

decade after it occurred; Talvacchia, Taking Positions, 12. 
72 Giovio’s place in the papal entourage was solidified when Leo X praised book VIII of 

his Histories in 1515; T. C. Price Zimmerman, Paolo Giovio: The Historian and the Crisis of 
Sixteenth-Century Italy (Princeton University Press, 1995), 22. For more on Giovio’s arrival in 
Rome and rise within the papal court, pp. 14- 27. 
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writing, De romanus piscibus (1524), Giovio recalled the grandeur of the Villa Farnesina, 

couched in a tale about a glutton named Tamisius who chased a “noble specimen” of 

ombrina (a type of fish similar to sea bass) around Rome.73 In this tale, the conservatori 

on the Capitol received the fish first but sent it as a gift to Cardinal Riario, who sent it to 

Federico Sanseverino, who in turn sent it to Agostino Chigi. Giovio wrote, “Federico, 

however, equaled Riario in generosity and ordered the fish to be brought to the 

fabulously rich banker Agostino Chigi, adorned with dedicatory poetry on a golden tray; 

for he was deeply in debt, and owed Chigi an enormous amount of interest.”74 Tamisius 

“rushed, in the increasing heat, to the gardens that Chigi was constructing in a most 

sumptuous way in Trastevere” for a chance to be invited to try the fish. But Chigi sent the 

fish "crowned with fragrant flowers, to his beloved courtesan, who had by her beauty and 

erudite charm gained the sobriquet Imperia.” Frustrated and sweaty, Timisius ultimately 

followed the fish to the courtesan and fed his appetite for lust (and possibly also the 

ombrina). As David Rijser has noted, although he mentioned Chigi only briefly, Giovio 

presented the banker as the most powerful and wealthiest figure in Rome, “able as 

padrone to manipulate cardinals in his debt, and ceding in importance only to a 

courtesan, who being Imperia, is the true empress of the city;” and “most importantly, it 

visualizes [Chigi] concretely operating in what was known as his earthly paradise.”75  

 
73 Giovio, De romanus piscibus, c. 5; the English translation of the text of this story is 

provided by Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 273–74.  
74 Rijser, 274. 
75 Rijser, 275. 
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Giovio seamlessly wove his reference to the banker into a memorable tale that 

was published not only in Rome (1524), but also in Basel (1531) and Antwerp (1528). In 

addition to describing the forty fish varieties available in Rome, offering cooking advice, 

and providing anecdotes about Roman banquets, Giovio used his medical training to 

describe the medicinal and nutritional properties of each fish.76 Woven into a memorable 

tale that linked Chigi and his lavish estate to various other prominent members of society, 

social currency prompted Giovio to share this practical information. When he published 

this book, Giovio was personal physician to Pope Clement VII (r. 1523-1534) and 

claimed his status on the title page of the book.77 Evidently, Francois Loius, Cardinal of 

Borbon, whose name appears in the title, apparently encouraged Giovio to write the 

treatise after a debate about the fishes available in Rome ensued at a papal dinner party.78  

There are many other examples of insiders who shared stories about the 

experience within this space, and promoted the viral transmission of Chigi’s legacy, and 

of Raphael’s, especially through epitaphs, letters and epigrams after their deaths. As with 

some of the accounts mentioned above, these stories are not necessarily focused on Chigi, 

or Raphael, and in some instances, these figures or their works play but a small role, as 

others sought to promote their own legacies through the attachments they formed. But 

 
76 Zimmerman, Paolo Giovio, 16. The text was published initially by in Francesco Calvo 

in Rome (1524) and subsequently by Jean Graphius (Antwerp, 1528) and Frobeniana (Basel, 
1531). 

77 Giovio included a reference to his status as physician on the title page: novocomensis 
medici which refers to his status as a top-notch physician. The Ferrarese humanist Ceglio 
Calcagnini referred to Giovio as “primi nominus medicus,” a physician of the first rank, in a letter 
dated c. 1519-21; Zimmerman, 16. 

78 Zimmerman, 64. 
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these stories intersected, and connections formed the larger network of references through 

which prints traveled.  

Beyond the Inner Circle: Private Spaces and Public Access 

Beyond the inner circle around the papal entourage, it is unclear who actually had access 

to the villa during Chigi’s lifetime (or after, for that matter). Blosio Palladio noted the 

throngs of Romans who had come to admire the villa, suggesting that Chigi had granted 

the public access, at least on a limited basis in its early years: 

Hither all Rome flows to look; hither Youths, and children and elders rush, 
as formerly they did at Troy, while the contrivance approached the Ilian 
walls. One marvels at the ornament of the country, another wonders at the 
rich decoration of the walls. This one marvels at the skill, that one at the 
genius, and location, of the spot: girt about here by the Tiber, there by 
Janus, enclosed everywhere by [R]ome; the Tiber detains this; the road 
that one. Now one is delighted to see the gardens; now the cave gently 
adjacent to the gardens; the cave suitable for a Bathing-pool, and cool 
swimming. This one points out the speedy works of artisans to those who 
are assembling; they deny that it was possible to be made. Another 
wanders here and there; nor does he bring back satiated eyes after the 
lengthy looking. Now they go away in different directions, and they return 
to the palaces and gardens. Later they come together ready to praise it. 
The Tiber itself marvels at the noisy crowds, and new murmurs shake both 
its banks. And while I alone from the crowd (I confess) had rambled 
through every side of the country, long stupefied and spellbound I brooded 
upon it till the end of the day, nor turned I my eyes away; and I carried my 
weary vision over all the new amazements.79  

Chigi wanted to ensure his legacy and promote his estate fit for gods, and making one’s 

accomplishments public was essential for crafting that legacy, and for going viral. But is 

this just rhetoric, or did he actually invite Roman citizens to tour the private villa and 

grounds, if only in its early years or during designated periods of time?    

 
79 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 116: 17-30; 118: 31-37. For the passage in 

Latin, see pp. 117 and 119.  
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Chigi was not averse to public spectacle by any means, as he was eager to 

showcase his noble status. He reportedly paraded around Rome on a Turkish horse gifted 

to him by a Sultan, and tricked merchants into believing his flour bags were filled with 

gold.80 At the Possesso of Leo X in 1513, the important religious procession that marked 

the beginning of the new pope’s reign, Chigi erected a magnificent arch supported on 

eight columns, which displayed his personal device along with Leo’s.81 The niches were 

filled with people dressed as Mercury, Apollo, two mores and a nymph, and an 

inscription in gold declared that Leo’s reign would usher in an era of peace, in strong 

contrast to that of Julius II, which was marked by his ambitions of war.82 Thus, Chigi’s 

desire to showcase his constructed nobility to the broader public is evident, and he 

aligned himself closely with the ambitions of the new pope. It is not beyond reason that 

Chigi may have encouraged at least limited visits to his villa, which formed an essential 

component of his public persona.  

 Public access to private antiquities collections grew in the late fifteenth century 

and early sixteenth century, as increasingly wealthy and powerful patrons sought to 

demonstrate their status as virtuous patrons of art providing a public service.83 Sixtus IV 

 
80 Rowland, “Render Unto Caesar,” 668–92; Linda Pellecchia, “The Contested City: 

Urban Form in Early Sixteenth-Century Rome,” in The Cambridge Companion to Raphael, ed. 
Marcia B. Hall (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 78–79.  

81 Pellecchia, “The Contested City,” 90. The pope had given Chigi 75,000 ducats for the 
coronation celebration, an exorbitant sum; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:64. 

82 Pellecchia, “The Contested City,” 90. the inscription read: “Once Venus reigned, once 
Mars held sway; / Now Minerva will have her day. Chigi was close with Pope Julius, as well, and 
had financed his war efforts, though he also provoked the pope’s wrath on occasion, especially 
with respect to the debts Julius owed Chigi; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:63.  

83 As Christian has explained, it was important for collectors, especially clerics, to 
demonstrate not only their status but their virtue; in the wake of Girolamo Savonarola in 



82 
 

had encouraged making the cultural treasures of Rome accessible to the public, in part, by 

moving antique sculptures to the Capitoline Hill; and in the wake of Girolamo 

Savonarola’s crusade against idolatry in Florence, it was important for such patrons to 

demonstrate their virtuous intentions.84 By the late fifteenth century there were already 

well known itineraries, sketchbooks and written descriptions indicating where collections 

were held.85 It became increasingly common for artists to travel to Rome to visit and 

draw the antiquities in both public and private collections, evidenced by sketchbooks 

compiled in the early years of the sixteenth century.86 As the jubilee year approached, 

pilgrims, artists and literati flocked to Rome and many sought out the antiquities that 

 
Florence, these patrons had to guard against the appearance of impropriety and idol workshop, 
which they did by making their collections available to the public, and by adding inscriptions that 
claimed their virtuous act and the civic utility of their collections. For example, Cardinal Carafa 
placed Pasquino in front of his palace with an inscription that read “I am here by the grace of 
Oliverio Carafa,” demonstrating his control over the sculpture. Such collectors were also 
following an ancient model—Cicero had chided Verres for depriving the public of viewing the 
spoils of conquered lands by keeping them in his private collection; Christian, Empire without 
End, 195–98.  

84 Christian, 197. 
85 Christian noted in the late Quattrocento epigraphic syllogues recording the antique 

inscriptions owned by noble families demonstrated over 150 collections, but artists drawing 
statues and marble reliefs focused on works on view in public spaces, such as architectural ruins, 
public sculptures, ancient paintings (such as the grotteschi in the Domus Aurea), sarcophagi in 
churches, and reliefs on triumphal arches; she added, poems actually provide the best source on 
collections in these last decades, and they typically mention the sculptures in passing (e.g Paolo 
Spinoso, before 1479), Christian, 152. For further discussion, see pp. 152-157; 197-198.  

86 Examples of early sixteenth-century sketchbooks, mainly compiled from earlier 
sources included the Holkham Hall Album (composed of multiple hands; Nesselrath identified 23 
in 1986), the Umbrian Sketchbook (more of a pattern book, compiled c. 1500), the Wolfegg 
Codex (Amico Aspertini, Bolognese, 1500-1503), and the Codex Escurialensis (comprised of 
three different sketchbooks before 1509). See Christian, 153 and 254–55. Christian notes, because 
these albums are difficult to date and are largely compilations and copies of earlier drawings, in 
which artists often exercised much fantasia, it is difficult to use them as evidence of actual 
collections (p. 156). 
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were already gaining widespread fame. Word spread quickly when the Laocoön was 

unearthed in 1506 on the vigna of Felice de’ Fredis, and the owner reportedly slept by the 

sculpture to protect it from looters because so many people came to view the magnificent 

sculpture shortly after it was excavated.87  

Prominent members of society made their collections accessible—from native 

Roman families such as the delle Valle, Sassi, and Santacroce to powerful Cardinals, 

including Giuliano della Rovere, Raffaelle Riario and Francesco Piccolomini—to 

promote their status as collectors of antiquities and patrons of art, and to encourage artists 

to use the sculptures for inspiration.88 Some patrons openly declared the accessibility of 

their collections through inscriptions. Gabriele de’ Rossi posted one that read, “Hermes, 

Jupiter, and our Minerva protect our threshold. Enter, guest,” while Cardinal Cesarini 

dedicated his garden “to the decorous pleasure [honestae voluptate] of his countrymen.”89 

However, it is unclear what “public” meant. Most evidence suggests access was limited 

to elite, educated men of letters and artists for various reasons: readers of guidebooks and 

itineraries were wealthy, educated men; it was considered improper for women to view 

nude sculptures; welcoming inscriptions posted at the entrances to these collections were 

typically written in Latin; and visitors likely had to pay a fee to servants to enter.90 Even 

 
87 Christian, 163. 
88 Christian, 156, 171. During processionals, these same elite patrons, who had estates 

along the processional route in Via Papalis would display their sculptures along the road (p. 157).  
89 This was also a posted inscription. An inventory of the de’ Rossi collection in 1517 

includes references to more than 90 sculptures; Christian, 197; 362.  
90 Christian grappled with this question in her book, and ultimately came to this 

reasonable conclusion; Christian, 198–99.  
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the Belvedere Court, which was designed to grant access to the public, probably required 

pilgrims and other visitors to pay servants a fee to enter. Finally, most of the spaces 

people accessed were in the center of Rome rather than along the periphery, where 

Chigi’s estate was constructed.91   

Artists had access to certain areas of Chigi’s estate and would have been prime 

viewers of its collections and displays. Among these are Raphael and his bottega, as well 

as Peruzzi, Sodoma, and Sebastiano del Piombo, who all were working there. It is not 

unlikely that Raphael and his workshop made use of the collection in their own work, 

perhaps even drawing the antiquities with an eye to selling engravings after them. 

Raphael and his workshop played an essential role in making antiquities in Rome widely 

known internationally, especially through engravings.92 However, few drawings after 

such antiquities survive. Aside from the brief references to antique sculptures by Gallo 

and Palladio, most of the evidence we have about Chigi’s antiquities collection comes 

from inventories taken after his death, mentions by later visitors or his heirs, and 

surviving drawings of sculptures in Chigi’s garden, which were created after Chigi’s 

death.93 For example, the German poet, historian, and archeologist, Georg Fabricus (1516 

 
91 Christian, 199. 
92 Madeleine Viljoen discussed the Raphael-Marcantonio project of disseminating 

antiquities extensively. See Madeleine Claire Viljoen, “Raphael into Print.” 
93 The statues in the garden are partly described in several sources, including an inventory 

taken by Chigi’s secretary, Cornelio Benigno, just after Chigi’s death in 1520. The inventory is 
published in Roberto Bartalini, “Due episodi de Mecanatismo di Agostino Chigi e le Antichita 
della Farnesina,” Prospettiva, no. 67 (1992): 25–34. See p. 31 for a description of antique 
sculptures and fragments. Benigno’s list in this inventory is incomplete; the 1579 contract to 
purchase the property by Alessandro Farnese stipulates the antiquities must be included in the 
purchase, but does not describe them at length. Others reports in the sixteenth century include: 
Mariangelo Accorsio (c.1513); Pirro Ligorio (1520); Jacopo Mazzochi, Epigrammatica antiquae 
Urbis (Rome: 1521); Ulisse Aldrovandi, Delle statue antiche di Roma, (Rome: 1556); Paolo 
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–1571), came to Rome in 1530 to record the antiquities, and he specifically documented 

his visit to the Villa Farnesina. In his book, Roma (Basel, 1550), Fabricus described a 

figure of a river god situated next to the Tiber and a sculpture of female figure whose 

right breast sprouted water.94 Among the drawings is one of the Winged Niobid, known as 

the Psyche Chigi, from the second quarter of the sixteenth century [fig. 22].95 Martin van 

Heemskerk, who studied the ruins of Rome in the 1530s, made a sketch of the Cythian 

Knife-Grinder [fig. 23] while it was still in the Chigi collection; the sculpture was once 

on display in the Sala delle Prospettive in the Villa Farnesina.96 In addition, a 

sarcophagus featuring putti guiding sea creatures, recorded for its Latin inscription by 

Jacopo Mazzochi (1521), was later illustrated by Jean Jacques Boissard and then 

reprinted as an engraving in 1597 [fig. 24].97   

 
Alessandro Maffei and Domenico de Rossi, Raccolta di statue antiche e moderne (Rome: 1704). 
For a useful summary of the antiquities, antique inscriptions, and further sources, see Culotta, 
“Finding Rome in Rome,” 126–36. 

94 George Fabricus, Roma (Basel: per Ioannem Operinum, 1550), I: 146; the Latin text is 
quoted in Christian, Empire without End, 301, n. 8, p. 304. 

95 Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique Sculpture, 128, cat. 95. 
96 As shown by Bartalini, “Due episodi de Mecanatismo,” 24, and n. 59; Hermann Egger 

and Christian Hülsen, Die römischen Skizzenbücher von Marten van Heemskerck im Königlichen 
Kupferstichkabinett zu Berlin, vol. I (Berlin: Bard, 1913) I: 31, fol. 57r. See also Christian, 
Empire without End, 300. It is now in the Uffizi in Florence. 

97 Codex Holmiensis, fol. 38v, c. 1559; According to the drawing, the marine-themed 
scenes flank the central Latin inscription; Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” 134, fig. 37, and n. 
210. For the engraving reprinted as an engraving in Jean Jacques Boissard et al., I.[-VI.] pars 
Romanae vrbis topographiae & antiquitatum, quâ succinctê & breviter describuntur omnia quae 
tam publicê quam privatim videntur anim-adversione digna, Topographia Romae (Impressum 
Francofurti: Impensis Theodori de Bry], 1597), https://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/100240377, 
Pt. 1-3, p. 599. 
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 There is a rare piece of evidence that suggests Chigi’s villa was among the sites 

visited by traveling pilgrims while Chigi was still alive. A French pilgrim, an ordinary 

merchant named Jacques Le Saige, reported that he was led to visit the villa during his 

sojourn in Rome. Though his travel journal was published only in 1523, the visit took 

place on May 1, 1519 (an ideal month to experience Chigi’s eternal spring). Le Saige 

marveled at the stables with thirty-four horses and room for eighteen more, and the ornate 

door frames of greenish jasper, and the gardens abundant with large apples, declaring 

“the riches of this merchant are out of this world.”98 It is unclear how exceptional this 

visit was, but as Linda Pellecchia observed, that he was a pilgrim and pointed to this as 

one of his only non-ecclesiastical site visits, suggested the villa was listed on a foreign (or 

at least French) tourist itinerary already before Chigi’s death.99 If this was not the case, 

the publication of Le Saige’s report in 1523 must have increased the desire to visit the 

villa in subsequent years. 

Le Saige made no mention of either the antique sculptures or the decorations in 

the loggias, which presumably he could have seen while touring the gardens, though 

perhaps they were not of interest to him. There is no indication that Le Saige toured the 

inside of the villa, only that he was permitted to tour the grounds with a guide. And Le 

Saige did not meet Chigi, though he reported being told (presumably by his guide) that 

 
98 Jacques Le Saige, Voyage de Jacques Le Saige, de Douai à Rome, Notre-Dame-de-

Lorette, Venise, Jérusalem et autres saints lieux, ed. H.-R. Duthilloeul (Douai: Adam d’Aubers, 
1851), 26, http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/bpt6k1061216. The book was printed in Cambrai in 
1523. See also Yvonne Bellenger, Jacques Lesage : Voyage En Terre Sainte d’un Marchand de 
Douai En 1519 (Paris: Balland, 1989). 

99 Pellecchia, “The Contested City,” 78-79, n. 68 and 70.  
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Chigi had another beautiful palace in the city, that he was not married, and that he had 

five or six children by a chamber maid.100 This “chamber maid” must be Francesca 

Ordeaschi. Chigi had kidnapped this daughter of a Venetian merchant in 1511 and finally 

married her in August of 1519, but he and Francesca already had five children together 

by that time.101 Le Saige’s account demonstrates how word of mouth traveled quickly, 

and that Chigi’s romantic exploits spread along with reports of his wealth. This report 

also suggests the remarkability of the villa had traveled beyond elite audiences, as it was 

embedded in a pilgrimage travelogue.  

To return to Palladio’s poetic declaration, there may be some truth it, though it 

seems unlikely the public at large was invited to visit and tour his villa and gardens at 

their leisure. Even in the instances noted above, entrances to the collections were 

separated from the residential and entertainment spaces, and Le Saige’s report suggests 

his access was limited, as well. In any event, Chigi would not have invited the populous 

of Rome to dine at the villa; that privilege would have been reserved for members of the 

inner circle and “noble strangers” (as Palladio referred to them). Palladio may have 

wished to draw a parallel to the ancient precedent and to heighten the desire for access, 

and the suggestion that there was a period in which the public gained a glimpse into the 

court scene could enhance the excitement surrounding the villa, generating more buzz 

about the exclusive banquets that took place in this space. The distinction here between 

 
100 Le Saige, Voyage, 26. 
101 Wedding plans had been underway for some time; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:66. 
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touring and dining at Chigi’s villa is important for our purposes. Jonah Berger has 

demonstrated that some access is essential for viral transmission.102 

Insiders from a Distance: Death, Space and Time as Limited Access 

Limited access, not only in terms of exclusive audiences, but also for a limited amount of 

time, increases viral power. In the case of Chigi’s villa, this rings true. The deaths of 

Chigi and of Raphael just days before, sent shockwaves through the courts, humanist and 

artistic circles, evidenced in myriad letters and epitaphs.103 This was followed by the 

death of Leo X, and the devastating Sack of Rome 1527, during which the soldiers of 

Charles V occupied the Sala della Prospettiva, inscribing their presence on its walls: 

“1528—why shouldn’t I laugh, the Landsknecht have put the Pope to flight.”104 Chigi’s 

heirs rented or lent out the villa periodically over the subsequent decades to members of 

noble families, including the Venetian ambassadors in 1523, and Pier Luigi Farnese, the 

son of Pope Paul III, who already had notions of acquiring the villa.105 Some later 

 
102 Berger, Contagious, 50-57. 
103 These are published in John Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources (1483-

1602), 1: 571–90.  
104 The graffito is visible in the Sala della Prospettiva, above a city with the Church of SS. 

Apostoli(?) in the background; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:187, and v. 2, fig. 208. Frommel 
translated the text as “perché parlare e non ridere, se abbiamo fatto scappare il papa.” Rijser 
transcribed part of the grafitto in the original German: die Landsknecht haben den Babst lauffen 
macchen, Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 423. The translation here is provided in the recent guide 
book, Alessandro Vicenzi, ed., La Villa Farnesina a Roma / The Villa Farnesina in Rome 
(Modena: Franco Cosimo Pannini Editore SpA, 2014), 84. On the Sack generally, see Chastel, 
The Sack of Rome, 1527.  

105 Coffin, The Villa, 108. After Chigi’s death, his brother Sigismondo (after the death of 
Francsca Ordeaschi) probably lived in the villa until 1525, followed at some point later by Chigi’s 
eldest son, Lorenzo Leone, who by 1526 was the only living child and was just fifteen years old, 
and it is not clear he lived in the villa before 1541. It later passed through the hands of other 
relatives until it was finally sold; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:68.   
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inhabitants apparently sought to recapture the decadent atmosphere in the villa—during 

the papacy of Paul III, one author set a dialogue in the villa in 1554, which centered on 

notions of lascivious wives.106 Chigi’s descendants ultimately squandered their fortune 

and sold the villa to the Cardinal Alessandro Farnese in 1579, allowing him to connect 

the villa to his grandfather’s adjacent gardens, as the family also erected a new palace just 

across the river.107  

 The location of the villa along the Tiber also made it prone to flooding.108 

Raphael had designed the riverside loggia, which provided a venue for the elaborate 

dinners orchestrated by Chigi after its completion in 1510. Several floods in the sixteenth 

century destroyed the loggia, probably beginning with a damaging flood in 1530, and 

another in 1557, which also devastated the Farnesina gardens.109 Attempts to reconstruct 

the loggia have continued for centuries, despite the fact that little contemporary evidence 

 
106 Giovanni Battista Modio, Il Convito (Florence, 1554; Milan, 1558), dedicated to 

Cardinal Innocento del Monte, whose close relationship with Pope Julius III caused scandal 
within the church, and whose hot temper landed him in jail a few years after this dialogue was 
published. In the dialogue, the Bishop of Piacenza invited Modio and some friends, including 
Trifone Bencio (Papal Secretary), to dine together in Chigi's garden. Upon arrival, the bishop 
greeted them in the garden and led them to the Loggia of Psyche, where Alessandro Piccolomini 
joined them. After dinner they had a discussion around a fireplace, where, having elected their 
host king, they discussed “horns, and when arose that general opinion that when a husband had a 
lascivious wife it seemed to all the world that he had horns on his head.” Coffin noted, “once 
again the atmosphere of Chigi's villa seems to have aroused indelicate ideas;” Coffin, The Villa, 
108–9. See also Lina Bolzoni, Il lettore creativo: percorsi cinquecenteschi fra memoria, gioco, 
scrittura (Guida Editori, 2012), 205–6. 

107 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:67–68; Coffin, The Villa, 109; Christoph Luitpold 
Frommel, Die Farnesina und Peruzzis architektonisches Frühwerk, Neue Münchner Beiträge zur 
Kunstgeschichte, 1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1961), 17.  

108 An embankment was added in the late nineteenth-century when the Lungotevere was 
built and the villa was separated from the river; Coffin, The Villa, 96. 

109 Coffin, The Villa, 96–97. 
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remains of what the loggia looked like.110 Etienne Dupérac (1577) and Sallustio Peruzzi 

(1563-1564) both indicated the placement of the loggia on their maps of Rome in the 

later sixteenth century [figs. 25-26], and Duperac’s map shows the loggia already in 

ruins. Although these maps provide little indication of the loggia’s appearance in Chigi’s 

lifetime, they nonetheless situated the loggia and the villa within the context of Rome. As 

maps formed one of the largest categories of printed objects collected in Europe, printed 

maps such as Duperac’s could easily provide a geographical connection to the stories 

produced in text and image for distant viewers. 

Similarly, the Florentine artist Giovanni Battista Naldini (c. 1537-1591) 

illustrated the loggia already in ruins in a drawing from around 1560 [fig. 27]. According 

to Raffaello Borghini (Il Riposo, Florence, 1584), Naldini spent about eight months in 

Rome after his master Pontormo passed away in 1557.111 Borghini wrote a letter to 

 
110 David Coffin lists Duperac’s map of 1577, Peruzzi’s sketch-map, and a sixteenth-

century drawing now in the Courtauld Institute; Coffin, The Villa, 96. The illustrations of these 
sources provided here are taken from Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:28, figs. 16 and 20. The 
later reconstruction drawing and watercolor are published in Gerlini, Villa Farnesina Alla 
Lungara, Rome, 16-17, figs. 4 and 6. Gerlini also published a photograph from 1884 that shows a 
loggia overlooking the Tiber; she referred to the structure as Chigi’s loggia and noted it was 
demolished in 1884 to build the Lungotevere. Cremona, however, believed this structure was a 
later version built in the late sixteenth or early seventeenth century; Cremona, Felices procerum 
villulæ, 607. Indeed, the structure in the photograph appears to be in much better shape than the 
1884 watercolor indicates, or even the drawing from the sixteenth century (though we should not 
assume either of those were faithful representations), and maps from the seventeenth and 
eighteenth century make no reference to the structure. For a more extensive list and illustrations 
of drawings and reconstructions of other aspects of the villa from the sixteenth through the 
twentieth century, see Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:27–46. 

111 Borghini provides a brief overview of Naldini’s life in Book IV of Il Riposo. See 
Raffaello Borghini, Il Riposo, ed. and trans. Lloyd Ellis, Lorenzo Da Ponte Italian Library Series 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007), 299–302. See also Alessandro Cecchi, “Alcuni 
disegni del soggiorno romano di Battista Naldini,” in Gedenkschrift Für Richard Harprath 
(München, Berlin: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 1998), 53. In the 1568 edition of his Lives, Vasari 
indicated that Naldini studied in Rome, but he is not specific about the date: Le Vite, VI: 240.  
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Giorgio Vasari in Arezzo on September 21, 1560, indicating that Naldini would depart 

for Rome the next day. In it, he asked Vasari to make Naldini aware of the best examples 

of art in Rome and to make introductions to friends in Rome. Vasari replied on 

September 27 and agreed to offer his assistance through one of his students who was in 

Rome.112 Making use of this network, Naldini made his first Roman sojourn, during 

which time, he studied antiquities, the works of Raphael’s successors, Polidoro da 

Caravaggio, and views of the urban landscape in Rome. Among them must have been this 

veduta of the Villa Farnesina and loggia from across the Tiber. Naldini’s depiction of the 

loggia here differs greatly from the maps noted above. The grotto and dining loggia are 

depicted as separated entities here, while others suggested the grotto was beneath the 

loggia. In fact, this drawing seems more imagined than documentary, despite the pen 

inscription indicating it is a depiction of “the present country and portrait of a house in 

the new street…” (Il presete paese e ritratto / da una casa i strada nueva / vicino a 

strada i […]). The sketch emphasizes ruin and decay through the unkempt appearance of 

the trees, the disheveled building in the foreground, and the figure slumped over near the 

doorway, all of which provide a strong contrast to Chigi’s grand villa rising above its 

surroundings. Alessandro Cecchi described Naldini’s drawings after antiquities and the 

school of Raphael as “diligent” but the vedute of the urban landscape as “clumsy 

 
112 The correspondence between Borghini and Vasari, confirming Naldini’s first Roman 

sojourn is excerpted in Paola Barocchi, “Itinerario di Giovan Battista Naldini,” Arte, antica e 
moderne, no. 31–2 (1965): 246–47. Naldini was in Rome again in the late 1570s, painting 
frescoes with scenes from the Life of St. John the Baptist in the Altoviti Chapel, Santa Trinita dei 
Monti, alongside Giovanni Balducci; Borghini, Il Riposo, 299–302.  
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scribblings.”113 The contrast in style seems to indicate something else, however. It is as if 

the artist was drawing attention to a lost moment of grandeur no longer accessible.114 It is 

worth noting that it was probably during this same sojourn in Rome that Naldini depicted 

the Cortile Belvedere [fig. 28] in a similar state of disarray.115  

Centuries later, in the 1880s, art historian Heinrich von Geymüller attempted to 

reconstruct the original appearance of the loggia [fig. 29], while Italian artist Ettore 

Roesler Franz (1845-1907) created a watercolor depicting the dilapidated remains of the 

structure as part of his series Roma Sparita (Rome Disappeared) [fig. 30], created just 

before the structure was razed to make way for the Lungotevere.116 Similar to Naldini’s 

sixteenth-century drawing, this later watercolor laments a lost period of grandeur, 

replaced by a crumbling structure since grown over with vegetation. While the early 

poets, Blosio Palladio and Egidio Gallo, imagined a structure still in the process of being 

built, these later artists and writers shared what remained or tried to reconstruct a space 

 
113 Cecchi, “Alcuni disegni,” 53. 
114 Arthur DiFuria recently argued that Martin Van Heemskerk’s drawings of Roman 

ruins are fantasie rather than documentary drawings; Arthur DiFuria, “The Eternal Eye: Memory, 
Vision and Topography in Maarten van Heemskerck’s Roman Ruin ‘Vedute,’” in Die Römischen 
Zeichnungen Maarten van Heemskercks 1532-1536/7. Internationales Colloquium 8 December 
2008, ed. Tatjana Bartsch and Peter Seiler, Humboldt-Schriften Zur Kunst- Und Bildgeschichte 8 
(Berlin: Gebr. Mann Verlag, 2012), 157–70. See also Nicole Dacos, Roma quanta fuit ou 
l’invention du paysage de ruines (Paris: Somogy Editions d’Art, 2004).  

115 There are some discrepancies surrounding the dates of both of these drawings. The 
Harvard Art Museums date the Cortile Belvedere drawing to c. 1552-3, while the Courtauld 
Institute dates the drawing of the Farnesina to c.1555. Both of these estimations precede the date 
of Naldini’s first sojourn to Rome, provided by Raffaello Borghini and cited by Cecchi and 
Barocchi (as noted above).    

116 The reconstruction and watercolor are both reproduced in Gerlini, Villa Farnesina 
Alla Lungara, Rome, 16, fig. 4 and 17, figs. 6, respectively. Note, the later maps here show no 
indication of the loggia. 
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that had once provided a venue for extravagant courtly display. In doing so, they 

showcased their participation in the largely invisible web of viral transmission, 

demonstrating they had received and further transmitted ideas about the magnificence of 

Chigi and his villa, participated in the shared cultural experience of the destruction of this 

grand moment in the history of Rome, and inserted themselves as witnesses to the 

remains.117   

Giorgio Vasari, Exemplary Distant Insider 

Giorgio Vasari’s Lives, published first in 1550, and again in an expanded edition in 1568, 

demonstrates that Chigi’s reputation and knowledge about his villa and its decorations 

had gained momentum by the second half of the century. The most widely disseminated 

book on art in sixteenth-century Europe, Vasari exalted Italian art in the Lives, claiming 

art reached its height in the sixteenth century. Vasari told the story of three centuries of 

art and artists, from the prominent to the obscure, weaving in important political and 

religious figures, as well as tales of morality and art patronage. Sixteenth-century readers 

turned to Vasari for memorable stories, practical information, and virtual access to distant 

figures and places. Vasari ensured a lasting legacy for artists that we continue to return to  

today for those same reasons.118 He mentioned Agostino Chigi at least eight times in the 

 
117 For a related argument, see Lisa Pon’s analysis of a woodcut of the Madonna and 

Child that survived a 1428 schoolhouse fire and its subsequent afterlife as a miraculous object 
over the course of three centuries; Lisa Pon, A Printed Icon in Early Modern Italy: Forlì’s 
Madonna of the Fire (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015), esp. 1-10 and 139-117.  

118 Evident in the extensive bibliography that responds to Vasari, from contemporary 
Ascanio Condivi (1555) in Italy and Karel Van Mander (Haarlem, 1603-1604) in the Dutch 
Republic, to the recent wave of scholarship instigated by the 2011 anniversary of Vasari’s birth: 
Ascanio Condivi, The Life of Michelangelo, ed. Hellmut Wohl, trans. Alice Sedgwick Wohl 
(University Park, Penn.: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1999); Karel Van Mander, The 
Lives of the Illustrious Netherlandish and German Painters, trans. Hessel Miedema, 6 vols. 
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first edition of the Lives (Torentino 1550), and at least 15 times in the second edition 

(Giunti 1568), describing the villa in one instance as “not built but truly born.”119 Chigi’s 

legacy had gained momentum and was tied to the major artists of Rome, including 

Raphael, whose frescoes in the Villa Farnesina Vasari mentioned repeatedly.  

 Vasari mentioned the decorations in the loggia of Galatea in the lives of Raphael, 

Baldassare Peruzzi, and Sebastiano del Piombo. In the Life of Peruzzi, Vasari reminded 

his readers that Peruzzi’s work was situated in the loggia alongside that of Sebastiano and 

Raphael.”120 In the Life of Sebastiano, Vasari situated the Venetian’s work against those 

of the Roman artists working in this space. He relayed that Sebastiano had painted the 

lunettes in his Venetian manner, “molto disforme” from that in Rome; he further asserted 

that Chigi commissioned Sebastiano to paint a fresco of Polyphemus adjacent to 

Raphael’s, and that he succeeded because, hoping to advance “more than he was able,” 

he was “spurred by competition” with Peruzzi and Raphael.121 One of Vasari’s own 

 
(Doornspijk, The Netherlands: Davaco, 1994); David J. Cast, ed., The Ashgate Research 
Companion to Giorgio Vasari (Farnham, Surrey; Burlington: Ashgate, 2014). 

119 “Ma molto più gliene [Ulisse da Fano] diede il modello del palazzo d'Agostino Ghigi, 
condotto con quella bella grazia che si vede, non murato ma veramente nato, e l'adornò fuori di 
terretta con istorie di sua mano molto belle.” The statement appears in both editions of the Lives. 
See the Life of Baldassare Peruzzi in Le Vite, IV: 318. This number of occurrences could be more 
given the variance in spelling. For example, he sometimes spelled it Ghigi, with a G instead of a 
C, and at least once he spelled it Chisii (there are 7 occurrences of the G spelling, 2 in the 
Torrentino edition, 5 in Giunti).  

120 “Sono in questo luogo alcune cose fatte da fra' Sebastian Viniziano della prima 
maniera, e di mano del divino Raffaello vi è, come si è detto, una Galatea rapita dagli Dii 
marini;” in the “Life of Baldassare Peruzzi” (1568), Le Vite, IV: 318-319.  

121 “…nei quali archetti Sebastiano fece alcune poesie di quella maniera ch'aveva recato 
da Vinegia, molto disforme da quella che usavano in Roma i valenti pittori di que' tempi. Dopo 
quest'opera, avendo Raffaello fatto in quel medesimo luogo una storia di Galatea, vi fece 
Bastiano, come volle Agostino, un Polifemo in fresco allato a quella, nel quale, comunche gli 
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agendas colored his presentation of Sebastiano’s work, as he sought to elevate Roman art 

over Venetian, and recent scholarship has proved that Sebastiano not only began his 

fresco first, but that the two artists collaborated toward shared aims.122 Vasari established 

the basis for a competition here that would ultimately involve the hero of Vasari’s story, 

Michelangelo, and shape our understanding of these frescoes for centuries.123 I shall 

discuss the implications of Vasari’s comments and the extent to which prints played a 

role in the competition further in subsequent chapters.  

In the Life of Raphael, Vasari exalted Raphael’s “sweet manner” in painting the 

Galatea in Chigi’s villa, connecting the work with its location.124 Notably, this passage 

was only added in 1568.125 In 1550, Vasari mentioned the Galatea in the life of 

Sebastiano and the life of Peruzzi, but not in the life of Raphael. It must have been an 

oversight because he was certainly already aware of the painting, but it may be 

significant that Ludovico Dolce published Castiglione’s letter exalting the work as 

 
riuscisse, cercò d'avanzarsi più che poteva, spronato dalla concorrenza di Baldassarre Sanese e 
poi di Raffaello;” in the “Life of Sebastiano del Piombo” (1568), Le Vite, V:87.   

122 Debates surrounding the dating and order of the fresco are discussed in Chapter 4. 
Vasari did praise the Venetian’s work in oil elsewhere: “Colorì similmente alcune cose a olio, 
delle quali fu tenuto, per aver egli da Giorgione imparato un modo di colorire assai morbido, in 
Roma grandissimo conto;” in the “Life of Sebastiano del Piombo” (1568), Le Vite V: 87. 

123 Costanza Barbieri has shed much light on Sebastiano’s role in this competition, 
Costanza Barbieri, “The Competition between Raphael and Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s Role 
in It,” 141–64. 

124 “e ciò per avergli poco inanzi Raffaello dipinto in una loggia del suo palazzo, oggi 
detto i Chisii in Trastevere, con dolcissima maniera una Galatea nel mare sopra un carro tirato da 
due dolfini, a cui sono intorno i Tritoni e molti Dei marini…;” In the “Life of Raphael” (1568), 
Le Vite, IV: 176.   

125 As Thoenes pointed out 1977; Christof Thoenes, “Zu Raffaels Galatea,” in 
Fesetschrift fur Otto von Simson (Frankfurt a.M.: Propylaeen Verlag, 1977), 220. 
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exemplary of Raphael’s certa idea in 1554, and wrote about it again in his l’Aretino 

(1557).126 Paolo Giovio did not mention the Galatea in his brief biography of the artist 

either.127 By the time Vasari published his second edition of the Lives, the significance of 

Raphael’s Galatea had evidently increased, fostered by triggers that enhanced its viral 

momentum. The example offers us a sense of the pace of viral transmission, as it took 

forty years for Castiglione’s letter to become public.128 

Vasari described the frescoes in the Loggia of Psyche at some length in the life of 

Raphael and mentioned them again in the lives of Giulio Romano (1499-1546), Giovan 

Francesco Penni (Il Fattore; 1490-1528), and Giovanni da Udine (1487-1564), members 

of Raphael’s workshop. In the life of Raphael, Vasari credited the master with creating all 

of the cartoons and completing many of the frescoes with his own hand (and with the 

“most perfect grace”), noting that Raphael had employed Giovanni da Udine to ornament 

the borders of his designs with a copious variety of “flowers, foliage and fruits in 

festoons.”129 Beginning with the Council of the Gods, Vasari walked his readers through 

 
126 Lodovico Dolce, Lettere di diversi eccellentiss. huomini, raccolte da diversi libri: tra 

le quali se ne leggono molte, non piu stampate (Venice: Gabriel Giolito de Ferrari, 1554), 226-
228.  

127 Also noted by Thoenes, “Zu Raffaels Galatea,” 220. 
128 Stephanie Porras has similarly observed the relatively slower pace of viral 

transmission in the early modern period, limited as it was by corporeal delivery rather than digital 
means. She estimated that an image had to reach a ‘tipping point’ between 15 and 50 years, 
roughly corresponding to a human generation and a lifetime; “Going Viral?,” 58-59. 

129 “Fece in questa opera tutti i cartoni, e molte figure colorì di sua mano in fresco. E 
nella volta fece il concilio degli Dei in cielo, dove si veggono nelle loro forme molti abiti e 
lineamenti cavati dall'antico, con bellissima grazia e disegno espressi; e così fece le nozze di 
Psiche con ministri che servon Giove, e le Grazie che spargono i fiori per la tavola; e ne' peducci 
della volta fece molte storie, fra le quali in una è Mercurio col flauto che volando par che scenda 
dal cielo, et in un'altra è Giove con gravità celeste che bacia Ganimede; e così di sotto nell'altra il 
carro di Venere, e le Grazie che con Mercurio tirano al ciel Psiche, e molte altre storie poetiche 
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the subjects depicted on the ceiling, noting the specific locations of scenes placed in the 

lunettes or pendentives, indicating he had seen the frescoes firsthand. Vasari also took the 

opportunity to insert a juicy anecdote here, explaining how the work was nearly halted 

because Raphael was preoccupied by matters of the flesh; his patron and friend Agostino 

Chigi had to move Raphael’s mistress into the Villa Farnesina so the artist could 

complete his work.130 Not only did Vasari highlight the close friendship between this 

artist and his patron, but in doing so pointed out the power of Raphael, who was so 

talented he could cause the richest and most powerful man in Europe to make 

accommodations for him.  

Although for many years, scholars sought to unravel the assertion that Raphael 

painted the frescoes in the Loggia of Psyche by meticulously identifying the hands of 

artists in the workshop, as Bette Talvacchia has masterfully shown, Raphael developed a 

managerial style that made the best use of the talents of his assistants and closely 

supervised the execution of his conception; as Vasari’s anecdote suggests, the master was 

 
negli altri peducci. E negli spicchî della volta sopra gl'archi, fra peduccio e peduccio, sono molti 
putti che scortano, bellissimi, i quali volando portano tutti gli strumenti degli Dei: di Giove il 
fulmine e le saette, di Marte gli elmi, le spade e le targhe, di Vulcano i martelli, di Ercole la clava 
e la pelle del lione, di Mercurio il caduceo, di Pan la sampogna, di Vertunno i rastri della 
agricultura, e tutti hanno animali appropriati alla natura loro: pittura e poesia veramente 
bellissima. Fecevi fare da Giovanni da Udine un ricinto alle storie d'ogni sorte fiori, foglie e frutte 
in festoni che non possono esser più belli;” In the “Life of Raphael” (1568), Le Vite, IV: 200-201.  

130 “Onde facendogli Agostin Ghigi, amico suo caro, dipignere nel palazzo suo la prima 
loggia, Raffaello non poteva molto attendere a lavorare per lo amore ch'e' portava ad una sua 
donna; per il che Agostino si disperava di sorte, che per via d'altri e da sé e di mezzi ancora operò 
sì, che appena ottenne che questa sua donna venne a stare con esso in casa continuamente in 
quella parte dove Raffaello lavorava: il che fu cagione che il lavoro venisse a fine;” in the “Life 
of Raphael” (1568), Le Vite, IV: 200.  
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expected to be onsite.131 In the lives of both Giovan Francesco Penni (Il Fattore) and 

Giulio Romano, Vasari credited each of these artists for their assistance on the frescoes in 

the villa of Agostino Chigi, not only acknowledging the participation of these artists in 

the creation of this work, but reminding his readers once again of the villa, its important 

patron, and Raphael.132 In the life of Giovanni da Udine, Vasari reminded readers that 

Raphael had painted the scenes in the frescoes, but then vividly described the ornamental 

borders, admiring the rich variety of fruits and flowers represented, as well as the grace 

and naturalism with which Giovanni had painted them.133  

In the life of Giulio Romano, Vasari also described at length the frescoes of the 

same subject (the story of Psyche), which Giulio painted in Mantua at Palazzo Te, and 

which the Venetian printmaker and painter Giovanni Battista Franco (1498-1579) 

subsequently produced in print, “cop[ying] them exactly as they were painted from 

 
131 Bette Talvacchia, “Raphael’s Workshop and the Development of a Managerial Style,” 

in The Cambridge Companion to Raphael, ed. Marcia B. Hall (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2005), esp. 168-169; Bette Talvacchia, Raphael (Phaidon Press, 2007). 

132 Giovan Francesco “lavorò anco molte altre cose con i cartoni et ordine di Raffaello, 
come la volta d'Agostino Chigi in Trastevere;” in the “Life of Giovan Francesco Penni,” Le Vite, 
V: 332.  For the reference in the life of Giulio Romano, see Le Vite, V: 56. 

133 “Essendo poi tornato Giovanni a Roma, fece nella loggia d'Agostino Chigii, la quale 
avea dipinta Raffaello e l'andava tuttavia conducendo a fine, un ricinto di festoni grossi a torno a 
torno agli spigoli e quadrature di quella volta, facendovi stagione per istagione tutte le sorti frutte, 
fiori e foglie, con tanto artifizio lavorate, che ogni cosa vi si vede viva e staccata dal muro e 
naturalissima; e sono tante la varie maniere di frutte e biade che in quell'opera si veggiono, che, 
per non raccontarle a una a una, dirò solo che vi sono tutte quelle che in queste nostre parti ha mai 
prodotto la natura. Sopra la figura d'un Mercurio che vola ha finto per Priapo una zucca 
attraversata da vilucchî, che ha per testicoli due petronciani; e vicino al fiore di quella ha finto 
una ciocca di fichi brugiotti grossi, dentro a uno de' quali, aperto e troppo fatto, entra la punta 
della zucca col fiore; il quale capriccio è espresso con tanta grazia, che più non si può alcuno 
imaginare;” in the “Life of Giovanni da Udine” (1568); Le Vite, V: 452.  
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Giulio’s large cartoons.”134 In total, Vasari mentioned the story of Psyche more than 

thirty times in the second edition of the Lives, including depictions of the subject by other 

artists.135 The dramatic increase from the first edition, in which Vasari highlighted the 

story only twice, suggests the growing popularity of the subject, for artists, patrons and 

collectors.  

 The frescoes in the Villa Farnesina and Raphael are also tied to prints and 

printmaking in the Lives. In his chapter devoted to printmaking, added to the 1568 edition 

of the Lives, Vasari made Marcantonio Raimondi the central figure, elaborating at length 

on his collaboration with Raphael.136 Vasari provided an extensive list of prints that 

Marcantonio and the other engravers in his circle—notably, Agostino Veneziano and 

Marco Dente—had made based upon Raphael’s designs and provided the monograms 

each engraver used, thereby notifying readers how to identify the hands of various 

engravers (though printmakers did not apply their monograms consistently).  

Vasari mentioned Marcantonio’s engraving after the Galatea, describing the 

scene depicted, and connected it to other engravings Marcantonio and his school made 

based on Raphael’s designs.137 Vasari informed his readers how Agostino and Marco 

 
134 “che le ritrasse in quel modo appunto che elle furono dipinte con i cartoni grandi di 

Giulio da Benedetto da Pescia e da Rinaldo Mantovano.” In “Life of Giulio Romano,” (1568), Le 
Vite, V: 67. See pp. 66-67 for the complete description of the Palazzo Te frescoes.  

135 Including the series by Michael Coxcie, executed in print by the Master of the Die and 
Agostino Veneziano (there are 32 plates, beginning with B.XV.212.39). 

136 Vasari, Le Vite, V: 3-26. On this topic, see Lisa Pon’s chapter entitleed, “Vasari’s 
Marcantonio,” in Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 137-154. 

137 “dopo, in un disegno piccolo, la storia che dipinse Raffaello nella medesima camera 
del monte Parnaso, con Apollo, le Muse e' Poeti; et appresso Enea che porta in collo Anchise 
mentre che arde Troia, il quale disegno avea fatto Raffaello per farne un quadretto. Messero dopo 
questo in stampa la Galatea, pur di Raffaello, sopra un carro tirato in mare dai dalfini, con alcuni 
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Dente made prints after Raphael’s designs for “two stories from the wedding of Psyche, 

painted by Raphael not long before” and how between the two, these artists put into print 

“almost all of the things that Raphael ever designed or painted,” as well as many by 

Giulio Romano, including those depicted in the loggie after Raphael’s designs.138 

Emphasizing the remarkable success of this endeavor, Vasari reported that Marcantonio’s 

fame increased and his works became highly valued, and that Marco Dente and Agostino 

Veneziano both profited greatly through the prints they created.139 Prints made after 

Raphael are prominently featured in this life, but Vasari’s discussion of these engravers 

extends to other engravings they made, including those of their own invention. Within his 

discussion of these printmakers, Vasari featured two prominent members of the papal 

entourage of Leo X, Pietro Aretino and Pope Clement VII (born Giuliano de Medici, r. 

1523-34), in the life of Marcantonio. Vasari described Marcantonio’s portraits of both 

and expounded upon the aforementioned i modi engravings.140  

 
Tritoni che rapiscano una Ninfa. E queste finite, fece pure in rame molte figure spezzate, 
disegnate similmente da Raffaello: un Apollo con un suono in mano...;” Le Vite, V: 10.  

138 “Intagliarono i medesimi la Cena di Cristo con i dodici Apostoli in una carta assai 
grande, et una Nunziata, tutti con disegno di Raffaello; e dopo due storie delle nozze di Psiche, 
state dipinte da Raffaello non molto inanzi; e finalmente fra Agostino e Marco sopradetto furono 
intagliate quasi tutte le cose che disegnò mai o dipinse Raffaello, e poste in istampa; e molte 
ancora delle cose state dipinte da Giulio Romano, e poi ritratte da quelle. E perché delle cose del 
detto Raffaello quasi niuna ne rimanesse che stampata non fusse da loro, intagliarono in ultimo le 
storie che esso Giulio avea dipinto nelle Logge col disegno di Raffaello;” Le Vite, V: 12.  

139 “Ma tra gl'altri fecero gran profitto Marco da Ravenna, che segnò le sue stampe col 
segno di Raffaello: .SR., et Agostino Viniziano, che segnò le sue opere in questa maniera: .AV.;” 
Le Vite, V: 11.  

140 Le Vite, V:13.  
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The Life of Marcantonio was neither limited to his collaboration with Raphael nor 

even to the larger oeuvre of this printmaker but served as a history of printmaking more 

broadly. Before turning his focus to Marcantonio and his circle, Vasari touched on early 

Italian artists who engaged with engravings, such as Maso Finiguera, Sandro Botticelli, 

and Andrea Mantegna, as Netherlandish painter and engraver Lucas Van Leyden, and 

German engravers Martin Schoengauer, and especially Albrecht Dürer. He included a 

discussion of later printmakers, such as Baccio Bandinelli, Ugo da Carpi, Francesco 

Parmigianino, Jacopo Caraglio, Domenico Beccafumi, Nicolas Beatrizet, and Enea Vico 

in Italy; Michael Coxcie and Hieronymous Cock in Flanders; and many others.141 He 

described the development of new techniques, such as chiaroscuro woodcuts and etching, 

highlighted the variety of subjects depicted—mythological, antiquities, religious, 

portraits, everyday dress, and so on—and evaluated the skill and inventive capabilities of 

printmakers. Vasari thus connected his discussion of Marcantonio to printmakers both 

north and south of the Alps, and to the larger discourses on the arts and the exchanges 

taking place across Europe, especially between Germany, Flanders and Italy. Beyond the 

life of Marcantonio, prints pervade the rest of the lives, further weaving together 

discussions of Roman art and the prints that interpret them.142 Some have argued that 

Vasari himself relied on prints to describe the paintings after which they were made – 

 
141 Le Vite, V:3-6.Vasari credited Michael Coxcie with a series of thirty-two engravings 

of the story of Psyche (V: 22). 
142 Sharon Gregory has demonstrated how much prints pervaded the Lives beyond the 

Life of Marcantonio; Sharon Gregory, Vasari and the Renaissance Print. Gregory’s book was an 
important response to pervading conceptions of Vasari’s negative opinion of printmaking, such as 
that expressed by David Landau in David Landau, “Vasari, Prints and Prejudice,” Oxford Art 
Journal 6, no. 1 (1983): 3–10.  
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either as his access to works and spaces to which he had no personal experience or to 

supplement his memory.143 

A more comprehensive analysis of the decorations of the villa and related prints, 

and Vasari’s role in shaping attitudes toward them, follows in the subsequent chapters, 

but for now it is worth noting that through his publication, Vasari created a vast network 

comprised of hundreds of triggers that would allow viewers to make connections between 

the villa, the important figures who visited it, the frescoes Vasari described and the 

related prints, as well as to larger discourses on art and printmaking. He expressed 

provocative emotions, provided practical information, made-public attitudes and 

behaviors concerning art and life, and told memorable stories that included Raphael, the 

printmakers, Chigi, the Villa, and countless others. Vasari shared these stories because he 

cared deeply about his topic, but especially for his own social currency. That is, sharing 

his stories about art enabled Vasari to demonstrate his knowledge and his wit, and also to  

demonstrate to readers and to (potential) patrons to whom he dedicated the Lives, that he 

had inside access to the artists, elite spaces and powerful patrons.144 Vasari desired above 

all to create his own enduring legacy, and he achieved that as the author of the Lives by 

 
143 Sharon Gregory argued that Vasari relied on prints occasionally for works he had not 

seen (though less than we might think) and used them primarily to supplement his memory, in 
addition to written commentary, painted copies, drawings, and his own imagination. See her 
chapter on Vasari’s use of prints as visual aids for these purposes in Vasari and the Renaissance 
Print, 133–60, and especially on her suggestion that he used prints for recall in his descriptions of 
the Loggia of Psyche frescoes (pp. 139-40). 

144 As Lisa Pon has demonstrated, Vasari used dedications in the Lives to solicit 
patronage, such as that of Duke Cosimo, to whom the 1550 edition was dedicated; Lisa Pon, 
“Michelangelo’s Lives: Sixteenth-Century Books by Vasari, Condivi, and Others,” Sixteenth 
Century Journal XXVII (1996): 1009–32, esp. 1019. 
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interlacing his own story through its pages.145 Vasari’s book thus encapsulates all of 

Berger’s categories to an extraordinary degree, and it became one of the greatest viral 

successes in history, not only of its own era, but of any before it or after. 

Insiders After Vasari: Dolce, Borghini and Van Mander 

Vasari’s book was so well known throughout Europe that it served as a vital source for 

later writers on art. Later sixteenth-century Italian art writers relied heavily on Vasari as a 

source, and further extended the networks through which knowledge of Raphael, Chigi, 

and Vasari’s tales traveled. Among these is Ludovico Dolce’s L’Aretino (Venice, 1557); 

Raffaello Borghini’s Il Riposo (Florence, 1584); and Karel van Mander’s Schilder-Boeck 

(Haarlem, 1604). Each of these offer a response to Vasari from a different perspective, as 

they borrowed his stories and shaped them toward their own aims. 

 Writer and art theorist, Lodovico Dolce published a Venetian response to 

Vasari’s central Italian emphasis in his L’Aretino (1557), transmitting knowledge about 

 
145 I came to this conclusion while exploring Vasari’s motives in my Master’s thesis. 

Suzanne Willever, “The ‘Truth’ About Vasari and His Legacy: Four Centuries of Interpretation 
and Imposed Values” (Masters Thesis, Tyler School of Art Temple University, 2009). Vasari’s 
Tuscan bias was already evident to contemporaries and in recent decades, Vasari’s sources and 
motives have been explored by T.S.R. Boase, Paul Barosky, Patricia Rubin, Philip Jacks, Charles 
Hope, and many others. See for example: T.S.R. Boase, Giorgio Vasari: The Man and the Book, 
A.W. Mellon Lectures in the Fine Arts, 1971, The National Gallery of Art, Washington DC, 
Bollingen Series XXXV 20 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1979); Paul Barolsky, 
Michelangelo’s Nose: A Myth and Its Maker (University Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 1990); Paul Barolsky, Mona Lisa Smiles and Other Tales by Vasari (University 
Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1991); Patricia L. Rubin, Giorgio 
Vasari: Art and History (New Haven, 1995); Philip Jacks, ed., Vasari’s Florence: Artists and 
Literati at the Medicean Court. (Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 
1998).  
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Raphael and Chigi while shaping the conversation to the Venetian perspective.146 

Couched in the dialogue format popular for art theoretical discourse in this period, Dolce 

pitted the Florentine Fabrini against the Venetian Pietro Aretino. Dolce’s “Aretino” 

praises Raphael above Michelangelo, but his ultimate hero is Titian, exemplar of the 

supremacy of colore over disegno. Aretino died the year before Dolce published his book 

and probably did not advise the writer directly; instead, Dolce appears to have relied 

heavily on Aretino’s letters rather than a deeper understanding of the critic’s views as 

they evolved over the course of the 1540s and 1550s.147 However, Dolce used Aretino’s 

insider status to craft a more effective response, as the real Aretino had spent his 

formative years in Rome, and we recall that he was in Chigi’s employ during the height 

of villa activity. 

In the following passage, Dolce makes his “Aretino” evoke his friendship with 

Chigi, as well as Raphael and Michelangelo, to establish himself as a worthy art critic:  

You must be well aware that Raphael in his lifetime was a very dear friend 
of mine, and that I now have a similar friendship with Michelangelo. The 
degree to which Michelangelo values my powers of judgment is evidenced 
by that reply of his to a letter of mine about the subject of his latest 
painting. And Raphael’s regard for me was even more considerable, as 
Agostino Chigi would bear out, supposing he were still alive. For the fact 

 
146 Published with analysis in Mark W. Roskill, Dolce’s “Aretino” and Venetian Art 

Theory of the Cinquecento (1968; repr. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2000). Citations 
refer to this edition. 

147 According to Anthony Blunt, Aretino advised Dolce closely, and Dolce was more or 
less Aretino’s “mouthpiece”; Anthony Blunt, Artistic Theory in Italy 1450-1500 (Oxford and 
New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 83. Roskill demonstrated instead that the idea and 
sources for the work might have come from other prominent Venetians seeking to respond to 
Vasari rather than Aretino himself for two main reasons: first, Dolce’s text showcases a heavy 
reliance on Vasari (1550) and on Aretino’s letters, and second, Dolce does not appear to have had 
access to Aretino’s ideas on aesthetics as they developed in the 1540s and 1550s, Roskill, 32 (for 
the broader discussion, see 28-40).  



105 
 

is that Raphael almost invariably showed me each painting of his before 
he made it public. And my influence was valuable in persuading him to 
decorate the ceiling of the Chigi palace.148  

Fabrini responds by recalling how Bembo, Castiglione, and Vasari had all praised 

Raphael, and how Ariosto had called Michelangelo “divine”; Fabrini concludes by stating 

that he trusts Aretino’s opinion above them all.149 Dolce packed the brief passage with 

references that demonstrate, as well as enhance, viral transmission. “Aretino” establishes 

his exclusive insider status and his respected position as art critic. Fabrini’s response 

extends the web of familiar references to remind readers of the important earlier critics, 

especially those who had praised Raphael over Michelangelo. In doing so, Dolce 

continued the dialogue about competition (another powerful trigger that encourages 

comparison) and set the stage for “Aretino” to shift its emphasis toward his own hero. At 

the same time, Dolce alluded to Aretino’s criticism of Michelangelo’s Last Judgment, a 

topic that demonstrates the power of emotion in activating response and shaping meaning 

in viral transmission. Dolce followed up on both of these concepts later in the text.  

First, he returns to the topic of competition by praising Raphael for his talent, 

grace, facility (sprezzatura), and especially his adeptness in color, qualities he found 

lacking in Vasari’s hero, Michelangelo.150 These details reveal the writer’s agenda: by 

emphasizing color and the portrayal of ideal feminine form as the ultimate goal of art, 

 
148 Cited in Roskill, 91-93. 
149 “For if I were prepared to attend to another’s opinion, I ought certainly to rank yours 

above anyone else’s”; cited in Roskill, 93. 
150 maniera leggadria e gentile and facilita; as noted by Roskill, 27; for the translated text 

see Roskill, 171.  
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Dolce’s “Aretino” establishes the groundwork for exalting Titian as truly superior for his 

mastery of colore.151 The details Dolce shared and the value he placed on Raphael’s 

specific works, he borrowed from Vasari (1550), and he seems to have relied upon 

textual sources for his descriptions of other works in the dialogue, suggesting he never 

studied the works in person.152 Like many sixteenth-century viewers, Dolce may have 

accessed works of art from a distance through printed sources or word of mouth. 

Therefore, he largely transmitted and reinforced impressions that already existed about 

the artist, even as details fell away. When Dolce mentioned the Galatea, he added that the 

painting “competes with the lovely poem of Poliziano.”153 The addition of the statement 

probably indicates ideas already circulating about Raphael’s source, but it also enhances 

viral transmission.154 It may be one of Dolce’s most successful statements from a viral 

standpoint, as it continues to incite debate about Raphael’s sources for the Galatea today. 

We shall return to this issue in Chapter 4.  

 
151 Raphael excelled above Michelangelo because he was excellent in all branches of art 

and did not focus on nudes alone (Dolce, cited in Roskill, 171-172). Titian was even better, a 
master of color (Blunt summarizes both; Artistic Theory in Italy, 84).  

152 Dolce borrowed from Vasari for his comments on the Vatican Stanze, Saint Cecilia, 
Transfiguration, papal portraits and architectural work, showing no signs that he studied them in 
person. Comments about other works show his reliance on various texts (including the study for 
Alexander and Roxana, which Dolce actually owned), reinforcing this impression that he did not 
study the works in person; Roskill, 27. 

153 As noted by Mark Roskill, this is the only addition Dolce made to his descriptions of 
specific works by Raphael; Roskill, 27. For this passage in L’Aretino, see the translation p. 169. 
The statement draws attention to Dolce’s familiarity with (and perhaps preference for) texts.  

154 Roskill pointed out that Dolce did not mention this was Raphael’s source, but he 
added the author might have been implying the source was “common knowledge” by the time 
Dolce was writing; Roskill, 310. 
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Dolce also connected Galatea to Michelangelo’s Last Judgment and 

Marcantonio’s licentious engravings [i modi] in a passage(s) motivated by a strong 

emotion—outrage—which situated the works within a discussion about morality and 

decorum. Dolce presented Galatea as an example of excellent decorum shortly following 

a passage in which he rails against the offenses of the Last Judgment in such a sacred 

place at the Sistine Chapel.155 The anger stems, not so much about the figures themselves 

and their alleged immorality, but from Aretino’s outrage at being rebuffed. Dolce based 

the passage on a letter the real Aretino wrote expressing the inappropriateness of 

Michelangelo’s figures in the Sistine Chapel, which itself must be considered a response 

to Michelangelo’s refusal to follow Aretino’s guidance or supply him with drawings after 

repeated requests, as it does not accord with Aretino’s praise of Michelangelo 

generally.156 Dolce’s Fabrini criticizes Giulio Romano for his licentious drawings, which 

Marcantonio Raimondi had subsequently engraved; Aretino jumps to the painter’s 

defense, arguing it was the fact that the prints made public a private behavior that was 

problematic.157 Again, this does not really express Aretino’s point of view, evidenced 

best by Aretino’s defense of these i modi, for which he even provided licentious sonnets 

to accompany the prints.158 Still, Dolce conveyed the point as if coming from an 

 
155 Paraphrasing Dolce, cited in Roskill, 169 (Galatea) and 165-167 (Last Judgment). 
156 The date of the letter itself is uncertain, though it is typically dated 1545, and Dolce’s 

portrayal does not accord with Aretino’s largely positive view of Michelangelo; Aretino’s 
comments about the Last Judgment in this letter stem from his anger that Michelangelo did not 
heed his advice in a 1537 letter and then ignored subsequent requests for gifts of the artist’s work; 
Roskill, 28-29.  

157 Cited in Roskill, 165.  
158 As Anthony Blunt observed, the criticism of the Last Judgment was not about 

morality, but about decorum in this sacred location (the passage about Marcantonio’s i modi 
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authoritative insider, and its effect is evident, for example, in the interpretation of 

Counter Reformation critic Giovan Andrea Gilio, who drew upon Dolce’s text in his own 

criticisms.159 Dolce connects the Galatea to these works as counter example, representing 

chastity and decorum, the implications of which I shall explore further in Chapter 4. 

By attaching his own identity to Aretino’s, Dolce positioned himself as a 

knowledgeable insider, leveraging game mechanics to advance his own social currency; 

he also provided a dedication to Hieronimo Loredano, probably modeled on Vasari’s 

dedication to Cosimo de’ Medici.160 His story abounds with practical value and 

demonstrates behaviors that had formed within these communities as ideas traveled. It 

conveys attitudes toward art, printmaking, and public versus private behaviors as they 

formed over the course of the century. The story was also widely read, not only making 

public but further shaping those attitudes and behaviors toward art, through a story that 

became impossible to tell without mentioning Lodovico Dolce or Aretino (not to mention 

Raphael and Michelangelo, and to a certain extent, even Chigi). 

 
attests to this, as “Aretino” declares it was not the fault of the artist but the printmaker who made 
them public); Blunt, Artistic Theory, 124. Roskill noted that Aretino may have simply been 
placating contemporary critics in the new climate; Roskill, Dolce’s “Aretino,” 29. The 
contemporary response to this fresco has been explored further by Bernadine Barnes, 
Michelangelo’s Last Judgment: Renaissance Response (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1998); Bernadine Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 99-119. 

159 As Blunt noted, Gilio borrowed from Dolce’s text, even if Aretino’s criticism was 
“inspired purely by personal motives” rather than more serious moral concerns connected to the 
Council of Trent; Blunt, Artistic Theory, 123. He added, the book was widely read, especially by 
French writers in the seventeenth century, so we cannot discount its effects (p. 124). 

160 Roskill noted similar patterns between; Roskill, Dolce’s “Aretino,” 10. 
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Florentine Raffaello Borghini published his treatise on art, Il Riposo, in Florence 

in 1584.161 Couched in the popular dialogue format of the period, the discussion is set in a 

villa with lavish gardens and a collection of art just outside of Florence.162 The villa 

setting could serve to draw a parallel with the Villa Farnesina, but the author also 

mentioned the villa, its patron and Raphael specifically in his book. 

In Il Riposo, the Florentine courtier outlined criteria for judging artworks within 

the sensibilities of the Counter Reformation and Counter-Maniera; it is the most well-

known Florentine publication to address the issues raised about images at the Council of 

Trent, and is often seen as a contrast to Vasari, who championed and painted in the 

maniera style.163 In this treatise, Borghini proposed a system for judging works that any 

layperson could use: his criteria included only three points: 1) the subject had to faithfully 

and clearly illustrate the story; 2) the artist should avoid individual interpretation; and 3) 

the work could not be “lascivious.”164 In addition, he included a brief overview of Pliny 

and Vasari, and developments in art after Vasari in both Florence and Venice. In the first 

two books, the discussants imagine walking around Florence evaluating the works they 

see: the first focuses on decorum, and the second on technical proficiency. The third book 

 
161 Although Borghini did not acknowledge how heavily he relied on Vasari as an author, 

he dedicated his third longest biography to Vasari as an artist; Lloyd Ellis, “Introduction,” in 
Raffaello Borghini, Il Riposo, ed. and trans. Lloyd Ellis, Lorenzo Da Ponte Italian Library Series 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007), 14. Pages 1-40 refer to the introduction by Lloyd 
Ellis; pages 43-320 refer to the translated text of Il Riposo.  

162 Ellis, 24. 
163 Ellis, 1. For a summary of the scholarly response to Il Riposo, see n. 3.  
164 Eills, 2–3.  
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takes more of a monologue format and provides a historical overview of Italian painting 

and sculpture until about 1520; while the fourth addresses later sixteenth-century works.  

In Book III, Borghini mentioned Agostino Chigi and the Villa Farnesina to 

introduce Raphael’s “third manner” of painting, developed after he had seen 

Michelangelo’s Sistine Ceiling (a point he clearly draws from Vasari). Borghini 

mentioned Agostino Chigi in this passage, and also pointed out the owner was a wealthy 

banker who owned a villa in Trastevere: 

All of the things that will be discussed from here forward are of the third 
manner that, it is said, comes from his having been taken to see the 
paintings of the [Sistine] Chapel of Michelangelo. [Raphael] first painted a 
Galatea on a chariot drawn over the sea by two dolphins with tritons and 
other marine gods and the narrative of Psyche and Cupid in a very 
beautiful manner in a loggia for Agostino Chigi, a very rich merchant, for 
his palace in Trastevere.165   

Though Borghini’s reference to Raphael’s work in the Farnesina was brief and lacked 

analysis, as Ellis noted, the fact that Borghini mentioned an evolution of style in 

Raphael’s work is a rare moment in the text, as he hardly did this with any artist.166 It is 

worth noting, as well, that Borghini only indicated the “beautiful manner” of these 

paintings, and does not call them lascivious despite the nudity that pervades the scenes. 

Borghini would not have been offended by the frescoes in the Villa Farnesina because of 

their location in a private villa: in fact, throughout the treatise, Borghini often has his 

speakers commend a work aesthetically while deeming it inappropriate for a church. For 

example, a speaker in Book II declares his desire to own Bronzino’s Resurrection though 

 
165 Borghini, 197. 
166 Ellis, “Introduction,” in Il Riposo, 15. 
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in Book I the same speaker said the angel was offensive and too “lascivious” to be placed 

in a church.167 Furthermore, Giovanni Andrea Gilio, the most outspoken theorist on 

attitudes toward images after the Council of Trent, had outlined the difference between 

“poetic” paintings and “narrative” ones, especially those that depicted sacred subjects.168 

Gilio used Michelangelo as his scapegoat, railing against the myriad “offensive” nudes 

depicted on the Sistine Chapel wall (and notably, used a print after the fresco as 

reference).169 Raphael’s frescoes in the Farnesina were safely in the “poetic” genre and in 

a private space; Raphael was also long dead and had been lauded as the exemplar of 

grace for decades. The prints after the frescoes in the Farnesina were not likely to 

provoke a controversy, such as that surrounding the I modi prints or those after the Last 

Judgment.170  

While there are several references to engravings throughout the text, Borghini 

usually mentioned prints in passing and often in association with northern artists. Il 

Riposo nonetheless repeated knowledge of Chigi and of Raphael’s frescoes in the Villa 

 
167 Ellis, 30. 
168 Giovan Andrea Gilio, “Dialogo Nel Quale Si Ragiona Degli Errori e Degli Abusi de’ 

Pittori circa l’istorie. (Camerino, 1564),” in Trattati d’arte Del Cinquecento, ed. Paola Barocchi, 
vol. II (Bari: Laterza, 1962), 2–115. 

169 The scant recorded evidence of the viewing experience in the sixteenth century 
includes that described by Gilio. When he delineated Michelangelo’s many errors, he did so in 
the form of a dialogue in which he described pulling out and unfolding a large print for reference 
Gilio; Michael Bury, “Giulio Mancini and the Organization of a print collection in early 
seventeenth-century Italy,” in Collecting prints and drawings in Europe, c. 1500-1750, ed. 
Christopher Baker, Caroline Elam, and Genevieve Warwick (Ashgate Publishing, Ltd., 2003), 82, 
n. 24; Barocchi (1962), II: 53. 

170 Though the I modi plates were confiscated, those after the Last Judgment were not, 
and in fact, some of them bore the Papal Privilege. None of these prints was censored in the 
sixteenth century, although the fresco had been.  
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Farnesina, and situated the discussion within attitudes toward art later in the century. The 

book extended the network for discussions of Vasari, Chigi and Raphael to a new context 

and a new audience—Borghini’s treatise was the first to directly address a lay, but well-

educated audience (according to Lloyd Ellis, probably amateur collectors or 

aficionados).171 Through this small, portable book, Borghini handed lay audiences the 

tools to describe, evaluate and compare works of art and suggested doing so would make 

readers “immortali,” similar to the artists described in the book.172 He thus provided 

practical information and encouraged further viral transmission. 

Borghini had his own motivations for sharing these stories. Most books published 

in Florence addressed Florentine interests and sought to promote the city, and Il Riposo 

was no exception.173 Borghini not only sought to promote Florentine art but his own 

social currency. Born to a prominent Florentine family that had variously supported and 

opposed the Medici, Borghini circulated in the court of Francesco de’ Medici in the 

1580s, where he was known as a poet, collector, connoisseur, and writer of comedies (he 

was also the great-nephew of one of Vasari’s advisors in writing the Lives, Vincenzo 

 
171 Ellis, 2. Ellis pointed out an important shift in art theory in the second half of the 

sixteenth century: increasingly, art writers were not practicing artists with workshop experience. 
Unlike Cennino Cennini, Leon Battista Alberti, Vasari and others in the preceding three hundred 
years, the prominent writers on art in the later sixteenth century (Vincenzo and Raffaello 
Borghini, Dolce, Gilio, Varchi, Bocchi, and Comanini) had no workshop experience. According 
to Ellis, “this change occurred because of a new kind of reader. For the first time since classical 
antiquity, theory was being addressed to an educated lay audience;” (p. 17). 

172 Ellis, 2 and n. 5. 
173 Ellis, 8 and n. 19. On the characterization of Florentine book publishing, see Brian 

Richardson, Printing, Writers, and Readers in Renaissance Italy (Cambridge; New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1999); and Brian Richardson, Print Culture in Renaissance Italy: 
The Editor and the Vernacular Text, 1470-1600, Cambridge Studies in Publishing and Printing 
History (Cambridge [England]; New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 1994). 
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Borghini).174 Raffaello sought to further ingratiate himself to this powerful family by 

dedicating his book to Don Giovanni de’ Medici—and possibly also by defending the 

Medici decision to hire Federico Zuccaro (a Roman) to complete the fresco cycle in the 

cupola of the Florentine cathedral.175  

  Vasari’s book was so well known in northern Europe that when Karel van 

Mander (Flanders 1548 - Amsterdam 1606) undertook to write his own book on the 

history of painting (Het Schilder-Boeck, 1604), he relied heavily on Vasari for the 

biographies of earlier and Italian artists; however, he also responded to Vasari by seeking 

to offset the Italian author’s Tuscan bias with more emphasis on Venetian and especially 

northern artists.176 In responding to Vasari, van Mander further increased access to 

 
174 Borghini became impoverished and left Florence for a period of years (1572-1575), 

during which time he lived in Provence under the protection of a French general and count, Jean I 
de Ponteves Comte de Carces and his wife. When he returned in the 1580s, he resumed 
friendships with his prominent Florentine friends who appear as speakers in his dialogue 
(Bernardo Vecchietti and Baccio Vallori); the dialogue is also set as Vecchietti’s Florentine villa; 
a third friend, Piero di Gherardo Capponi, wrote the poem that serves as the introduction to Il 
Riposo; Ellis, 3-4 and for the poem, 45-46. 

175 Cristina Acidini Luchinat and Zygmunt Wasinski have suggested the choice to direct 
the text to a lay audience was partially motivated by a desire to launch a defense of the Medici, 
whose decision to hire a Roman (Federico Zuccaro) rather than a Florentine (Alessandro Allori) 
to complete the cupola of the Florentine cathedral had caused tension in Florence; Ellis, 4 n. 8; 
Cristina Acidini Luchinat, “Per le pitture della Cupola di Santa Maria del Fiore,” Labyrinthos 13-
16 (1988-9): 153-75; and Zygmunt Wazbinski, “Artysci I publicaznosc w szesnastowiecznej 
Florencji ‘Cane moredent,’” in Théorie de l’art (Congrès Varsovie, 1974) (1976), 46-76; 
reprinted as “Artisti e pubblico nella Firenze del Cinquecento. A proposito del topos ‘cane 
abbaiante,’” Paragone 28/327 (May 1977): 3-24.  

176 Karel Van Mander, Het schilder-boeck, (facsimile van de eerste uitgave, Haarlem 
1604) (Utrecht: Davaco, 2004), http://www.dbnl.org/tekst/mand001schi01_01/index.php; Hessel 
Miedema, The Lives of the illustrious Netherlandish and German painters, from the first edition 
of the Schilder-boeck (1603–1604), preceded by the lineage, circumstances and place of birth, 
life and ..., from the second edition of the Schilder-boeck (1616–1618) (Soest: Davaco, 1994-
1997); Walter Melion analyzed van Mander's text in relation to Vasari's and demonstrated how it 
offered a thoughtful response aimed at elevating northern art and artists; Walter Melion, Shaping 
the Netherlandish Canon: Karel van Mander’s Schilder-boeck (Chicago, 1991). 
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knowledge about Italian artists, and he situated them within ideas circulating in northern 

humanist circles. Though his book was published in the early seventeenth century, it was 

based on ideas formulated over the preceding decades. Van Mander had also lived in 

Italy from 1573 to 1577, first in Florence and then in Rome, and he would have seen 

many of the works Vasari described firsthand. He was also associated with some of the 

most well-known patrons and artists of Flanders and the Netherlands.177 Among them 

was Hendrick Goltzius, who made engravings after Italian works in the later sixteenth 

century, including the Galatea [fig. 11], which Goltzius claimed was based on direct 

observation of the fresco. In the Life of Raphael, van Mander mentioned the graceful 

painting of Galatea, noting it was in the villa of Agostino Chigi, repeating what he had 

learned from Vasari.178 He also briefly described Raphael’s engagement with 

printmaking, but shaped it as a response to Dürer’s work in engraving, observing how 

Raphael sought to have some plates engraved by Italians, including Marcantonio and 

Marco da Ravenna, though they were inferior in quality.179 Although van Mander did not 

mention Goltzius’ engraving of the Galatea specifically, he exalted the engraver’s ability 

 
177He later worked with Antwerp painter Bartholomeus Spranger (1546-1611) in Vienna 

on a triumphal arch for the entry of Rudolph II, and spent the final years of his life in the northern 
Netherlands. In Haarlem in the 1580s, he established an academy of art with fellow painters 
Hendrick Goltzius (1558-1617) and Cornelis Cornelisz (1562-1638).  

178 Karel van Mander, Het schilder-boeck, Fol. 121v.  
179 Karel van Mander, Het schilder-boeck, Fol. 120r. As Leeflang pointed out, Karel van 

Mander felt this was one area in which Italians were lacking, and he did not follow Vasari’s 
assessment of Italian printmaking, conveying instead the northern point of view; Huigen 
Leeflang, “The Roman Experiences of Hendrick Goltzius and Jacob Matham: A Comparison,” in 
Ein Privilegiertes Medium Und Die Bildkulturen Europas. Deutsche, Französische Und 
Niederländische Kupferstecher Und Graphikverleger in Rom von 1590 Bis 1630, ed. Eckhard 
Leuschner, Römiche Studien Der Bibliotheca Herziana 32 (München: Hirmer Verlag, 2012), 25. 
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to emulate the style of great Italian masters, such as Raphael, Correggio, Titian and 

Veronese.180 The Schilder-Boeck also included a translation of Ovid’s Metamorphoses; 

one of the most popular mythological texts in Europe, it inspired many Italian 

Renaissance poets and some of the stories depicted in the Villa Farnesina frescoes.181 Van 

Mander’s text demonstrates the expanding network of connections as word traveled and 

how ideas transformed along the way. The author shared practical information while 

shaping the text to fit his own agenda. Goltzius’ engraving responds to the fresco and 

offers us clues to how ideas about the fresco and printmaking had developed over time, as 

I shall demonstrate in Chapter 5. 

Fabio Chigi: Ancestral Memory 

The viral power of the fleeting moment of courtly splendor that took place in this space is 

evident in the stories told over a hundred years later by Cardinal Fabio Chigi (Pope 

Alexander VII, r. 1655-1667) about his great uncle.182 The accounts of Agostino’s 

 
180 Karel van Mander, Het schilder-boeck, Fol. 285v.   
181 The text of Ovid’s Metamorphoses had been published in various editions since the 

late fifteenth century, in Bruges, Amsterdam, Paris, Lyon, Mainz, Frankfurt, and Venice, and in at 
least three different languages (Latin, Italian and French). The University of Virginia has 
compiled a list: Daniel Kinney and Elizabeth Styron, “Ovid Illustrated: The Reception of Ovid’s 
Metamorphoses in Image and Text,” The Ovid Collection, accessed February 6, 2017, 
http://ovid.lib.virginia.edu/about.html. 

182 Fabio Chigi (whose great grandfather was Agostino’s brother, Sigismondo Chigi 
[1479-1525], began writing the manuscript in 1618 and continued editing it throughout his life. 
The original manuscript is held in the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS Chigi a.I.I. Chisiae 
Familiae Commentarij. Giuseppe Cugnoni published the sections on Agostino Chigi with 
extensive commentary in the late nineteenth century, first as a book and then as part of a series: 
Giuseppe Cugnoni, Agostino Chigi il Magnifico (Rome, 1878); and Giuseppe Cugnoni, 
“Agostino Chigi il Magnifico,” in Archivio della R. Società Romana di Storia Patria, vol. II–IV, 
VI (Roma: A cura della Società Romana di Storia Patria, 1879-1881, 1883). See also Ingrid 
Rowland, “The Birth Date,” 192.   
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descendant showcase the remarkability of excess and the emotional power of pleasure 

and awe. Cardinal Fabio described the fantasy of courtly performance at these dinners 

from the century prior, where popes, cardinals and foreign emissaries were dazzled by 

lavish dinners and sparkling silver and gold. Chigi reportedly hosted a banquet for Leo X 

just a month after his election in March of 1513, and in 1518, several extravagant 

banquets celebrated Chigi’s position and riches. Chigi managed to strike a balance 

between promoting his own wealth and fame and honoring the popes. At a banquet for 

Pope Leo X on the Feast of Saint Lawrence on August 10, 1518, Chigi celebrated the 

baptism of his son Lorenzo Leone, who was named after the Pope and his recently 

deceased nephew Lorenzo de’ Medici.183 The dinner was held in the loggia at the water’s 

edge, and as servants cleared the table, they tossed the silver plates into the river to the 

astonishment of Chigi’s guests. The story was recounted already by Netherlandish 

humanist Hadrianus Iunius (1511-1575) in the sixteenth century, but Fabio added some 

detail: the plates were secretly captured in a net beneath the water, retrieved and 

presented to the dinner guests as gifts.184  

Pope Leo was deeply indebted to Chigi, and the gesture of so ostentatiously 

throwing expensive plates into the river may have ruffled the pope’s feathers, so it is 

possible that Fabio added this detail to save his ancestor’s honor, as Frommel 

suggested.185 However, such a display of trickery is in keeping with Chigi’s style. Like 

 
183 Coffin, The Villa, 108. 
184 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:64. 
185 Frommel, 1:64. 
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the sensuous decoration, Chigi’s dinners were part of a carefully orchestrated court 

performance. In April of that year, Chigi had allegedly entertained the Pope along with 

fourteen cardinals and several ambassadors in the newly built stables designed by 

Raphael. The stables themselves were hidden by elaborate tapestries, which Chigi 

proudly pulled aside, revealing his fiction to the pope.186  

This villa represented the epitome of humanist values, but more than this, the 

awe-inspiring display of excess through copious decoration and elaborate dinners was 

remarkable, memorable, and infinitely shareable. Still, it is unlikely that every moment at 

Chigi’s villa was quite as memorable. As Berger has shown, when stories are shared, 

many of the details fall away quickly, while others are exaggerated. We can only imagine 

how memory, poetry and a century of storytelling could amplify the legacy of Chigi’s 

villa. However fictionalized or exaggerated the accounts might be, the ability to 

participate in them was an important “manifestation of power.”187 Greenblatt wrote that 

power’s “quintessential sign is the ability to impose one’s fictions upon the world: the 

more outrageous the fiction, the more impressive the manifestation of power.” And as 

Berger has shown, the ability to show that power to others is essential in viral 

transmission, but it is also essential that a kernel of truth is carried with these stories—

Chigi was indeed the wealthiest man in Europe, able to both control and entertain the 

 
186 The story is recounted in Fabio Chigi (Pope Alexander VII)’s biography of Chigi; 

Cugnoni, “Agostino Chigi il Magnifico,” II: 66-8. See also, Coffin, The Villa, 108; and Frommel, 
La Villa Farnesina, 1:64.  

187 Stephen Jay Greenblatt, Renaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakespeare 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 13. 
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most powerful members of society, while the incredible talent and capacity of Raphael 

that initially awed his audiences continues to do so today.  

The experience at the Farnesina provided sharers with an abundance of social 

currency: writers frequently shared the remarkable experiences within the Farnesina and 

took the opportunity to demonstrate their insider, elite status. Published writings about 

the Farnesina and those related to it provided triggers for discussion of related topics, 

demonstrated the powerful emotional motives behind sharing, made public courtly 

behaviors and attitudes toward art, and provided readers with practical knowledge 

wrapped in unforgettable stories that became inextricably tied to the papal court in Rome. 

From Chigi’s ability to demonstrate his trickery to the pope to Vasari’s descriptions of 

the decorations in the villa to Cardinal Fabio’s ability to share the story with others 

generations later, these prominent figures could demonstrate to others they were winning. 

That is, each could leverage game mechanics, an important form of social currency, to 

further his own agency. And they carried the memory of the Villa Farnesina with them. 

But beyond the relatively small audience that could view the frescoes firsthand, and the 

even smaller audience that experienced the villa in its brief period of splendor, prints 

provided the only visual access.  

This chapter has focused primarily upon what was made public through textual 

responses about the Villa Farnesina, Chigi’s identity, and the decorations within this 

space, and how that information was shared within different contexts, motived by viral 

factors. For us to truly understand how prints acted as responses, how they communicated 

with their audiences as components of a larger network, we must first step inside of the 

Villa Farnesina during its period of grandeur. This will allow us to glimpse how 
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contemporaries experienced the space and understood the decorations, how these 

decorations must have engaged Chigi’s visitors in discussions that fostered their own 

social currency and developed art theory, and which aspects of that experience were 

made public. 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE LOGGIA OF GALATEA: FROM INSIDER EXPERIENCE TO VIRAL HITS 

AND MISSES IN THE VAULT, PILASTERS AND LUNETTES 

The Loggia of Galatea was designed with a complex decorative program intended to 

bring antiquity to life and promote Chigi’s ambitions. The frescoes engaged with each 

other, responded to works throughout and beyond the space, both antique and modern, 

and invited viewers to participate. Building upon the vast scholarship dedicated to this 

villa, this chapter begins a closer investigation of the loggia that takes its name from 

Raphael’s fresco.1 It seeks to illuminate the insider experience of this space and to 

consider how viral factors shaped the creation and reception of the decorations, from the 

stories artists shared with their viewers to how their audiences in turn might have 

responded.  

Chigi, who was not a nobleman by birth, recognized the importance of forming 

his identity and sharing it with others to foster his social currency. The desire for others 

 
1 For a review of the significant scholarly contributions on the decorations in this villa 

prior to 2003, see Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:9. More recently, thoughtful insights have been 
contributed by, among others, Costanza Barbieri, “The Competition between Raphael and 
Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s Role in It,” in The Cambridge Companion to Raphael, Marcia B. 
Hall, ed., 141-166, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), esp. 152-154; Bette 
Talvacchia, Raphael (Phaidon Press, 2007), with particular emphasis on the Loggia of 
Psyche,194-200; Alessandro Cremona, Felices Procerum Villulæ: Il Giardino Della Farnesina 
Dai Chigi all’Accademia Dei Lincei, vol. 25.2, Atti Della Accademia Nazionale Dei Lincei, 
Memorie / Classe Di Scienze Morali, Storiche E Filologiche 9 (Roma: Scienze e Lettere Editore 
Commerciale, 2010); Christian Kleinbub, Vision and the Visionary in Raphael (University Park: 
The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2011),103-105; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, esp. 349-423; 
Costanza Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta: The Iconography of Sebastiano 
Del Piombo’s Lunettes in the Loggia Della Galatea,” Artibus et Historiae, 2015, 125–52; Alexis 
R. Culotta, “A Novel Nymphaeum: Raphael’s Inaugural Architectural Commission in Rome 
Reconsidered,” Rutgers Art Review: The Journal of Graduate Research in Art History 31 (2016): 
4–19. 
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to participate in that sharing was even more vital to Chigi’s success, and Chigi knew how 

to arouse his artists and guests alike to participate, allowing them to foster their own 

social currency in the process. As we saw in the last chapter, Chigi’s quest to promote a 

noble identity for himself animated the aura he sought to engender among those fortunate 

enough to experience it firsthand: the holistic experience left poet Blosio Palladio nearly 

breathless in awe, as he sought to express his own courtly quality of sprezzatura. As we 

will see, Chigi’s artists also sought to incite emotions such as awe, excitement and humor 

through playful themes of love and pleasure, and to provoke debate through a diverse 

range of artistic styles, an array of allusions both artistic and literary, and ambiguities that 

provide a sense of mystery. The details of this discourse quickly became lost, while the 

renown of Raphael’s fresco increased. 

We may attribute this in part to the role Raphael played within his own social 

circle, which overlapped with Chigi’s audience. The most prominent political and literary 

figures in Rome gathered at this villa, participating in the formation of Chigi’s and of 

Raphael’s identities, just as they sought to form their own. This group shaped theoretical 

discourses on poetry, art and antiquity and chose Raphael as their exemplary courtier-

artist. Born to a court painter, Raphael did not speak Latin and wrote only a few lyrics in 

Italian.2 Yet, his close friends included Pope Leo X, Baldassare Castiglione, Pietro 

 
2 The ideal of the humanist artist that Alberti had proposed was the creation of a man of 

letters, and was at odds with the reality of guilds, workshop practices and the artisan class from 
which these artists, including Raphael, emerged. Clarke Hulse analyzed the tension that must 
have existed for Raphael between the craftsman tradition and his rising status, and of the mutually 
beneficial relationship between the painter and his powerful friends; Clarke Hulse, The Rule of 
Art (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1990), 80–86. Here he builds on the 
observations of Loren Partidge and Randolph Starn, who observed that very few artists 
conformed to Alberti’s ideal; Loren Partridge and Randolph Starn, A Renaissance Likeness: Art 
and Culture in Raphael’s Julius II, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981), 36. As Lisa 
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Bembo, Andrea Navagero (Raphael had painted his portrait, and it hung in Bembo’s 

home), Angelo Colocci, and Ludovico Ariosto.3 In his lifetime, Raphael was already 

revered and upon his death was even likened to Christ.4 Raphael’s friends praised him in 

their writings—Pietro Bembo in the epitaph he wrote upon Raphael’s death and in his life 

of the artist (1523); and Castiglione in the Book of the Courtier, as well as in various 

letters intended for publication.5 Court member and future Cardinal Girolamo Aleandro 

praised Raphael’s ascension in the court of Leo X and his “divine genius.”6  

The relationship between Raphael and his powerful patrons and literati was 

mutually beneficial. As much as Raphael relied upon this circle for success, feedback and 

 
Pon pointed out, Raphael could understand Latin well enough to comment upon a translation of 
Vitruvius by Fabio Calvo, which Raphael had requested; Marcus Vitruvius and Raffaello Sanzio, 
Drei architektonisch-antiquarische Texte: Il libro di Vitruvio. Lettera di Raffaelo d’Urbino a 
Papa Leone X. Fragmentum de literis - BSB Cod.ital. 37 a.b.c (Rom, Anfang 16. Jr.), 
https://daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/~db/bsb00006252/images/. 

3 Hulse, The Rule of Art, 85. 
4 In an epigram attributed to Antonio Tebaldeo, in which the poet wrote, “De Raphael 

pictore / Quid mirum si qua Christus tu luce peristi? / Naturae ille deus, tu deus artis eras,” 
translated as “On the painter Raphael. What marvel if you died on the same day as Christ did? He 
was the god of Nature, you of art;” John Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources (1483-
1602), vol. 1 (Yale University Press, 2003), 661.  

5 Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources, 640-46 (1520/75). On Castiglione, see 
discussion in the previous chapter, as well as Baldasar Castiglione, The Book of the Courtier, 
trans. George Bull (Penguin Books, 1528), 32, 181; and John Shearman, “Castiglione’s Portrait of 
Raphael,” 69–97.  

6 Giovanni Perini discovered and published for the first time a brief poem by Girolamo 
Aleandro, written in Latin and dedicated to Raphael. The manuscript is entitled “Divo Leone X 
Pont. Max. Raphaeli Urbinati Veterem urbem Pinguenti,” and it was uncovered in the Biblioteca 
Uinversitaria di Bolgogna (ms. 400); Giovanni Perini, “Raffaello e l’Antico: alcune precisazioni, 
“Bolletino d’Arte 89-90 (1995): 111-44. There are many other examples of letters and epigrams 
dedicated to Raphael after his death. See John Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources, 
1:640-62. 
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advice, they relied upon him to be their painter, their realization of the ideal artist.7 This 

extended to Raphael’s engagement with antiquities in Rome, as he scoured the city for 

artistic sources and marbles for the new St. Peter’s and embarked upon his project of 

Roman renovation at the direction of the Pope.8 He became an important resource for 

humanists on the antiquities of Rome and they placed their faith in him to preserve the 

ancient glory of their city.9 The quality of Raphael’s work in that ancient city became 

legendary. Ferrarese scholar Celio Calcagnini wrote an epigram celebrating the artist’s 

project, declaring that “so many heroes and so much time went into the making of Rome; 

and so many enemies and centuries destroyed it! Now Raphael seeks and discovers Rome 

within Rome itself; to seek is the business of a great man, but to discover is God’s.”10 

Pietro Bembo and Castiglione both wrote letters intended for publication that conveyed 

Raphael as an authority on the assessment and preservation of the antiquities of Rome.11 

 
7 Hulse, The Rule of Art, 80–86. On the role of many entities involved in creating 

artworks; see Becker, Art Worlds.  
8 Though Raphael was not officially named Commissario delle Antichità in a frequently 

cited letter of 1515, he was an agent of the pope on these matters, and his knowledge and 
authority on antiquities was increasingly recognized by contemporaries. On Raphael’s activity as 
an archeologist and his involvement in the project to renovate Rome, see especially David E. 
Karmon, The Ruin of the Eternal City: Antiquity and Preservation in Renaissance Rome (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 13, 88-92; Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources, 
1:207–11, 355-58, and 500-45. See also Bette Talvacchia, Raphael (New York: Phaidon Press, 
2007), 147–49; Roger Jones and Nicholas Penny, Raphael (New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press, 1983), 199–205.  

9 David Karmon emphasized how much faith the humanists had placed in Raphael’s 
knowledge of antiquity and project to restore Rome, lamenting this loss more than the loss of the 
man as a painter; The Ruin of the Eternal City, 88, 92.  

10 c. 1519; trans. Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources, 551. Calcagnini also 
wrote an epigram upon Raphael’s death lamenting the loss of the artist and his project; for the 
text and translation, see pp. 647-648 (1520/77). 

11 Raphael closely studied translations of Latin texts along with the visual remains of 
Rome, and second letter (c. 1519) must contain a confluence of ideas of Raphael and Castiglione; 
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Seeking and discovering Rome was significant beyond the narrow context of Raphael’s 

contribution to the city’s revitalization; it reshaped his artistic sensibilities during a 

crucial moment in the development of ideas about antiquity and a corresponding shift that 

placed Rome at the center of art theoretical discourse. 

Commissioning Raphael, an artist who operated within a circle of influence made 

up of individuals with the means to make their ideas visible and shape public perceptions 

on a grand scale, was itself a sign of prestige. What Raphael created possessed a viral 

power that far exceeded any of the other decorations in the loggia of Chigi’s villa. 

Galatea achieved such great renown that it overshadowed the more holistic experience 

that elite guests encountered in this space.12 Raphael became an influential member of 

this group with the means to make public on a broad scale, not only through publications 

written by his powerful friends, but also through his collaboration with Marcantonio and 

the other printmakers in his circle, which provided visual access to Raphael’s inventions, 

and by extension to this space and elite circle. As the only fresco from the Loggia of 

Galatea known to have been interpreted in print in the sixteenth century, and a rare case 

 
however, it is significant that it was written by Castiglione in the refined language of a literatio 
and that three drafts of it exist, attesting to the care that went into crafting the goals of the project 
and Raphael’s image. This point has been emphasized by Bette Talvacchia, pointing to the three 
different edited manuscripts, albeit with the same essential content, and David Karmon, who 
underscored their shared ideas and authorship; Talvacchia, Raphael, 147-49; Karmon, The Ruin 
of the Eternal City, 88-92. 

12 Because the frescoes are typically taken out of context, the purpose of the villa as a 
total experience has become obscured. As David Rijser has pointed out, Blosio Palladio’s and 
Egidio Gallo’s poems grant equal praise other aspects of the villa, placing the emphasis on the 
“total effect” (a point he notes is often overlooked in the scholarship), adding the fame of the 
frescoes has obscured the rest (especially the important role and fame of the Galatea, subsequent 
to this period); Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 340. 
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in which the entire composition was captured, Galatea became a work apart.13 Later 

engravers, whether basing their prints on those of Marcantonio’s circle or directly on the 

fresco itself, were conduits for the viral transmission of the fresco and related ideas, but 

from a more distant point of view. 

This chapter focuses on the decorations that preceded Galatea and her 

companion, Polyphemus: that is, the vault, pilasters and lunettes. Raphael did not work 

alone in this space; Baldassare Peruzzi and Sebastiano del Piombo were both talented and 

respected artists in their own right. Each of these artists engaged in a cross-temporal, 

intertextual, and as emphasized here, an intermedial dialogue. The elevation of Raphael’s 

fresco may be attributed in part to his social circle and his collaboration with printmakers, 

but some of the reasons are rooted in the creation of the decorations themselves. I will 

demonstrate how decisions the artists made in the process of creation contributed to their 

own viral legacy. I will also consider how responses and non-responses to the decorations 

(including the absence of prints) amplified, shaped or shifted meaning in the process of 

viral transmission. This chapter also establishes the groundwork for understanding how 

Sebastiano and Raphael continue this dialogue in the next chapter.  

Viewing the frescoes in the early sixteenth century 

Chigi’s guests would have witnessed the development of the decorations in the space at 

different points in time. Probably by the middle of 1512, but no later than 1514, the  

 
13 While prints were made in relation to the Loggia of Psyche frescoes, the 

compartmentalized design of that vault leant itself to selecting individual figures. As discussed in 
Chapter 5, it is significant that the entire composition for the Galatea fresco was interpreted in 
print by both Marcantonio and Marco Dente rather than select figures, as was often typical. 
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Loggia of Galatea was as complete as it would become in Chigi’s lifetime.14 Peruzzi 

finished the astrological decorations in the vault by 1511 [fig. 31], while Domenico 

Beccafumi executed the pilasters all’antica [fig. 32] between 1510 and 1511. In a lunette 

on the north wall, Peruzzi painted a mysterious monochrome head, likely by 1512. In the 

other eight lunettes, Sebastiano del Piombo painted several mythological stories in 1511, 

and his Polyphemus [fig. 33] on the wall above the south door, in the winter of 1511-12. 

Adjacent to Polyphemus, Raphael inserted his Galatea, perhaps begun later that year. 

Blosio Palladio only mentioned the frescoes in the vault and Sebastiano’s lunettes, so as 

generally assumed, the paired wall frescoes must have been completed after his poem 

was published in January of 1512. Behind the fictive draperies below Galatea and 

Polyphemus are preparatory drawings on the arriccio, which might have been visible to 

contemporary viewers.15 The rest of the decoration that appears today is dated to the 

seventeenth century, and it remains uncertain as to why decorations were abandoned—a 

 
14 There has been significant disagreement about the dates of the frescoes, particularly 

with respect to the order in which Polyphemus and Galatea were painted. However, most scholars 
now agree the Galatea was begun second, as proposed by Tantillo: Almamaria Tantillo Mignosi, 
“Restauri alla Farnesina,” Bollettino d’arte 5.Ser. 57 (1972): 33–43. Frommel thought they were 
conceived together in the winter of 1511-12; La Villa Farnesina, 1:93. The grotteschi were likely 
also in place before the Galatea. Varoli-Piazza dated the grotteschi to 1510-11; “Peruzzi E 
Beccafumi Alla Farnesina,” 65. The Galatea must have been complete by 1514, the year of the 
famous letter to Castiglione, which mentions the work. The monochrome head might have been 
added later than the rest of Peruzzi’s work in the loggia, as it differs from the other lunettes and 
that bay might have been open to access an internal staircase; Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 33. 

15 They were covered by fictive tapestries in the middle of the seventeenth century. 
According to restorer Tantillo, these drawings exhibit wear that suggests they were exposed for 
more than a century and would have been visible to contemporary visitors; “Restauri alla 
Farnesina,” 41. David Rijser found this assumption unrealistic, believing they would have been 
covered up, at least during official use of the villa, though it remains speculation; Rijser, 
Raphael’s Poetics, 356, n. 313.  
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series of floods, the end to negotiations of Chigi’s marriage to Margherita Gonzaga, and 

the redirection of attention to other projects may have all contributed.16  

The frescoes in the northern loggia (the Loggia of Psyche, designed by Raphael 

and executed by his workshop in 1518-19), which served as the main entrance to the 

villa, had not yet been conceived in 1512. However, Chigi was already using the platform 

to stage performances that brought antiquity to life. The space is now enclosed, but in the 

early sixteenth century, guests at the villa would have strolled through open loggias more 

connected to the surrounding gardens [figs. 34-35].17 Upon entering the northern loggia, 

guests could either turn left toward the Loggia of Galatea or proceed ahead into a large 

salon. When the primary entrance to the villa was shifted to the south in 1860, an axial 

hallway was constructed, dividing the room [fig. 36], but in Peruzzi’s plan [fig. 37], this 

room was open and provided direct access to the Loggia of Galatea on the left.  

 
16 Michael Hirst’s proposal that a disastrous flood of 1514 might have been the cause, is 

generally accepted; Sebastiano Del Piombo, 34. Tantillo suggested that a fresco of Acis was 
planned for one of the other panels, and that the decorations might have ended because Raphael’s 
fresco interrupted the unity of the overall scheme; Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 41. 
Others have proposed the decorations ceased when negotiations to marry Margherita Gonzaga 
ended in 1512; e.g, Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 147, and nn. 16, 17 and 
18. A letter from November of 1512 confirms that Chigi had resigned himself to the decision, 
though this is not the only contributing factor; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 349-50. It is reasonable 
that a number of these factors contributed to the decision to halt decorations, especially as Chigi 
turned his attention to other projects and Raphael became increasingly busy, but the floods must 
have taught Chigi that anything painted on the lower walls was subject to damage, as Hirst 
pointed out (the frescoes in the Loggia of Psyche are all raised). 

17 A sixteenth-century drawing of Peruzzi’s façade conveys a sense of the original 
conception. Officials removed the glass enclosures temporarily for a documentary film in 1941, 
and a photograph of the villa at that time also provides an idea of how open the villa would have 
felt in the sixteenth century; Elsa Gerlini, Villa Farnesina Alla Lungara, Rome, Itinerari Dei 
Musei, Gallerie e Monumenti d’Italia, nuova ser., n. 2 (Roma: Istituto poligrafico e Zecca dello 
Stato, Libreriadello Stato, 1990), 24–25, fig. 11.  
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Peruzzi, however, designed the space intending for the optimal viewing 

experience to come from approaching the loggia from the luxurious gardens.18 Today, the 

loggia enclosures separate viewers from what remains of the gardens, while an 

embankment and the Lungotevere further disconnect the villa from the river.19 The open 

design and especially the garden approach would have enhanced the connection between 

the scenes and the pastoral setting, heightening the sensation of being in this resurrected 

parallel of the antique villa, the eternal spring, which Gallo and Palladio described. As 

Chigi’s guests strolled through the garden, they would pass by lilies and lemon trees and 

would likely hear the sounds of music and of water coming from the fountains and river 

behind. They could see the mythological figures that once decorated the eastern façade 

(only traces remain of those that appear to be Mercury and Virgo).20 They would  

approach the frescoes through the arches of the loggia with senses heightened by the 

scent of the adjacent gardens, the whisper of wind or the flow of water, and the 

anticipation of a sumptuous dinner.  

Inside of the loggia, guests encountered scenes that promoted Chigi’s identity and 

ambitions, and offered interpretations of antiquity and allusions to “modern” art, creating 

 
18 Quinlan-McGrath, “The Villa,” 236-37; “The Astrological Vault,” 92. 
19 Though the wall surrounding the villa protects it from the noise of passing traffic along 

the Lungotevere. The embankment and Lungotevere were added in the late nineteenth century; 
David R. Coffin, The Villa in the Life of Renaissance Rome, Princeton Monographs in Art and 
Archaeology 43 (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 1979), 96. A current project 
underway at the Villa Farnesina seeks to restore the gardens, where one can now find potted 
plants growing some of the exotic fruits that once filled Chigi’s gardens. 

20 Coffin observed a female figure that appeared to hold the caduceus of Mercury, and 
Quinlan-McGrath argued the symbolism relates to the decorations in the vault, especially the 
rising sign of Chigi’s conception in Virgo; Coffin, The Villa, 98; Quinlan-McGrath, “The 
Astrological Vault,” 104. 
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networks of triggers that provided Chigi and his guests with ample opportunities to 

debate and to make themselves “look good.” Presented within this space of leisure, where 

Chigi and his visitors would return and pass through time and time again, the decorations 

exemplify John Shearman’s concept of the “slow fuse.”21 Through their complex yet 

focused web of references, they are works designed to sustain the attention of viewers, to 

challenge memory and reveal their “secrets” and “pleasures” over time.22 We can 

imagine that Chigi and his guests participated in a lively and demonstrably courtly debate 

about these works or artists, such as those described in the Book of the Courtier, or in 

later dialogues, including Raffaello Borghini’s Il Riposo (Florence: 1584) and Ludovico 

Dolce’s l’Aretino (Venice: 1557), both of which include a discussion of the Galatea 

fresco.23 Interpretations may have been offered by Chigi’s advisors or by poets, reading 

their epigrams aloud at banquets—guests reportedly read addendums to Palladio’s and 

Gallo’s poems aloud beneath the frescoes.24 They could show off their knowledge and 

 
21 John Shearman, “Imitation, and the Slow Fuse,” in Only Connect, 227-261. 
22 Artists employed a type of Imitation (or Emulation) that wove together complex 

references to antique and modern works of literature and visual art, as well as other aspects of the 
patron’s interests (e.g. exotic animals, such as the cheetas in Titian’s Feast of the Gods for 
Alfonso d’Este’s Camerino, now in Washington) for learned patrons and their guests. Shearman 
pointed to Raphael’s Leonine Loggia in the Vatican as this type of space; Shearman, “Imitation, 
and the Slow Fuse,” 245-261.  

23 As discussed in Chapter 2, Raffaello Borghini briefly described Raphael’s frescoes in 
the Farnesina, while Ludovico Dolce incorporated his reference to Galatea in a discussion about 
imitation between painters and poets and in relation to Michelangelo; Borghini, 197; Dolce, 
Dolce’s Aretino, 165-169. 

24 David Rijser points to examples specifically related to Sebastiano’s lunettes; Rijser, 
Raphael’s Poetics, 328. Ingrid Rowland previously made this point and provided additional 
examples; Ingrid D. Rowland, “Some Panegyrics to Agostino Chigi,” Journal of the Warburg 
and Courtauld Institutes 47 (1984): 198.  
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shape ideas about art theory in the process. Debates in contemporary sources, as well as 

subsequent scholarship, have illuminated some of the issues that contemporary viewers 

might have discussed, exercising their wit as they searched for hidden meaning, debated 

literary and artistic sources, and compared the artists’ skills in imitazione and invenzione, 

or the merits of painting to poetry or to sculpture. As we will see, certain details rose to 

the surface through viral transmission, while others fell away. 

Peruzzi’s Showcase in the Vault and Pilasters  

The presentation of scenes on the vault allowed Peruzzi to showcase his knowledge of 

antiquity, his sense of humor and talent as a painter and an architect. The ceiling could 

also incite sharing in many ways, as it was at once awe-inspiring, playfully humorous, 

sensuous, mysterious and intellectually stimulating. Peruzzi designed an array of trompe 

l’oeil decorations with perspectives and shadows orientated toward the garden loggia 

approach, with scenes divided into compartments, which open the vault illusionistically 

to a night sky—a departure from the more homogenous dome that Raphael had created in 

the vault of the Stanza della Segnatura.25 In the center, he placed Chigi’s coat of arms, 

including the della Rovere symbol, which Julius II had permitted him to use.26 This is 

surrounded by a complex arrangement of astrological frescoes depicting constellations in 

 
25 As Frommel observed, the vault shares other features with the Stanza della Segnatura, 

such as the use of compartmentalization to suggest a structured, fictive architecture and the faux-
mosaic backgrounds; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:81-82, and for his thorough visual analysis 
of the scenes on the vault, vol. 1:81-90. Raphael’s vault does read as more of a homogenous 
dome, but at the center, an octagonal opening expands into the sky, where spirited putti elevate a 
circular shield bearing the pope’s emblem. The di sotto in su, humorous presentation of these 
putti clearly owe a debt to Mantegna’s Camera degli Sposi and prefigure those in the Loggia of 
Psyche ceiling. 

26 The coat of arms has since been replaced; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:82. 
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the form of mythological personifications, which correspond precisely to the moment of 

the owner’s birth and advertise his divine provenance to viewers.27  

In the larger horizontal scenes in the center of the vault, Peruzzi depicted two 

constellations. On the right is The Chariot [fig. 38], represented as a nymph driving two 

plough oxen. The nymph grasps the back of her seat and stretches out her arm, seeking to 

restrain the beasts. The gray ox turns its head to engage the viewer’s gaze below, and in a 

detail barely visible from the floor, his tongue peeks out from the side of his mouth. In 

the clouds, little putti puff their cheeks, ready to blow and make the chariot move faster, 

yet they seem a bit disgruntled by their task. On the left [Perseus and Medusa, fig. 39], 

Perseus seizes the squirming snakes on Medusa’s head as he raises his sword to cut off 

her head, while she reaches up in vain to resist her certain defeat, her reflection visible in 

the mirror of Perseus’ shield. The figures aligned along the clouds beneath her have 

 
27 Fritz Saxl further explored a hypothesis first proposed by Aby Warburg, which argued 

the ceiling of the Loggia of Galatea represented the position of the heavens on the day Chigi was 
born; with guidance from astronomer Arthur Beer, Saxl argued the ceiling represented the 
position of the stars at the moment of Chigi’s birth, which he proposed was 1 December 1466; 
Fritz Saxl, La Fede Astrological Di Agostino Chigi: Interpretazione Dei Dipinti Di Baldassare 
Peruzzi Nella Sala Di Galatea Della Farnesina, ed. Arthur Beer (Rome: Reale Accademia 
d’Italia, 1934); for the proposed birthdate, see p. 65. Agostino’s heir Fabio Chigi, had provided 
the year as 1465; Giuseppe Cugnoni, “Agostino Chigi il Magnifico,” ASRSP (1879), II: 46; 
Agostino Chigi il Magnifico, (Rome, 1878), 14. Ingrid Rowland later discovered an archival 
document in the Sienese baptismal records, which corrected and pinpointed Chigi’s birth date to 
29 November 1466 at 21 ½ hours; Ingrid. D. Rowland, “The Birth Date of Agostino Chigi: 
Documentary Proof,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 47 (1984): 192–93. The 
precise interpretation of the time and its implications for interpreting the meaning and 
arrangement of the scenes has since been debated. See the opposing views of Mary Quinlan-
McGrath and Kristen Lippincott: Mary Quinlan-McGrath, “The Astrological Vault, 91–105; 
Kristen Lippincott, “Two Astrological Ceilings Reconsidered: The Sala Di Galatea in the Villa 
Farnesina and the Sala Del Mappamondo at Caprarola,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld 
Institutes 53 (1990): 185–96; Mary Quinlan-McGrath, “The Villa Farnesina, Time-Telling 
Conventions and Renaissance Astrological Practice,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld 
Institutes 58 (1995): 53–71; Mary Quinlan-McGrath, Influences: Art, Optics, and Astrology in the 
Italian Renaissance (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2013), 114–17 and 173-180. 
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already been turned to stone, yet they still look up toward her, animated as if still alive.28 

A trumpeting female figure of Fame or Victory floats above, blowing her horn in the 

direction of Chigi’s emblem; and a marmoreal Pegasus, born of the blood of Medusa and 

considered a symbol of fame, playfully peeks his head over the clouds.29  

Beneath the horizontal panels are ten hexagons illustrating the zodiac, 

representing the positions of the constellations in relation to the planets when Chigi was 

born. Chigi’s sun sign Sagittarius, represented by Apollo and a centaur, is granted pride 

of place just beneath the trumpeting Fame in the Perseus and Medusa panel.30 In the 

hexagon just to the left of Sagittarius is Venus [Venus in Capricorn], who poses with 

elegant form and a coy, seductive expression.31 The bent knee of Venus mirrors that of 

Apollo, creating a frame just beneath Perseus and Medusa, drawing our attention to 

them. Alternating with the hexagons are more constellations set into triangular segments 

against faux-mosaic backgrounds. These, too, are represented as mythological figures, 

which variously engage with their attributes and with each other. Among these, the seated 

Apollo (the constellation Lyra), placed between Venus and Sagittarius, strokes his 

 
28 The animated nature of these figures is frequently noted. See for example, Barolksy, 

Infinite Jest, 87; Freedberg, Painting of the High Renaissance, 2: pl. 185.  
29 The female figure is alternatively identified as Virgo, albeit trumpeting Chigi’s fame; 

Quinlan-McGrath, “The Astrological Vault,” 97-98; In Perseus, the presence of Fame more 
closely ties Pegasus, born of the blood of Medusa, to the scene depicted; Quinlan-McGrath, 
“Time-telling Conventions,” 62; argued already by Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 40, nn. 110-12. 

30 On the meaning of the zodiac scenes in the hexagons, including a review of previous 
arguments, see Quinlan-McGrath, “The Astrological Vault,” 92-94; and Lippincott, 186-187. 

31 Freedberg, Painting of the High Renaissance in Italy, 2, pl. 88.  
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instrument as he looks upward toward the Perseus and Medusa above him, drawing our 

attention back again to this central scene.  

Filling the spaces between these as grisaille ornaments, spirited amorini ride 

various sea creatures just beneath the vault, their fish tails ending in a branch of the della 

Rovere oak.32 Between the lunettes, putti balance upon spheres, holding blank tablets as 

they strike various contrapposto poses. These supporting characters also alternate poses 

and gazes, framing the figures and directing our gaze around the vault. The figures pose 

self-consciously, theatrically interacting with each other and their viewers below; they 

demand our attention just as they seem to recognize they are being watched—especially 

the large gray bull who confronts the viewer, and Capricorn, companion to Venus, who 

watches the viewer watching her.33  

As Marcia Hall has argued, the somewhat stiff appearance of the figures is more 

in the antiquarian style typical of the fifteenth century, especially when compared with 

the fluidity of Raphael’s Galatea below. Yet, as artificially posed sculptural reliefs, they 

are quite in keeping with Chigi’s appreciation for antiquity and sense of humor.34 The 

playful expressions and gestures threaded throughout the vault likely appealed to his 

 
32 Frommel, 1: 81.  
33 The theatricality and self-conscious poses of these figures have been emphasized by 

others; see for example, Barolsky, Infinite Jest, 87; Hall, After Raphael, 24-25; and Quinlan-
McGrath, who noted how the figures theatrically request our attention and observed the 
surveillance aspect of these figures, noting how the large gray bull confronts the viewer in 
recognition of being watched; Influences, 174, 176.  

34 Marcia Hall observed that a thread of antiquarianism ran parallel to classicism in this 
period, and had its roots in the quattrocento, and she likened Peruzzi’s antiquarian style to Jacopo 
Ripanda; After Raphael, 14, 24-25. Sydney Freedberg also emphasized the quattrocentesque 
nature of his style; Painting in Italy, 105-109.  
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guests, as well, and Peruzzi may have drawn his humorous presentations from references 

likely already familiar to Chigi’s visitors: in Lorenzo de’ Medici’s Amori di Marte e 

Venere, for example, a seductive Venus propositions Mars to “Come, for nude and in bed 

I invite you;/don’t dally for the time passes by.”35 For the attentive and knowledgeable 

viewer, there was much to discover and enjoy in these images.  

Imitation, Invention, Intermediality 

Peruzzi’s figures demonstrate his desire to engage in contemporary debates about 

imitation and invention, combining elements from both antique and modern art. For his 

poses of the Apollo and Venus in the hexagons, Peruzzi demonstrated his understanding 

of antique sculpture, as well as how Leonardo reinvented it in his standing Leda.36 The 

Victory floating above the figures in Perseus and Medusa alludes to triumphal arches, 

while Peruzzi likely modeled his pose for Apollo [fig. 40] on the fragmented Apollo in 

the della Valle collection, which was missing its head, arms and right shoulder [fig. 41].37 

 
35 This precedent was noted by Barolsky, Infinite Jest, 87. For the text of Lorenzo de’ 

Medici, see Lorenzo de’ Medici, Opere, ed. Attilio Simoni (Bari: Gius, Laterza e Figli, 1913), 
2:16.  

36 Richard Cocke, From Magic to High Fashion: The Classical Tradition and the 
Renaissance of Roman Patronage, 1420-1600 (Norwich: Mill Hill Publications, 1993), 117. 
Freedberg had previously identified the Apollo as Peruzzi’s source; Sydney J. Freedberg, 
Painting of the High Renaissance in Rome and Florence, 2 vols. (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1961), fig. 190.  

37 The Apollo was recorded in the della Valle Collection (in a letter of 1490 by Giovanni 
da Tolentino), and today is in the Villa Poggio Imperiale outside of Florence. It inspired Peruzzi’s 
use of the figure, a Raphaelesque drawing, and a later engraving after a lost drawing by 
Heemskerk of the della Valle courtyard; Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique 
Sculpture, 76–77 cat. 35. The Raphaelesque drawing shows the statue missing its head and 
extremities; Leonard Barkan, Unearthing the Past (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999), 
182. Richard Cocke noted the allusion to triumphal arches in the floating victory and notes other 
references, as well; From Magic to High Fashion, 117. 
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Here restored, the pose of Apollo captures the elegant contrapposto and fluid drapery of 

the antique statue. Clearly referring to Leonardo’s Leda, Venus [fig. 42] reaches her arm 

across her body as she strokes her fluid hair, which cleverly emulates the shape of the 

sensuous swan’s neck. Peruzzi adjusted the pose, bending her opposite knee in the vault, 

so that her pose would mirror that of Apollo, as noted above. In this Venus, Peruzzi also 

interpreted the right-hand figure in Raphael’s Three Graces (1504) [fig. 43] and the 

antique sculpture of the same subject in the Piccolomini Library [fig. 44].38 Thus, Peruzzi 

demonstrated his ability to combine various sources for his invention and likely expected 

his viewers to recognize many of his quotations.39 In doing so, Peruzzi created a trigger 

that would have reminded his viewers of his sources and must have provoked discussion 

about his interpretation of them, and the fact that Blosio Palladio singled out the Venus 

suggests contemporaries were drawn to her.40  

The decorations allowed Peruzzi to showcase his antiquarian knowledge, in his 

quotations of antique sculpture and accurate recording of costumes, and in his design for 

the space more broadly.41 Peruzzi designed the decoration for the loggia based on ancient 

 
38 Observed by Alexis Culotta; “Finding Rome in Rome,” 153. 
39 As noted by Mary Quinlan McGrath, “The Villa of Agostino Chigi: The Poems and the 

Paintings.” (The University of Chicago, 1983), 245–46; Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” 153. 
Peruzzi employs modes of imitation as described by John Shearman, especially that of Emulation, 
in pointing overtly to his artistic lineage and “manner of invention,” “Imitation and the Slow 
Fuse,” 227-61, esp. 239. These modes of imitation are evident later in Raphael’s Galatea, as 
Marcia Hall noted, discussed further below; After Raphael, 27-28. See also, Ann Huppert, 
Becoming an Architect in Renaissance Italy, especially the second chapter, “The Lessons of 
Ancient Rome.” 

40 For the passage that describes the vault, see Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 
118–20. 

41 After Raphael, 24. Peruzzi’s knowledge of antiquity has long been recognized, evident 
in the published writings of the sixteenth century, such as those by Lomazzo, Serlio, and Vasari. 
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Roman design, probably the Domus Aurea, the ancient Golden House of the emperor 

Nero.42 Since it had been uncovered in the previous century, artists had clamored to crawl 

amongst the piles of rubble to view the ancient paintings by Fabullus.43 The discovery 

inspired decorations and prints already in the fifteenth century, providing a conceptual 

parallel to antiquity and a storehouse of artistic inspiration, generating excitement for 

artists and their patrons. Suetonius had described an astrological vault on the ceiling of 

the Domus Aurea.44 The ancient villa of Vospicus as described in the first-century poem 

of Painius Statius likely also provided inspiration, as Palladio’s poem suggests.45 

 
Peruzzi’s archeological explorations and their impact upon the development of his work has been 
explored recently by Valeria Cafà, "Divinita' a pezzi: Prove di restauro di scultura antica nei 
disegni di Baldassarre Peruzzi," in Some degree of happiness: studi di storia dell’architettura in 
onore di Howard Burns, ed. by Maria Beltramini and Caroline Elam (Pisa. 2010): 155-171, 697-
702; and in several essays in Baldassare Peruzzi 1481-1536; ed. by Christoph L. Frommel, 
Arnaldo Bruschi, Howard Burns, et al. (Venice: 2005). 

42 As previously cited, Varoli-Piazza, “Peruzzi e Beccafumi alla Farnesina,” 57-68. 
Marcia Hall also noted the inspiration of the Domus Aurea in particular, conceptually and 
stylistically; After Raphael, 24. 

43 The seminal study on this discovery and its significance in the Renaissance is Nicole 
Dacos, La Découverte de La Domus Aurea et La Formation Des Grotesques à La Renaissance 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1969). In 2001, La Malfia proposed it was uncovered as early as 1478 based 
on visual evidence in the chapel of San Girolmao in Santa Maria del Popolo in Rome, which 
indicated the architectural framework was applied on top of the grotteschi; Claudia La Malfa, 
“The Chapel of San Girolamo in Santa Maria Del Popolo in Rome: New Evidence for the 
Discovery of the Domus Aurea,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 63 (2001): 
259–70. Ames-Lewis provided a useful summary of the discovery and importance for artists, 
including known drawings and paintings in the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, and 
provided illustrations of drawings by Filippino Lippi, Bernardo Pinturicchio and Domenico 
Ghirlandaio’s workshop, the last of which is in the Codex Escurialensis, fol. 58; Ames-Lewis, 
The Intellectual Life of the Early Renaissance Artist, 128-131.  

44 Seutonius, De Vitae Caesarum, vi: xxxi, 2; a point noted by Lippincott, “Two 
Astrological Ceilings,” 11; and Hall, After Raphael, 24. 

45 As discussed in Chapter 2, Chigi desired to have his villa understood as a descendant of 
this antique villa; See also Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 103. 



137 
 

Peruzzi’s design extended to the grotteschi on the walls below the vault, also 

inspired by the Domus Aurea. The use of such grotteschi had several fifteenth and early 

sixteenth-century precedents, including the Piccolomini library in the Duomo of Siena, 

where Peruzzi had worked with fellow Sienese artist, Pinturicchio.46 The Domus Aurea 

was also familiar to Renaissance humanists and artists through Vitruvius, Pliny, and late 

fifteenth-century sources, including the anonymous short poem, Antiquarie prospettiche 

romane composte per prospectivo Melanese depictore, and various drawings, such as 

those in the Codex Escurialensis, three sketchbooks compiled before 1509.47 In addition 

to these and the numerous painted cycles that included this new fantastical decoration, 

engravings demonstrated the excitement and inspiration the Domus Aurea (and related 

antique paintings) provided for artists and their viewers, as well as the market for such 

engravings. 48 Examples include several engravings of ornamental panels by Nicoletto da 

 
46 The contract for which stipulated the use of grotteschi; Chambers, Patrons and Artists 

in the Italian Renaissance (London, 1970), 25-9, doc. 15; Ames Lewis, The Intellectual Life of 
the Early Renaissance Artist, 131, n. 52. On the connection to the Loggia of Galatea, see Varoli-
Piazza, “Peruzzi e Beccafumi Alla Farnesina,” 59.  

47 La Malfa, “The Chapel of San Girolamo in Santa Maria Del Popolo in Rome,” 269. 
The attribution and dating of the Codex Escurialensis is uncertain, but it has been variously dated 
between 1480 and 1509, when it appeared in Spain. It was traditionally attributed to Ghirlandaio, 
one of the first artists to explore the Domus Aurea, though several other proposals exist. On the 
challenge to traditional attribution of the Codex to Escurialensis to Ghirlandaio and proposed re-
attributions, see Nicole Dacos, La Découverte de la Domus Aurea, 4. Kathleen Wren-Christian 
noted it is actually three sketchbooks compiled before 1509; Empire without End, 153. See La 
Malfa, 269, n. 14 for further references.  

48 Nicole Dacos has increased our understanding of the importance of this discovery for 
Renaissance artists in this period, identifying the fourteen rooms they visited and providing a 
survey of the diffusion of grotesque ornament, such as candelabras, trophies, and vegetable 
scrolls, in the work of painters, sculptors and printmakers through the Sack of Rome in 1527; 
Dacos, La Découverte de la Domus Aurea. See also Nicole Dacos, Le Logge di Raffaello: 
Maestro e bottega di fronte all’antico (Rome: Libreria dello Stato, 1977).  
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Modena (e.g. Orpheus and the Judgment of Paris, 1507) and Giovanni Antonio da 

Brescia (e.g. Victoria Augusta, c. 1516).49 It is notable that despite the enthusiasm for 

such engravings, there are none surviving after this particular cycle. 

According to Peruzzi’s pupil Sebastiano Serlio (Regole generali di architettura, 

1537), Peruzzi declared it was the architect’s responsibility to consider painted decoration 

along with the architecture, and that he should follow Roman design, including 

compartmentalization of the ceiling and the inclusion of “bizarre decorations known as 

grotteschi.”50 It is thus in line with Peruzzi’s overall design that Domenico Beccafumi 

executed the pilasters as grotteschi all’antica, fantastical grisaille figures set against a 

dark blue background, with symbols that complement Chigi’s horoscope on the ceiling, 

alluding to such virtues as prudence, fortune, fame and glory.51 Throughout this loggia, 

Peruzzi demonstrated his ability to restore the glory of antiquity, and even his desire to 

transform and surpass it. 

 
49 Levenson, et. al. noted that while these artists made use of the motifs from the Domus 

Aurea, their interpretations are more crowded and symmetrically organized, and may take into 
account other antique painted sources. Giovanni Antonio’s Ornament Panel with Trophies (H. 
42) is not based on the Domus Aurea, but on a pilaster now in the Uffizi, which was in Rome in 
the early sixteenth century, and was also copied by an artist in the Codex Escurialensis; Jay A. 
Levenson, Konrad Oberhuber, and Jacquelyn L. Sheehan, Early Italian Engravings from the 
National Gallery of Art, Exh. Cat. (Washington, D.C.: National Gallery of Art, 1973), 260, n. 4.  

50 “...se si vorranno ornare i Cieli [sic] voltati in diversi modi, sara' da seguitare le 
vestigie deglie antichi Romani, i quali costumarono di fare diversi scompartimenti, secondo i 
soggetti e secondo anche il modo delle volte, e in quelli facevano diverse bizzarrie, che si dicon 
grottestche... le quali tutte si potran fare nei cieli, o di pittura colorite, o di stucco, o di 
chiaroschuro;” Sebastiano Serlio, Regole generali di architettura, Venezia [1537] 1619, 1, IV ch. 
XI fol. 192r; as quoted in Varoli-Piazza, “Peruzzi e Beccafumi all Farnesina,” 58-59, n. 15.  

51 On the symbolism embedded in the grotteschi, see Varoli-Piazza, “Peruzzi e 
Beccafumi all Farnesina,” 64.  
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Peruzzi’s approach also demonstrates his interest in materiality and his desire to 

demonstrate his ability to simulate other mediums. Peruzzi’s skill in illusionism, in his 

interplay between art and reality, is evident throughout the space.52 The scene of Medusa 

showcased the artist’s ability to not only simulate stone, but to playfully tease the 

materiality of stone and flesh in paint, depicting stone that denies it is stone. This play 

between stone and lifelike figures throughout the vault had precedents in the work of 

Mantegna and Filippino Lippi.53 We also find this kind of material interplay in Raphael’s 

Stanza della Segnatura and in Michelangelo’s Sistine Ceiling. We thus find Peruzzi 

engaged in a dialogue with his predecessors and his contemporaries. Peruzzi’s interest in 

this emulation and interplay of materials extends throughout this loggia and the villa as a 

whole—from the fictive perspective in the vault and the faux-mosaic tiles in the 

triangular segments above the lunettes, to the Sala delle Prospettive upstairs, where he 

sought to dissolve the walls, simulating architecture, sculptures and marble columns. 

Peruzzi, who designed everything from architecture to stage sets, was keenly aware of the 

material nature of his art, and he conveyed his ability to depict a variety of specific 

materials, from the more permanent to the ephemeral. Through his material game, 

 
52 Freedberg emphasized Peruzzi’s monumental, theatrical, illusionistic treatment of 

space, which found its pinnacle expression in the Sala delle Prospettive. He characterized it as an 
expression of Peruzzi’s “illusionistic witticism,” added that Peruzzi’s expertise in illusionism 
would have been more apparent to contemporaries than to us, as many of the illusionistic facades 
that Vasari described are lost to us; Painting in Italy, 1500–1600, Pelican History of Art 
(Harmondsworth, 1971; rev. New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 3/1993), 105-109, 
especially 106, 109. Nicole Dacos noted this aspect of Peruzzi’s artistic personality is crucial to 
understanding his artistic production, an aspect Frommel underemphasized in his 1969 
monograph of the artist; Nicole Dacos, review of Review of Baldassare Peruzzi als Maler und 
Zeichner, by C. L. Frommel, The Art Bulletin 52, no. 4 (1970): 442. 

53 Paul Barolsky emphasized this aspect, noting the precedents in Mantegna and Lippi; 
Infinite Jest, 87. 



140 
 

Peruzzi self-consciously and humorously played between art and reality, and we can 

image his wit would have been appreciated by contemporaries.54  

The approach shows Peruzzi evidently engaged in the paragone debates about the 

relative merits of the arts, which had been carried out in writing and in practice since the 

fifteenth century and reached a pinnacle in the early sixteenth century.55 Various 

examples in both writing and practice would have been familiar to Chigi’s guests: Alberti 

had called painting the “mistress of all the arts” (On Painting, 1436), while Leonardo, an 

artist who had practiced painting as well as sculpture, argued for the superiority of 

painting, and Castiglione echoed this sentiment in his Book of the Courtier.56 Overt 

examples of the debate in artistic practice include Mantegna’s monochromes, Giorgione’s 

multiple view points, and Titian’s La Schiavona (c. 1511) in paint, as well as Donatello’s 

schiacciato technique, which reproduced the perspectival effects of painting in sculptural 

relief.57 Antonio Pollaiuollo’s Battle of the Ten Nudes (c. 1465) made a similar argument 

 
54 As Paul Barolsky astutely observed, “Peruzzi’s frescoes imply a self-conscious attitude 

toward reality and the relationship between art and reality,” which “would have been regarded as 
a tour de force of wit by his contemporaries;” Infinite Jest, 87. 

55 On the paragone debates, see Thomas M. Greene, The Light in Troy: Imitation and 
Discovery in Renaissance Poetry (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1982); 
Rensselaer W. Lee, Ut pictura poesis: The Humanistic Theory of Painting (New York: W.W. 
Norton, 1967), first published in the Art Bulletin in 1940; and Ames-Lewis, The Intellectual Life 
of the Early Renaissance Artist, 141-161 for a brief overview. 

56 Ames-Lewis, Alberti, p. 144; on Leonardo and Castiglione’s Book of the Courtier, pp. 
151-152. Leonardo’s ideas about the superiority of painting over sculpture have been explored 
extensively by Claire Farago; Claire Farago, Leonardo Da Vinci’s Paragone: A Critical 
Interpretation with a New Edition of the Text in the Codex Urbinas (Leiden: Brill, 1992). See 
also, Leonardo da Vinci, Paragone; a Comparison of the Arts, translated with an introduction by 
Irma A. Richter (London, New York: Oxford University Press, 1949).  

57 Giorgione’s multiple points of view no longer survive but were described by Vasari 
and Paolo Pino; Titian’s painting is in the National Gallery, London; Ames-Lewis, 159. 
Donatello’s low-relief (schiacciato technique) to reproduce the effects of perspective in painting; 
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for the capabilities of engravings by depicting figures from multiple points of view.58 

Mantegna, in his Battle of the Sea Gods, depicted a battle between sculptors who 

invented metal-working and treated the plate as a sculpture itself, seeking to emulate 

other materials in metal, such as a mirror and a torch.59 Peruzzi’s emulation of materials 

here thus responded to triggers already prevalent in artistic practice and theory, pointing 

beyond the space to this network of references and to the debate more broadly. Peruzzi 

showcased the capabilities of painting, and his virtuosity in manipulating his materials, 

and he extended his approach to the entire space, integrating the painted scenes and 

architecture with the natural surroundings. The result was a holistic interplay of materials, 

an expression of early modern intermediality that contributed immensely to the 

experience of the space that Chigi desired, and to which Sebastiano and Raphael would 

respond in their works in this space, as I shall discuss below.60 

 
Ames-Lewis, 148. See also, Jodi Cranston, The Muddied Mirror: Materiality and Figuration in 
Titian’s Later Paintings (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2010). 

58 It is also the first engraving in Italy to be signed by an artist, indicating its intention to 
make public the skill of the engraver. Shelley Langdale argued for Pollaiuolo’s print as an 
expression and demonstration of his virtuosity as a master draughtsman, in depicting the male 
form engaged in action from multiple angles on a two-dimensional plane. She emphasized their 
contours and modulation, in line with Alberti’s recommendations; Shelley R. Langdale, Battle of 
the Nudes: Pollaiuolo’s Renaissance Masterpiece (Cleveland: Cleveland Museum of Art, 2002), 
35–51, esp. 35-40. Landau and Parshall noted that the engraving served as an exemplar of human 
poses, providing inspiration for Leonardo and Michelangelo in their battle scenes, and Dürer and 
Jorg Breu in the north were known to use the engraving as a model for their own compositions; 
The Renaissance Print, 73–74. 

59 On Mantegna’s Battle in this respect, see Patricia Simons, “Mantegna’s Battle of the 
Sea Gods: The Material and Thematic Interaction of Print and Sculpture,” in Prints in 
Translation, 1450-1750: Image, Materiality, Space, ed. Suzanne Karr Schmidt and Edward Wouk 
(New York: Routledge, 2017), 89–113. He probably worked both sides of the plate. 

60 Peruzzi’s approach may be understood as both transformational (to transform one 
medium into another) and onotological (mediums exist in relation to one another) intermediality. 
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The inspiration of Roman design and masterful interplay of materials found 

manifestations in later commissions, as well. Raphael rivaled Peruzzi by further 

developing the use of grotteschi in the Vatican Loggia. The Sala di Costantino is a tour 

de force of simulated materials and illusion, and it in turn inspired the all’antica fictive 

architecture and other illusionistic materials in the Sala Paolina at Castel Sant’Angelo 

(1545-47).61 We find traces in published sources that transmitted the awe and excitement 

of this approach to broader audiences later in the century, as well. Lomazzo (1585) 

credited Peruzzi with theorizing the use of grotteschi and admired his simulated stucchi 

at the Farnesina.62 Sebastiano Serlio, as noted above, shared his master’s ideas about 

design to a broader public, and in doing so, positioned himself as a knowledgeable 

insider. Vasari admired the illusionistic facades, created in clay by the artist’s own hands. 

He wondered at the illusionistic perspective in the hall (the Sala delle Prospettive), 

“which made the room appear larger than it is,” and even more at his “most remarkable” 

work in the villa in the loggia by the garden. He recounted how Titian had marveled at 

the simulation of relief in the vault, in disbelief it was painted rather than created in 

stucco.63 In these descriptions of Peruzzi’s work in the Villa Farnesina, and indeed 

 
Terms as defined in Jens Schroter, “Discourses and Models of Intermediality,” 
https://doi.org/10.7771/1481-4374.1790. 

61 Hall, After Raphael, 149. 
62 Giovanni Paolo Lomazzo, Trattato dell’arte della pittura, scoltura et architettura 

(Milano: P. G. Pontio, 1585), bk. 6, http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/bpt6k1118777: Ch. 48, 422-
25. See also Varoli-Piazza, “Peruzzi e Beccafumi Alla Farnesina,” 59, n. 17.  

63 Admiring the vault decoration, Vasari wrote, “…e l'ornamento tirato in prospettiva di 
stucchi e colori contrafatti è tanto naturale e vivo, che anco agl'artefici eccellenti pare di rilievo. E 
mi ricorda che menando io il cavaliere Tiziano, pittore eccellentissimo et onorato, a vedere quella 
opera, egli per niun modo voleva credere che quella fusse pittura: per che, mutato veduta, ne 
rimase maravigliato;” Giorgio Vasari, Le Vite, IV: 318. Giovanni da Udine would perfect the 
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throughout the entire Life of Peruzzi, Vasari emphasized the artist’s ability to manipulate 

a variety of materials to his will: from façades molded from clay, to paintings in fresco, to 

constructed stage sets, Peruzzi created illusions through perspective, grisaille 

decorations, and simulated stucco. Vasari’s text testifies to the continued importance of 

this skill, which continued to provoke awe (and thus sharing) in Vasari’s time. And 

Vasari was careful to mention that it was he who led this famous painter on a tour of the 

villa, crafting his own identity as knowledgeable guide.  

Importantly, these sources pointed back to the Villa Farnesina as a locale for 

crucial artistic developments, and to Chigi as the patron who fostered the opportunity. 

Vasari related that it was Peruzzi’s close friendship with Agostino Chigi that allowed him 

(granted him access) to study the antiquities and especially the architecture of Rome, 

crediting this friendship (along with his rivalry with Bramante) with advancing Peruzzi’s 

skill in architecture.64 And he connected his remarkable work to the others in the space, 

where Fra Sebastiano of Venice had painted “some things” in “his first manner” and the 

“divine Raphael” had painted the Galatea, “as has been said.”65 In addition, these sources 

reminded readers that Chigi’s villa continued to offer a space for artistic interaction and 

 
formula for creating three-dimensional, plaster stucco decorations, which had been used in 
antiquity, by about 1515, but as Rijser noted, decades later, Vasari was still impressed by 
Peruzzi’s ability to do it in paint; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 346–47. 

64 Vasari, Le Vite IV: 317. This passage is expanded from 1550, in which he wrote the 
artist developed a “familiarità grandissima” with Chigi, changed in 1568 to “fece amicizia 
strettissima,” which places more emphasis on their friendship. He also added in 1568 that Peruzzi 
excelled in architecture because of this friendship, and also because of his rivalry with Bramante, 
further emphasizing the importance of his social network and of rivalry in the achievement of 
artistic excellence.  

65 Vasari, Le Vite IV: 318. This passage remained unchanged from the 1550 edition. 
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mentorship: it was a site where artists could gather to view and discuss works of art 

together as they walked through the loggia and engaged with the images.66 The social 

network—the friendships (or rivalries) between artists and patrons—forms a crucial 

aspect of social currency in the viral transmission of this space. Key relationships offered 

access to exclusive spaces or objects that promoted learning, success, and sharing, but 

these relationships and the access itself were also essential elements of what was shared.  

Hidden Meaning: The Viral Perils of Too Much Mystery 

Other aspects of the vault became obscured over time. The ensemble of animated 

personifications, the meticulous organization of the vault, and the pairing of mythological 

symbols declared to viewers that some deeper meaning was embedded within them—but 

what meaning?67 The vault presented viewers with a puzzle and invited them to play, yet 

the astrological scheme was complex and many of the symbols ambiguous enough as to 

escape all but the most learned mathematician. We can imagine contemporary viewers 

questioning the identity of the Chariot, for example, which could have been identified in 

the period as either Ursa Major or Ursa Minor.68 The situation finds a parallel in modern 

 
66 I am grateful to Ashley West for pointing this out (in conversation).  
67 As Quinlan-McGrath wrote, inside of this loggia “the visitor is drawn in by the 

appearance of clarity and trapped by the ambiguities”; Quinlan-McGrath, Influences, 173, and 
further discussion, pp. 176-78.  

68 The nymph is variously identified in modern scholarship as either Callisto/Helice or 
Cynosura transformed into the constellation Ursa Major (Big Bear) or Ursa Minor (Little Bear, 
containing the star Polaris), respectively. Förster already identified her as either Helice or 
Cynasura; Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 39-41. Fritz Saxl argued it was Ursa Major because the 
constellation was more well-known; Fritz Saxl, La fede astrologica, 30, 66-67, and n. 1. Quinlan-
McGrath has argued for Ursa Minor, which coincides precisely with the position of the stars at 
9:30p.m. on the day Chigi was born. She pointed out the two nymphs are often conflated in 
contemporary texts and some sixteenth-century astrologers referred to them in the plural as the 
Wains, including Aratus (Phaenomena 1.27) and Ovid (Metamorphoses, II.171), and both were 
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scholarship, as the mystery of the vault has enticed scholars to untangle it for more than a 

century, and a precise interpretation remains elusive. Scholars from Aby Warburg and 

Fritz Saxl to those more recent, have scoured contemporary texts on astrology and 

astrological charts seeking to determine the exact meaning of these scenes. Today, 

scholars agree the frescoes in the vault represent the day of Chigi’s birth (November 29, 

1466), the date of which has been proved by an archival document in Siena.69 There has 

been considerable debate, however, about the precise time of day and the related meaning 

of scenes selected. Mary Quinlan-McGrath and Kristen Lippincott, for example, have 

offered opposing interpretations of the “21 ½ hours” indicated in the archival document 

that records the owner’s birth, depending upon whether the hour was calculated from 

midnight or sundown.70 If the vault decorations represent the position of the heavens at a 

precise moment in time, then the answer is crucial to interpreting the meaning of the 

frescoes correctly, yet it is difficult to determine with certainty today.  

The fourteen triangular segments representing extrazodiacal constellations would 

likely have presented the most mystery for contemporaries, just as they have presented 

modern scholars with a challenge. According to Mary Quinlan-McGrath, these segments 

 
associated with the plough oxen as depicted here; Quinlan-McGrath, “The Astrological Vault,” 
97-99, and n. 39; “Time-telling Conventions,” 54 and 63, and n. 5. Most scholars lean toward 
Callsito/Ursa Major; see for example, Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:85.  

69 This document was published by Ingrid Rowland, “The Birth Date of Agostino Chigi,” 
192-193. 

70 In 1990, Kristen Lippincott challenged Mary Quinlan-McGrath’s article of 1984, to 
which McGrath responded in 1995; Quinlan-McGrath’s argument is updated in her recent book; 
Quinlan-McGrath, “The Astrological Vault,” 91–105; Lippincott, “Two Astrological Ceilings 
Reconsidered,” 185–96; Quinlan-McGrath, “The Villa Farnesina, Time-Telling Conventions and 
Renaissance Astrological Practice”; Quinlan-McGrath, Influences, 173–80.  
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signify the ascendant sign of the moment of Chigi’s conception as Virgo, who is 

represented among the zodiacal signs in the hexagons as the Moon in Virgo [fig. 45].71 

She thus suggested the reference to Virgo on the eastern façade may have provided a clue 

to the meaning inside, and allusions to Virgo are threaded through other areas of the 

villa.72 Together, the references to Chigi’s moon sign complement the central panels, 

which indicate Chigi’s ascendant sign of birth as Leo.73 Kristin Lippincott, by contrast, 

argued the extrazodiacal scenes and central panels refer to Taurus as Chigi’s ascendant 

sign.74 We may never be certain, but either way Chigi appears to have created an 

auspicious link between his own horoscope and the consecration date of the villa, April 

 
71 The moment of conception was derived in the early modern period from the position of 

the moon in the birth horoscope; depicted on the ceiling in a hexagon two to the right of 
Sagittarius is the Moon in Virgo, represented by the hunting goddess, Diana, whose symbol is the 
moon, and her companion Erigone, who was transformed into the constellation Virgo; Quinlan-
McGrath, “The Astrological Vault,” 94-105, esp. 104; and Influences, 177-178, especially on the 
rising sign of Virgo and its representation in the hexagons. Quinlan-McGrath pointed to two 
available sources for the selection of scenes: Aratus’s Phaenomena and Manilius Astronimica, 
both available in the Scriptores astronimica veteres, initially published by Aldine Press (Venice, 
1499); “The Astrological Vault,” 96. More recently, she suggested Marsillio Ficino as a 
possibility, as he had described various constellations in De Vita 3.18 (written 1480-1489), 
including those later depicted in the triangular segments, which he noted were constellations 
“outside of the zodiac” and only visible at night; Ficino even recommended the colors selected, 
including the blue and gold backgrounds in De Vita, 3.17 and 3.19, respectively; Quinlan-
McGrath, Influences, 174 and 178. 

72 Quinlan-McGrath has argued the orientation of the perspective vault toward this 
entrance is crucial to understanding the meaning of the frescoes on the vault; Quinlan-McGrath, 
“The Villa,” 236-37; “The Astrological Vault,” 92.  

73 Quinlan-McGrath, “The Astrological Vault,” 100-102. 
74 Lippincott suggested the triangular segments represent a loose and reversed 

interpretation of the position of the heavens at approximately 2:30pm on Nov. 29, 1466 (based on 
calculating the birth time from sunset the day before, making Chigi’s rising sign Taurus), though 
she acknowledged, multiple interpretations are possible, and the ambiguity is in keeping with the 
decorations here; Kristen Lippincott, “Two Astrological Ceilings Reconsidered,”185–196, esp. 
191-195. McGrath outlined the problems with this loose-interpretation approach in her counter 
argument; “Time-telling Conventions,” 65.  
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22, 1506.75 This date is firmly within Taurus, but the ascendant sign of the date is Leo, so 

it could be interpreted either way. This date coincides also with one of the birthdates of 

Rome as celebrated by the Roman Academy, a literati group that Chigi supported. Egidio 

Gallo communicated these connections to learned readers through his poem in 1511, for 

example, when he wished “Auguri” to the Roman citizens.  

The ceiling presented Peruzzi with the challenge of representing a precise 

mathematical configuration metaphorically through artistic means, and ambiguities may 

have been intentional or may reflect compromises the artist made to solve his 

compositional problem.76 Given the complexities and variances possible in astrological 

readings, it is reasonable to assume the precise meaning of the vault would have eluded 

many of Chigi’s visitors, perhaps intentionally, even as it invited them to decipher it.77 

Despite our inability to firmly determine the moment represented, these arguments offer 

 
75 Quinlan-McGrath has argued that Egidio Gallo tied the foundation of the villa and the 

birthdate of Rome to this Ascendant sign through his poem in 1511; Quinlan-McGrath, “The 
Astrological Vault”; Mary Quinlan-McGrath, “A Proposal for the Foundation Date of the Villa 
Farnesina,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 49 (January 1986): 245–50; 
Quinlan-McGrath, Influences, 114–17. )  

76 For example, Peruzzi paired four of the signs in the hexagon to include all twelve, “The 
Astrological Vault,” 93. In other instances, the symbols are difficult to identify (the seated female 
figure holding a rudder would have been especially challenging to identify as Nemesis raped by 
Jupiter in the guise of the Swan), or are not related to constellations and may be deliberately 
ambiguous; Quinlan-McGrath, Influences, 177-178, and fig. 20, p. 175; Lippincott also noted the 
iconographic ambiguity in the ceiling, which resulted in multiple possible interpretations; 
Lippincott, “Two Astrological Ceilings Reconsidered,” 195.  

77 Quinlan-McGrath admitted we may never know for certain the precise meaning, and 
she argued most contemporaries would not have been able to understand them either. They would 
have needed either an unusual memory of their astrology handbooks or close study of the images 
followed by research; Influences, esp. 173, 178. Frommel also wrote that most contemporaries 
would not have been able to understand without the aid of an astrologer who knew the horoscope 
of Chigi, and even Saxl and Beer understood this; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:84.  
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learned debates that highlight the importance granted to astrology in the early modern 

period generally and by Chigi, as he engaged in a practice valued by Roman emperors. 

Chigi was an avid patron of astrologers and mathematicians. According to Vasari, 

Peruzzi had studied astrology closely, and poets were known to be learned in these 

matters, as well, while Chigi’s own secretary, Cornelio Benigno had translated Ptolemy.78  

While much of the underlying meaning may have escaped most of Chigi’s guests, 

and even more of the readers of Gallo’s and Palladio’s poems, it provided those learned 

in astrology, and especially Chigi’s horoscope, with an opportunity to showcase their 

knowledge. The esoteric qualities of the ceiling are also a key aspect of Chigi’s patronage 

and his ability to show off. Chigi himself would have known the underlying meaning and 

would have had the pleasure of explaining it to his guests; that was his privilege as the 

patron—the decorations are entirely yours to explain. The situation finds a precedent in 

sacred images: like a priest explaining sacred images to his flock, this is an early secular 

version of that concept, though the approach may find a precedent in other court spaces, 

such as Mantegna’s Camera degli Sposi, which Chigi likely knew.79  

The witty and lighthearted presentation may have veiled a more scientific and 

even ominous underlying meaning, aligned with Chigi’s penchant for trickery. Quinlan-

 
78 On Chigi’s patronage of astrologers and mathematicians, see Quinlan-McGrath, “Time 

Telling Conventions,” 70, and for contemporary poets’ knowledge of astrology, p. 62, n. 42; see 
also Influences, 179, and n. 45, p. 251; Vasari wrote, “Ma non intermettendo in questo mentre gli 
studi d'astrologia né quelli della matematica e gl'altri, di che molto si dilettava…”; Vasari Vite, 
IV:324.  

79 I am grateful to Marcia Hall for discussing with me the importance of the ambiguities, 
and for the suggestions that it was especially important to the patron himself, and also a rather 
early example that finds a parallel in sacred images. 
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McGrath recently argued that Chigi may have believed the images embodied the power 

to emit celestial rays, imprinting them upon unsuspecting viewers.80 The images could 

work their magic, as ambiguities encouraged beholders to linger for a longer period 

beneath the frescoes, and to continue pondering and studying the meaning even after they 

left the space. In this way, the frescoes may have worked as apotropaic images that could 

protect Chigi from evil-doers and send a portentous, if subliminal, warning to his guests. 

Among these is the most powerful apotropaic image from antiquity, the Medusa: the 

position of the head of Medusa (the star Algol) at the moment of Chigi’s birth was 

understood by astrologers to grant him the power of life and death over others, a 

significance which may have been meant to escape most viewers.81 When Blosio Palladio 

referred to the “hidden meaning” underlying the decorations here, he may have had the 

astrological significance at least partly in mind.82  Still, any seriousness in the decorations 

was moderated by humor and wit. We can even imagine that Chigi found pleasure in 

revealing his cleverness to guests, just as he had in exposing his stables to the pope.  

We find traces of viral transmission in later insider commissions. Leo X must 

have been impressed by Chigi’s astrological vault, both in terms of its all’antica style and 

the astrological decoration and seems to have responded in his own commissions. The 

ceiling in the Loggia of Galatea must have inspired the astrological vault in Leo X’s Sala 

 
80 This argument proposed recently in Quinlan-McGrath, Influences, 178-180. 
81 A power that Chigi evidently exercised at least once in Venice; Quinlan-McGrath, 

Influences, 179.  
82 Quinlan-McGrath offered this suggestion, particularly with respect to the celestial rays. 

As I will discuss below, it has been suggested this passage refers to Sebastiano’s lunettes.  
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dei Pontefici, located in the Vatican adjacent to the Borgia apartments and just beneath 

the Sala di Costantino. The Pope had Raphael design the room, which was executed by 

members of his workshop, Giovanni da Udine and Perino del Vaga in 1521. Modeled on 

the Domus Aurea and specifically its Volta Dorata, Leo’s ceiling contained a similarly 

veiled message alluding to his destiny as pope and ruler of a new Golden Age.83  

Chigi’s use of humor, which undercuts the ostentatious nature of the space and the 

bold claims about Chigi’s noble position, and any more serious intentions he had for the 

decorations, was an approach later taken by Perino del Vaga in the Sala Paolina (1545-

47). Pope Paul III commissioned the decorations as he sought to restore the glory of 

Rome that was prevalent during the time of Julius II and Leo X, aiming not only to 

emulate, but to surpass his predecessors.84 The pope certainly knew the Villa Farnesina, 

which his grandson, Cardinal Alessandro Farnese (1520-1589), ultimately acquired, as 

did Perino del Vaga, who was Raphael’s pupil. The Sala Paolina, like the Sala di 

Costantino and the Villa Farnesina before it, presents an opulent display of materiality 

and illusionism, through fictive architecture and a variety of other simulated materials. 

Chigi’s astrological vault may even have inspired Alessandro’s astrological ceiling in the 

Sala del Mappamondo at the Villa Farnese at Caprarola, which like Chigi’s loggia served 

as a dining space.85 The concept finds a later iteration in Pietro da Cortona’s Triumph of 

 
83 Hall, After Raphael, 54, n. 130; on the meaning of the vault, see Janet Cox-Rearick, 

Dynasty and Destiny in Medici Art: Pontormo, Leo X, and the Two Cosimos (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1984), 188-98. 

84 Hall, After Raphael, 149-151 on the Sala Paolina and its precedent in the Sala di 
Costantino; and in discussion with respect to Villa Farnesina vault as a precedent. 

85 Kristen Lippincott pointed out that both ceilings were modeled on the Domus Aurea 
and both rooms were used as dining rooms. Lippincott noted they were perhaps conceived 
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Divine Providence (1632-39) in Palazzo Barberini in the following century. Like Chigi’s 

ceiling, it foretold the destiny of the patron and is filled with figures who mysteriously 

engage with viewers below, yet was so complex and ambiguous that a member of the 

household published a pamphlet to guide viewers in deciphering the code; there was even 

a guide on site.86 These spaces offer suggestions of the traces of viral transmission carried 

out through word of mouth.87  

The mystery of Chigi’s vault may have stimulated conversation amongst the 

insiders within this space, but these details were not overtly shared with broader public 

audiences. We find only hints in published sources. Suggestions embedded in the poems 

by Gallo and Palladio spoke to insiders who were privy to the underlying meaning, 

concealing the details from broader audiences, while still providing practical information 

about the villa that could foster viral transmission. In this way, discussions beneath these 

 
independently based on this shared precedent, as the latter employs a more “modern” celestial 
map in comparison to Peruzzi’s approach using the celestial planisphere that was common in 
fifteenth-century manuscripts, but it is not unreasonable to speculate the Villa Farnesina vault 
inspired the latter; Kristen Lippincott, “Two Astrological Ceilings Reconsidered,” 207; and 196-
207 for her extended discussion of this ceiling; on the function of the Sala del Mappamondo, see 
Loren W. Partridge, “The Sala d’Ercole in the Villa Farnese at Caprarola, Part I,” The Art Bulletin 
53, no. 4 (1971): 467–86, esp. 467, n. 1.  

86 Ann Sutherland Harris, Sixteenth-Century Art and Architecture (London: Laurence 
King Publishing Ltd, 2005), 120; John Belden Scott emphasized the importance of astrology to 
the Barberini family, as well as themes of divine providence, evident also in Andrea Sacchi’s 
ceiling in the same palace; John Beldon Scott, Images of Nepotism: The Painted Ceilings of the 
Palazzo Barberini (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1991), 48, 85. I am grateful for 
Catherine Wallace for drawing my attention to this cycle as a possible later response—it finds so 
many parallels in Chigi’s vault. 

87 Whether or not these spaces point back explicitly to the Villa Farnesina and for whom 
must remain questions for a future study. Pope Urban VII compared the ceiling to those Raphael 
created celebrating Julius II and Leo X in Raphael’s in the Vatican Stanze; Harris, Sixteenth-
Century Art and Architecture, 119. 
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decorations, together with the poems, fostered the development of an insider community 

capable of reading into the poems. Some details were so well hidden as to halt the viral 

transmission of these hidden aspects, increasingly as time passed, as these details could 

only be shared by those who had access to insider information. Even Vasari, who may 

have lingered a bit longer in wonder at the scene of Medusa, which he singled out among 

the “stupenda maraviglia” in the loggia, probably could not decipher all of the 

complexity within it, even if he was learned in astrology.88 He pointed to the Medusa, 

admired the simulated stucchi, and then simply referred to “molte altre storie ne' peducci 

di quella volta.” The complexity of this masterful cycle became diminished, partly due to 

the obscurity of its meaning, partly dwarfed by Raphael and his fresco below. Again, this 

situation finds a parallel in modern scholarship, as only a small group of specialists have 

engaged in this debate. Tourists make pilgrimage to see the Galatea, and maybe the 

Polyphemus. Perhaps they take a moment to look up, and if they are aware that the 

ceiling is a painted illusion, they marvel in wonder, but they require a learned guide to 

decipher its meaning. Today, scholars and tour guides position themselves as insiders, 

distant members of that exclusive audience from hundreds of years ago, shaping their 

own identities as they showcase their exclusive knowledge.  

 
88 Quinlan-McGrath called upon the example to suggest Vasari understood the underlying 

astrology; Influences, 179. It is difficult to determine from the passage if Vasari gleaned any 
deeper meaning from it with this respect, though its aesthetic accomplishment may have caused 
him to linger beneath it: “E quello che è di stupenda maraviglia, vi si vede una loggia in sul 
giardino dipinta da Baldassarre con le storie di Medusa quando ella converte gl'uomini in sasso, 
che non può immaginarsi più bella, et appresso quando Perseo le taglia la testa, con molte altre 
storie ne' peducci di quella volta…”; Vasari, Le Vite, IV: 318. 
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From the employment of astrological decorations on the ceiling to the 

compartmentalization of the vault and the grotteschi on the pilasters below, the 

decorations fulfilled Chigi’s desire to portray himself as a Roman emperor, and they 

display Peruzzi’s antiquarian knowledge and virtuosity, which must have pleased his 

patron and incited conversation among Chigi guests. Although some guests may not have 

been able to decipher the precise meaning of the vault on their own, there were plenty of 

other opportunities for others to participate in the game, focusing more on Peruzzi’s 

aesthetic accomplishments, and allusions to familiar artistic and literary sources.89 As the 

details of these discourses fell away, what remained for more distant sixteenth-century 

writers was Peruzzi’s knowledge of antiquity, employment of grotteschi, and his 

accomplishment in materialistic illusion.  

By no means should we classify this cycle as a viral failure, for Peruzzi or for 

Chigi. It was quite successful at fostering viral transmission in many respects, and with 

contributing to the formation of an exclusive insider community. Yet, despite the 

sixteenth-century recognition of Peruzzi’s skill and knowledge, Raphael’s work in the 

villa, and his reputation more broadly, nonetheless eclipsed that of the Sienese artist, even 

 
89 Abbess Giovanna Piacenza’s rooms at the convent of San Paolo in Parma seem to 

present a slightly later iteration of this type of decoration for a different kind of courtly space: 
patrician convents. Giancarla Periti argued that decorations in these in these liminal, “courtly 
conventual spaces,” as she calls them (p. 1), enticed viewers with enigmatic or sensuous images, 
gaze and gesture, and views above or below, inviting them to engage in intertextual and 
intermedial games; meaning could unfold over time with sustained (and in their case, often quiet) 
viewing. We may find a stylistic parallel in Peruzzi’s ceiling and Raphael’s wall fresco here, as 
well. As Periti argues, Alessandro Araldi’s “citational style” from c. 1514-15, was quickly 
eclipsed by Correggio’s more sophisticated approach (1518-1519) in the adjacent room (p. 147); 
Giancarla Periti, In the Courts of Religious Ladies: Art, Vision, and Pleasure in Italian 
Renaissance Convents (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2016), esp. 1, 51-52, 131-203.  
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in the sixteenth century. Scholars in the twentieth century and more recently have 

emphasized Peruzzi’s antiquarian style and even his lack of creativity in interpreting the 

antique, some suggesting that his style eventually devolved into ornament and became a 

decorative pattern.90 The complexity of the vault and its partition into segments with 

individual scenes, combined with the placement of the rivaling frescoes below, caused 

Peruzzi’s frescoes to ultimately recede into the shadows by comparison.  

Thus, there are many factors present here to promote viral transmission: 

intelligence, wit, remarkability, mystery, and exclusivity (all essential in cultivating 

social currency); triggers abound in his engagement with past art, which could also incite 

debate; emotions such as awe, humor, and pleasure; and lessons embedded in the stories. 

Yet the frescoes fell short, especially with respect to practical value and public visibility. 

The knowledge was too exclusive for more distant audiences, the quality quickly 

outshined by Raphael, and significantly, no prints engaged with the scenes, which might 

have enticed distant audiences to explore the mysterious meaning of the vault.91    

 
90 Freedberg and Hall have noted that his style was quattrocentesque in these scenes, as 

previously noted; Marcia Hall, After Raphael, 14, 24-25; Sydney Freedberg; Painting in Italy, 
105-109; Dacos noted that he was not creative in his assimilation of antique culture and that his 
style was ornamental; Dacos, “Review of Baldassare Peruzzi Als Maler Und Zeichner,” 445. and 
Rijser said the cycle became a decorative pattern in comparison to the unity of Raphael’s fresco 
below it; Raphael’s Poetics, 380. Frommel criticized Peruzzi’s depiction of perspective around 
the two central scenes, and said an assistant failed to render the lighting correctly, La Villa 
Farnesina, 82. 

91 Peruzzi did engage with prints to a degree, though none seem to exist after this cycle. 
There are a few prints that one scholar has suggested are loosely connected to the no-longer-
extant façade decorations; Wendy Thomspon, “Poets, Lovers and Heroes,” 10.  
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Peruzzi’s Mysterious Head: When Competition Obscures 

There is another work of Peruzzi’s in this space that warrants our attention, and which 

showcases the powerful effects of viral transmission. It is the strangely incongruous 

foreshortened, monochrome head that Peruzzi painted on the north wall of the Loggia of 

Galatea [fig. 46]. This Head of a Youth was long believed to be a prank by Michelangelo, 

who reportedly drew it in charcoal when he visited the villa in Raphael’s absence. While 

Peruzzi’s authorship has been largely agreed upon based on the inscription of his initials 

“BP” into the plaster to the left of the head and through visual comparisons with his other 

figures in the vault, its meaning has baffled scholars and its chronology remains 

somewhat uncertain.92 Mary Quinlan-McGrath proposed it may refer to a remnant of 

antique sculpture, which would explain the large size and monochromatic color. Others 

have suggested Peruzzi might have been working out a composition or lighting, that it 

belonged to an earlier plan for the fresco cycle, or that it was used as a directional device 

to lead viewers to the adjacent loggia.93 But these explanations do not sufficiently explain 

 
92 The 1972 restoration apparently revealed the monogram to the left of the head. See 

Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 33; Gerlini, Villa Farnesina Alla Lungara, Rome, 41–42; Frommel, 
La Villa Farnesina, 1:93 and n. 266, p. 142. Based on a conversation with restorer Aldo Angelini, 
Hirst argued it must have been a slightly later addition. An internal staircase exists behind this 
bay of the wall and it might have remained open for access to the scaffolding until the vault and 
other lunettes were complete; Hirst, Sebastiano Del Piombo, 33, n. 7. Hirst also observed that 
Peruzzi’s head is painted on a smoother surface than Sebastiano’s lunettes, though not on a 
traditional intonaco. David Rijser agreed with Hirst’s assessment of the chronology and added it 
is a “riddle” whose meaning is still unknown; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 351–52. There are some 
scholars who have maintained the author was Sebastiano. See for example, Barbieri, “Tam Foelix 
Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 145. 

93 Elsa Gerlini suggested Peruzzi must have been working out a composition; similarly, 
David Rijser has posited he might have been completing a study for lighting (which was so 
important on the vault); while Alexa Culotta (p. 181) argued it was a directional device, intended 
to invite viewers into the Loggia of Psyche. Mary Quinlan-McGrath suggested it might belong to 
an earlier program intended to showcase the heads of emperors. Costanza Barbieri attributed the 
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the medium that is emulated.94 Created in fresco, a medium desirable for its permanence, 

Peruzzi seems to have deliberately simulated a charcoal drawing, giving it the appearance 

an effortless sketch incomplete below the neck. Given Chigi’s pleasure for trickery and 

Peruzzi’s other demonstrations of material illusionism, it is possible Peruzzi intended to 

fool viewers, and to engage them in conversations about the capabilities of painting and 

his mastery of it. As some scholars have observed, the head resembles that of the youth 

petrified by Medusa in the vault [fig. 47].95 Frommel argued that by employing his 

typical physiognomy, including his “characteristic combination of petrified inertia and 

melancholy,” Peruzzi may have wished to declare his work in the villa after being 

replaced by Sebastiano for the completion of the other lunettes.96 This stylistic signature 

would complement Peruzzi’s monogram as an attempt to assert his identity in the space, 

and his ability to simulate other mediums in paint was an essential aspect of that 

signature. By directly referencing his own figure (the petrified youth in the Medusa 

 
lunette to Sebastiano and, suggesting it was probably unfinished, argued it could represent 
Aeolus, as discussed further below;” 145. 

94 Though some scholars have suggested that the work was simply unfinished or a 
preparatory sketch, the head is painted into the plaster. As noted by Tantillo, the sketches below 
the frescoes of Galatea and Polyphemus were done in red chalk, pencil and charcoal; Tantillo 
Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 37. 

95 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:93; Gerlini, Villa Farnesina Alla Lungara, Rome, 42.  
96 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:93. Frommel noted that the replacement of Peruzzi, 

who had been working for six years on the architecture and decorations of the space, must have 
been quite a blow for the artist and that Sebastiano’s lunettes must have been a complete 
departure from Peruzzi’s initial conception for them, and should not be seen in any way as a 
continuation of Peruzzi’s plan (p. 90). As discussed further below, it is possible Chigi intended 
early on to hire a variety of artists to decorate this space, and evidence suggests that Peruzzi and 
Sebastiano remained on good terms. Apparently, Sebastiano called upon Peruzzi to evaluate the 
price of his Raising of Lazarus years later; Hirst, 34, n.1; letter to Michelangelo, Jan 28, 1520, in 
Paola Barocchi and Renzo Ristori, eds., Il Carteggio di Michelangelo, vol. 2, 5 vols. (Firenze: 
G.C. Sansoni, 1967): 212. Their friendly rapport need not preclude a competition, however. 
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scene), another simulated medium, he sought to reassert his specialty, which was not 

limited to the grotteschi and chiaroscuro later admired by Serlio, Lomazzo and Vasari.  

It seems in this case his attempt failed, however. Presumably, at least some of 

Chigi’s visitors could identify the artist as Peruzzi, or Chigi could have told them as 

much, but the monogram was certainly not visible from the floor. And there is no 

evidence that early spectators associated the head with Peruzzi, or that it incited them to 

share. Peruzzi’s authorship was never made public, and in fact no surviving 

contemporary source mentions this head at all.97 Adding to the confusion, the competition 

between Michelangelo and Raphael became legendary over the course of the sixteenth 

century and was rooted in this period in Rome. The friendships that Raphael obtained as 

he increased his status within the court over the course of this decade, elevated him in the 

court of public opinion over Michelangelo, who had already gained a reputation for being 

difficult to work with, and whose coloring ability was criticized by contemporaries.98 To 

provide one example, while Paolo Giovio (c. 1523) praised Michelangelo for his skill in 

rilievo, he wrote that Raphael succeeded where Michelangelo could not, in colorito.99  

 
97 Gerlini, Villa Farnesina Alla Lungara, Rome, 41–42. In the Life of Peruzzi, Vasari did 

not mention this head specifically. He admired the fresco of Medusa in particular and then 
referred to “many other stories” in the vault: “E quello che è di stupenda maraviglia, vi si vede 
una loggia in sul giardino dipinta da Baldassarre con le storie di Medusa quando ella converte 
gl'uomini in sasso, che non può immaginarsi più bella, et appresso quando Perseo le taglia la 
testa, con molte altre storie ne' peducci di quella volta: e l'ornamento tirato in prospettiva di 
stucchi e colori contrafatti è tanto naturale e vivo che anco agl'artefici eccellenti pare di rilievo; 
Vasari, Le Vite, IV:318.  

98 Barbieri, “The Competition,” 147. 
99 Barbieri, “The Competition,” 149. The text comes from Paolo Giovio, “Raphael 

Urbanatis Vita,” in Scritti d’arte del Cinquecento, ed. Paola Barocchi, 9 vols. (Naples: Ricciardi, 
1971-3, reprint, Turin: Einaudi, 1977-9), 1: 15. 



158 
 

We do not know precisely when the rumors began, but the legend attached to 

Peruzzi’s head eventually circulated in print in the seventeenth century, and Peruzzi’s 

technique likely gave rise to the legend.100 Peruzzi’s emulation of charcoal, as well as the 

monumental size of the figure, no doubt lent itself well to the later interpretation, as 

viewers imagined Michelangelo sneaking in to insert his disegno as paragone to 

Raphael’s colorito. The emergence of this legend highlights the power of viral 

transmission: the details of Peruzzi’s authorship became lost over time, absorbed into the 

story of Michelangelo’s and Raphael’s rivalry that had gained traction, and that had been 

made public.   

Sebastiano’s Lunettes: Viral Failures, Shifts and the Lost Intermedial Response 

While Peruzzi was working on the vault, Chigi traveled to Venice for a business trip and 

returned with Sebastiano del Piombo in September of 1511, charging the Venetian with 

painting the lunettes beneath the vault. The commission allowed Chigi to possess 

paintings by a Venetian artist and to enhance the biographical undertones begun in the 

vault; Sebastiano del Piombo received the opportunity to showcase his talents on the 

Roman scene and to engage in the discourses begun there by Peruzzi. Similar to the vault, 

 
100 Frommel noted how Peruzzi's fresco, made as if it were a sketch soon created the 

legend that it was by Michelangelo: “E dipinto di getto sul muo come se fosse uno schizzo e ben 
presto si creo infatti la leggenda che Michelangelo, durante una visita alla Farnesina in cui aveva 
dovuto attendere Chigi, avesse visto gli affreschi poco monumentali della Loggia, e balzata 
improvvisamente sull'impalcatura con pochi tratti di carboncino avesse disegnato la testa sul 
muro;” Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:93. For the seventeenth-century reference, see Filippo 
Titi, Descrizione delle pitture, sculture e architetture esposte al pubblico in Roma, opera 
cominciata dall’abate Filipo Titi da citta’ di Castello: Con l’aggiunta di quanto è stato fatto di 
nuovo fino all’anno presente (Roma: Pagliarini, 1763) 35; and. For additional sources on the head 
in the seventeenth century, see, Richard Förster, Farnesina-Studien: Ein Beitrag Zur Frage Nach 
Dem Verhältnis Der Renaissance Zur Antike (Stiller: Rockstock, 1880), n. 125, p. 128.  
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there are several intriguing viral factors at play, yet the lunettes quickly became obscured.   

In this section, we explore how factors such as non-response, negative response, and 

selective sharing concealed Sebastiano’s contribution to the intermedial dialogue in this 

loggia through his lunettes. 

Exactly when Chigi decided to replace Peruzzi with another artist for the lunettes 

is uncertain, but as to why Chigi chose Sebastiano for the task, we may speculate a 

motive in Chigi’s ambitions as a patron. The trip to Venice opened Chigi’s eyes to a 

radically different painting style, just as tremendous shifts in artistic style were taking 

place in Rome.101 Seeking to both impress and rival his fellow court patrons in Mantua 

and Ferrara, Chigi may have wished to create a picture gallery all’antica, featuring a 

diverse range of artists, emulating that described in Philostratus’ Imagines.102 While 

Chigi was courting Margherita Gonzaga, her mistress Isabella d’Este was angling to 

secure works from various artists for her studiolo, and her brother Alfonso was in the 

process of commissioning his Camerino d’Alabastro, which would feature works by 

 
101 As explained by Hirst, who highlighted how eye opening the trip to Venice must have 

been for Chigi, exposed to this painting style for the first time, during a period of dramatic shifts 
in artistic styles in Rome, especially in the hands of Michelangelo and Raphael; Hirst, Sebastiano 
del Piombo, 32. 

102 As illuminated by David Rijser, whose extensive discussion draws parallels to 
Philostratus, Statius, and the rivalry with other court patrons. Rijser elaborated upon the 
suggestions of previous scholars and compellingly situated the idea within the literature that 
inspired the villa as a whole; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 320, 401–13. Michael Hirst previously 
suggested the possibility of a gallery, noting a precedent in Lorenzo de Medici’s villa, which 
reportedly contained works by various artists (Botticelli, Filippino Lippi, and others), and also 
pointing to Isabella d’Este’s studiolo and the negotiations with Margherita; Hirst, Sebastiano del 
Piombo, 34. This suggestion was echoed by Thoenes (1986), as well as Jones and Penny (1983), 
who noted Chigi may have wanted a “series of paintings by different artists working in concert,” 
such as Palazzo Schiffanoia, the Este Suburbanum at Ferrara, and Lorenzo the Magnificent’s 
spedaletto; Jones and Penny, Raphael, 93, n. 26.  
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Titian, Giovanni Bellini, and he hoped Raphael (though he never came through); both 

patrons had in mind a gallery like that described in Imagines.103 The appreciation for such 

diversity of hands is evident also in Castiglione’s First Book. Couched in a debate about 

language, rhetoric and the value of imitation, the Count lists Raphael and Giorgione 

among the original painters of the day, emphasizing the importance of variety: 

Similarly, our eyes are equally delighted by spectacles of various kinds, so 
that it is difficult to decide what pleases them best. In painting, for 
example, Leonardo da Vinci, Mantegna, Raphael, Michelangelo and 
Giorgio da Castelfranco are all outstanding; nevertheless, they are all 
unlike each other in their work. So considered separately, none of them 
seems to lack anything, since each is perfect in his own personal style. The 
same holds good for many Greek and Latin poets, all writing in different 
ways, yet all of equal merit. Orators, too, have always been so different.104  

Both the idea of the gallery, and the inclusion of a Venetian capable of creating a pastoral 

poesia, placed in comparison to Peruzzi (and later Raphael), must have appealed to Chigi, 

who was then able to showcase his gallery to his elite guests, including Alfonso during a 

visit in the summer of 1512 or the spring of 1513.105 The deliberate selection of artists 

with such diverse styles is fitting and helps to explain why Chigi commissioned Raphael 

to paint the Galatea. As Costanza Barbieri surmised, the potential for competition might 

have also aided Chigi in obtaining a work by Raphael.106 Chigi’s approach allowed 

 
103 Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 410-13. 
104 Castiglione, The Book of the Courtier, 82. 
105 Either when Alfonso came to Rome to seek absolution from the pope for his sins in 

1512, inspecting the arts during his stay, or when he returned to Rome again the following spring; 
Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 410.  

106 “Agostino Chigi—through the competition with Sebastiano—found the most effective 
way of obtaining a painting by Raphael with Raphael’s authorship;” “The Competition,” 154. 
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Sebastiano to participate in a dialogue with both Peruzzi and Raphael, not only about 

antiquity, but also about materiality and intermediality. 

Sebastiano began work on the lunettes shortly after his arrival in Rome. His first 

foray into fresco, the artist painted eight scenes based on rather engaging tales from 

Ovid’s Metamorphoses.107 In the first lunette on the south wall [fig. 48 (left)], he 

depicted the myth of Tereus and the daughters of the Athenian king Pandione (Met., Bk. 

VI: 401-674), a story of betrayal, secrecy, revenge, and transformation. In Ovid’s tale, 

Tereus promises to bring Procne’s sister, Philomena, back to keep his wife company, but 

he falls in love with Philomena, hides her away and rapes her, and then cuts out her 

tongue to keep her from talking. But clever Philomena weaves a tapestry revealing the 

secret to Procne, who in a fit of rage slays her own son, Itys, and serves him on a platter 

to his father, Tereus, for dinner. When Tereus realizes he has ingested his own child, he 

attempts to kill both sisters with a sword, but the gods intervene and turn all three into 

birds. It is the last moment in the story that is portrayed in the lunette.  

This is followed by the daughters of Cecrops (typically identified as Aglauros and 

Herse [fig. 48 (right)], Met., Bk. II:531-565), entrusted to guard the basket containing the 

son of Vulcan.108 The sisters are warned by Minerva not to open it, but they ignore her 

advice, and in the moment shown here, upon opening the basket, they see the child with a 

 
107 Blosio Palladio suggested Ovid was the source, and the scenes have been identified 

fairly consistently by scholars, including Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 44–47; Hirst, Sebastiano 
Del Piombo, 31–37; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina a Roma, 1:90–93. Some alternate 
identifications have been proposed and are noted below.  

108 Only two of the three sisters are shown. Barbieri recently proposed this scene actually 
shows Pandrosos and Herse, as it was the third sister (Aglaurus) who coerced the other two into 
ignoring Minerva’s advice; Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 139. 
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serpent. Circling above are two birds: the crow, who witnessed the indiscretion and 

reported it to Minerva (for which he lost her favor), and the raven, whose wings Apollo 

turned from white to black as punishment for reporting that Coronis had been unfaithful 

to him.109 Together the scene conveys a warning for telltales to be discreet and avoid 

gossip.110  

On the west wall, above the panel of Polyphemus, Daedalus, the architect of 

Minos’s labyrinth (and himself understood as a paradigmatic artist and inventor), watches 

his son Icarus fall to his death [fig. 49 (left)] (Met., Bk. VIII:183–235). Daedalus sculpted 

wings made of feather and wax for himself and his son to escape the island of Crete. 

Icarus, however, did not heed his father’s advice and flew too close to the sun, which 

melted the wax and sent Icarus falling to a drowning death. This is followed by Juno [fig. 

49 (right)], protector of marriage, whose left finger points downward in the direction of 

Galatea beneath her, and may allude to the proposed marriage of Chigi to Margherita 

Gonzaga.111 Next is Scylla [fig. 50] (Met., Bk. VIII: 1-151), who betrayed her father in 

vain for the unreciprocated love of Minos, by cutting off a magic lock of her father’s hair, 

which protected his power and invincibility. She and her father were turned into birds, he 

a falcon and she his prey, a lark, represented in the two birds flying above. This is 

 
109 Barbieri elaborated upon the correct identification of the birds previously offered by 

Hermanin [La Farnesina (1927), p. 45]; Barbieri, 139-140, and n. 54. 
110 Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 139-40. 
111 Barbieri argued this refers to Juno’s command of the winds, and specifically her order 

to melt away so that she could see if Jupiter was unfaithful to with Io (Met., Bk. I: 601-21); 
Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 145-146. Frommel also mentioned the 
scene might be related to Chigi’s marriage project, La Villa Farnesina, 91.  
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followed by Perdix (Talos) [fig. 51] (Met., Bk. VIII:236-259), who became an apprentice 

to his uncle, Daedalus, and showed tremendous promise by inventing the saw and a 

compass. Envious of the boy’s talents, Daedalus lured the twelve-year-old child to the top 

of the Acropolis and pushed him over the edge. Minerva saved the boy by transforming 

him into a partridge, the type of bird that accompanies the plummeting figure in this 

scene.112 Next is the rape (or abduction) of Orithyia [fig. 52], a passionate scene in which 

the Athenian princess is shown carried off by the north wind Boreas as they look into one 

another’s eyes. In Ovid’s tale, she bore him two powerful and winged sons. Finally, on 

the north wall adjacent to Peruzzi’s head is a scene [fig. 53] typically identified as 

Zephyr, the west wind and bringer of spring, represented in Flora, who appears to point 

toward the gardens beyond the loggia. Alternatively, it may represent Cephalus and 

Procris, the sister of Orithyia (Ovid, Met. VII: 661-865).113 In this tale, Aurora transforms 

Cephalus’s appearance in order to test his wife’s loyalty. 

With such riveting stories behind them, it may seem surprising that Sebastiano’s 

lunettes are often glazed over in the scholarship, typically explained as stories related to 

 
112 Förster identified the scene as the fall of Phaeton, who lost control of his father 

Apollo’s sun chariot and was subsequently punished by Jupiter; Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 46. 
Barbieri more appropriately identified this scene as Perdix, which she noted, was first identified 
as such by Van Salis (Antike und Renaissance, 1957, pp. 193, 197) but mostly ignored in 
subsequent scholarship (though accepted by Quinlan-McGrath, “The Villa of Agostino Chigi,” 
297); Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 142, and n. 80, p. 151.  

113 Some scholars have considered the identification of Zephyr and Flora as problematic, 
since it does not appear in Metamorphoses. David Rijser proposed this scene should be identified 
instead as Cephalus and Procnis; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 373–75. Barbieri suggested Apollo 
and the Cumaen Sybil (Met. XIV: 101-153), representing a warning to choose a virtuous life over 
a long life. Barbieri posited that the figure is pointing to sand in a panel that was perhaps planned 
but never created. Both are stories of transformation; Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut 
Pictore Poeta,” 143-145. 
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air that illusionistically connect the loggia to the surrounding gardens. Blosio Palladio 

had pointed to Ovid as the source, and the scenes depicted have been identified (with 

some disagreement), but until recently few scholars have attempted to discern their 

meaning in connection to the other stories in the space.114 They are often dismissed on 

technical terms because Sebastiano was working in fresco for the first time, and because 

his disegno was considered inferior.115 This assessment stretches back to Vasari, who was 

the first to mention the lunettes after Blosio Palladio. He focused entirely on style and 

relayed a negative opinion of them, first in 1550 and then again in 1568: “Sebastiano 

made a few poesie in the manner he had learned in Venice, very disformed from that used 

in Rome by the most talented painters of his day.”116 In modern scholarship, Michael 

Hirst declared them Sebastiano’s weakest work, and called some of them nearly 

 
114 Förster, however,  recognized the decorative program as a coherent plan that referred 

to the four elements (fire: the stars and planets in the sky, represented on the vault, air on the 
lunettes, and earth and water in the panels on the walls); Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 44–46. 
David Rijser and Costanza Barbieri have recently shed much light on the underlying meaning and 
connection to the space, as will be discussed below; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 349-376; Barbieri, 
“Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 125-52. 

115 With respect to the technique, Michael Hirst argued this must have been the artist’s 
first foray into fresco, perhaps even his first wall painting at all, and in an unfamiliar shape of the 
lunette, as well. He closely examined the lunettes on the scaffolding during the 1972 restoration 
and observed how the artist struggled with his medium. He spotted some areas where the plaster 
dried before Sebastiano could finish his work, as appears to have happened with the bird adjacent 
to Tereus; Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 35. 

116 My translation: “Sebastiano fece alcune poesie di quella maniera ch'aveva recato da 
Vinegia, molto disforme da quella che usavano in Roma i valenti pittori di que' tempi”; In the 
“Life of Sebastiano del Piombo” (1568); Vasari, Le Vite, V:87; compare to the similar passage in 
the 1550 edition, “…nei quali archetti Sebastiano fece cose poetiche di quella maniera che aveva 
recato da Vinegia, molto disforme da quella che usavano in Roma que' valenti pittori”; Le Vite: 
V:87, lines 30-32. Barbieri noted, this is the first mention of the lunettes after Blosio Palladio; 
“Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 148, n. 4. Barbieri translates this as “different from," 
but given Vasari’s consistent criticism of Venetian disegno, and of Sebastiano’s disegno in 
particular, it is likely he intended this as a criticism.  
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incompetent, almost an embarrassment to Sebastiano scholars who advocate for his work 

in general.117 Quinlan-McGrath characterized them as completely unmemorable, noting 

they were never copied by later generations of artists, and for good reason.118 Frommel 

criticized the painter for his terrible attempts at foreshortening, and for the lack of a base 

upon which figures could stand.119 He also suggested Chigi must have been displeased 

with the other lunettes, and thus gave the final lunette back to Peruzzi.120  

 There are some undeniable problems with Sebastiano’s disegno in these scenes, 

but his technical and stylistic contribution to the holistic experience of the space has been 

undervalued. As some scholars have pointed out, there are moments of success. Hirst 

noted some brilliant areas of coloring, and pointed out the rather novel and particularly 

Venetian technique: Sebastiano allowed the intonaco to serve as the color of the clouds, a 

practice nearly unheard of until Tiepolo.121 For Frommel, Sebastiano’s greatest 

contribution was his use of color to create figures in chiaroscuro, so grand and 

substantial they appear to be colored sculptures in paint.122 For all their technical failures, 

Sebastiano’s lunettes (and ultimately the Polyphemus) provide a tactile contrast to the 

ceiling as they dissolve the walls and connect the lunettes with the sky, juxtaposing bright 

 
117 Hirst, Sebastiano Del Piombo, 34–35. 
118 McGrath, “The Villa,” 294–95. 
119 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:92. 
120 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:91-92.  
121 Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 35. 
122 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:92. 
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coloring and painterly brushstrokes with Peruzzi’s more subdued colors and meticulous 

trompe l’oeil effects on the ceiling and pilasters.  

Some of the figures (Juno; Scylla; Aglaurus and Herse; and Flora) appear as 

monumental sculptures seated on pedestals, open to the sky beyond them.123 Here, 

Sebastiano may have taken his cue from Raphael’s recently completed figures in the 

lunette of Jurisprudence in the Stanza della Segnatura.124 In others, the ground is unseen 

(Tereus, and Boreas, who is about to take flight) or the figures are meant to be flying 

through the air (Perdix and Icarus). The latter, though, may have been modeled on an 

antique sarcophagus of the Fall of Phaeton, which was visible at Santa Maria Aracoeli 

and had served as a model for Leonardo da Vinci in his Battle of Anghiari.125 

Contemporary viewers were likely to recognize the reference, and to recall Leonardo’s 

engagement with it in his own contest all’antica.126 In contrast to Peruzzi’s more 

antiquarian approach and grotteschi on the ceiling, Sebastiano sought in his interpretation 

 
123 Noted by Frommel, though he complained that many of these figures have no ground 

upon which to stand, pointing especially to Tereus and Boreas; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1: 
92. 

124 As Alexis Culotta observed, “Raphael’s figures of Fortitude, Temperance and 
Prudence are accompanied by minimal props and are set against a fictive sky, the format 
Sebastiano employed in all of his Farnesina lunettes;” Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” 161. 

125 An antique sarcophagus of the Fall of Phaeton (now in the Uffizi in Florence, Inv. 
181) was visible at Santa Maria Aracoeli in Rome at the time, which may have provided a source 
for the falling body, and has contributed to the identification of the scene as Phaeton. The 
sarcophagus as a source was proposed by Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique 
Sculpture, 70, cat. 27. See also Luba Freedman, 104, n. 39 and fig. 19. The sarcophagus was 
among Leonardo's sources for the colliding horses in the Battle of Anghiari in a “contest 
all'antica”; Kemp noted it was also based on his Neptune drawing (discussed below) and 
Hercules design; Martin Kemp, Leonardo Da Vinci : The Marvellous Works of Nature and Man 
(Oxford, GB: Oxford University Press, 1981), 237 and 264. 

126 Again, we find the type of imitation that John Shearman referred to as Emulation, in 
which “artists constructed a ‘closed circle of deep allusivenes;’” Only Connect, 245. 
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of antiquity to bring antique sculpture to life in monumental form, freed from the self-

consciously posed animations in Peruzzi’s vault, even if he was not entirely successful. 

Although Frommel viewed this approach as a complete departure and disruption to 

Peruzzi’s plan, the combination of illusionism and emulation of antiquity that Sebastiano 

employed is nonetheless fitting for Peruzzi’s program, and for Chigi’s desire to create a 

Roman gallery all’antica.127  

Sebastiano engaged in an intermedial dialogue with Peruzzi and other artists, but 

also with Ovid’s Metamorphoses, a text thematically engaged in the transformation of 

gods into various creatures of flight, or even into stone. We find evidence in several 

scenes that suggests his intention. First, we see Tereus, who in Ovid’s tale chased after 

the sisters with a sword; yet the instrument depicted in the lunette more closely resembles 

a paint brush than a sword.128 Sebastiano may thus have alluded to his instrument of 

transformation. Next are the Athenian daughters of Cecrops. There is a later moment in 

Ovid’s story not overtly portrayed here. Having learned of Aglarous’s betrayal, Miverva 

seeks revenge. She compels Envy to infect Aglarous with a jealous heart aimed at her 

sister, Herse, with whom Mercury has become enamored. When Aglarous attempts to 

intervene in the courtship, the enraged Mercury transforms her into stone (Met. Bk 

 
127 Frommel believed Sebastiano’s approach was a departure from Peruzzi’s conception 

for the space, arguing the content of these scenes convey “thematics completely diverse from the 
human-animal hybrid creatures preferred by Peruzzi”; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina a Roma, 
1:91.  

128 Barbieri argued this was a pointed staff, an invention that  “anticipates… the shape of 
the bird into which Tereus will be transformed;” Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore 
Poeta,” 139. 
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II:708-832).129 Although Sebastiano did not depict this moment, the sculpturesque forms 

and the figures’ placement as if on a pedestal may suggest this later transformation.  

It may be significant that the scene that follows represents Daedalus (Met. Bk. 

VIII: 183-259), whose name is Greek for “cunningly wrought.”130 Chigi seems to have 

granted his artists some flexibility in choosing or at least representing their subjects, 

albeit surely with an advisor and in alignment with Chigi’s goals.131 Daedalus was known 

as an inventor and sculptor, with an unrivaled capacity for transformation.132 Philostratus 

the Elder praised the artist for his ability to grant sculptures lifelike qualities. While 

taking readers on a tour of the workshop of Daedalus, Philostratus proclaimed: “and 

about it are statues, some with forms blocked out, others in a quite complete state in that 

they are already stepping forward and give promise of walking about. Before the time of 

Daedalus, you know, the art of making statues had not yet conceived such a thing” 

 
129 Their fates vary in different versions of this tale. For example, the Greek writer 

Pausanias had the sisters throw themselves from the steepest cliff edge of the Acropolis; 
(Pausanias, Description of Greece I.18.2).  

130 Robert Beekes, Etymological Dictionary of Greek, 2 vols., Leiden Indo-European 
Etymological Dictionary Series, 10 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2009), 1: 296. 

131 Thoenes argued that Chigi must have given his artists a lot of flexibility in this regard, 
similar to Isabella d’Este, who reportedly allowed Giovanni Bellini to choose or at least modify 
his subject, in Bembo's words, to “accommodate the fantasy of the artist” that would result in the 
best work; Christof Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” in Raffaello a Roma: Il 
convegno di 1983, ed. Christoph Luitpold Frommel (Rome: L’Elefante, 1986), 71-72. 

132 In Iphis and Ianthe (Ovid, Met. Bk IX: 714-763), Iphis cries that not even Daedalus 
could transform her beloved Ianthe (a girl) into a boy: “Though all of the world’s cleverness were 
concentrated here, though Daedalus were to return on waxen wings, what use would it be? Surely 
even his cunning arts could not make a boy out of a girl? Surely even he could not transform you, 
Ianthe?” 
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(Imagines I.16). Sebastiano’s living sculptures may refer to his own artistry and capacity 

for material transformation. 

While Daedalus was skilled at manipulating a variety of media, he was also prone 

to poor decisions and fell victim to his own inventions. After he killed his talented 

nephew in a jealous rage and was banned to the island of Crete, Daedalus fashioned a 

wooden bull at the request of the wife of King Minos, so that she could seduce a beautiful 

sacrificial bull. The resulting beast was the half-man, half-bull creature known as the 

Minotaur. King Minos, in turn, required Daedalus to build a labyrinth from which the 

Minotaur could not escape. Wishing to flee the island himself, Daedalus fashioned wings 

made of feathers and fastened with wax. It is significant that Sebastiano depicted the 

moment when the wax gives way, leaving the helpless father to watch Icarus fall to a 

drowning death—the material could be sculpted, transformed, yet it remained ephemeral, 

as it could not hold its form.133 Sebastiano rivaled his predecessor by fixing the moment 

of this material failure into the wall in the more permanent medium of fresco. His 

painting also contains a moral warning about human limitations and hubris that extended 

to artists, to beware of the limitations of their own artistry and capacity for invention, for 

manipulating matter. Ironically, he seems to have sealed his own legacy as a failed fresco 

painter into the plaster.  

As we have seen, Sebastiano transformed both poetry and sculpture into painting 

and sought to surpass his antique and modern predecessors in doing so. If Peruzzi’s 

 
133 Barbieri argued this scene undermines any appreciation of Daedalus’s artifice and 

focuses on the moral: to mind the advice of elders; Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore 
Poeta,” 141. 
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monochrome head was indeed created last, its role in commenting upon the artist’s ability 

to transform his medium becomes even clearer, and we may further understand it as a 

response to Sebastiano in its monumentality and its ability to metaphorically affix an 

impermanent medium to the wall. This dialogue would continue in the frescoes below. 

That reception of the lunettes has focused on Sebastiano’s poor disegno should 

not surprise us. In part, we can attribute this to Vasari’s initial assessment of them, and 

ultimately to the competition that developed between Michelangelo and Raphael. As his 

correspondence confirms, Michelangelo was jealous and sought an alliance with 

Sebastiano to undermine Raphael’s success.134 Vasari conveyed this alliance in 1550 and 

then made Sebastiano a willing and active participant in the rivalry in 1568; he 

nevertheless relegated Sebastiano to a secondary role, attributing his success to 

Michelangelo, who handed the Venetian painter drawings so that he might compete with 

Raphael in painting.135 The bias was also conveyed by Ludovico Dolce (1557), who 

made his Aretino provide harsh commentary on Sebastiano’s skill in disegno, claiming 

that Raphael had conveyed Sebastiano’s heavy reliance upon Michelangelo to draw.136  

 
134 Robert S. Liebert, “Raphael, Michelangelo, Sebastiano: High Renaissance Rivalry,” 

Source: Notes in the History of Art 3, no. 2 (1984): 60–68. It is possible that Sebastiano 
ultimately discontinued his relationship with Chigi because of his growing alliance with 
Michelangelo; Barbieri, “The Competition between Raphael and Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s 
Role in It,” 153. In his biography of Agostino, Fabiano Chigi wrote that Agostino never hired 
Michelangelo because of his loyalty to Raphael; Cugnoni, Agostino Chigi il Magnifico (1878), 
29; Ingrid D. Rowland, ed., The correspondence of Agostino Chigi (1466-1520) in Cod. Chigi 
R.V.c. (Citta del Vaticano: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 2001), 20-1.  

135 Barbieri pointed out the significance of the additional sentence in the 1568 edition; 
Barbieri, “The Competition,” 146.  

136 Goffen implied the statement is exaggerated. The real Aretino, who died the year 
before this book was published, had been close friends with Raphael but also with Sebastiano, 
and like them had been employed by Chigi; Rona Goffen, Renaissance Rivals, 228-229, and n. 
134; for the text, Mark Roskill, Dolce’s Aretino, 94-95. Chigi employed Aretino as bank clerk; 
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The viral transmission of this rivalry over the course of the century and those that 

followed obscured the more prominent role that Sebastiano played in the rivalry, and the 

fact that Michelangelo chose to collaborate with Sebastiano because of his skill in 

colorito.137 This skill was recognized by contemporaries, including Paolo Giovio, who 

admired his “soft and fluid brush-strokes, veiled by very bland hues” and called him one 

of the best painters of his day.138 Chigi likely hired Sebastiano because he was an 

excellent painter in the Venetian tradition and a pupil of Giorgione. Sebastiano actively 

engaged in a rivalry with Raphael that began at the Villa Farnesina and fostered the work 

of both until Raphael’s death. In the last few decades, scholars have granted much 

attention to restoring Sebastiano’s reputation and illuminating his direct rivalry with 

Raphael, which began in this loggia—the commission for the Polyphemus and Galatea 

pair beneath the lunettes represents the first confrontation between them.139 Though 

 
Felix Gilbert, The Pope, His Banker and Venice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
1980), 98. 

137 Costanza Barbieri emphasized the importance of Sebasiano’s colorito in this 
competition, “The Competition between Raphael and Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s Role in It,” 
141-166. 

138 Barbieri, “The Competition between Raphael and Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s Role 
in It,” 155, n. 65 and 66. The quotation comes from Framgentum trium dialgorum. In Raphaelis 
Urbinatis Vita, written 1523-27, Giovio emphasizes Sebastiano’s skill in portraiture.  

139 Hirst, Freedberg, and Hall previously reasserted Sebastiano’s reputation as a painter. 
Hirst observed that Vasari, but especially later Venetian writers, obscured the artist’s early work 
in Venice (for which we have so little documentation), Sebastiano del Piombo, 2-4. Sydney 
Freedberg explained the importance of Sebastiano in Rome as competitor to Raphael, both as 
Venetian colorist and Michelangelo’s proxy in disegno; Sydney J. Freedberg, Raphael, 
Michelangelo And Others: Raphael and His Contemporaries in Rome (Poughkeepsie, NY: Vassar 
College, 1983, esp. p. 4. Marcia Hall has demonstrated Sebastiano’s importance to Raphael as a 
paragone, how the competition between these two artists resulted in the development of the “dark 
manner” so prominent in Raphael’s later works, and in those of his workshop; Color and 
Meaning (1992), 131-42. Building on the previous scholarship noted above, Costanza Barbieri 
has further illuminated the active role of Sebastiano in the rivalry between Michelangelo and 
Raphael that began with the commission for the Polyphemus / Galatea pair. She argued for a 
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Sebastiano later became allied with Michelangelo, the initial relationship between him 

and Raphael was probably a friendly one, and the later rivalry obscured the more 

collaborative nature of their early relationship.140 Sebastiano’s admiration for the artist 

from Urbino is evident already in his emulation of Raphael’s “monumental sculpture” 

fresco from the Jurisprudence lunette in the Stanze. The implications of the rivalry on 

Sebastiano’s Polyphemus have been explored, and I shall discuss them further in Chapter 

4, but little attention has been brought to how this rivalry and the transmission of it 

shaped our understanding of the lunettes or caused us to avoid trying. 

Confusing Content: When Practical Value is Lacking and Sharing Conceals 

The content of Sebastiano’s scenes has baffled later scholars, who often attribute the 

elusive meaning to Sebastiano’s approach to composition and selection of subjects. 

Frommel argued that Sebastiano was more interested in depicting Venetian women in 

“marvelous clothing” than he was in clearly representing the stories, noting several 

confusing departures: Tereus looks more like a barbarian than a king and his golden 

sword more closely resembles a rod, while the daughters share a physiognomy and the 

same dress, appearing more like “Siamese twins” than separate entities; in Cecrops, only 

two of the three sisters are represented; and in Daedalus and Icarus, Sebastiano departs 

from Ovid’s story, wherein Daedalus only becomes aware of his son’s mistake when he 

sees the remains of Icarus’ wings floating on top of the water, and he realizes his son has 

 
more prominent emphasis on the primacy of color in this competition; Barbieri, “The 
Competition,” 152-164. 

140 Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 38, and further discussion of the development of their 
relationship, pp. 66-75.  
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drowned.141 Such ambiguities have caused confusion for later scholars, and Frommel 

noted, must have puzzled Chigi’s contemporaries, some scenes leaving all but the most 

learned scholar of Ovid scratching their heads.142 Quinlan-McGrath attributed this to the 

lack of visual precedents and the related compositional challenges, noting, “it is his 

imaginative failure in selecting and then composing the significant mythological moment 

in these stories which makes them so difficult to identify now.”143 Costanza Barbieri 

questioned why Chigi and Sebastiano selected this “embarrassing assembly of baleful 

events, ranging from rape to abduction, violence, betrayal and death” within this villa 

intended to celebrate antiquity and eternal spring, and within decorations that were meant 

to promote Chigi’s identity and perhaps his proposed marriage to Margherita Gonzaga.144  

There is something of a puzzle here, but that is wholly in keeping with Chigi’s 

patronage, and we cannot attribute it entirely to Sebastiano’s shortcomings—though 

reception of his technique, particularly with respect to Sebastiano’s more accomplished 

works, may explain why few have bothered to try. These frescoes were more connected 

to the vault for contemporary viewers. Rather than simply leaving Chigi’s guests 

confused, the lunettes likely played a role in the game visitors played as they toured the 

villa, attempting to identify the scenes, to decipher hidden meanings and evaluate the 

 
141 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina a Roma, 1:91. As the first lunette, the Tereus scene 

might have been Sebastiano’s very first work in fresco. Following Thoenes, Frommel also 
believed Chigi allowed his artists a lot of leeway in choosing their subjects, and argued that 
Sebastiano chose subjects that would allow him to depict Venetian female types. 

142 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina a Roma, 1:91. 
143 McGrath, “The Villa,” 294–95. 
144 Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 129.  
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technique.145 I have already suggested some reasons for the choices Sebastiano made as 

he alluded to his medium. Like Chigi’s horoscope on the ceiling, these frescoes must 

have required some guidance, and interpretations might have been offered by Chigi’s 

advisors or poets, and especially by Chigi himself.146 Understanding how contemporaries 

might have read the frescoes helps to bring alive the emotional and intellectual 

experience of being in this space for Chigi’s guests, and can help us understand why 

some details never became public.  

 Clues to a more nuanced reading of the frescoes lie in Blosio Palladio’s 

description of the decorations in his 1512 poem, which must be read as an interpretation 

of the paintings that deserves further scrutiny.147 The aspects he chose to highlight 

provide us with a glimpse at an insider conversation that must be unpacked. He was, after 

 
145 David Rijser’s recent insightful analysis has opened up a pathway to understanding the 

lunettes, offering clues to a more complex and nuanced reading the cycle as an essential 
component in the whole decorative program, with varying levels of interpretation that were 
aligned with Chigi’s ambitions and sense of humor. Rijser called previous interpretations “flat,” 
and emphasized the importance of linking the ceiling with lunettes, and with the total decoration: 
“It’s too reductive to read just astrology in ceiling or just recreation of antiquity in décor. Chigi 
recreated antiquity as a means and not an end: “a means to exalt the patron by the invocation of 
divine, diachronic insistence”; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 348. Rijser posits the scenes may have 
been interpreted through four different layers of meaning: natural (connected with the 
surrounding gardens), historical (political), typological (biographical), and tropological (moral). 
For his analysis of the lunettes, see pp. 353-376, and this summary on p. 370. As noted above, 
Costanza Barbieri provided an iconographical analysis of the lunettes, suggesting a moralizing 
reading found in Ovid; Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 125-152. 

146 As noted previously, poets were known to read their epigrams aloud at banquets; 
Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 328; Rowland, "Some Panegyrics to Agostino Chigi," 198.  

147 David Rijser and Costanza Barbieri have both pointed to this poem for clues it offers 
with respect to the content; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 357-58; Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, 
Ut Pictore Poeta,” 128–29. 
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all, a member of the inner circle. Though cited in part in the previous chapter, the full 

description is as follows:  

For as to the things that gleam through the porticoes, and through all the 
room; the exceptional painter is thought either to have painted living 
things, or to have animated painted figures; for he gave nearly speaking 
and breathing colors, though nature stood in his way. But if the desire of 
creating should come anew to Prometheus, he would be able more gently 
to animate these figures with flames; neither would he merit punishment 
for such a beautiful gift; nor if he bore a thousand punishments, would he 
refuse them because of such a beautiful gift. And Pygmalion would prefer 
these to his ivory bride. You also, Narcissus, would be destined to err less 
(for you were not more beautiful than these), and you would prefer to 
waste away by gazing at these figures. Such great charm has been given to 
the spirits, such grace has been given to that pictured. Let the work of the 
ancients cede rightly: the Cnidian painting, and Rhodes, and the line 
which was drawn with great care. But having admired the work, now I 
desire that you marvel at which lies hidden under it, and the story which is 
weighted with a hidden sense. Here Juno is born aloft as though by real 
Peacocks; Venus stands out here, risen from the sea, and is carried on her 
shell up under the stars. Here wild Boreas carries off raped Orithyia. Here 
the Athenian sisters unseal the secrets. Then these whom the verses of 
Ovid painted, the painter repainted, and he equaled in skill the Ovidian 
colors. So fortunate the painter is by the poet, as the poet by the painter.148  

The first point of interest is with respect to Sebastiano’s technique. Palladio admires the 

painter’s color, crediting him with surpassing the painters and sculptors of antiquity in 

bringing inanimate forms to life. For Palladio, the scenes are so lifelike as to seem nearly 

real, a point which David Rijser stressed would have been enhanced when viewing the 

 
148 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 118 and 120. Latin text on p. 119: “Has et 

Pygmalion nuptae praeferret eburnae. / His Narcisse etiam (neque enim tu pulchrior istis) / 
Errature minus, malles tabere figuris. / Tantus honos succis: talis data gratia picto est. / Cedat 
opus merito veterum: Cnydiaeque tabellae, / Et Rhodus, et multa que ducta est linea cura. / At 
miratus opus, volo iam mirere, sub ilio / Quod latet, et tecto premitur que fabula sensu. / Heic 
Iuno ut veris vehitur Pavonibus: Extat / Heic Venus orta mari, et concha sub sydera fertur. / Heic 
Boreas raptam ferus avehit Orithyiam. / Heic Pandioniae reserant arcana sorores. / Denique quas 
Ovidi versus pinxere, repinxit / Pictor, et aequavit Pelignos arte colores. / Tam foelix pictor vate, 
ut pictore Poeta.” 
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frescoes in the space, where “mythological reality merges with their sounds and sights, to 

which the lunettes are an illusionistic vista.”149 Palladio praised the painter’s color, which 

several scholars have understood as evidence the poet admired Sebastiano’s coloring 

abilities, since the poet identified mostly scenes painted by Sebastiano.150 Perhaps he did, 

but it is also worth noting that Palladio conflated the two painters into one and identified 

neither by name, even though he mentioned scenes painted by both Sebastiano and 

Peruzzi. Ignoring the names of the modern painters within a list of ancient artists suggests 

his priorities did not lie with promoting these particular painters’ skills. This alerts us to a 

difference in Palladio’s agenda and the shaping of his own social currency: it seems the 

poet was engaged in a competition of his own, proposing his role in bringing those 

paintings to life surpassed the paintings themselves.151 By making public his descriptions 

of the decorations, and the villa more broadly, Palladio conveyed his belief in the 

superiority of poetry over painting (a belief shared by his contemporaries), drawing a 

parallel to his antique precedents.152  

 
149 As David Rijser stressed; Raphael’s Poetics, 359. 
150 A point which Frommel, Rijser, and Barbieri all make. Frommel suggested the poet’s 

focus primarily on Sebastiano’s frescoes indicates his appreciation of it; Frommel, La Villa 
Farnesina a Roma, 1:91. Similarly, for Barbieri, the poet granted to Sebastiano the highest praise 
a humanist could grant, that he was a modern painter who surpassed his ancient predecessors. 
Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 129. Rijser noted how Palladio credited the 
painter (Sebastiano) with bringing these forms to life through his use of color, as a poet also does, 
signaling how poetry and painting were intertwined; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 359.  

151 In this, Palladio may have followed the example of Philostratus, who also did not 
mention particular painters, but pointed to a diversity of hands. However, as David Rijser noted, 
there has been considerable debate over whether the paintings Philostratus described ever existed 
or were imagined; he did not draw a parallel to Palladio in this respect; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 
402. 

152 And perhaps for the immortality of poetry over painting or architecture. At this time, 
poetry was considered more immortal and was expected to outlive the villa and decorations, and 
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Palladio’s ekphrasis also provides us with an interpretation of the content of the 

frescoes, alerting us to a hidden meaning embedded within them, which may have been 

understood by Chigi’s learned guests as allusions to Chigi’s biography or ambitions, or as 

moralizing messages, specific to Chigi and more broadly to his powerful and wealthy 

visitors.153 Costanza Barbieri has argued the hint refers to veiled moralizing messages 

embedded in Ovid’s tales, as understood through commentaries familiar to humanists in 

Chigi’s circle.154 In this light, the frescoes reveal warnings to Chigi and his guests to 

remain loyal to one’s father and state, and to moderate earthly desires for power and lust, 

guarding against the dangerous passions of the winds, which must be tamed by Juno (and 

ultimately marriage). Barbieri situated the last lunette (the monochrome head) firmly 

within this decorative scheme by identifying the figure as Aeolus. The counterpart to 

Juno, Aeolus lives in the realm of air and represents the passions depicted in the other 

 
it was only later that visual artists received more credit for emulating antiquity because they could 
do so with more invenzione; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 336.  

153 Frommel suggested the possibility of biographical overtones in the lunettes, perhaps in 
Juno as the protector of marriage, the rape of Orithyia, or in Flora, but not in the “cruel Tereus,” 
the punishing of Icarus and Phaeton or the story of the Cecrops daughters Frommel, La Villa 
Farnesina a Roma, 1:91. Rijser is the first to attempt a thorough biographical reading of the 
lunettes, followed by Barbieri, who connected her moralizing reading both to Chigi’s proposed 
marriage and, more broadly, to viewers who were powerful and wealthy, a warning to moderate 
their earthly desires; David Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 353-76; Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, 
Ut Pictore Poeta,” 125–52.  

154 Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 125–52. Her interpretation is 
rooted in the belief that Raphael’s Galatea is both a Neoplatonic representation of the triumph of 
love over lust and specifically tied to Chigi’s marriage ambitions; she proposes the project may 
have ended because negotiations ceased. However, a moralizing reading of the frescoes may be 
one layer among many.  
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scenes, “the inconstancy of the human soul….[which] loses control in sensual 

pleasure.”155 

David Rijser pointed to a focus on erotic myth that pervades Palladio’s 

description, with references to Pygmalion and Narcissus, as well as the scenes Palladio 

chose to highlight, followed by his suggestion that secrets are embedded within them—

these choices may allude to Chigi’s biography, and may have engaged Chigi’s insiders in 

private and naughty conversation, depending on the occasion. As Palladio moves from 

Juno (protector of marriage), to Venus (a hint that desire may interrupt our path) to 

Boreas, who raped Orithyia, the scenes become more erotic and suggestive of 

mischievous behavior, while the sisters reveal a secret.156  

Only a hint is revealed to the public, but Chigi’s insiders might have gleaned 

more from it. When Chigi returned from Venice in 1511 with Sebastiano, he also 

kidnapped a beautiful Venetian citizen, Francesca Ordeaschi, hid her away in a convent 

as his concubine while he continued to negotiate a more prestigious marriage with 

Margherita Gonzaga.157 Francesca bore him three sons before he decided to marry her in 

1519.158 The scene of Boreas and Orithyia (admired by Frommel as the most emotionally 

resonant in the lunettes) may allude to Chigi and Francesca, especially since Boreas bears 

a resemblance to Chigi as described later by Fabio Chigi, with red hair that extends 

 
155 She attributed the ninth lunette to Sebastiano (though she acknowledges attribution 

has been problematic) and thought it was simply unfinished; Barbieri, 145.  
156 Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 358. 
157 Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 349-50. 
158 The frescoes in the adjacent Loggia of Psyche contain many allusions to their union, 

embedded in the mythology of the story of Psyche. 
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beyond his forehead, a beard and a long, hooked nose.159 This reading extends to Tereus. 

Even the tapestry, not shown in the Tereus scene but alluded to by way of depicting the 

story, suggests a secret is woven into the frescoes.160  

Whether Palladio’s suggestion hints at veiled moral lessons or a more elicit 

subtext, the poet deliberately drew the reader-viewer’s attention to some hidden meaning 

that lies beneath. It would not have been appropriate to overtly, publicly identify the 

figure of Tereus with Chigi, which might have gotten the poet into trouble, but a veiled 

suggestion in the poem was not likely discouraged.161 Chigi’s guests would have been 

well aware of his sexual exploits, including his simultaneous relationship with the famous 

courtesan Imperia, and it would not have been difficult for Chigi’s guests to find such an 

allusion. A parallel existed in antiquity with Roman social behaviors: Romans sought 

balance, parading their power publicly but their luxury only in private.162 Even if we 

interpret the hidden meaning as pointing to the moralizing messages embedded in Ovid, 

these messages nonetheless refer to some of the behaviors in which Chigi and his guests 

engaged. For example, Daedalus and Icarus may allude to Chigi’s brother Sigismondo, 

 
159 Rijser, 355. 
160 Rijser, 355. 
161 As Rijser pointed out, citing a previous case in Mantua, in which the poet Battista 

Fieri identified the figure of Venus as Isabella d’Este in a now lost poem. The problem was that 
the “angry, gesticulating lawful husband Vulcan” would be identified as her husband, and the 
poet rescinded the attribution in a later poem that still exits; Rijser, 357.  

162 Rijser, 302, and n. 127; on the tensions between public and private behavior in 
Augustan Rome, see Paul Zanker, The Power of Images in the Age of Augustus (Ann Arbor: The 
University of Michigan Press, 1988).  
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who often ignored his brother’s advice and later squandered the family fortune.163 In 

addition to the salacious personal details, an Athenian thread runs through the scenes, 

which creates a parallel between Chigi’s political and business ambitions and the power 

of Athens, and this might have been the most important association for Chigi.164  

This notion of public versus private is essential to our concept of going viral. As 

discussed above with respect to the astrological vault, the poem speaks to an exclusive 

community of insiders, revealing to the public only a hint that something secret is 

indicated, concealing the underlying truths. Some audiences could, in reading the poem, 

interpret these juicy, sometimes scandalous, messages embedded in the frescoes, but their 

reach was limited because it was not appropriate to record them—however, we recall that 

a traveling pilgrim from France was evidently aware of Chigi’s affair with Ordeaschi, so 

sometimes these details escaped. Rijser was careful to note that such typological 

interpretations should not be taken too literally, but could be interpreted by Chigi and his 

guests playfully, as myths in this period were adapted freely, and had “not yet been 

literalized by the Council of Trent.”165 Even at that point, however, much more leeway 

was granted in private spaces. 

 
163 Rijser, 368. Rijser points to other moral lessons embedded within the scenes: “to 

restrain one’s appetite (Tereus, Scylla, Boreas), mind one’s own business (Herse and Aglaurus) or 
to listen carefully (Icarus). Rijser adds “don’t try to be too smart (Perdix [Phaeton])” and “don’t 
seek to know what you don’t want to know” (Cephalus and Procris, if Zephyr is re-identified as 
such). He also does not account for Juno in this thread. See p. 375. 

164 Though Ovid did not make the genealogical connections, they are nonetheless present, 
and most of the scenes can be tied loosely to Ovid, while the accounts of Scylla and of Juno may 
come from the pseudo-Virgilian Ciris; Rijser, 370-72.  

165 Rijser, 365. 
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David Rijser’s analysis also deepens our understanding of the connections 

between the subjects and the surrounding gardens. The scenes depicted are not merely 

about air but about wind, flying, or birds, and specific ones such as pheasants, peacocks, 

nightingales, partridges, swallows, and even cicadas.166 For the Tereus story, Sebastiano 

emphasized the idea of transformation, portraying the moment just before all three 

figures are turned into birds; connected to the sounds of birds coming from the gardens, 

the experience for contemporary viewers would have been heightened, especially since 

some of these birds would have been served for dinner at Chigi’s elaborate banquets. 167  

Another epigram attached to Blosio Palladio’s poem (by Philippus Beroaldus 

iunior) draws an antique parallel to Philostratus who “comparing his friend, the poet-

musician Celsus, with the cicada [which was believed to subsist on air],” he reminds 

Chigi that at some point during the long tour of his rooms and gardens, he should 

remember to feed his hungry guests.168 The example draws our attention to how such 

epigrams helped viewers form attachments between the decorations and the experience of 

dining at Chigi’s; and the mention of lengthy tours and references to antiquity reminds us 

how much interpretation these scenes must have required. The rather loose interpretation 

of Ovid, probably combined with other sources, that offered varying levels of meaning, is 

in keeping with Chigi’s personality and ambitions: As Rijser noted, “for Agostino Chigi 

wished to see himself and the natural world surrounding him transformed, integrated and 

 
166 Rijser, 365-69. 
167 Rijser, 367.  
168 Rijser, 369. Chigi, though he was a host of excess, didn’t eat much himself because he 

had stomach issues and was on a strict diet. 
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glorified by myth.” He added, “The fantasia which enabled him to this ‘self-fashioning’ 

safely encased behind the walls of the Farnesina’s hortus conclusus, was in this respect of 

equal importance to the art of the artists he employed. In this sense, Renaissance virtual 

reality was a game to be played well or badly.”169  

Because the conversations held within this space were only partially alluded to in 

published responses, so many of the details became lost over time, left for us to decipher 

or imagine. For later viewers, the scenes were lacking in clear practical information, 

overshadowing the emotional motivators, triggers, and memorable stories that would 

have encouraged sharing. The depth of their meaning, which may have excited Chigi’s 

guests, was buried, only to be hinted at by Blosio Palladio, who (as we saw) focused 

more on the poet’s ability to bring paintings to life than the painter’s.  

To my knowledge, there are no prints that engaged directly with these scenes, and 

Sebastiano seems not to have dealt with prints, perhaps adopting Michelangelo’s attitude 

toward them, or because engravings were valued as printed drawings and there was no 

market for his disegno. Of course, the printmaker in Rome most suited to the task of 

translating the Venetian’s painterly qualities through linear techniques, Marcantonio, was 

aligned with Raphael. Even as Sebastiano’s reputation as a colorist increased and 

techniques for capturing tone improved, printmakers did not seek out Sebastiano’s work. 

Ugo da Carpi, who moved to Rome in 1517 (the year following his application to the 

Venetian senate for a patent for the chiaroscuro technique) used the technique to make 

 
169 Rijser, 376, n. 356. 
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prints after both Peruzzi’s and Raphael’s designs, but not Sebastiano’s paintings.170 

Marcantonio Raimondi represented the subject of Juno and Aeolus, however, in the upper 

left of Quos Ego [fig. 54], designed by Raphael, and Cornelius Bos made an engraving 

focused on this section of it later in the century. The engraving might have clarified the 

identity of Aeolus in Peruzzi’s lunette [fig. 55] for viewers of the fresco who were also 

familiar with the print, as the figure of Aeolus is identified through an inscription just 

below the scene. Nevertheless, the engraving is tied to Raphael, not Peruzzi, and the 

connection would have been lost for distant audiences.  

It would not be accurate to call these a complete viral failure, since there was still 

enough information circulating for Vasari to include them in his discussion of Sebastiano, 

but they generated primarily negative publicity. The excitement for later writers focused 

on how bad they are! The technical inferiority incited the most discussion about these 

frescoes for Vasari, as for later writers who echoed and elaborated upon this sentiment. 

Vasari’s characterization of them firmly situated the work within the competition that 

began at Chigi’s villa, even though they were completed before that competition began. 

Sebastiano would fare slightly better in his next assignment, the monumental fresco of 

Polyphemus, though it was still eclipsed by Raphael’s Galatea. 

The Effects of Viral Transmission 

This chapter has demonstrated the effects of viral transmission on the creation and 

reception of the decorations in the vault, pilasters and lunettes. Peruzzi and Sebastiano 

 
170 On the development of Ugo’s technique, the application to the Venetian senate, and 

his prints after Peruzzi and Raphael, see Landau and Parshall, The Renaissance Print, 147-154, 
301. 
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represented complex, intriguing, and often emotionally arousing stories that promoted 

Chigi’s ambitions to this exclusive audience. At the same time, they engaged in artistic 

discourses about imitation, invention, and intermediality with each other and their 

viewers. These decorations seem to possess many of the hallmarks of viral transmission, 

yet the nuances of their contributions became lost or reshaped over time while others 

solidified. Those who shared focused on certain details at the expense of others, shaped 

by their own interests, knowledge and agendas with respect to social currency, while 

some details were simply not appropriate to make public.  

The absence of prints must have contributed to the viral legacies of both cycles. 

While several prints were made after designs by Peruzzi, including a chiaroscuro 

woodcut by Ugo da Carpi, and engravings by the Master of the Die and Marcantonio 

Raimondi, there are none after the vault or pilasters in the Villa Farnesina. Vasari only 

mentioned one of these prints: the chiaroscuro woodcut, Hercules Driving Avarice from 

the Temple of the Muses (c. 1520-27, B.XII.133.12), which he erroneously believed 

Peruzzi had cut himself using Ugo’s technique.171 Sebastiano, as previously mentioned, 

seems not to have engaged with printmakers at all.  

As we have witnessed, viral success, shifts and failures are also partly rooted in 

the decorations themselves. Peruzzi’s vault was too complicated for most audiences to 

decipher and faded into a decorative, if playful, pattern, though its concept inspired later 

patrons. His lunette transformed into a legend attached to the hand of Michelangelo, 

obscured by a competition unrelated to him. However, sixteenth-century viewers 

 
171 As noted by Sharon Gregory, Vasari and the Renaissance Print, 277-278. 
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continued to be awed by Peruzzi’s capabilities in illusion and grotteschi. Sebastiano’s 

lunettes lacked practical value in terms of both quality and clarity, aspects amplified by 

the competition with Raphael that began after they were complete. Despite what surfaced 

and what did not, these artists began a dialogue that would prove crucial to the creation 

and reception of Polyphemus and Galatea.   
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CHAPTER 4 

THE ‘REMARKABILITY’ OF RAPHAEL’S GALATEA: AN AUTONOMOUS 

ICON ROOTED IN COLLABORATION 

On the walls beneath Peruzzi’s Venus on the vault and Sebastiano’s Juno in the lunettes, 

Chigi hired Sebastiano and Raphael to depict two scenes [fig. 33] from the mythological 

story of Polyphemus and Galatea, a tale of unrequited love in which an uncouth and 

lonely giant becomes hopelessly enamored with a beautiful sea nymph and seeks to woo 

her, typically in vain. Through this commission, Chigi offered his artists the opportunity 

to showcase their capabilities, both conceptually and technically, in a direct 

confrontation—to interpret and rival their sources in poetry and in art as they competed 

with one another and shaped their artistic identities.1 Consistent with the other 

decorations in the loggia, the frescoes are laden with mystery, intrigue, and drama, 

balanced by humor—all factors that instigate viral transmission. Yet, despite the renown 

 
1 The dearth of documentation and uncertain dating continue to plague interpretation, but 

restorations and scholarship in the last fifty years have shed much light on these frescoes. 
Thoenes continues to be essential in understanding how Raphael competed with his artistic 
sources, from antique sculptures to his contemporaries (Leonardo, Michelangelo, Mantegna, and 
Botticelli); Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 59-72; Other scholars who have 
made valuable contributions to our understanding of the collaboration and rivalry that took place 
in this loggia include: Almamaria Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” Bollettino d’arte 
5.Ser. 57 (1972): 33–43; Philipp P. Fehl, “Raphael as Archaeologist,” Archaeological News IV 
(1975): 33; Michael Hirst, Sebastiano Del Piombo (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981), 36-
38; Roger Jones and Nicholas Penny, Raphael (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 
1983), 93-100; Aldo Angelini, “La loggia di Galatea alla Villa Farnesina a Roma: l’incontro della 
scuole Toscana, Umbra e Romana (1511-1514),” in Tecnica e Stile: esempi di pittura murale del 
Rinascimento italiano, by Eve Borsook and Fiorella Gioffredi Superbi, vol. I, Villa i Tatti 9 
(Cinisello Balsamo [Milano]: Silvano, 1986), 95–110; Rona Goffen, Renaissance Rivals: 
Michelangelo, Leonardo, Raphael, Titian (Yale University Press, 2002), 229-234; Costanza 
Barbieri, “The Competition between Raphael and Michelangelo and Sebastiano’s Role in It,” in 
Cambridge Companion to Raphael, 2005, 141–64; David Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 376-417; and 
Alexis Culotta, “Two Artists, Two Rooms” 9-23.  
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for Raphael’s fresco, so much of the conversation became lost over time. Raphael’s 

Galatea came to be appreciated on its own, but as recent scholarship has begun to 

demonstrate, the depth of its meaning is dependent upon its surroundings; moreover, its 

subsequent decontextualization, which was amplified by its viral success in text and print, 

is rooted in its autonomous design and in the poetry upon which it is based.2 

  A holistic picture of the work within the loggia is key to understanding how viral 

transmission shaped creation and response, and ultimately decontextualized the Galatea 

from this space. In this chapter, I seek to deepen our understanding of the nuanced 

dialogue that took place here, revealing lost details of Raphael's response to Sebastiano, 

Peruzzi and even the poet Blosio Palladio, which underlie Galatea’s ‘remarkability.’ 

Throughout this chapter, we find a sophisticated and focused discourse that targeted an 

exclusive, insider audience, engaging them in an intertextual and intermedial dialogue.3 

This extended to musicality and theatricality, and contributed to the holistic experience of 

Chigi’s Gesamtkunstwerk—his total work of art. We also begin to understand how 

integral prints were to the intermedial dialogue in the space, setting the stage for 

understanding how prints responded to the fresco in Chapter 5.  

 
2 David Rijser’s analysis is particularly enlightening with respect to the autonomy of the 

work and its basis in poetry, though he does not address the prints; Raphael’s Poetics, 378-79. 
3 Again, I refer the reader to John Shearman’s concept of the “slow fuse,” that “closed 

circle of deep allusiveness,” which operated best within a space of leisure and encouraged 
sustained viewing; Shearman, “Imitation, and the Slow Fuse,” 245-261. 
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Attachment and Detachment: The Fresco Pair of Polyphemus and Galatea from 

Insider Viewing to Modern Reception 

Sebastiano painted a muscular Polyphemus seated upon a rock, cloaked in an ultramarine 

blue robe trimmed in gold and wearing a crown of laurel leaves, while his companion dog 

sits at his feet.4 He situated the giant within a Giorgionesque pastoral landscape, 

capturing the atmospheric effects of light diminishing the sea and distant land and the 

wind gently moving the leaves behind him. The scene displays Sebastiano’s expertise in 

colorito, as well as the psychological and emotional depth of the pastoral tradition for 

which Venetians were already known.5 Polyphemus appears to turn toward the nymph as 

if she and her entourage have just caught his attention. Grasping his panpipes under his 

right arm and his shepherd’s crook in his left, the giant spins toward the sea as he hears 

the commotion, his grotesque, singular eye concealed in shadow. The asymmetrical 

composition and atmospheric effects enhance this fleeting quality, while the pastoral 

illusionism connects the scene to the surrounding gardens and lunettes above.  

 
4 The 1972 restoration revealed the head and back of the black dog (just above a damaged 

area of the fresco) and distant landscape, which had been painted over to connect the work to the 
sea in the Galatea painting; Tantillo, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 33-34; Hirst, Sebastiano del 
Piombo, 36-37. The color is embedded into the plaster and is thus original to the work. The 
restoration of May of 1994 confirmed the color used for the robe was ultramarine blue, the 
findings from which were published only recently; Paola Santopadre, “Il ‘Polifemo’ di Sebastiano 
del Piombo e la ‘Galatea’ di Raffaello: nuove acquisizioni techniche,” Bollettino ICR / Istituto 
Superiore per la Conservazione ed il Restauro Ministerio per i Beni e le Attivitá Culturali N.S. 
24/25 (2012): 139. 

5 Hirst, who observed the Venetian coloring and Giorgionesque landscape, referred to the 
painting as a “true Venetian exercise in colour and tone, a harmony of ultramarine blue, different 
greens, and the pale flesh tones of the Cyclops;” Sebastiano del Piombo, 36. Rona Goffen has 
emphasized the pathos of this scene; Renaissance Rivals, 230-234.  
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Raphael’s approach in the adjacent work stands in strong contrast to Sebastiano’s 

idyllic painting, stylistically and in terms of its connection to the space—it is 

symmetrical, sculpturesque, timeless, and autonomous.6 He designed his fresco in the 

manner of an epic battle all’antica centered on the figure of Galatea.7 The nymph rides 

standing upon a seashell chariot pulled by two dolphins, surrounded by a host of sea 

creatures. Raphael’s more subdued, harmonious color scheme focuses on the central 

figure, who is wrapped in a deep red drape as she gazes wistfully toward the ceiling. The 

three putti circling above form an arch that further frames Galatea; they draw attention to 

her dramatic expression while balancing it with an element of humor: they attempt in 

vain to shoot her with their arrows, while a fourth, tucked into the clouds, pouts as he 

holds reserve arrows for his fruitless companions.8 Raphael’s sculpturesque style in this 

work departs from the Venetian artist’s more painterly technique. From the majestic 

Galatea to the writhing, muscular figures that surround her and the water that supports the 

figures as if carved from stone, Raphael’s fresco projects an image of a classical, 

monumental sculpture bathed in color more than a fresco bound by the limits of the wall. 

Combined with the putti circling in a formation that suggests a triumphal arch, the effect 

 
6 These qualities are frequently noted of the work. For example, Rona Goffen has 

beautifully explained the contrast that Raphael provided in terms of frozen action in comparison 
to Polyphemus’s active, yet more passive pose. Christoph Frommel and David Rijser have 
emphasized the autonomy of the figure within the work and of the work itself. David Rijser 
offered a detailed description of the symmetry, and the crossing diagonals, which help to place 
Galatea on the central axis. Thoenes remains among the most thorough analyses of the work.  

7 As Thoenes observed, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 67. 
8 The grumpy aspect of this figure has been noted elsewhere. For example, David Rijser 

wrote of the humor evident “in the grumbling shooting instructor on the left, dissatisfied with the 
efforts of his team, who miss their moving target;” Raphael’s Poetics, 406. 
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would have been enhanced for contemporary viewers approaching the fresco through the 

arches of the loggia.9  

The Galatea fresco simultaneously interacts with the surrounding works and 

separates itself from them. Most significantly, Raphael designed his fresco as a quadro 

riportato: surrounded by an elaborate architectural frame that separated the work from 

the rest of the decorations, it appeared as an autonomous painting hung on the wall.10 In 

addition, the figures along the left and right sides disappear behind the frame, suggesting 

the scene continues; yet it is not a continuation of the landscape depicted in 

Polyphemus—the higher horizon line behind Galatea tells us this is a different point of 

view, as if a much more distant scene has been pushed forward.11 At the same time, the 

humorous putto in the upper left responds to Peruzzi’s ceiling [figs. 56-57], where the 

disgruntled putti seek to move the chariot along with their breath. Galatea does not 

engage the gaze of Polyphemus but stares vaguely in the direction of the vault above, 

where Peruzzi’s Venus seduces viewers below; where compartments that open to the 

heavens reveal Chigi’s horoscope; and where, in the lunettes on the south side, Tereus-

Chigi threatens the Athenian sisters, and the daughters of Cecrope reveal the secret 

hidden in Minerva’s box. Galatea’s companion putto in the foreground and the 

 
9 Freedman previously pointed out the triumphal arch; Classical Myths, 79. 
10 Earlier restorers must have removed the frame, but a more recent restoration revealed 

that an architectural frame had once surrounded the Galatea fresco; Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri 
alla Farnesina,” 39-40.  

11 This detail was revealed when Sebastiano’s fresco was restored, as the landscape 
background was repainted to match the horizon line of the Galatea, although Sebastiano had 
connected its atmospheric landscape to the lunettes; Tantillo, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 33-34. 
The implications for this will also be discussed below. 
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hippocamp to the left look in a similar direction, while others exchange glances within 

the work or above it, but none looks in the direction of the viewer. This is a departure 

from Peruzzi’s work on the ceiling and from so many of Raphael’s paintings from around 

this period, as if he has deliberately distanced his viewers from the work; yet he lets the 

viewer know there is some meaning hidden here that is connected to the other 

decorations, but what meaning? We are given an additional hint: The dolphin in the 

foreground devours an octopus, a well-known symbol of the triumph of love over lust.12 

Embedded clues, the intermingling of drama and humor, the push and pull of attachment 

and detachment, of gaze and gesture, all invite our attention and incite a sense of wonder.  

 Raphael’s fresco has received much more attention than Sebastiano’s, partly 

because the latter was largely painted over during the 1650 restorations, concealing the 

dog and the Venetian landscape.13 It was likely already damaged by then, but focus on 

the Galatea began shortly after its completion. Already by 1514, Baldassare Castiglione 

had pinpointed the Galatea fresco as a manifestation of Raphael’s certa idea, while 

Sebastiano’s fresco was largely ignored, even as contemporaries praised the Venetian for 

his work in oil.14 Vasari admitted that Sebastiano succeeded here, but only because of the 

 
12 As Kinkead argued, the symbolism was well-known to contemporaries through 

Oppianus’ Heleuticus; Duncan T. Kinkead, “An Iconographic Note on Raphael’s Galatea,” 
Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 33 (1970): 313–15. See discussion below.  

13 This caused Sebastiano’s fresco to be relatively ignored for centuries until its 
restoration; Tantillo, “Restauri alla Farnesina, 33-34. Bellori described the poor state of the 
frescoes in the northern loggia, but he did not mention the Polyphemus, perhaps, as Förster 
suggested, because of the embarrassment of the repainting; Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 36. See 
also Michael Hirst’s discussion of the fresco after the restoration; Sebastiano del Piombo, 36-37. 

14 Here I refer to the famous letter, which Castiglione likely wrote to himself on 
Raphael’s behalf; See John Shearman, “Castiglione’s Portrait of Raphael,” 69-97. 
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competition with Raphael.15 Engravings by Marcantonio, Marco Dente, and others 

provided visual reminders, or triggers, which must have enhanced the renown of 

Raphael’s fresco and separated it from its context. These writers and artists had their own 

motivations for focusing on Galatea, but they offered consumers a sense of practical value. 

The reasons for the separation, however, are rooted in the decorations themselves. 

Sebastiano had devised his scenes in the space to blend with the sky and gardens 

surrounding the open loggia, while the gaze of the giant connects the work to the Galatea 

and makes him dependent upon her existence.16 In contrast, Raphael’s Galatea—with its 

symmetrical design, color scheme, disjointed horizon line, and especially the framing 

device—possesses an autonomy that separated the fresco from the rest of the decorations 

on the wall, inviting viewers to focus on the work out of context.17 The painting is 

intricately complex in its references and sources, and yet it is presented as an 

autonomous, unified whole that invited but did not require interpretation for later viewers 

to appreciate its aesthetic accomplishment; as David Rijser put it, she is full of 

“miraculous, ambiguous, strangely beautiful life…” that continued to entice later 

writers.18 In viral terms, its beauty and mysteriousness inspired awe and encouraged 

 
15 In the “Life of Sebastiano del Piombo” (1568), Le Vite, V:87. The assertion led to the 

long-held belief that Sebastiano began his work second, which Tantillo Mignosi disproved, 
“Restauri alla Farnesina,” 39-40. 

16 Rijser emphasizes this dependence, Raphael’s Poetics, 378-79. 
17 This becomes evident in the reprisals of Galatea in the nineteenth century mentioned 

above. As David Rijser pointed it out, it also graces the covers of art history survey books and a 
variety of quotidian objects today; Raphael’s Poetics, 378-379, 401.  

18 As David Rijser observed, even the typically somber Frommel “waxes poetical on this 
point”; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 415 and n. 481; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina a Roma, 1: 95. 
Thoenes and Oberhuber were similarly captivated by the picture. 
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sharing in a way the other scenes could not. As I shall demonstrate in Chapter 5, some 

engravings responded to autonomy of the fresco, amplifying the separation for distant 

viewers, but communicating in more complex ways with insider audiences.  

As romantic interpretations gave way to more contextualized ones, Galatea 

invited questions about Raphael’s various sources and led scholars on a search for 

meaning embedded within it, and eventually for the meaning of Polyphemus in relation to 

Raphael’s nymph. Our understanding has been aided in no small part by the restorations 

since the early 1970s, which have made it possible to appreciate the decorations in the 

loggia in a way that was not possible for centuries, and which have answered so many 

questions about the artists’ materials and process and raised so many more.19  

Chigi set up the artists for a competition of contrasting styles, like Michelangelo’s 

Battle of Cascina and Leonardo’s Battle of Anghiari for the Sala di Buon Consiglio in 

Florence, which could encourage the best work from each.20 The confrontation represents 

an important moment in the transformation of artistic ideals, especially with respect to the 

interpretation of antiquity and mythology, as Chigi offered these artists the chance to 

 
19 Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 33–43; Paola Santopadre, “Il ‘Polifemo’ di 

Sebastiano del Piombo e la ‘Galatea’ di Raffaello,” 15–25, 139. 
20 Several scholars have illuminated these frescoes in the light of artistic rivalry. Philip 

Fehl argued this was a competition between contrasting styles, noting the suitability of the subject 
for such a goal; Philipp P. Fehl, “Raphael as Archaeologist,” Archaeological News IV (1975): 29–
48, esp. 33. Thoenes (1977 and 1986) argued that Raphael saw himself engaged in a rivalry with 
artists both within and beyond the space; “Zu Raffaels Galatea,” 266; “Galatea: tentativi di 
avvicinamento,” 66. Tantillo Mignosi argued that Raphael’s design so disrupted the cohesive 
scheme that it caused decorations to cease; “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 41. Costanza Barbieri 
(2005) reiterated and emphasized Fehl’s point, noting how even if Raphael’s fresco disrupted 
Sebastiano’s scheme, he emulated Sebastiano’s coloring; “The Competition,” 154. Rona Goffen 
pointed out that in the Sala di Gran Consiglio, there was no expectation that the styles should 
match; Renaissance Rivals, 229-230. 
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create the first monumental frescoes of a completely classical subject; and he put 

Sebastiano on the map in Rome by situating him in comparison to Raphael.21 However, 

these artists engaged in more than an artistic rivalry. Various factors, including 

uncertainty with dating, damage to Sebastiano’s fresco, and later reception that 

increasingly focused on the Galatea, have obscured another crucial aspect. The artists 

also collaborated toward a shared aim: the enhancement of Chigi’s Gesamtkunstwerk.22  

Though precise dating remains uncertain, Sebastiano painted the fresco of 

Polyphemus perhaps as early as the winter of 1511-12.23 He evidently prepared the wall 

for both panels, but at some point, Chigi either decided to replace Sebastiano with 

 
21 Luba Freedman noted the frescoes constitute the first monumental murals of a 

completely classical subject; Freedman, Classical Myths in Italian Renaissance Painting, 81. 
Stephen Campbell has shed light upon the emergence of the mythological image as an artistic 
genre and its function for elite patrons. Campbell argued, the status of mythology as a literary 
genre freed these stories of pagan gods from didactic religious purpose, encouraging “imaginative 
acts of reading” and meditation upon daily existence, emotional health, intellectual virtue, and 
contemplation upon the cultivation of the self (from inner reflection to outer display) within a 
broader cultural identity. He focused on the studioli of Isabella d’Este and Alfonso d’Este, liminal 
leisure spaces removed from the ceremony of court life, where such concerns could be 
centralized. In Alfonso d’Este’s camerino, Virgilian epic is marginalized and lyric poetry takes 
center stage. See Stephen Campbell, The Cabinet of Eros: Renaissance Mythological Painting 
and the Studiolo of Isabella d’Este (New Haven: Yales University Press, 2006), 20-23. Similarly, 
Chigi’s decorations sidelined epic in favor of lyric poetry, centralizing the marginal with a private 
space. Chigi’s villa represents a different manifestation of the concept, as his villa as a whole 
offered the idea of a liminal leisure space, yet this loggia functioned as a hub for Chigi’s 
ceremonial display in Rome. 

22  Frommel referred to the space as a Gesamtkunstwerk, as noted previously; he and 
Rijser are indispensable in understanding the more holistic experience in the space and how the 
artists responded especially to their literary sources, bearing in mind the shared goals of the 
patron; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1: 93-99; Rijser is especially poignant on the patron rivalry, 
Raphael’s Poetics, 385, 409-412. 

23 Following the publication of Palladio’s poem, which was published in January of 1512 
and does not mention the painting. Although Vasari asserted that Raphael painted his Galatea 
first, spurring Sebastiano to success in this work, Tantillo Mignosi demonstrated that Sebastiano’s 
fresco was begun first; “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 39-41.  
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Raphael or simply managed to secure the Urbino artist.24 In any event, Raphael probably 

began his Galatea fresco shortly thereafter, and it is likely their work overlapped.25 

Despite her seeming independence, the Galatea formed a part of a holistic experience 

that included the other decorations in the space. Sebastiano and Raphael both competed 

with their sources in poetry, as well as antique and modern art, to create a fresco pair that 

worked well for Chigi’s goals: they contributed to the patron’s galleria antica and the 

holistic experience at the Villa Farnesina, and encouraged viewer participation.26  

These artists engaged in the dialogue about imitazione, invenzione, and 

intermediality already underway in the space, while continuing the underlying 

 
24 As noted by restorer Aldo Angelini, it appears Sebastiano had prepared the wall for 

both frescoes, suggesting that Chigi had originally planned for Sebastiano to complete the 
Galatea fresco and then replaced him with Raphael (Angelini also analyzed Sebastiano’s vivid 
coloring and almost waterwash technique in this fresco); Aldo Angelini, “La loggia di Galatea 
alla Villa Farnesina a Roma: l’incontro della scuole Toscana, Umbra e Romana (1511-1514),” in 
Tecnica e Stile: esempi di pittura murale del Rinascimento italiano, by Eve Borsook and Fiorella 
Gioffredi Superbi, vol. I, Villa i Tatti 9 (Cinisello Balsamo [Milano]: Silvano, 1986), 95–110. As 
Costanza Barbieri noted, the decision might have caused some resentment on Sebastiano’s part, 
but we should not assume it indicates that Chigi was disappointed with Sebastiano’s coloring 
abilities, since Chigi later hired Sebastiano for other projects, including altarpieces for chapels 
Santa Maria della Pace and Santa Maria del Popolo. She added that if Raphael’s approach 
disrupted the decorations and “nullified” Sebastiano’s project, at the same time, Raphael “looked 
at Sebastiano’s color technique with an interest close to emulation.” Indeed, Raphael made use of 
the underpainting to create his harmonious color scheme here and emulated it in future projects; 
“The Competition,” 153-154.  

25 As Rona Goffen noted, despite the fact that there is no documentation to prove they 
ever worked side-by-side, it must have been unavoidable at least part of the time during those two 
years (she dated the frescoes to between 1512, after Palladio’s poem and 1514, the date of the 
famous letter to Castiglione); Goffen, Renaissance Rivals, 229-230.  

26 Michael Hirst (1981) argued Chigi might have had a gallery idea in mind and pointed 
out that Chigi must have been aware of Isabella d’Este’s studiolo as he was courting Margherita 
Gonzaga; Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 34. Thoenes, who agreed with Hirst’s suggestion, shed 
light upon the motives of the patron and the relationship of the literary sources to his biography 
within court culture, Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 63. David Rijser (2012) 
recently elaborated upon Hirst’s point and the idea of a gallery as fitting for patron rivalry; 
Raphael’s Poetics, 385, 409-412. 
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biographical and moral messages conveyed in the vault and the long-ignored lunettes. 

Many of their sources would have been recognizable to Chigi’s guests, triggering a vast 

network of allusion and intertext that invited interpretation and comparison, and thus 

sharing.27 This network could extend to unintended allusions or related ideas that might 

remind viewers to make comparisons and even shape reception.28 I seek to differentiate 

here between intentional and unintentional messages conveyed in the process of viral 

transmission. However, the deliberate ambiguity of these decorations seems to invite 

inventive connections, and its effects could be amplified as ideas traveled in print. 

A Cyclops Enamored with a Sea Nymph:  

The Antique Roots of Viral Transmission and Renaissance Transformation 

The viral transmission of these works is rooted in the story of Polyphemus and Galatea 

itself, which had been told since antiquity, reinvented again and again for over two 

thousand years. It proved to be a stimulant for infinite reinvention that carried with it 

moral lessons about love, desire, jealousy, and other emotions and human behaviors that 

were fitting for this space and the patron’s ambitions. Several of these were known to 

Chigi and his contemporaries. Theocritus (Idylls 11) transformed Homer’s monstrous 

 
27 David Rijser argued that such quotations are not only symbols of artistic rivalry, but 

they actively create a network of references, both visual and literary, which are aligned with 
attempts of contemporary poets to create networks through allusion and intertext; he added that 
“every allusion must be tested for its ’interpretability,’ that is, is it intended to be allusion, or to 
be explained from shared cultural baggage, beliefs, common knowledge;” David Rijser, 
Raphael’s Poetics, 386.  

28 While determining artistic intentionality is important, in considering how these viral 
networks worked, it is equally important to consider how works take on a new life in the minds of 
audiences, as Roland Barthes posited in his 1967 essay; Roland Barthes, “The Death of the 
Author,” 168–70. 
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Cyclops into a silly shepherd with a “shaggy brow” and “broad flat nose,” who loved the 

beautiful sea nymph “with a frenzy;” but she did not return his affection, and he sought a 

cure for his heartache through song. Sitting atop Mount Etna he listed the reasons she 

should not flee, from his skills with the pipe to his pastures filled with milk and cheese, 

cypresses and ivy, fawns and bear cubs.29 In Idylls 6, the shepherds Daphnis and 

Damoetas tell us that Polyphemus began to tease Galatea, withdrawing his affection, and 

she in turn began to pursue him. Ovid (Metamorphoses, Bk. XIII: 738-897) drew aspects 

from his predecessors, but he introduced a love triangle, and his story ends in tragedy—

the giant becomes jealous of Galatea’s lover, Acis, and kills him with a boulder, and she 

in turn transforms Acis into a river. 30 In Imagines (II.18), Philostratus described an 

ancient (and perhaps imagined) painting of the subject in a villa in Naples; his 

Polyphemus voyeuristically watches an unknowing Galatea as she plays on the sea.31 She 

 
29 Around the eighth or ninth century BCE, Homer (Odyssey, Bk. 9) conveyed the giant 

as a monstrous creature who ruled over vast gardens on the island of Sicily and ate the 
companions of Odysseus. Homer’s hero ultimately blinded the Cyclops by getting him drunk and 
driving a hot wooden staff through his singular eye, allowing himself and his remaining 
companions to escape without being seen; Jasper Griffin, Homer: The Odyssey (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003); for the text of the poem, see pp. 34-94. Third-century BCE 
Greek bucolic poet Theocritus invented a narrative that takes place before Odysseus’s arrival. 
Often credited with the birth of bucolic poetry, Theocritus found his greatest imitator in Virgil; 
Theocritus, Theocritus: Idylls, trans. Anthony Verity (Oxford and New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2002), intro, vii-viii; for Idyll 6, “Damoetas and Daphnis,” pp. 23-24 (notes on pp. 90 and 
95); for Idyll 11, “The Cyclops’ Serenade,” 33-35 (notes on p. 100).  

30 Ovid's first-century BCE story demonstrates the ancient Roman poet's ability to 
“assimilate and transmute” his sources, from the Greek poets Homer and Theocritus to Virgil's 
Eclogues, into an emotional tale of hopeless passion that combines voyeurism, cruelty, and the 
burlesque; as argued insightfully by Alan H. F. Griffin, “Unrequited Love: Polyphemus and 
Galatea in Ovid’s Metamorphoses | Greece & Rome | Cambridge Core” 30, no. 2 (1983): 190–97. 

31 In Imagines, the third-century Greek Sophist Philostratus the Elder conveyed a tale in 
which the author leads a guided tour of a gallery of decorations, as if explaining the works to the 
ten-year-old child of his host. Philostratus the Elder and Philostratus the Younger, Imagines, 
trans. Arthur Fairbanks, The Loeb Classical Library (Toronto: The Library of Victoria University, 
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is riding a seashell drawn by four dolphins and surrounded by her companions, as she 

gazes out toward the distance, unaware of his gaze. The author drew upon Theocritus 

(Idylls 11) in his description of the giant’s appearance, and from Homer’s depiction of the 

giant’s cannibalistic nature, which Theocritus had avoided.32 Each of these writers drew 

upon previous versions of the story but added his own ideas. 

 This process of sharing and reshaping continued in the Renaissance, where we 

find reinventions of it focused especially on Ovid’s version, from Dante, Boccaccio and 

Petrarch.33 The most significant for our purposes is that of the late fifteenth-century 

Medici poet, Angelo Poliziano, who wrote his Stanze per la Giostra in celebration of the 

marriage of Giulio de’ Medici to Simonetta Vespucci in 1475.34 Poliziano described the 

scene as if it were an antique intaglio made by Vulcan on the doors to the palace of 

Venus, the last in a series of panels that began with the birth of Venus. He competed with 

his sources, drawing especially from Ovid and Philostratus, though we find echoes of 

Homer and Theocritus, as well, and Poliziano seems to have signaled his engagement 

 
1931). For a recent, thoughtful analysis of this section of Imagines, see Vasiliki Kostopoulou, 
“Philostratus’ Imagines 2.18: Words and Images,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 49 
(2009): 81–100. Whether or not the paintings ever existed has been the subject of a heated debate; 
for a succinct summary of the debate and further sources, see Kostopulou, 82, n. 5. 

32 As previously noted by Fairbanks, Imagines, nn. 21-25; and Kostopoulou, 
“Philostratus’ Imagines,” 85-86. 

33 For analysis and further sources on these interpretations, see Pasquale Sabbatino, “Il 
‘Trionfo della Galatea’ di Raffaello e ‘Il Libro del Cortegiano’ di Castiglione: il dibattito 
sull’imitazione nel primo Cinquecento,” Studi rinascimentali 2.2004 (2005): 27. A few other 
Neo-Latin poems are noted by David Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 379, n. 370. 

34 which was never completed due to the untimely and tragic death of Giulio, who was 
stabbed to death in the Pazzi conspiracy; David L. Quint, trans., The Stanze of Angelo Poliziano 
(University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1979), xi. 
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with those sources through distinct details. For his Polyphemus, Poliziano paraphrased 

Ovid’s description fairly closely, emphasizing and even exaggerating aspects of the 

monstrous creature to near caricature. Through the “fanglike teeth,” the author pointed 

back to Homer’s cannibalistic monster, while he added details from others, such as the 

dog from Theocritus’ Idyll 6, and the panpipe (though made of one hundred reeds as in 

Ovid) is pointedly silent here, a detail drawn from Philostratus:35 

His hairy brow makes an arch six spans long  
from ear to ear; beneath his brow lies a broad 
nose, his fanglike teeth seem white with foam;  
his dog rests between his feet, and under his arm  
a shepherd's pipe over a hundred reeds lies  
silent: he regards the waving sea, he seems to  
sing a mountain tune, as he moves his wooly  
cheeks, 

saying that she is whiter than milk, but even 
prouder than a heifer, that he has made her 
many garlands, that he keeps for her a very beaut- 
tiful doe and a bear-cub that already can fight 
with dogs; that he mortifies and torments him- 
self for her, and that he has a great desire to 
know how to swim in order to go forth and find 
her even in the sea.36 

For Galatea, Poliziano followed Philostratus, though he reduced the dolphins from four to 

two and transformed the nymph’s unwitting expression into dismissive pity and laughter, 

a detail which underscores the caricature of the giant:  

 
35 Theocritus mentioned the pipe but did not describe it: “And I can pipe better than any 

Cyclops here, / When I sing, my sweet pippin, deep in the night, / Of you and me. For your I’m 
rearing eleven fawns,” Hunter and Verity, Theocritus, 34, lines 38-40. 

36 Stanze per la Giostra di Giuliano de’ Medici (Florence, 1500), bk. I, 116. The 
translation here is from David L. Quint, trans., The Stanze of Angelo Poliziano (University Park, 
PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1979), 59. 
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Two shapely dolphins pull a chariot: on it sits  
Galatea and wields the reins; as they swim, they 
breath[e] in unison; a more wanton flock circles 
around them: one spews forth salt waves, others 
swim in circles, one seems to cavort and play for  
love; with her faithful sisters, the fair nymph  
charmingly laughs at such a crude singer.37  

Poliziano’s approach departed from the hatred and even fear of the giant described by 

Ovid, whose Galatea recounted her tale while choking back tears. 

Poliziano’s story and its precursors were well known to humanists in Chigi’s 

circle, such as Corneglio Benigno, Ingrahimi and Blosio Palladio.38 Poliziano’s version 

had been printed in 1500, Philostratus’ Imagines perhaps as early as 1475, and an edition 

of Theocritus was printed by Callierges on Chigi’s press in 1516.39 Raphael’s friend 

Pietro Bembo had even invented a sequel in his youthful poetry, in which Pan chases 

Galatea, proclaiming his love for her and reminding her he is not the loathsome giant who 

killed her lover—his familiarity with both Theocritus and Ovid is clear.40 Despite the 

 
37 Stanze per la Giostra di Giuliano de’ Medici (Florence, 1500), bk. I, 118. The 

translation here is from David L. Quint, trans., The Stanze of Angelo Poliziano (University Park, 
PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1979), 61. 

38 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 94. 
39 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 67 and 93. In addition to Ovid and Theocritus, 

Philostratus’ version of the story was well known. The book was published several times in the 
sixteenth century and may have been printed in Florence as early as 1475; Ruth Helen Webb, 
“The Transmission of the Eikones of Philostratos and the Development of Ekphrasis from Late 
Antiquity to the Renaissance” (University of London, 1992), 145–46. It was also published by 
Aldus Manutius’s Aldine Press in Venice in 1501. As Pasquale Sabbatino pointed out, Vincenzo 
Cartari demonstrated familiarity with Philostratus, in addition to Ovid, in Le imagini con la 
spositione e de i dei degli antichi (Venice, Mercolini: 1552), which was printed several times in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth century; Sabbatino, “Il "Trionfo della Galatea" di Raffaello,” 26.  

40 “Galatea,” in Carminim libellus (Venice, 1552), VII, lines 1-50. Ovid had made Acis 
the son of Faunus (often equated with Pan in the literature), though Bembo did not refer to Acis 
as Pan’s son, and it is not clear if he intended to make this connection. Mary Chatfield thought it 
was just an invention, which Bembo drew from Faunus’ penchant for chasing after nymphs in 
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familiarity of the literary versions, there were no known antique visual precedents for the 

artists to follow.41 Likewise, no artist of the fifteenth or early sixteenth century had 

represented this scene; depictions of Polyphemus from the fifteenth century had focused 

on the deception of the Cyclops by Ulysses and appeared on cassone panels.42 The 

commission for the paired wall frescoes thus provided a challenge and an opportunity to 

create something entirely new while competing with their predecessors in poetry and with 

each other.  

The scenes depicted in these frescoes do not precisely illustrate any of the literary 

sources. Though Theocritus was the first to introduce Galatea into the story of the giant, 

the scene depicted in the loggia does not appear in his text.43 The transformation that 

 
vain; for the Latin and English translation of the poem, see Pietro Bembo, Lyric Poetry: Etna, ed. 
and trans. Mary P. Chatfield, The I Tatti Renaissance Library 18 (Cambridge and London: 
Harvard University Press, 2005), 16-19 and for Chatfield’s comment about Bembo’s invention, 
254. The poem was published in Venice in 1552 as part of Carminum libellus, a publication 
dedicated to Bembo’s Latin works, which he had arranged himself to publish posthumously. In 
another poem, not published in the Carminum libellus, Faunus (here actually called Faunus) 
declares he is not the Cyclops, to which Galatea responds: “Then turning towards him the fiery 
eyes on her rosy face, / She said, ‘The Gods have now made you a Cyclops to me: If no land had 
ever held the savage Cyclopes,/ My Acis would not now, alas, be a river;’ see “About Faunus and 
Galatea,” 109). Bembo organized his poems in the Carminum libellus in roughly chronological 
order, following the emotional arc of his life and probably wrote his Faunus / Galatea poems in 
his youth, before he moved to Urbino in 1506, and probably even before he fell in love with 
Lucretia Borgia (he dedicated Gli Asolani to her in 1502), xii-xiii.  

41 Maria Mangiafesta has traced various iterations of depictions of the story throughout 
the history of art. A relief of the subject was recorded in the Palazzo Mattei in Rome sometime 
after 1550; Maria Mangiafesta, “Fortuna del mito di polifemo nelle collezioni di antichita tra XV 
e XVII secoli,” Bolletino d’arte 82, no. 90 (1997): 33. Marco Dente created a simulated antique 
relief of the subject, most likely after this fresco was complete (B.XIV.224). This will be 
discussed in the next chapter as a response to the fresco. 

42 See Mangiafesta, “Fortuna del mito di polifemo,” 22-24.  
43 As David Rijser pointed out, Theocritus actually gives us very little to go on with 

respect to Galatea’s appearance; Raphael’s Poetics, 398.  
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takes place in Ovid is fitting for the theme of the villa, while the competition made it an 

appropriate subject for two rivaling artists; yet Acis is not depicted in the frescoes, and 

Raphael painted a moment that does not appear in Ovid, but more closely parallels that 

described by Poliziano and Philostratus before him, both of whom also omitted Acis.44  

The ambiguity has instigated debate in modern scholarship, just as it must have 

for contemporaries, but attempting to pin down one source has proved futile and for good 

reason: the artists were expected to use their sources as inspiration for their own 

inventions, and contemporaries delighted in debating the paragone. An analysis of these 

works in relation to their sources demonstrates the artists intended this equivocality, and 

that they worked together to create it.45 In 1557, Ludovico Dolce had his Pietro Aretino 

comment that Raphael’s Galatea “competes with the lovely poem of Poliziano,” which 

some scholars have interpreted to mean contemporaries recognized Poliziano’s stanza as 

the source for Raphael’s painting, and ultimately Sebastiano’s, as well.46 However, the 

 
44 Frommel, who pointed out that Acis was also absent in Poliziano’s poem, also noted 

that humanists such as Corneglio Benigno and Blosio Palladio would have been familiar with 
other versions of the story that did not include Acis (such as Theocritus and Philostratus) and 
could have advised. He thought an inclusion of Acis was inappropriate here; La Villa Farnesina, 
94.    

45 As argued previously by Rijser and Frommel; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1: 93-94; 
Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 408-409.  

46 Dialogo della Pittura [intitolato l’Aretino] (Venice, 1557). For the passage, see 
Roskill, Dolce’s “Aretino,” 169. Roger Jones and Nicholas Penny argued that the literary source 
is obviously Poliziano’s Stanzas for the Joust of Giuliano de’ Medici, partly citing Dolce’s 
reference but also noting similarities between Poliziano’s description and Raphael’s composition; 
Jones and Penny, Raphael, 93, 96; though they also pointed out that Philostratus had served as a 
source for Poliziano and may have inspired Raphael (like Mantegna and Botticelli previously) to 
recreate a lost painting, although some details are different (pp. 97, 100). Förster had also argued 
for the primacy of this source; Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 59; as did Oberhuber, Raphael, 170. 
Frommel recognized that the frescoes drew from various literary sources; La Villa Farnesina, 1: 
93. Rona Goffen noted that Raphael and Sebastiano drew from Poliziano, though she recognized 
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dialogue highlights the important notions of competition and invenzione—Dolce 

recognized that Raphael did not seek to simply illustrate the poem, but to rival it.47 What 

is perhaps more interesting about Dolce’s statement is that it focuses all of its attention on 

Raphael, eclipsing Sebastiano, who was also competing with this source. These artists 

undoubtedly consulted Poliziano’s version of the story, but aligned with their 

predecessor, the artists drew from various sources and signaled their use of them, 

showcasing their knowledge and invention and inviting viewer participation.48  

Their solutions, however, also had to make sense for Chigi and the space at the 

Villa Farnesina. Theirs is a cross-temporal story, which carried with it all of the known 

versions past, with their moral lessons, the depth and range of human emotions and 

behaviors, ideas about imitation and structure, all of which must have resonated in 

different ways for the patron, the artists and Chigi’s guests. While Raphael’s fresco drew 

from some aspects of Poliziano’s description, he departed from it, as well. For example, 

he depicted two dolphins and the energy of the circling crowd, complete with a rather 

wonton flock of tritons and accompanying sisters, but his Galatea is standing rather than 

seated, and her expression departs significantly from the charming laugh described 

by Poliziano. For her gaze, he borrowed from Philostratus “the distant look that extends 

 
that Poliziano had drawn from both Ovid and Philostratus (Imagines II, 18); n. 142, p. 443. Luba 
Freedman argued for the prominence of Philostratus. 

47 Thoenes, noting the idea is aligned with the recommendations of Leonardo da Vinci; 
Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 65-66.  

48 Their emulation and adaptation of various literary works must have encouraged the 
kind of “slow fuse” release that could sustain attention and discussion through repeated viewing 
in leisure spaces. John Shearman provided examples such as the studioli of Isabella d’Este and 
her brother, Alfonso; Shearman, “Imitation and the Slow Fuse,” 243, 248-252.  
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as far as the sea extends,” and the prominence of her beautiful thigh.49 Details such as the 

putti circling above and below, the paddlewheel seashell, and the octopus are not present 

in any of these sources. Sebastiano added details such as the blue robe and the crown of 

laurel wreaths, while tempering the more monstrous aspects of the creature described by 

Poliziano. To understand why, we must turn to the underlying meaning of the fresco pair. 

Allusion and Elusiveness: Biography and Morality in Galatea and Polyphemus 

Given our understanding of Chigi’s patronage and the biographical and moral overtones 

threaded through the vault and lunettes, we might expect to find similar allusions 

embedded in these frescoes, as well. The paddlewheel seashell may refer to Chigi’s 

business enterprises, inspired by the reconstruction of antique ships.50 It further alludes to 

the waterworks project Peruzzi was developing, designed to irrigate the gardens with 

water from the river, thus connecting the fresco more broadly to the antique paradise 

 
49 Several scholars have pointed to Philostratus as an important source for Raphael, 

including Johann David Passavant, Raphael of Urbino and His Father Giovanni Santi (London 
and New York: Macmillan and Co., 1872), 144; Eleanor Winsor Leach, “Polyphemus in a 
Landscape,” Traditions of Pastoral Courtship,” in The Pastoral Landscape, ed. John Dixon Hunt 
(Washington, DC, National Gallery of Art: 1992), 63-87; Luba Freedman, Classical Myths, 80-
81; and especially 115-117; and David Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 403-406. Passavant cited it as 
the main source; Leach thought the distant look was the most significant aspect; Freedman 
pointed out details that did not appear in Ovid or Poliziano, which signaled to viewers Raphael’s 
use of Philostratus, which was likely recommended to him by Blosio Palladio, or more likely 
Castiglione (she also thought Philostratus’ description suggested Galatea was standing, but his 
language is ambiguous); and Rijser emphasized the importance of the source for the villa more 
broadly for the idea of Chigi’s galleria antica, as well as the painting itself. Förster thought the 
departures from Philostratus were too great; Farnesina-Studien, 58. 

50 Proposed by Millard Meiss and accepted by Oberhuber; Millard Meiss, “Raphael’s 
Mechanized Seashell: Notes on a Myth, Technology, and Iconographic Tradtition,” in The 
Painter’s Choice: Problems in the Interpretation of Renaissance Art, 1st ed, Icon Editions (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1976), 203–11; Oberhuber, Raphael, 172. 
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Chigi created.51 Then there is the not-so-subtle reference to triumphal entry, which 

parallels the triumphal arches of antiquity but also the courtly spectacles that took place 

at the Vatican, boldly claiming for Chigi a courtly privilege. Such connections would not 

have been challenging for Chigi’s guests to find.  

The issue, however, that has generated the most debate in modern scholarship is 

the symbolic meaning and earthly identity of Galatea herself, and we can imagine a 

parallel existed for Chigi’s guests. Raphael’s Galatea, like other aspects of the loggia 

decorations, has an elusive identity that entices viewers into debate: is she Venus or 

Galatea, a symbol of sensuality or of chastity, or does she hover in some liminal space in 

between? Is she related to Chigi’s hopeful marriage to Margherita Gonzaga, and if so, 

does the Cyclops refer to Chigi? The fresco pair is often thought to symbolize this 

ambitious union, the negotiations for which began in 1510 and ceased in November of 

1512.52  

 Scholars in the nineteenth century began to identify the figure as Venus. 

According to Thoenes, this interpretation was a romantic one, though it was rooted even 

 
51 Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” 177. Culotta used the example to suggest a playful 

competition and collegiality among the artists.  
52 Chigi sent the official request for Margherita’s hand to Mantua in September of 1512 

and by November of that year, another letter indicates the negotiations had failed; Alessandro 
Luzio in Archivio della R. Societa Romana di Storia Patria, IX, 1886, 529 and 531, respectively 
for these two documents. Thoenes suggested the allusion to Margherita (accepted by Frommel), 
and added that the end of the negotiations might have caused Chigi to end the decorative program 
entirely; Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 60–62; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 
1:94–95. Thoenes rejected Hirst’s assertion that flooding halted the decorations because the 
decorations seem to have already ceased by the end of 1512. He added, however, that the painting 
never had a fixed meaning (p. 72). Similarly, Rijser cautioned us against a fixed interpretation, as 
Chigi would not make such an overt allusion while negotiations were still in progress; Rijser, 
Raphael’s Poetics, 388 n. 390.  
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in Vasari, who briefly described her as “kidnapped by marine creatures” (in the life of 

Peruzzi, in 1550 and again in 1568); she was thus understood as an expression of 

Renaissance paganism and transformed into an erotic Venus.53 Thoenes inverted this 

reading, revealing her to be a symbol of chastity and fidelity, of platonic love, connected 

with the marriage proposal and broader concerns prevalent at court.54 Thoenes built this 

argument, in part, upon a reading of the fresco pair as symbolic of the triumph of love 

over lust, of Galatea’s love for Acis over the desire of the giant: in antiquity, the dolphin 

was known as a symbol of love, and here the one in front is shown eating an octopus, a 

symbol of lust—the symbolism was known to contemporaries through Oppianus’s, 

Halieutica, of which several fifteenth-century manuscripts survive.55 While the 

Neoplatonic interpretation has been largely accepted, interpretations emphasizing the 

Veneric undertones of the work have resurfaced.56 A direct association to Venus is not 

 
53 For the historiography and rise of Venus theories, see Thoenes, “Zu Raffaels Galatea, 

225-232; Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentative di avvincinamento,” 64. For the passage in Vasari’s Life 
of Peruzzi, both editions, see Le Vite, V. 4:319.  

54 Thoenes wrote “while her flock dedicates itself to physical love, Galatea alone 
languishes for the celestial, the divine (my translation); “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 
65; Thoenes’ argument was compelling and situated within concerns prevalent at court, where 
Galatea was understood as a symbol of chastity and fidelity, evident in poems by Castiglione (62-
66). 

55 Kinkead, “An Iconographic Note on Raphael’s Galatea,” 313–15. For Kinkead, this 
symbolism was “diametrically opposed” to Poliziano’s text, and thus freed the artist from 
narration.  

56 Oberhuber agreed with this Neoplatonic interpretation but focused more on the fresco’s 
expression of celestial, Christian love rather than the earthly one, observing how the idealized 
nymph stands in strong contrast to the “muscular and imperfect creatures” surrounding her, offset 
further by “the deep red of her cloak.” He argued, they are “caught by earthly love,” while she 
alone is independent, unbound by the “whirling drives that govern her half human companions;” 
Raphael, 170. Both scholars, however, emphasized her chastity (and got caught up in the 
emotional power of the work, which seems to transcend time).  
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necessary, since Galatea was part of Venus’ entourage (as Egidio Gallo pointed out in his 

poem), and was thus tied to the rest of the villa in this way. Furthermore, from Raphael’s 

letter to Castiglione in 1514 to an engraving by Hendrik Goltzius [fig. 11] at the end of 

the century (1595), sixteenth-century viewers consistently identified her as Galatea.57 On 

the other hand, it would have been nearly impossible for contemporary viewers to miss 

the Veneric overtones in the work, from the numerous Venus prototypes that served as 

visual sources (discussed below), to the circling cupids and the little putto in the 

foreground. The latter figure contributes to the ambiguous meaning of the fresco—

perhaps drawn from the sea-flight of Venus, he may refer to Palaemon, a winged sea-

creature who often comes to the aid of sailors (another appropriate reference to Chigi).58  

 
Frommel sought instead to reconcile a reading of Venus with a biographical association 

to Margherita, rejecting one focused on a Neoplatonic interpretation of chastity. He argued that as 
a figure related to Venus, she represents a transition between the “high state” of perfection 
(virginity) and the temptations of the real world; her chaste state is only temporary, as she is a 
potential victim of the arrows, but also the most desirable of the three nereids; Frommel, La Villa 
Farnesina, 1:99. More recently, Alexis Culotta embraced the idea that Galatea alludes to Venus 
and is thus connected to the Loggia of Psyche and other aspects of the villa. Culotta, “Finding 
Rome in Rome,” 174. 

57 As David Rijser noted, there may be Veneric overtones in the work, but no one in the 
period identified her as such; Raphael’s Poetics, 400; this is a point that Richard Förster also 
argued in 1880; Förster, Farnesina-Studien, 48–60. Richard Cocke thought the Galatea must have 
been painted first, and suggested that Palladio confused the Galatea for Venus in his poem; 
Cocke, From Magic to High Fashion, 118. Palladio’s description, however, suggests that he 
understood the Venus to be that of Peruzzi in the vault, situated among the stars (and Chigi’s 
horoscope), “Venus stands out here, risen from the sea, and is carried on her shell up under the 
stars;” in Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 118: 59-68. 

58 Förster thought the iconography of Galatea was influenced by the sea-flight of Venus 
as described by Apuleus (though he noted contemporaries did not identify her as such), and the 
cupid in the foreground is a transformed Palaemon; Farnesina Studien, 58-59. Rijser thought 
there might be some credence to the identity of the putto as Palaemon, but ambiguously so, as 
with everything else here. Veneric overtones are evident (Virgil 68 refers to Galatea as Venus). 
Raphael’s painting draws from the unity of classical (Augustan era) poetry, aligned with the 
approaches of contemporary poets (see his discussion in Raphael’s Poetics, 386-90). 
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A deeper understanding of the relationship between the fresco and the other 

decorations in the space has not settled the argument of Galatea’s identity. Quite to the 

contrary, it further underscores the deliberate ambiguity therein. As David Rijser pointed 

out, Galatea’s gaze does not point toward the putto in the clouds, but rather, toward 

Chigi’s eagle in the Rape of Ganymede in the vault or even Tereus, who bears a striking 

likeness to Chigi. The gaze might thus be understood as a compositional solution and 

directional device that connects references to Chigi’s biography and identity.59 If the 

Tereus scene refers to the abduction of Francesca Ordeaschi, could Galatea refer to her as 

well? The idea that she is a Venetian woman in flight may be corroborated by 

Sebastiano’s Venetian landscape.60 The ambiguity is also aligned with the poetry itself: 

Philostratus left the reader in suspense, wondering if Polyphemus would abduct Galatea 

against her will and commit sexual assault; the author thus deliberately allowed for 

multiple interpretations.61 Raphael and Sebastiano leave us similarly uncertain, and we 

may find a subtle allusion to the Boreas and Orithyia scene that Sebastiano had painted in 

 
59 Rijser suggested a Neoplatonic reading might have gone too far for Chigi; for the 

discussion, see Raphael’s Poetics, 405-06.  
60 Rohlmann proposed Galatea could be seen as a Venetian mermaid; Michael Rohlmann, 

“Von Allen Seiten Gleich Nackt Raffaels Kompositionskunst in Der Loggia di Psiche der Villa 
Farnesina,” Wallraf-Richartz-Jahrbuch 63 (2002): 73. Rijser added, the idea may be corroborated 
by the Venetian landscape and similar allusions in the lunettes, which Rohlmann did not mention; 
Raphael’s Poetics, 388, 390. 

61 Kostopolou recently explored the deliberate ambiguity in Philostratus’s text, and drew 
a parallel to other passages in Imagines, such as the story of the rape of Europa; Vasiliki 
Kostopoulou, “Philostratus’ Imagines 2.18: Words and Images,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine 
Studies 49 (2009): 81–100. 
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the lunettes, and hence again to the abduction of Francesca.62 At the same time, the 

moralized reading of the lunettes could have been connected to a Neoplatonic 

interpretation of the Galatea and the marriage proposal to Margherita Gonzaga, 

symbolizing the triumph of love over the passions represented in the lunettes.63  

 Attempts to associate the Galatea with Margherita Gonzaga have raised the 

complicated question of whether or not there is a connection between Polyphemus and 

Chigi. Some scholars have been perplexed by an interpretation of Chigi in the figure of 

the uncouth giant, especially if we are to connect the fresco with the marriage proposal.64 

Yet, there are some undeniable parallels, and it is conceivable that the artist and his 

patron intended such an allusion, appreciating the sympathetic aspects of the giant, or the 

irony inherent in the creature and his correlation to Chigi.65 First described by Homer as 

 
62 As discussed above, in the depiction of this story of rape from which two powerful 

children were born, Sebastiano may have referred to Chigi and Francesca, whose union similarly 
resulted in offspring. 

63 As argued by Barbieri, “Tam Foelix Pictor Vate, Ut Pictore Poeta,” 147.  
64 In 1977, Thoenes questioned, “Do we have to deal with a bitter-self-ironic epilogue on 

Chigi's marriage project?” (my translation); “Zu Raffaels Galatea,” 250. Similarly, Frommel 
argued that Chigi “who in those months still courted the seductive Margherita would hardly paint 
his defeat,” and thus her gaze indicates she is hesitant to go; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:93–
94. Rijser agreed with Frommel that Ovid was not really appropriate to Chigi’s situation, though 
he contested the idea that she seems hesitant; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 398.  

65 In 1986, Thoenes wrote that it is “ridiculous” to believe that Chigi could imagine 
himself in the guise of the monster; yet he observed at the same time, the undeniable parallels 
between the story of Ovid and Chigi’s own proposal would have been apparent to contemporaries 
familiar with both Ovid and Chigi’s negotiations: viewers “must have remained perplexed before 
the parallels, confronted not only with the refusal, but above all the contents of the proposal: his 
wealth, his innumerable material possessions, which Chigi hoped would compensate for his lack 
of beauty and youth” (my translation); and he added that Chigi even resembles Polyphemus, 
according to the description given by his descendent, Fabio Chigi; “Galatea: Tentativi di 
avvicinamento,” 62.  

Both Rijser and Frommel argued for this biographical association, as well; Rijser 
emphasized the humor, irony and sympathetic aspects of the giant evident in Homer and 
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an uncouth monster whose only friend was a ram, Polyphemus’ vast gardens may have 

symbolized for Renaissance viewers an earthly paradise that paralleled the Garden of 

Eden (and Chigi’s earthly paradise).66 In Theocritus, the giant becomes a more 

sympathetic, love-sick creature, wealthy but rugged and seeking to woo the beautiful and 

more refined nymph—in this, we may find a parallel to Chigi’s common origins and 

ambitious marriage aspirations.67 The giant enumerates the qualities that would make him 

a suitable mate, first in Theocritus (Idylls 11), and then again in Ovid, Philostratus, and 

Poliziano, each of whom elaborated upon or paraphrased aspects of their predecessor.68 

In Idylls 6, Theocritus even suggested the giant might prevail.69 An allusion to Chigi 

explains the physical resemblance to Chigi, the lavish ultramarine blue robe trimmed in 

gold, the avoidance of the giant’s singular eye and “fanglike teeth white with foam,” 

which Poliziano had described.70 While Ovid had increased the number of reeds to one 

 
Theocritus, and drew parallels to the court, where the cognoscenti might make fun of people 
trying to live up to their standards, or those completely on the outside; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 
391-396; Frommel focused on the positive qualities of the giant as described by Theocritus and 
Ovid; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:93-94.  

66 Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 391. 
67 Rijser, 393.  
68 As cited above, Rijser and Frommel noted these points had been enumerated by 

Theocritus, and then in Ovid, though neither thought Ovid was as significant source for the 
frescoes; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 393; Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1: 93-94. 

69 As noted above, in this version, the giant stops pursuing Galatea and she begins to 
pursue him. There were many other versions in antiquity (literature and works of art) in which 
Galatea falls for the giant, and in some versions they even had children, but to my knowledge, 
these versions were not known to Renaissance audiences.  

70 Frommel pointed to an extant coin bearing the effigy of Chigi, which demonstrates the 
resemblance to the Polyphemus; La Villa Farnesina, 1: 63, fig. 80. Further evidence exists in 
Fabio Chigi’s description, as discussed in relation to the lunettes (above), where Chigi’s likeness 
is also found. Poliziano’s description of Polyphemus’s teeth is aligned with Homer. 



211 
 

hundred to emphasize the giant’s size, Sebastiano did the opposite, reducing the number 

to eleven, and thus making the giant seem less absurd as a possible companion.71 While 

Chigi may have preferred the version in which the giant succeeded, it would have been 

difficult, if not impossible, for Chigi’s guests—most of whom would have known of 

Chigi’s ambitious marriage hopes and Ovid’s tale—not to recognize the parallels; even 

Thoenes, who was uncomfortable with the “ridiculous” association, pointed this out, 

adding that there was a real Acis-rival in Alberto Pio da Carpi, and that he is the probable 

reason Margherita turned down the proposal from Chigi.72 He added, however, that any 

personal association would have been hidden from the “uninitiated observer,” and 

nothing in these pictures points overtly to the patron or to the would-be spouse.73  

The identification of Chigi in Polyphemus could explain the absence of Acis in 

the frescoes.74 However, Egidio Gallo’s poem seems to suggest the presence of Acis was 

anticipated. We recall that when Egidio Gallo described the return of Venus to earth, 

Galatea was among her entourage, and Gallo clearly drew from Ovid in his recounting of 

the tale, noting how “Galatea mourns her lover Acis with perpetual tears”… “who was 

 
71 Griffin noted the significance of the change in Ovid, “Unrequited Love,” 193. 
72 Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 62; he admitted this already in 1977: “to an Ovid 

reader, who had been acquainted with the preceding events, the parallel had at any rate been 
imposed” (my translation); “Zu Raffaels Galatea,” 250. 

73 Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 62. 
74 It is impossible to know for certain, though some scholars believe a fresco of Acis must 

have been planned and was never completed. For example, Tantillo Mignosi proposed a fresco of 
Acis was planned, though she believed the decorations ceased because Raphael interrupted the 
coherence of the decorative scheme; Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 41. Hirst 
suggested flooding halted the decorations in 1514; Sebastiano del Piombo, 34. 
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changed into the liquid fountain bearing his name.”75 As Alexis Culotta noted, whether or 

not a fresco of Acis was planned, he is nonetheless present metaphorically.76 As she 

explained, the placement of the frescoes on the south side of the eastern loggia ensured 

their proximity to the river, as well as to the triton fountain placed on southern side of the 

building. Visitors were meant to hear the water and think of Acis, whom Galatea had 

turned eternally into water. The triton also figures as the prominent messenger in Gallo’s 

poem and is alluded to throughout the decorations of the building.77 For those who had 

also read Gallo’s poem, or even were familiar with the story, the presence of Acis would 

seem implied, and his metamorphosis ties the frescoes to the rest of the decorations. That 

Polyphemus kills Acis in Ovid’s tale may have leant an additional layer of dark humor 

for Chigi and his guests, and perhaps even a warning that parallels the underlying 

meaning of the vault. Even for Rijser, who doubted the appropriateness of Acis’ 

presence, admitted that Chigi, who was known for his practical jokes, “may have enjoyed 

casting himself in the role of the loser.”78 Moreover, in Ovid’s tale, Acis was not depicted 

as a true hero; in a burlesque turn, Ovid pointed out that Acis fled from the giant, calling 

out to his girlfriend to save him.79  

 
75 Egidio Gallo, in Mary Quinlan-McGrath, “Aegidius Gallus, ‘De Viridario Augustini 

Chigii Vera Libellus.’ Introduction, Latin Text and English Translation,” Humanistica 
Lovaniensia 38 (January 1, 1989): 4: 71-72, 64; 4:126-129, 66. 

76 Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” 179–80. 
77 Culotta, “Finding Rome in Rome,” 180-181. 
78 Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 396. 
79 Alan H. F. Griffin, “Unrequited Love,” 195; Alan pointed to other burlesque passages 

in Ovid’s version; for example, Polyphemus attempts to make himself more beautiful by combing 
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The perplexing nature of Chigi’s identity in Polyphemus is not surprising and 

must have been, at least partly, by design. As Michael Hirst once observed, despite all we 

know about Chigi, he remains “curiously enigmatic.”80 Chigi liked ambiguity and to an 

extent controlled what information about him traveled. There are no portraits of him 

(aside from a coin in profile), although Raphael and Sebastiano were two of the greatest 

portrait artists of this period in Rome.81 Our knowledge of his physical appearance comes 

from a description written by his descendent, Fabio Chigi, a century later.82  

Galatea’s Multivalence and the Impact of Going Viral 

The elusiveness and multivalence of Galatea is consistent with other decorations in the 

space. In the figure of Galatea, contemporaries may have found veiled allusions to 

Margherita Gonzaga, Francesca Ordeaschi, or even Chigi’s favorite courtesan Imperia, 

but the scholarly dispute over her identity cautions us against identifying her too literally 

with one individual; she may have alluded to several women and none at the same time, 

and Raphael’s letter to Castiglione reminds us she represents an elusive ideal.83 This 

approach is aligned with Chigi’s patronage throughout the villa. As David Rijser 

observed, “the game to be played, we must remember, was hide and seek… but the 

women in Chigi’s life were not as important as his ambitions, having fun, gaining power, 

 
his hair with a rake (p. 192), and drawing from Theocritus and Virgil, Polyphemus sees his 
reflection in the water and finds himself to be beautiful (p. 194). 

80 Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 33.  
81 As Thoenes pointed out; “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 62.  
82 Cugnoni, Agostino Chigi il Magnifico (1878), 51.  
83 Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 388 and n. 390. See also Thoenes, “Zu Raffaels Galatea,” for 

discussion of Imperia, along with Margherita.  
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and hanging out with men.”84 The meaning of these frescoes, much as Chigi himself, 

remains mysterious and continues to provoke debate today. No precise objective meaning 

(either literary or biographical) can be determined, and it is perhaps this aspect more than 

any other that has fascinated viewers for centuries.85  

The grotesque character of the Cyclops would likely have appealed to Chigi’s 

sense of humor, as evidenced by his patronage throughout this villa. Moreover, any of 

these female identifications provoke the viewer to identify the giant with Chigi; the 

patron must have found that satisfying, and in some cases, actually quite convenient. We 

can imagine him explaining the meaning as he pleased based on the situation: “Oh yes, 

Alfonso, this represents the chaste Margherita” or “no, no, Francesca, I had Raphael paint 

you, my love.” The latter interpretation must have been appealing by 1519, when Chigi 

married Francesca and had the adjacent loggia designed in celebration of the union. 

The focus of attention on Galatea has elevated the importance of her earthly 

identity, overshadowing the identity of Chigi in Polyphemus. Thoenes believed the 

uncertain date of the frescoes further complicated the identification of Chigi in 

Polyphemus, but that is only true if her meaning must be fixed.86 Polyphemus is 

 
84 Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 388-90. 
85 An observation Thoenes made decades ago, which rings even truer today. Thoenes 

believed that Chigi granted Raphael a lot of leeway in his subject, which contributed to 
overlapping meaning and intentions for the artist and patron, keeping the meaning even more in 
flux; “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 72. 

86 Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 62. Oberhuber placed the painting in 
the period of the Heliodorus stylistically (e.g. c. 1512), and scholars who try to definitively tie the 
painting to the proposal to Margherita date the painting to 1512. However, the only definitive end 
point for the painting is 1514, the date of Castiglione’s letter, which mentions the work. I believe 
there is enough evidence to suggest the idea for the painting was begun with intentions of 
alluding to Margherita. However, Chigi was smart enough to leave it ambiguous, as Rijser noted. 
He argued Chigi’s goal of creating a gallery like that described in Imagines was reason enough, 
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undoubtedly Chigi, and she is whomever he wanted her to be. The design of the frescoes 

makes this clear: the framing device signals the painting as a work of art in Chigi’s 

gallery, where it functions as a timeless picture, fictively hung on a wall for Polyphemus, 

as well as Chigi and his guests, to admire.87 Sebastiano integrated his Polyphemus-Chigi 

into the surrounding paradise, into the space inhabited by Chigi and his guests. Galatea 

was thus an object for Chigi-Polyphemus to admire and possess. This solution is 

suggested in Theocritus, wherein Galatea is the object of the giant’s desire and his vision, 

even his imagination, and she seems not to notice him. The Venetian artist sought to 

capture his gaze out to sea, as if Galatea were a manifestation of Polyphemus’s song.88 

We find further motivation in Philostratus (Imagines 2.18), who actually described a 

painting—the poet switched viewers within the poem so that when we see Galatea, it is 

through the wanton eye and desire of Polyphemus rather than the author of the poem.89  

 
as such a project takes a long time, and the incomplete state of the loggia was a mirror of the 
incomplete restoration of Rome; Raphael’s Poetics, 415-16.  

87 Jones and Penny thought Sebastiano meant for Polyphemus to contemplate her as a 
painting within a painting, based upon Tantillo Mignosi’s discovery that Raphael’s picture was 
framed, and Sebastiano’s was not; Raphael, 93.  

88 In David Rijser’s interpretation, the most important aspect of Theocritus for the paired 
wall paintings is Polyphemus’s song. While the author gave the artists little in terms of Galatea’s 
appearance, his gaze out toward the sea is important as he begins to sing, and Galatea is in a sense 
a manifestation of Polyphemus’s song; Raphael’s Poetics, 398, n. 419: Theocr. 11. 17-18. Here 
he builds upon the suggestion of Jones and Penny that Sebastiano’s giant was meant to 
contemplate Galatea as if she were a painting; Raphael, 93. 

89 Vasiliki Kostopoulou, “Philostratus’ Imagines 2.18: Words and Images,” Greek, 
Roman, and Byzantine Studies 49 (2009): 81–100. Luba Freedman emphasized the role of 
Philostratus as a source, noting that both Theocritus and Philostratus (Poliziano, too) had 
imagined her as a vision; 114-115.  
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It is a sweet irony that Raphael made Galatea the focus, first through his 

symmetrical composition and disjunction in horizon line, and then by placing her in this 

frame; these decisions enhanced her autonomy within the space and ultimately 

subordinated Polyphemus, and Chigi along with him.90 Yet, the graphic subordination is 

rooted in the poetry, as well. Without Galatea, Polyphemus would just be a silly monster 

staring into an abyss, and he is therefore dependent upon her; but she can exist without 

him.91 In a sense, then, the reader-viewer becomes the voyeur, as the spectator can step 

easily into the place of Polyphemus, and can be replaced just as easily by the next, and so 

on. This process must have been amplified by visual responses in print. The complexities 

of these engravings and the agendas of the printmakers are the subject of the next chapter. 

However, for now, it is worth pointing out that Marcantonio and Marco Dente both 

captured Raphael’s design alone, effectively eclipsing Polyphemus, and Chigi, as well. 

Viewers could thus experience the design in a separate, private space, where they could 

step into the role of Polyphemus and might recall the erotic description provided by 

Philostratus.  

 
90 As Rijser argued, the giant is dependent upon Galatea in Theocritus, and therefore, it 

makes sense that Sebastiano made Polyphemus dependent upon her here, while Raphael made his 
autonomous; he wrote, “the inaccessibility of the fugitive nymph is the whole point of the myth… 
and her graphic autonomy thus enacts the fact that she is impervious to the giant’s pleas;” 
Raphael’s Poetics, 379. He compared Galatea to Juno above, who also travels, but seems more 
connected to the adjacent lunette; Raphael’s Poetics, 378-379 and n. 368; the graphic 
subordination was previously noted by Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 35, 39; and 
Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 63. For Rijser, the significance of Philostratus 
was of paramount importance to Chigi for the concept of the antique gallery, to the rivalry that 
takes place in the space (p. 401) 

91 Rijser noted this dependence is rooted Theocritus; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 378-379, 
and 390-391: Polyphemus was the first to make Galatea an icon. Though mentioned by Homer 
and Hesiod, it is Polyphemus’s longing for Galatea (his EYE) that brings her to life in Theocritus, 
Virgil and Ovid.  
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Despite all of the debate surrounding the underlying biography in modern 

scholarship, sixteenth-century writers focused more (at least in their published writings) 

on the formal, aesthetic qualities of the works rather than their underlying meaning.92 

Still, we find traces of responses that shaped the reception of Raphael’s nymph as a 

symbol for chastity, and an example of chaste painting practices later in the century. 

Whether or not Raphael or Chigi had a Neoplatonic idea of chastity in mind, 

Castiglione’s “certa idea” letter cast the nymph as a Neoplatonic ideal in artistic terms, 

which has certainly contributed to such a reading. 

 In Dolce’s dialogue later in the century, his Aretino referenced the Galatea to 

make the point that Raphael was always chaste in his paintings.93 The attitude of Dolce’s 

Aretino provides a strong contrast to the real Aretino, who showed little interest in 

decorum apart from his response to Michelangelo’s Last Judgment.94 We recall his 

defense of the salacious sonnets he wrote to accompany Marcantonio’s I modi prints and 

of the use of erotic sculpture, such as the Pan and Daphnis in Chigi’s gardens, to amuse 

the ingenio (discussed in Chapter 2). It would not surprise us if we were to find the real 

Aretino locating an erotic Venus in the figure of Galatea, or even more so in her 

 
92 As noted already by Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 66. 
93 For the translated text, see Roskill, Dolce’s “Aretino” and Venetian Art Theory of the 

Cinquecento, 169. 
94 After failing to receive a drawing of the fresco from Michelangelo, Aretino railed 

against its various offenses; Johann Wilhelm Gaye, Carteggio inedito d’artisti dei secoli XIV, XV, 
XVI, ed. Alfred von Reumont, vol. II, 3 vols. (Firenze: Presso G. Molini, 1839), 332-335; Pietro 
Aretino, Il quarto libro de le lettere di M. Pietro Aretino (Parigi: Appresso Matteo il Maestro, 
1608), 86-87; for discussion on the discovery of two letters, one to Michelangelo (c. 1545) and 
another of similar content addressed to Alessandro Corvino (dated July 1546), see Erica Tietze-
Conrat, “Neglected Contemporary Sources Relating to Michelangelo and Titian,” The Art 
Bulletin 25, no. 2 (1943): 154. 
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companion Nereids; and erotic suggestions pervade the adjacent Loggia of Psyche, which 

Raphael had also designed. But, the conversation in Dolce’s dialogue must be understood 

in the context of decorum and attitudes toward painting later in the century. In this 

dialogue, Raphael became the counterpart to Michelangelo, whose Last Judgment had 

become the scapegoat for Counter Reformation critics on these matters.95 Situated in this 

context, Raphael’s idealized nymph became a symbol for chastity, or at least this aspect 

of her meaning became more fixed as the details of a more nuanced reading fell away.  

Dolce’s dialogue is an important illustration of how triggers worked, and of how 

they were made public. Situated in a conversation about imitation and decorum, what 

began as a discussion of Michelangelo’s indecency led to a comparison with Raphael, 

who the author declared was chaste in secular images, even in his interpretation of the 

antique. This led to an explanation of how painters and poets draw from one another in 

their inventions, across those temporal boundaries, and ultimately to the example of 

Galatea, which competed with Poliziano.96 The section is packed with allusions, in which 

one memory triggers another, and which Dolce shared, showcasing his knowledge and 

expertise as art critic. The process of attaching an idea of chastity arguably began already 

in the engravings, since when compared to more erotic interpretations of the subject, 

 
95 On Michelangelo’s Last Judgment as a scapegoat, see Bernadine Barnes, 

Michelangelo’s Last Judgment: Renaissance Response (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1998); and for responses in print, see Bernadine Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 99-119. 

96 Aretino’s character comments that Raphael probably drew from Lucian for his cartoon 
for the Marriage of Alexander and Roxana, while the poet Virgil followed the three Rhodian 
craftsmen when describing his Laocoon, adding “I could make the same point to you about 
Raphael’s Galatea, which competes with the lovely poem of Poliziano, and about many other 
extremely delicate fantasies of his.” The passage is translated in Roskill, Dolce’s “Aretino” and 
Venetian Art Theory of the Cinquecento, 169. 
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Raphael’s Galatea must have seemed rather tame. Consider Bembo’s youthful poem or 

Marco Dente’s Galatea Escaping Polyphemus [fig. 12].  

It is worth noting, as well, that after the completion of these frescoes, some 

antiquities were identified as either Polyphemus or Galatea by noble associates of Chigi 

and Raphael in Rome, including those in the collection of the De Rossi family and the 

gardens of Angelo Colocci, respectively.97 This is yet another way that viral transmission 

works—the increased familiarity of the subject made it a trigger, enhancing desire, a 

powerful emotion that also encourages sharing (in this case seeing and identifying figures 

that may or may not be present).98 This must have enhanced to desire to possess 

engravings of the subject. 

 
97 As Luba Freedman noted, “the all’antica depiction of the mythological protagonists 

provoked a desire to see their images in antique statues.” A Nereid in the De Rossi collection was 
thought to represent either Doris (wife of Nereus and mother of Galatea) or Galatea herself; Luba 
Freedman, 79-80; and Kathleen Wren Christian, “The De Rossi Collection,” 178-179. Colocci 
was a close associate of Raphael and worked with him (in his house) on a translation of Vetruvius 
that was never completed because of Raphael’s untimely death. During the Papacy of Leo X, 
Colocci founded a sculpture garden dedicated to the cult of the sleeping nymph, on a piece of 
land next to the Aqua Virgo. Contemporary poets congregated there, including Andrea Navagero, 
Baldassare Castiglione, Pietro Bembo and Jacopo Sadoleto, who wrote poems inspired by the 
antique sleeping nymph placed at the entrance. There was also a Nereid Riding a Hippocamp 
(now in the Uffizi in Florence; see Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique 
Sculpture, 133, cat. 101.) in Colocci’s collection, but at Colocci’s house near Trajan’s column 
(He had an additional house near Piazza del Popolo, and his collections were among the most 
accessible in Rome); Kathleen Wren Christian, Empire without End: Antiquities Collections in 
Renaissance Rome, c. 1350-1527 (New Haven [Conn.]: Yale University Press, 2010), 308. 
Aldrovandi mentioned the statue in 1558, and there is a drawing by the workshop of Frans Floris 
(Basle Sketchbook, fol. 25; Bober and Rubinstein, cat. 101b.). The head of Polyphemus (now in 
the Archeological Museum in Turin) was recorded in a 1517 inventory of the de Rossi collection; 
Christian, Empire without End, 362, fig. 244.  

98 The increased dissemination of “antiquities” through printed image and text established 
which antiquities were most important (defined taste) and increased the desire among patrons to 
collect such antiquities; Francis Haskell, Taste and the Antique: The Lure of Classical Sculpture, 
1500-1900 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981). 
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The theme of Galatea and Polyphemus was much explored in the sixteenth 

century beginning with the Villa Farnesina frescoes.99 Shortly thereafter, members of 

Raphael’s workshop depicted other scenes from the story of Polyphemus and Galatea for 

patrons at the Villa Madama, and later at the Palazzo Te in Mantua, demonstrating the 

increased popularity of the subject for court patrons.100 Annibale Caracci painted the 

subject at the end of the century in the Palazzo Farnese, just across the river. By this time, 

the Farnese family had already purchased Chigi’s villa, and perhaps sought to complete 

and surpass the gallery all’antica begun in the Loggia of Galatea.101 Annibale Caracci 

here seems to have rivaled Raphael and Sebastiano in his engagement with the literature, 

as well, depicting two separate scenes—one of Polyphemus and Galatea together, 

drawing from Ovid; and another of Galatea alone, modeled on Philostratus.102 The work 

suggests a continuation of an insider discourse, though the complexity and biographical 

undertones of Chigi’s frescoes had surely been lost. 

 
99 Mangiafesta, “Fortuna del mito di polifemo,” 30-31. 
100At Villa Madama, on the central vault of the eastern span of the loggia, Giovanni da 

Udine depicted Galatea seated on a chariot pulled by dolphins in white stucco against a blue 
background; below it, Giulio Romano depicted Polyphemus in a lunette. In the adjacent vault, 
Giovanni da Udine created bas reliefs that may include Galatea, Acis and Polyphemus; 
Mangiafesta, 24-26, figs. 17 and 18 (though the central Galatea is cropped out of the image). 
Several years later, Giulio Romano painted the subject at Palazzo Te. 

101 As Rijser proposed, Raphael’s Poetics, 413. 
102 Sabbatino argued that Carracci offered a response to Raphael’s painting through a 

narrative sequence representing war and peace between earthly and divine love. Though 
Sabbatino thought Raphael relied mostly on Poliziano, he found a parallel in the Neoplatonic idea 
of imitation espoused by Castiglione in the Book of the Courtier; Pasquale Sabbatino, “Il ‘Trionfo 
della Galatea’ di Raffaello e ‘Il Libro del Cortegiano’ di Castiglione: il dibattito sull’imitazione 
nel primo Cinquecento,” Studi rinascimentali 2.2004 (2005): 23–48. 
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Insider Access, Intermedial Dialogue 

Sebastiano: A Contribution Obscured 

Raphael and Sebastiano also engaged with their visual sources in ways that served their 

patron, while fostering their own agendas. Sebastiano’s engagement with his visual 

sources in the Polyphemus, as with the literature, is too often underestimated.103 Within 

his single figure in a landscape, Sebastiano demonstrated his insider access through 

allusion and emulation of inaccessible works by Michelangelo and Raphael. His 

depiction of the giant reveals that Sebastiano had already begun to absorb Roman 

disegno, and he rivaled his sources by subordinating them to his Venetian style. He 

modeled the substantial body perhaps in part on several of the ignudi in Michelangelo’s 

Sistine Ceiling [figs. 58-59].104 Even though the two had not yet formed their alliance, 

and although Sebastiano would have missed the partial public unveiling (on August 15, 

1511), the ceiling was much discussed within the court, and Sebastiano could have 

gained access through Chigi’s connections.105 As Rona Goffen pointed out, the 

complexity and vigor of the pose are Michelangelesque, while the psychology of the 

 
103 Frommel called his single figure “poco originale;” La Villa Farnesina a Roma, 1: 97. 
104 Michael Hirst suggested a possible source in the ignudo above and to the left of Joel in 

the Sistine Ceiling, which Michelangelo was working on at the time; Hirst, Sebastiano del 
Piombo, 36. Rona Goffen suggested he combined several of the ignudi rather than directly 
quoting; Rona Goffen, Renaissance Rivals, 231 and n. 143, p. 443.  

105 Rona Goffen argued this was the first confrontation in the rivalry between 
Michelangelo (via Sebastiano) and Raphael; Rona Goffen, Renaissance Rivals, 229. The second 
half was unveiled in October of 1512; Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 38.  
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figure is Venetian: “His lips are parted as his singing changes to a cry, and his face is 

shadowed to suggest the depth of his emotion.”106  

At the same time, it appears that Sebastiano sought to emulate and rival Raphael. 

Just as he had done for the lunettes, Sebastiano may have modeled his figure of 

Polyphemus on Raphael’s work in the Stanza della Segnatura, and more specifically on 

the figure of Apollo in Parnassus [fig. 60], both visually and conceptually: comparable to 

Apollo, Polyphemus is a musician set in a pastoral setting with a similar pose and blue 

robe, both set into a rocky outcropping and wearing a crown of laurel wreathes.107 Yet, 

the panpipe represents a contrast to the lira da braccio and emphasizes the uncouth 

nature of the giant.108 Through his allusion to Apollo, Sebastiano sought to emulate 

Raphael, but he also initiated a direct challenge vis-à-vis the relationship between 

painting and poetry, ut pictura poesis.109 Members of the court who had access to the 

Stanza would have been able to recognize allusions to both artists, and also to the Torso 

 
106 Renaissance Rivals, 231.  
107 As proposed by Alexis R. Culotta, “Two Artists, Two Rooms, and the Development of 

Co-Opetition at the Villa Farnesina,” International Journal of the Image 4 (August 2014): 10. She 
argued he was more likely to have access to this than to the Sistine Ceiling, and that contrary to 
Hirst’s assertion, the pose and musculature are quite different from the ignudi; Culotta, “Finding 
Rome in Rome,” 159-160. 

108 Culotta, “Two Artists, Two Rooms,” 10-11. As Luba Freedman pointed out, 
Sebastiano’s reasoning is rooted in the poetry, as Polyphemus’s love for Galatea inspired him to 
become a poet; he was depicted thus in Theocritus (Idylls 11.10-18); Philostratus (2.18) and 
Poliziano (Stanze 116-117). His giant’s “efforts were crude and unsophisticated;” the aspiring 
poet “blunders in bringing the wrong instrument…a true poet accompanies himself on a stringed 
instrument;” Classical Myths, 78-79.  

109 To which, Culotta argued, Raphael responded with an antithetical work; Culotta, 
“Two Artists, Two Rooms,” 11, n. 10, and p. 12.  
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Belvedere [fig. 61], which Sebastiano is known to have drawn.110 The fragmented statue 

was housed in a private collection on Monte Cavallo, where Giovanni Antonio da Brescia 

made an engraving of it around 1515.111 Although the sculpture had not yet become the 

ubiquitous reference it would later in the sixteenth century, Michelangelo quoted it in the 

ignudi in the latter half of the Sistine Ceiling, while Raphael had arguably drawn upon 

the source for his Apollo in Parnassus.112 The statue may account for the substantiality of 

 
110 Sebastiano made a drawing after the Belvedere Torso from the back, which is now in 

the British Museum in London (Sloane 5237-5251); Philip Pouncey and J.A. Gere, Italian 
Drawings in the Department of Prints and Drawings in the British Museum: Raphael and His 
Circle (London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1962), cat. 281. See also B-R, 167, 
representations of cat. 132. The year is not noted. 

111 The exact placement of the statue in 1512-14 is a bit uncertain. It was evidently in the 
Colonna family house on Monte Cavallo (the Quirinale) in the fifteenth century, and Giovanni 
Antonio da Brescia inscribed his engraving (c. 1515) “in mo(n)te cavallo,” The engraving was 
long thought to be evidence that the sculpture remained in the Colonna collection until it was 
transferred to Clement VII after the Sack, and then to the Belvedere Court, where Martin van 
Heemskerk drew it in c. 1532-36. However, a drawing by Amico Aspertini in c. 1500-1503 
(Wolfegg Codex; Barkan, 3.80, p. 191) and a poem (“Prospettivo Milanese”) place it in the 
collection of the sculptor Andrea Bregno, who also happened to live on Monte Cavallo, but the 
artist died in 1503. Bober and Rubinstein traced the history of the sculpture and listed several 
drawings and reconstructions (B-R, 166-168, and cat. 132); Leonard Barkan noted, though the 
statue was recorded as early as the 1430s, it received relatively little attention for the first seventy 
years, and it took another thirty to achieve “Belvedere canonization”; Barkan, Unearthing the 
Past, 191. 

112 Barkan illuminated the impact of the fragmented statue as an inspiration for artists, 
especially Michelangelo’s role in elevating its importance, noting the statue appears as a source in 
the latter stages of the Sistine Ceiling: the ignudo to the above right of the Prophet Jeremiah is 
essentially a restoration of it, and most of the others seem to reference it in some way through 
their powerfully twisted poses; it is then evident throughout Michelangelo’s career, in works such 
as the Medici tombs and the Last Judgment; Unearthing the Past, 197-198. Since the second half 
of the Sistine Ceiling was unveiled in October of 1512, it is unclear if Sebastiano could have seen 
Michelangelo’s Jeremiah prior to rendering his Polyphemus the prior winter. Culotta accepted 
that the musculature might be aligned with Michelangelo but points out it could just as easily be 
drawn directly from the Torso Belvedere, which is frequently quoted in the period, including 
arguably Raphael’s Apollo in Parnassus; “Two Artists, Two Rooms,” 10-11, n. 9. 
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Polyphemus in part, though its musculature is much less articulated. Sebastiano clothed 

the figure, restored and altered the pose, and subordinated it to his pastoral illusionism.  

Raphael’s Reply: A Network of Visual Sources and Material Transformation 

Raphael responded to and expanded the intermedial discourse begun by Sebastiano. The 

Galatea fresco has long been understood as emblematic of Raphael’s ability to assimilate 

myriad sources, from a diverse array of antique reliefs and sculptures to modern works in 

various mediums, to create his visual solution. Though it can difficult to pinpoint his 

sources with certainty, a review of potential sources reveals a dialogue that was actually 

rather focused, and one that contributed to the function and meaning of this work for both 

the master and his patron.113 The artist was engaged in a rivalry and a dialogue with 

Peruzzi and Sebastiano, but also with Andrea Mantegna, Botticelli, Leonardo da Vinci, 

and Michelangelo, and their engagement with antiquity.114 Raphael used antique sources 

that would have been familiar to his viewers, and many of which his contemporaries and 

recent predecessors had also employed.  

Thoenes argued that these frescoes afforded Raphael the chance, after working for 

three years in the Vatican, the opportunity to create a work in a space “more open to the 

 
113 It is the quintessential example of what John Shearman defined as the “slow fuse,” 

These works were “structurally complex in self-reference, and wide-ranging, memory-
challenging in external reference and imitation—decorations, in other words, with very slow 
fuses;”  John Shearman, “Imitation, and the Slow Fuse,” 259. 

114 Thoenes argued that Raphael must have seen himself in competition with a much 
larger arena of artists beyond this space; he observed the artist’s engagement with Mantegna and 
Botticelli, and with Leonardo and Michelangelo, especially their battle scenes in Florence; 
Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 66 and n. 55, p. 67; Christof Thoenes, “Zu 
Raffaels Galatea,” in Festschrift fur Otto von Simson (Frankfurt a.M.: Propylaeen Verlag, 1977), 
266. 
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Roman public.”115 To take advantage of the opportunity, he needed the right subject, a 

scene in which all figures move passionately, like the epic battles of Leonardo and 

Michelangelo; Poliziano’s story was too lyrical, too idyllic in tone, so he transformed it 

into a scene more in line with the Leonardo-Albertian prescription for an istoria.116 

Raphael indeed took the opportunity to transform his sources into a passionate scene, in 

which his dynamic sea gods seem to compete with the surprised bathing soldiers of 

Michelangelo’s Battle of Cascina, as well as the thrashing horses of Leonardo’s Battle of 

Anghiari.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, we do not know how accessible this villa really was to 

the Roman public in these early years, though undoubtedly more so than the Vatican. 

Many of the references throughout these works were held in private or semi-private 

spaces, however, and thus speak to those with privileged access or specialized 

knowledge. Raphael engaged in various forms of imitation (quotation, emulation, 

allusion, and transformation), in ways that served his practical needs while also 

demonstrating his familiarity with these works and his ability to transform them with his 

brush.117 We can pinpoint in most of the figures some combination of antique sculpture 

and a modern work from one of the six artists mentioned above. 

 
115 My translation; Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentative di avvicinamento,” 67. 
116 Alberti had proclaimed this was the highest achievement for an artist; for Leonardo, it 

could depict several moments at once; “Galatea: Tentative di avvicinamento,” 67. 
117 David Rijser identified in this work the latter two types of imitation described by 

Thomas Green (1982) in his fourfold typology: “heuristic, constructive” and “dialectical two-
way” imitation, in alignment with the major neo-Latin poets Sannazzaro, Navagero, and Flaminio 
(the other two types, not present, are “sacramental, slavish imitation” and “eclectic, promiscuous” 
imitation). He emphasizes the unity of their solutions in imitation of antique prototypes; 
Raphael’s Poetics, 386-388.  
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 To create his figure of Galatea, Raphael quoted Leonardo’s standing figure of 

Leda, itself modeled on an antique prototype, and which the artist had copied during his 

time in Florence [fig. 62-63].118 Raphael had explored the energy of the circling crowd 

with a centralized figure for Marcantonio Raimondi’s Massacre of the Innocents, but the 

composition in the fresco was concentrated into a vertical format, and Raphael used the 

pose of Leda, in part, as a compositional solution.119 He activated Leonardo’s more 

serene contrapposto pose by exaggerating the twist, elevating her gaze, and raising her 

left knee to convey the energy of this moment and yet keep her firmly rooted. However, it 

was also a transparent quotation.120 Leonardo’s work was frequently copied and 

interpreted by other artists, including Sodoma and Domenico Beccafumi, who also 

 
118 Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentative di avvicinamento,” 67; Oberhuber, Raphael, 170. The 

early development of the Leda in a kneeling pose is visible in Leonardo’s extant drawings; the 
standing pose is known today primarily through the interpretations of followers, and through 
Raphael’s drawing. The painting was lost in the seventeenth century. Martin Kemp explained the 
development of the pose in Martin Kemp, Leonardo Da Vinci: The Marvellous Works of Nature 
and Man (Oxford, GB: Oxford University Press, 1981), 264–70. Ann Allison pointed to four 
extant drawings by Leonardo representing early stages in the conception of the standing figure; 
Ann H. Allison, “Antique Sources of Leonardo’s Leda,” The Art Bulletin 56, no. 3 (1974): 382–
84, figs. 14-17.  

119 Konrad Oberhuber, Raphael: The Paintings (Munich and New York: Prestel, 1999), 
170. Lisa Pon has discussed the joint development of this print through drawings and engravings, 
c. 1511-12 (though, as she notes, attribution and dating have been problematic); Lisa Pon, 
Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 118–36. 

120 As noted by Marcia Hall, in doing so, Raphael might have employed three kinds of 
Renaissance imitation as defined by John Shearman: it is possible that he used the pose to solve 
his compositional problem, clearly increasing the dynamic quality of the pose in this case, while 
also employing a quotation intended to be recognized by erudite viewers (emulation). He may 
also have found the quotation enhanced the meaning of his work, in this case the sensuousness of 
the pose, representing the third kind of imitation, which Shearman called a bearer of 
signification; Marcia B. Hall, After Raphael, 27–28; John Shearman, “Imitation and the Slow 
Fuse,” 227–61.The influence of Leda is also discussed by others, including Konrad Oberhuber, 
who noted in particular the need to accommodate the vertical format of the fresco; Oberhuber, 
Raphael, 170. See also, Luba Freedman, Classical Myths, 78.  
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worked in Chigi’s villa.121 The quotation was surely intended to communicate to erudite 

spectators who could in turn showcase their knowledge, as the quotation would have 

escaped less informed viewers.122 We can expect that Chigi’s guests discussed Raphael’s 

invenzione in the interpretation of the pose, and perhaps the antique and modern 

precedents for Leonardo’s figure, as well.123 The gaze of Galatea also points to Peruzzi’s 

Venus in the vault (which Blosio Palladio had admired), playfully drawing attention to 

how Raphael rivaled Peruzzi’s interpretation of Leonardo’s Leda, and calls to mind 

Botticelli’s Venus, a predecessor as a classical female figure with loosely flowing hair on 

a shell in the sea.124 Another potential source for Raphael is a draped figure of Venus of 

Capua [fig. 64], an antique sculpture whose already more active pose may have offered 

 
121 Leonardo’s workshop was accessible to artists and the public, visited by Raphael and 

many other artists. Among others, Rona Goffen has discussed Leonardo’s “open-door policy,” 
which added to his allure, even when his projects remained incomplete; Renaissance Rivals, 47, 
120. See also, Martin Clayton, Leonardo Da Vinci: A Life in Drawing: 200 Works from the Royal 
Collection (London: Royal Collection Trust, 2018). There are several extant paintings after 
followers of Leonardo, including three made between 1505 and 1515 in the Galleria degli Uffizi, 
the Galleria Borghese and Wilton House in England. The painting in the Galleria Borghese has 
been attributed to Sodoma, who completed the fresco cycle of Alexander and Roxana in Chigi’s 
bedroom, while a later painting of Venus and Cupid (c.1530), now in the New Orleans Museum 
of Art, clearly quotes the pose of Leonardo’s standing Leda; this painting is attributed to 
Domenico Beccafumi, who completed the pilasters in the Loggia of Galatea.  

122 Hall, After Raphael, 27. 
123 Martin Kemp suggested Leonardo had modeled the standing pose on a classical 

prototype through Filippino Lippi’s Allegory of Music (c. 1500), for which Lippi had adapted the 
pose of Lysippus’s Cupid with a Bow, a Greek statue familiar in Italy through a Roman copy. 
Kemp suggested the earlier kneeling version was based on that of the classical prototype of the 
kneeling Venus; Kemp, Marvellous Works, 264. Ann Allison suggested the Laocoön as a 
potential source for Leonardo but noted it is very difficult to determine Leonardo’s antique 
sources because he transformed them so much; “Antique Sources of Leonardo’s Leda,” 382-84. 

124 A seated Leda also appears in Peruzzi’s vault. Thoenes noted the relationship to the 
Venuses of Peruzzi and Botticelli, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 66 and n. 55, p. 67; 
Christof Thoenes, “Zu Raffaels Galatea,” 266.  
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Raphael a solution.125 The Roman copy of the Hellenistic statue was in the garden of 

Ippolito d’Este on the Quirinal before 1568 and may have served as a source for 

Lorenzetto, who in 1520 created the Madonna and Child atop Raphael’s tomb in the 

Pantheon.126  

 Surrounding Galatea, Raphael sought to represent nearly every type of marine 

creature imaginable, and we find a similar combination of antique and modern. For the 

putto in the bottom center (the only element in the fresco for which a drawing survives), 

Raphael quoted himself, pointing to the Christ child in the Bridgewater Madonna [figs. 

65-66], a pose which, in turn, rivaled Michelangelo’s marble Taddei Tondo [fig. 67] and 

its model in Leonardo’s Madonna of the Yarnwinder, which in turn may have been 

derived from an antique sculpture that Raphael also used as a source for the putto here.127 

In the putti circling overhead, Raphael may have intended to quote the central putto from 

Botticelli’s Primavera [figs. 68-69], which he multiplied and depicted from different 

angles; the transformation further activated the work, depicted his ability to paint in the 

 
125 For the suggestion, see Tilman Buddensieg, “Raffaels Grab,” in Munuscula 

Discipulorum: Kunsthistoristorische Studien Hans Kauffmann zum 70. Geberstag, ed. Tilman 
Buddensieg and Matthias Winner (Berlin: Hesling, 1968), p. 67, n. 75. 

126 A drawing of the sculpture also appears in the Codex Escurialienis; see B-R, 60, cat. 
13; for the suggestion that Lorenzetto used this source, see Tilmann Buddensieg, “Raffaels Grab,” 
45–70, figs. 30-34, 37. Luba Freedman suggested more generally that the pose recalls the 
contrapposto familiar in antique sculptures of Venus, Classical Myths, 232, n. 69 

127 Thoenes, 68. The suggestion that the pose of the child in the Bridgewater Madonna 
was adapted from Michelangelo’s Taddei Tondo has long been accepted: Jones and Penny, 
Raphael, 36; Hugo Chapman, Tom Henry, and Carol Plazzotta, From Urbino to Rome (London: 
National Gallery, 2004), 198; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 383. 
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round, and formed a triumphal arch that enhanced the overall classical and sculpturesque 

appearance of the work. 128  

Among his other sources, scholars frequently point to a variety of antique marine 

sarcophagi, which featured swimming or even battling nymphs, hippocamps, tritons, sea-

centaurs, putti, and dolphins.129 Such sarcophagi were recorded around Rome and are 

known to have inspired many Renaissance artists.130 Chigi seems to have owned at least 

one of these, after which Boissard made an engraving at the end of the century [fig. 70], 

featuring flying putti swirling above the heads of the swimming sea creatures; perhaps 

Raphael combined this antique source with Botticelli’s putto for the flying figures 

above.131 Though many prototypes have been suggested, two possibilities are especially 

 
128 Rijser previously noted how the change showcases the artist’s ability to depict in the 

round; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 383. Luba Freedman noted how the putti circling above make 
reference to a triumphal arch, further separating the fresco from Polyphemus; Luba Freedman, 
Classical Myths in Italian Renaissance Painting (Cambridge University Press, 2011), 79.  

129 Thoenes suggested a potential prototype in the marine thiasos on the Sacrificial Altar 
of Domitius Ahenobarbus, now in Munich; in the Nereid and centaur on the right of Raphael’s 
fresco and the Mantegnesque seahorse on the left, though the sarcophagus was not recorded in 
Rome until the following century; Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 69. David 
Rijser pointed to several potential antique sarcophagi as types of sources for the poses of some of 
the supporting characters in Raphael’s painting, though he admitted it is unclear if Renaissance 
viewers knew most of his examples; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 381, n. 372. Another marine-
themed sarcophagus, installed in the courtyard of the late sixteenth-century Palazzo Giustiniani in 
Rome, featured a host of similar sea creatures, including little winged amorini swimming with 
dolphins in the lower portion, and above, several Nereids riding upon various sea creatures; 
Zanker, Ewald, and Slater, Living with Myths, 112 Ill. 96. 

130 Bober and Rubinstein provided a survey of marine sarcophagi known in the 
Renaissance, along with various drawings and adaptations of them; Renaissance Artists and 
Antique Sculpture, 130–35 cats. 99-104. And more recently, on the availability and influence of 
these, see Paul Zanker, Bjorn C. Ewald, and Julia Slater, Living with Myths: The Imagery of 
Roman Sarcophagi (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 117–34 and 341-347. 

131 A relief was listed in an inventory of Chigi’s property in the sixteenth century, and 
Cremona surmised this engraving must be after it; see Cremona, Felices procerum villulæ, 571-
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significant. The first is known as the Aracoeli Sarcophagus: it shows a Neptune shown 

standing thigh-high in a boat pulled by four sea-horses [figs. 71-72]; the relief features a 

centralized figure surrounded by a host of sea creatures, including tritons with twisting 

tails, dolphins, amorini, and a Nereid viewed from behind in a semi-reclining pose, with 

her arm draped over a sea-centaur.132 The sarcophagus (now in the Vatican) was visible 

on the steps of Santa Maria in Aracoeli in Rome at the time, and Leonardo da Vinci had 

studied it in a drawing [c. 1504, fig. 73] as he was preparing for the Battle of Anghiari.133 

Raphael and his erudite viewers knew Leonardo’s adaptation well, and the artist drew 

upon both of these to create a “battle” centered on the figure of Galatea.134 Raphael seems 

to have signaled his engagement with the sculpture directly through the reclining Nereid 

 
572, and fig. 27. It is unclear what the relief itself looked like and how much invention or 
restoration the engraver applied.  

132 On this observation, see Richard Cocke, From Magic to High Fashion, 118. Bober 
and Rubenstein provided the location of the sarcophagus in Rome, and noted several Renaissance 
drawings and adaptations after it dating back to the fifteenth century. Of particular interest are: 
Aspertini, Codex Wolfegg (ff.29v-30, cat. 103), inscribed with the location “a Larencielo su a 
campodoio;” and adaptations by Leonardo da Vinci (Windsor drawing, B-R cat. 99a) and 
Raphael Workshop, Vatican Loggie (the last is not pictured in the B-R catalog; on this see Dacos, 
1977, pilaster XIb, pl. CXVIIIb); Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique 
Sculpture, 131, cat. 99 and 99a.  

133 According to Martin Kemp, in combination with the Fall of Phaeton sarcophagus 
(now in the Ufizzi); Martin Kemp, Leonardo Da Vinci : The Marvellous Works of Nature and 
Man (Oxford, GB: Oxford University Press, 1981), 264. As noted above, the Phaeton 
sarcophagus may have provided a source for Sebastiano’s lunette of Phaeton (or Perdix), as noted 
by Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique Sculpture, 70. It is also around this 
time that Leonardo began studying the figure of Leda, which was so influential to the pose seen 
here, as discussed above.  

134 Bambach, et. al, suggested Leonardo’s Neptune drawing was as source for Raphael's 
Galatea, and that Andrea Mantegna's Battle of the Sea Gods (also an evocation of antique 
sculpture) probably inspired Leonardo’s drawing; Leonardo likely went to Mantua in 1500, and 
the two shared a patron in Isabella d'Este; Carmen C. Bambach, ed., Leonardo Da Vinci Master 
Draftsman: Catalogue to an Exhibition at The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York 2003 
(New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2003), 513 cat. 93. 
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and sea-centaur, while his seahorse is clearly a quotation from the right foreground of 

Leonardo’s adaptation. There is (perhaps unintended) irony in the model of a battle of 

Neptune in a scene that appears to depict the rejection of his son.135 

The other marine-themed sarcophagus [fig. 74] of particular significance was in 

the della Valle collection in the sixteenth century, and was likely displayed in public prior 

to that given its popularity in the previous century; several drawings and engravings of it 

survive, including an early sixteenth-century drawing formerly attributed to Giulio 

Romano (B-R cat. 100a), a drawing in the Codex Coburgensis, fol. 136 [fig. 75] (B-R cat. 

100b), an engraving formerly attributed to the “School of Marcantonio,” and a later 

drawing attributed to Enea Vico.136 There are obvious similarities here in several of the 

poses [fig. 76]. The triton on the right in the fresco, pictured in a lunging pose, has two 

predecessors in the sarcophagus, in the figures pulling the boat (evident in the drawings 

and what remains of the sarcophagus fragment). The semi-reclining nude seen from 

behind with her arm draped over the centaur shares a directionality with the centaur and 

Nereid pair on the right of Raphael’s fresco (unlike the Aracoeli sarcophagus), while 

 
135 Thoenes pointed out the Mantegnesque horse and also the similar horse head in the 

stucchi on Peruzzi’s vault; Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 69 
136 It was known to Renaissance artists since the previous century, and was apparently 

already partially fragmented, and only two small fragment remains today (the small right corner 
fragment is not illustrated here). Bober and Rubinstein list several representations and adaptations 
in addition to those mentioned here; Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique 
Sculpture, 131–132, cat. 100, 100a, 100b. For Enea Vico’s drawing and the Marcantonio School 
print, see Phyllis Pray Bober, “An Antique Sea-Thiasos in the Renaissance,” in Essays in Memory 
of Karl Lehmann, ed. Lucy Freeman Sandler, Marsyas, Studies in the History of Art, Supplement 
I (New York, 1964), 43–48, figs. 3 and 8, respectively. Once acquired by the della Valle, it was 
installed into a mosaic as a pasticcio of antique fragments, and the exposure to the elements 
further damaged the relief. When Bober wrote about it in 1964, it was evidently still installed into 
the wall.  



232 
 

there is a parallel in the seated Nereid with a circular drape on the far left. Though we 

must rely upon the two drawings of the fragment for both of these details, the drawings 

are at least consistent.  

This sarcophagus was also a likely source for Mantegna in his engraving, Battle of 

the Sea Gods (c. 1485-88), [figs. 77-78], upon which Leonardo had drawn for his 

Neptune.137 It appears Mantegna restored the head of the Nereid on the left, but he 

removed her circular drape and raised her right arm above her head; Raphael’s adaptation 

of the figure [fig. 79] draws attention to the adjusted pose and the carefully coiffed 

hairstyle in Mantegna’s engraving.138 However, Raphael adapted the circular drape that 

appeared in the sarcophagus. The seahorse in the left of Raphael’s fresco, noted above as 

a quotation from Leonardo’s Neptune, also bears a striking resemblance to that on the far 

right of the left half of Mantegna’s engraving [fig. 80], both seen from the front with a 

head twisting to the left and an upward gaze and gaping mouth. Raphael thus drew 

attention to a three-way dialogue, demonstrating his ability to transform antique 

sculpture, engraving and drawing into paint. His marble hippocamp further rivaled 

 
137 Bober noted sarcophagus provided an impetus for several creative adaptations, 

including Mantegna’s Battle of the Sea Gods. She did not suggest Raphael’s Galatea, though she 
pointed out the likelihood that this relief inspired works within his circle, such as Quos Ego; 
Phyllis Pray Bober, “An Antique Sea-Thiasos in the Renaissance,” in Essays in Memory of Karl 
Lehmann, ed. Lucy Freeman Sandler, Marsyas, Studies in the History of Art, Supplement I (New 
York, 1964), 43–48. 

138 Thoenes noted how the figure of the Nereid resembles that in Mantegna’s engraving, 
including the pose and the carefully coiffed hairstyle compared with the other figures, and he 
suggested that both are indebted to the crouching Venus type, though the pose in Mantegna’s 
print is more frontal; Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 70. Patricia Emison 
suggested a hint of the Battle of Sea Gods may also be found in Marcantonio’s engraving, Quos 
Ego, after Raphael’s design; Patricia Emison, “Raphael’s Multiples,” 205. 
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Peruzzi’s stone horse in Perseus [fig. 81] and his seahorses in stucchi, toward which the 

gaze of the seahorse in Raphael’s fresco draws our attention.139 

This was not the first time Raphael used antique sarcophagi for inspiration. He 

had studied sea creatures on antique sarcophagi in preparation for bronze plates for 

Chigi.140 Raphael had also fictively restored a marine-themed relief in the School of 

Athens, placing it just beneath the fictive statue of Apollo [fig. 82].141 In this case, it 

appears as a bas-relief, emulating the monochromatic tones and texture of stone, although 

Mantegna’s Battle of the Sea Gods is likely among its sources here, as well. In Galatea, 

such reliefs are transformed into monumental sculptures.  

Raphael also made reference to specific monumental sculptures. He responded to 

Sebastiano, quoting the Belvedere Torso [fig. 83] in the twisting torso of the triton on the 

lower left; and to Mantegna, quoting the Rhodes crouching Venus type [fig. 84] in his 

companion Nereid.142 The sculpture was missing the head and left arm, but it is similar in 

 
139 Per Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 69. 
140 The bronze plates were to be executed by Cesarino da Perugia for Agostino Chigi. 

According to Thoenes, sketches for the plates remain visible on the side of a drawing for the 
Massacre of the Innocents. Thoenes, “Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 67-68.” Raphael’s first 
recorded work for Chigi, the contract (November 1510) mentions Raphael as the designer of the 
plates, which Cesarino was to execute; Jones and Penny, 92, n. 22; Vincenzo Goltzio, Raffaello 
nei documenti nelle testimonianze dei contemporanei e nella letteratura del suo secolo (Vatican 
City, 1971), 23.  

141 “Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 67-68. 
142 Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 70. Thoenes also identified this 

crouching Venus type as a model for Mantegna’s engraving. The Rhodes type of Venus is 
typically shown with an open torso and arms raised into the hair (sometimes referred to as a 
bathing Aphrodite) rather than in the more modest pose, with arms shown crossing the body. In 
the sixteenth century, a Rhodes type of Venus was recorded in the Cesi collection, and was 
known through various drawings; Raphael may have studied it himself; One of the designs was 
identified by Silvia Ferino-Pagden (Raffaello a Firenze, exh. cat. Milano, 1984, 359 ss.) as a copy 
of a drawing by Raphael of c. 1510-11; Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 70, and 
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the position of the torso.143 There are seemingly endless linkages here between Raphael’s 

antique sources and his contemporaries’ engagement with them. Identifying them could 

become a kind of game, and a form of social currency, for the artist, his patron and his 

viewers. The fresco also functions as a sculptural relief brought to life—by restoring and 

finishing these sculptures and bringing them into the round through perspective, Raphael 

transferred possession of these sculptures into Chigi’s galleria antica, an idea continued a 

few years later in the adjacent Loggia of Psyche.144  

 Through his engagement with his myriad sources, Raphael also continued the 

intermedial discourse begun in the vault and the lunettes. Like Mantegna and Botticelli 

before him, Raphael may have wished to recreate a lost antique painting, in this case, that 

described by Philostratus.145 Raphael depicted his painting as he imagined an all’antica 

painting should be. By signaling his use of Philostratus specifically, the artist 

communicated his knowledge with erudite viewers and further connected the antique 

villa in Naples to Chigi’s modern paradise.146 He enhanced this through departures that 

 
nn. 82 and 83. For the placement of this statue in the Cesi collection see Theodor Schreiber, Die 
antiken Bildwerke der Villa Ludovisi in Rom (Leipzig: Wilhelm Engelmann, 1880), 49. 

143 Thoenes, “Galatea: Tentativi di avvicinamento,” 70. 
144 Rijser emphasized the importance of this for patron rivalry, as well as establishing a 

network of references; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 385.  
145 As Jones and Penny suggested; Raphael, 97, 100. Luba Freedman argued at length 

that Raphael’s goal was sought to recreate (or reinvent) an antique painting as he imagined one to 
look, based on Philostratus; Classical Myths, 116-117. 

146 In comparing the fresco and Philostratus’s description point-by-point, Luba Freedman 
demonstrated how Raphael signaled his use of this particular source to Chigi’s knowledgeable 
guests (certain aspects were not described by Poliziano or Ovid); she thought Philostratus 
suggested the standing pose, Classical Myths, 115-117; David Rijser also argued that the use of 
Philostratus connected the Chigi’s villa to the antique villa in Naples that Philostratus described, 
and in particular emphasized the aspect of the gallery, Raphael’s Poetics, 406-409. 
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further pointed to Chigi, such as the paddle wheeled seashell chariot.147 As Luba 

Freedman noted, “Raphael’s Galatea called to mind works of ancient art, whether statues 

of Venus, the tavola described by Philostratus, or the intaglio hammered by Vulcan, 

Galatea was given new life in Chigi’s painting,” at first seen only by visitors to the villa 

but then made accessible through prints.148  

He sought to outdo his source in poetry and his fellow painters, creating a work 

that seems to hover between media. Scholars frequently note its sculpturesque qualities. 

The nude bust of the Nereid on the left and especially the back of the Nereid on the right 

maintain the flat, stone-like qualities of relief sculpture.149 These qualities extend to the 

lower extremities of the triton on the left, and to the water itself, evident especially in the 

background, where the sea-centaur’s hoofs sit on top of the water. Raphael transformed 

the familiar bas relief format into a monumental sculpture set in three-dimensional space 

and in vivid color. He engaged with antique painting, transforming the work again into 

two dimensions and setting it into a frame, where Polyphemus is thus shown gazing at 

both a three-dimensional sculpture and a painting.150 Despite its sculpturesque, even 

archaeological appearance, the frame declares the work is a painting, hung on a wall, and 

further still a type of painting not typically placed in a frame—it is a fresco. 

 
147 Freedman, Classical Myths, 116 
148 Freedman, Classical Myths, 117. 
149 Frommel described the Galatea in this manner, her bust and back flat, similar to a 

relievo, La Villa Farnesina, 1: 96.,  
150 As Luba Freedman noted, the monumental size of these frescoes suggests they sought 

to emulate antique sculptures, Classical Myths, 80. And David Rijser noted, Raphael finished 
antique remains, brought them into the round, into color and into depth. Polyphemus is looking at 
the marine thiasoi; Raphael’s Poetics, 385, 390. 
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Similar to how Peruzzi had restored his Apollo in the vault, Raphael used 

incomplete sculptures for inspiration, not only restoring them, but reimagining them and 

giving them a new life.151 Raphael took it a step further, however, suggesting not only the 

sculpturesque quality of the materials, but also the fragmentary nature of the remains of 

these familiar sculptures, which he and many of his viewers would have encountered 

firsthand.152 He divided the giornate of his Galatea to cut the drapery into two sections 

with the fold across her belly, an approach which recalls that taken in antique sculpture to 

hide the seam where two blocks of marble are attached.153 In some instances, this could 

be explained in practical terms: to overcome the challenges of painting in buon fresco, 

Raphael cleverly used his giornate to disguise certain transitions. Yet, in some instances, 

the solution seems more deliberate. Whereas Sebastiano had subordinated his quotation 

of the Belvedere Torso to the illusionism of pastoral painting, Raphael quoted the same 

 
151 Raphael assembled various sources, conforming to Zeuxis, “but now applied to 

fragmentary remains of sculpture rather than living maidens;” Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 382. 
152 Through his approach, Raphael made himself a new point of origin for imitation, 

creation and copying. As Leondard Barkan observed, the fragmentariness and foreignness of 
ancient remains invited participation, completion, restoration, and re-imagining of the ancient 
past: “Early moderns reconstructed these objects as places of discourse” for original creation 
(storytelling) and the fulfillment of the historical past from which these objects emerged; in other 
words, “these objects became occasions to tell verbal stories that were new and original but at the 
same time could be seen as fulfillments of a history that began in the hallowed time when ancient 
art was made;” Barkan, Unearthing the Past, xxxii, 4-9, and the quoted passage, p. 210. Stephen 
Campbell argued that Mantegna’s use of framents offered a point of departure for “imaginative 
acts of reading;” Cabinet of Eros, 48.  

153 Jones and Penny pointed this out as a possible solution to the challenges of matching 
color between adjacent giornate (a problem which is evident in the blue in the sky, where he tried 
to resolve the issue through his arrangement of the clouds); however, they also pointed to this 
aspect as evidence that the work is more archeological, based in imagination assisted by 
observation of sculpture as he studied Roman remains rather than nature, as if the stone-like 
qualities of the work are almost accidental; Raphael, 95. See also, Lisa Pon’s section on “Copy, 
Copia, Cut-and-Paste” in Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 113-118. 
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sculpture (in the triton on the left), but he suggested the sculpturesque quality of the 

materials and even its fragmented state. He divided his giornate to truncate the figure in a 

similar way before adding a fin in place of the lower leg [fig. 85].154 In the companion 

Nereid, Raphael restored fragmented marine sarcophagi and quoted a Venus of Rhodes, 

yet akin to the Galatea, it is divided across its belly. Scholars have criticized the way the 

head of this nymph appears oddly attached to her neck, and how her arm seems to belong 

to a different torso.155 These oddities cannot be explained by the difficulties of painting 

across giornate, however, as the head and arm belong to the same one; and I would argue 

they cannot be explained away by suggesting Raphael did not observe nature, as the 

visage of Galatea (not to mention his numerous other paintings from the period) attest he 

was capable.156 Fresco is a challenging medium, as Sebastiano’s lunettes corroborate, and 

it is likely that practical difficulties caused some of the issues, but the oddities are 

pervasive here, and I think Raphael decided to make them an asset, to exploit the 

limitations of his medium. He was undoubtedly influenced by his study of antique 

sculpture, but he allowed the material nature of the remnants to remain visible on the 

surface of the work.  

 
154 Culotta observed how the truncation of the torso is evident in the giornate; Culotta, 

“Finding Rome in Rome,” 178. The giornate are illustrated in Tantillo Minosi, “Restauri alla 
Farnesina,” 46, fig. 9.  

155 Jones and Penny, who also criticized his drawing of the two breasts here and 
questioned how Galatea could possibly have two of them; Jones and Penny, Raphael, 95. 
Oberhuber referred to the overly muscular and imperfect creatures that surround Galatea, though 
he thought this was deliberate, to enhance a Neoplatonic reading. 

156 Frommel argued he must have painted Galatea based upon a real woman because she 
is the most natural within the painting, but I think this was deliberate; Frommel, La Villa 
Farnesina, 1:99.  
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 I would like to suggest that we may find a more nuanced reading of this fresco by 

returning again to Blosio Palladio’s poem, not this time to understand how Palladio 

responded to the decorations, but how Raphael responded to Palladio’s poem. Raphael 

drew attention to the sculptural materials, but he did not do so simply to remind viewers 

of the origin of his sources; nor did he simply seek to illustrate his ability to depict 

sculpture in the round in paint. Raphael’s approach in this work is rather rooted in Ovid’s 

tale of Pygmalion (Met. Bk X: 243-297), who created a sculpture so beautiful and so pure 

that he fell in love with it. Pygmalion prayed to Venus/Aphrodite to transform his 

sculpture into a real woman, and then he watched in disbelief as his sculpture 

transformed to life before his eyes.157 Ovid did not identify the sculpture as Galatea, and 

this association did not become popularized until the eighteenth century.158 However, 

there is a hint that Raphael already suggested this association, and he may have been 

inspired to do so by Blosio Palladio’s poem. Recall how the poet, in describing the 

decorations on the vault and lunettes, proclaimed how even “Pygmalion would prefer 

these to his ivory bride.”159 Raphael responded to Palladio’s poem and to the poet’s 

 
157 The origin of the story is uncertain, though Ovid’s tale is the first known literary 

source from antiquity and the root of all later interpretations, and Geoffrey Miles suggested that 
Ovid invented the tale; Geoffrey Miles, Classical Mythology in English Literature: A Critical 
Anthology (Psychology Press, 1999), 332.  

158 She was not associated with Galatea overtly until the eighteenth century, when the 
story received renewed attention, and artists, writers, and composers began to name the nameless 
statue (variously Agalméris, Galatea, or Elise). Though first identitified as Galatea in the 1740s, 
the choice became popular after the Swiss-born philosopher, writer, and composer, Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau, composed the enormously influential melodrama scène lyrique Pygmalion (written in 
1762 and first performed in Lyon in 1770); Meyer Reinhold, “The Naming of Pygmalion’s 
Animated Statue,” The Classical Journal 66, no. 4 (1971): 316–19. 

159 Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,”  118: 55. 
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response to the other decorations in the space. On Galatea’s raised knee [fig. 86], Raphael 

employed a shift in color from the deep red drape to a silvery-gray-blue that closely 

resembles the color used for the marmoreal horse; while the color is mostly accurate, 

these tones once also shot through the shadows of the drapery more prominently.160 

Understood as a response to Palladio’s poem, it becomes clear that the drapery covering 

Galatea’s elevated knee is shown in the process of transforming from stone into flesh, 

just as Pygmalion’s ivory statue transformed before his eyes. It is no wonder that scholars 

frequently observe how she is more lifelike than the figures who surround her.161 

Raphael’s marmoreal horse is not just a quotation of Mantegna or of an antique relief, but 

a commentary on the process of transformation itself, enhanced by pointing to Peruzzi’s 

frozen horse in the vault, which his Medusa had transformed into stone.  

Even the little putto in the foreground has an ambiguous relationship to the tail 

behind him. Presumably, it belongs to the dolphin, but the bird’s eye view of the tail is 

exaggerated in comparison to the upper body, and it is pushed forward in the painting, 

 
160 Tantillo Mignosi noted the color we see today is accurate, apart from the gray 

cangianti tones in the shadows of Galatea’s mantel, which have darkened over time, but must 
have lightened the “somber colored amethyst;” Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 35. 
This detail is typically ignored, though David Rijser thought this odd color shift, which 
previously drew criticism from Winckelmann, must signal Raphael’s use of Philostratus as a 
source, drawing attention to her beautiful thigh; Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 406 and n. 445). 
Although Philostratus highlighted the beauty of Galatea’s thigh, we do not see skin here but 
stone-colored drapery.  

161 Frommel thought she must have been based upon a real woman; La Villa Farnesina, 
1: 99. Others have rooted the difference in her chastity and in a Neoplatonic reading of the figure. 
For example, Oberhuber noted she stands out as something more pure “muscular and imperfect 
creatures who surround her;” Raphael, 170; Rijser observed that especially since she is partially 
dressed, unlike her companions, she stands out as something special, more aligned with the real 
women in Chigi’s life, though he added Galatea is also the more important in the story than the 
others, Raphael’s Poetics, 390.  
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pointing toward the putto’s back; it even seems to cast its own shadow on the water. It is 

difficult to imagine how the tail could be attached to the dolphin. Again, this could be 

explained away by the difficulties of painting in fresco, and in this case, the tail belongs 

to the same giornata as the putto rather than the dolphin. However, the ambiguity is 

evident already in the only autograph drawing for the fresco [fig. 87].162 As mentioned 

above, Raphael might have intended to allude subtly to Palaemon, the companion to 

Venus who frequently came to the aid of sailors as a possible reference to Chigi; he is 

variously described in antique sources as a putto who rides a dolphin and a youth with a 

fish tail; Raphael’s figure is non-committal on this point and could be variously 

interpreted by viewers.163 The figure thus lent ambiguity to the meaning, but it also seems 

to suggest Raphael’s process of assembly—his assimilation of various sources to create a 

new whole. The spatial relationship, and especially the cast shadow, becomes further 

exaggerated in the engravings, suggesting contemporaries were drawn to it, an idea I 

shall explore in the next chapter. 

Raphael expressed his self-awareness of the medium, which is further enacted by 

the frame that declares the fresco a work of art.164 His painting thus conveys a meta-

 
162 Eckhart Knab et al., Raffaello: i disegni (Firenze: Nardini, 1983), n. 434, accepted by 

Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:95 fig. 101 and n. 279, p. 142. The Louvre Museum lists it as a 
copy after Raphael, but even if this is the case, it must have been made after a drawing for the 
fresco because it captures an earlier idea for the hand gripping the dolphins fin, as discussed 
below.  

163 Duncan Kinkead contested previous arguments for this reading because Palaemon is 
never described as winged or depicted with wings in classical sources; “An Iconographic Note on 
Raphael’s Galatea,” 314, n. 4.  

164 Victor Stoichita made a related argument for panel paintings in the seventeenth-
century panel paintings, though mobility was a key factor; Victor Stoichita, Victor Ieronim 
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discourse on the transformation of materials, on the artistic process of assimilation of 

sources and transformation of antiquity, with particular focus on the materials 

themselves.165 It is worth pointing out, however, that Raphael did not typically make 

stylistic choices for their own sake, but always to contribute to the meaning of his 

paintings.166 His approach was thematically tied to the transformation that takes place 

throughout this villa and contributed to the meaning and holistic experience of the work 

within the space. Furthermore, the purity of Pygmalion’s statue—in contrast to the 

sexually immoral women who surrounded him in Cyprus—lends itself well to the moral 

lessons embedded in the scenes in this loggia, to a Neoplatonic reading of the fresco, to 

subtle allusions of the figure as Margherita Gonzaga, and ultimately to the reading of 

Galatea as a symbol for chastity later in the century. We should not understand his 

connection to material transformation as an afterthought, however; quite to the contrary, I 

would argue that it was through his exploration of a solution that would convey meaning 

 
Stoichita, The Self-Aware Image: An Insight into Early Modern Meta-Painting (Cambridge 
University Press, 1997). 

165 This is related to Pamela Smith’s notion of “artisanal epistemology.” She argued, 
artitsts located the roots of cognition in nature and especially in bodily engagement with matter. 
They became increasingly self-conscious about their ability to communicate their knowledge of 
nature through illusionism, and sought to emulate naturalistic processes by transforming matter in 
the making of art; Pamela H. Smith, The Body of the Artisan: Art and Experience in the Scientific 
Revolution (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003), esp., 31-32, 59, and 95.  

166 This was the case even in his later works, such as the Battle of the Milvian Bridge, in 
which according to Sydney Freedberg, Raphael began to break with the unity of form and content 
that was central to his classic style. Though it is these late works that scholars have often found 
the roots of mannerism, in which style is often divorced from content, Raphael did not separate 
the two. As Marcia Hall explained, it is in his late style that Raphael developed his relieflike 
style, based on the study antique relief sculpture, but also aligned with ancient modes of rhetoric, 
which allowed him to choose from different modes, depending upon which suited the practical 
needs of the space, but also the content; “Classicism, Mannerism and the Relieflike Style,” 231-2.  
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in this space, Raphael honed his process and decided to showcase it. We may also find a 

response to Sebastiano’s Daedalus in conveying a moral warning to artists (discussed in 

Chapter 3), as Ovid’s tale of Pygmalion cautioned artists against falling in love with their 

own creation, a pitfall Raphael could surely avoid by remaining aware of his process.  

Raphael’s Galatea thus responded to the discourse on intermediality already 

underway in this space, and the theme of metamorphosis that was essential to the space 

was also crucial to the development of Raphael’s artistic process, and it is expressed in 

the final work. Perhaps Ceglio Calcagnini had this idea or even had this painting in mind 

when he wrote his epigram to Raphael upon the artist’s death, declaring that “he 

[Raphael] brought forth by [his] hand live faces from marble; a live visage breathed from 

his pictures.”167 Though it has been understood as a rather unusual reference to Raphael 

as a marble sculptor, I would suggest it refers to Raphael’s ability to transform the marble 

sculptures of antiquity into living flesh in paint.168 It was through paint, enhanced by his  

collaboration with Marcantonio on engravings such as the Massacre of the Innocents, 

which were understood as a form of sculpture, that Raphael rivaled Michelangelo on his 

own terms.169  

 
167 Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources, 647-648 (1520/77). 
168 Shearman noted that Castiglione had made a similar statement (see letter 1523/10), 

which he thought may indicate humanists believed Raphael should be taken seriously as a 
sculptor; alternatively, that Calcagnini may have simply employed rhetorical ornament drawn 
from Virgil; Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources, 648.  

169 Patricia Emison argued that Raphael’s collaboration with Marcantonio allowed him to 
realize his sculpturesque, epic forms, especially through their work together on the Massacre of 
the Innocents, and thus to rival Michelangelo; Patricia Emison, “Raphael’s Multiples,” 186–206, 
esp. 199-200. The term sculpsit began to appear on engravings c. 1540 to refer to the engraver of 
the plate; Landau and Parshall, The Renaissance Print, 306. Witcombe, Print Publishing in 
Sixteenth-Century Rome, 13–14. The practice of viewing engraving as sculpture was present long 
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Raphael might have also been inspired by the poets Poliziano and Philostratus to 

engage in a rivalry of material transformation: Poliziano had described the scene as if it 

were an intaglio created by Vulcan on the doors of the palace of Venus; and Philostratus 

had described an antique painting of the subject. Raphael may have, in part, responded to 

Mantegna and Botticelli, in seeking to recreate a lost ancient painting, or to Peruzzi and 

Sebastiano, whom Palladio claimed brought Ovid’s verses to life.”170 It is more than this, 

however. Akin to Blosio Palladio, the goal of these poets was to bring these figures to life 

through words, and they made the medium nearly obsolete.171 Raphael thus responded to 

these poets in his own medium, and aligned with Leonardo’s declarations on the 

superiority of painting to poetry as expressed in On Painting, Raphael demonstrated he 

could communicate complex ideas and emotions with immediacy through his painted 

image.172 He conveyed multiple versions of the literary story while providing a visual 

image that was equally complex in its cross-temporal references to works in sculpture 

 
before the appearance of this inscription, evident in the earliest prints of the sixteenth century in 
the prints of Marcantonio and his school; Madeleine Viljoen, “Raphael into Print,” 129. 

170 Jones and Penny, Raphael, 100.  
171 Kostopoulou emphasized this aspect of Philostratus, esp. 83, 89-90. 
172 In a similar vein, Christian Kleinbub argued that Quos Ego constitutes an argument for 

the superiority of painting to both sculpture and poetry (in this case, Virgil’s Aeneid); Christian 
K. Kleinbub, “Raphael’s Quos Ego: Forgotten Document of the Renaissance Paragone,” Word & 
Image 28, no. 3 (July 1, 2012): 287–301. See pp. 295-296 on how the print competes with the 
poetry through its ability to communicate complex ideas and emotion with immediacy in one 
image, and alignment with Leonardo’s ideas as expressed in On Painting. On the superiority of 
painting to sculpture, poetry, and even music, see On Painting, 20-46. 
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and paint. The addition of the frame further enhances his argument: Raphael placed his 

istoria inside a perspectival window.173  

Raphael seems to have explored the idea of medial transformation further through 

his collaboration with Marcantonio in Quos Ego, a visual treatise on the paragone in the 

form of engraving.174 Scholars believe that Leonardo’s Neptune drawing (c. 1504) served 

as a source for the Quos Ego, and according to Vasari, Fabio Gaddi paid tribute to the 

drawing for surpassing the poetry of both Virgil and Homer. We thus find Raphael 

engaged in a discourse on the paragone with Leonardo in this engraving, which could 

expand the discourse to a broader, yet still rather exclusive audience on the print market. 

It is clear from the analysis above, however, that Raphael had already begun to develop 

that idea in his Galatea, which Raphael had also modeled in part on the Neptune drawing. 

In the next chapter, I shall demonstrate how this dialogue is evident in the prints related 

to the Galatea fresco from the school of Marcantonio created around the same time. 

Musicality and Theatricality: Raphael’s Gesamtkunstwerk 

There is another aspect of the Gesamtkunstwerk in this fresco that has yet to be fully 

explored: musicality. There is music everywhere throughout the space. Just above 

 
173  For Leonardo, the illusionistic perspective a painter could achieve was crucial to the 

argument for painting; On Painting, 47-116. 
174 Kleinbub masterfully demonstrated how the Quos Ego engraving functioned as a 

document or visual treatise on the paragone, which argues for the superiority of painting to 
sculpture and poetry through the medium of engraving, which itself was the highest form of 
sculpture for its ability to approximate and even blur the lines between media. Though he did not 
root the idea in Raphael’s Galatea, I think it is clear that Raphael developed the idea first in the 
loggia, and we find in the related prints a continuation of that discourse. See Christian K. 
Kleinbub, “Raphael’s Quos Ego,” 287–301. Patricia Emison previously remarked that the Quos 
Ego “commented upon and further developed” some of Raphael’s other works, referring to the 
print as the “male pendant to the Galatea;” “Raphael’s Multiple’s,” 205.  
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Galatea in the vault, Victory blows a horn, while Apollo plays a violin in one scene and 

holds a harp in another; in the adjacent scene, Polyphemus holds his panpipes as he sings 

to the nymph; and there would likely have been music playing as guests strolled through 

the spaces and enjoyed Chigi’s sumptuous dinners.175 Raphael did not miss this important 

aspect of the Gesamtkunstwerk. In Galatea, we find musical references throughout the 

work: in the instruments, in the color, and in the arrangement of figures. The tritons blow 

various types of horns—the one most visible on the left is a conch shell (typical of a 

triton), while the figure on the far right blows into a longer horn, and the third, who is 

distracted by his companion, holds another, perhaps a cornamuse or an ancient horn such 

as the type depicted in another marine-themed sarcophagus now in the Vatican Museums 

[fig. 88].176 Even in the circling putti above we may find a musical reference, as their 

extended bows seem to take on the shape of harps. Galatea loosely holds the dolphin’s 

reins in her palms, and pulling the thin strings taught, she seems to pluck them as if they 

belong to a lyre; and the little putto in the foreground, who hangs onto the dolphin’s fins, 

reaches up to pluck the foremost string from the opposite end with one finger—a subtle, 

humorous element that balances the grouchy putto in the upper left. The only extant 

drawing for the fresco [fig.  87] is damaged, but it appears that Raphael initially 

conceived the little putto’s hand as grasping the fin entirely. He must have made this 

deliberate alteration to enhance the meaning of the work within the space and its function 

 
175 For a succinct review of reports of the elaborate entertainment at the villa and further 

sources, see Coffin, The Villa, 107-108.  
176 According to the museum record, the Vatican Museums acquired the sarcophagus in 

1780, purchased from Carlo Ingami, whose family’s garden fountain it previously adorned. 
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as a form of response to the other decorations therein. As we will see in the next chapter, 

Marcantonio and Marco Dente alluded to this change in their engravings. 

Through his response, Raphael playfully rivaled Peruzzi on the ceiling, whose 

mythological figures pose with various string instruments. Galatea’s string instrument 

provides a contrast to the uncouth wind instrument of the giant, perhaps further signaling 

her rejection of him; at the same time, the choice acknowledges and rivals Sebastiano’s 

reference to Raphael’s own Apollo in the Stanza della Segnatura.177 We also find the 

contrast within the painting itself, as Galatea’s less refined companions play wind 

instruments. Raphael extended his approach to the arrangement of figures and poses and 

to his use of color. Galatea is surrounded by a chorus of animated sea creatures who 

trumpet her passage on the sea; sweeping gestures and fleeting glances orchestrate an 

easy, steady movement through the work that is at once powerful and constrained, 

symmetrical yet dynamic. Raphael used elegantly exaggerated, outstretched arms and 

flowing drapery to create a rhythmic, circular motion that is controlled and centered on 

the figure of Galatea.  

As part of a fuller soundscape that must have included actual music, but also 

sprouting fountains, the flowing river, chirping birds or buzzing bees, and other sounds of 

the surrounding gardens, we can imagine how Raphael’s musical references and his 

figures came to life before the viewers’ eyes. The flying putti above and the sea creatures 

 
177 For the argument that Sebastiano responded to Raphael’s Apollo, see Culotta, “Two 

Artists, Two Rooms,” cited above. Recall that Sebastiano’s choice is rooted in the literature. It 
was Theocritus who made him a lovesick, unsophisticated singer holding a crude instrument; 
Luba Freedman, 78-79. On Apollo’s instrument, see Lisa Pon, “Further Musings on Raphael’s 
Parnassus,” pp. 191-207 in Magne Malmanger and Roy Eriksen, ed., Imitation, 
Representation and Printing in the Italian Renaissance, Rome: Edizioni dell'Ateneo, 2009. 
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below all begin to swirl around her axis, while Galatea, who has initiated the action with 

her outstretched arms, emerges from the chaos in a remarkably stable posture—even 

though she is standing on one leg in a shell on the sea. Surrounded by animated figures 

painted in softer, harmonious tones of flesh, greens and blues, the firmly planted Galatea 

is wrapped in an intense, deep red drape: she is both the visual pause and the crescendo.  

If Sebastiano’s reference to Raphael’s Apollo was meant as a challenge of 

Horace’s ut pictura poesis, Raphael offered a commanding reply. While Sebastiano’s 

picture is more aligned with the idyllic qualities of pastoral poetry, Raphael’s powerful 

painting transformed poetry into a musical score, here performed as if on a stage—how 

fitting again for this space, where actual theatrical performances took place on the 

platform in the adjacent loggia. At the same time, we must remember that stage sets were 

typically made from ephemeral materials; Peruzzi had made many that no longer survive. 

Raphael, perhaps in response, fixed his stage and its performance into the more 

permanent medium of buon fresco.  

Raphael may have been inspired (or even advised) in this respect by his friend 

Pietro Bembo. In seeking to elevate the Italian (Tuscan) language to the level of Latin, 

Bembo had theorized that the structure and arrangement of words—vowels and 

consonants, rhythm, rhyme and context, long or short lines—could provoke powerful 

emotions in the listener, from gravità (gravity or grief) to piacevolezza (sweetness or 

grace).178 On one hand, Raphael sought to elevate modern Italian painting to the level of 

 
178 Bembo was a staunch defendant of the Italian literary language of Dante, Boccaccio, 

and most especially Petrarch, as evidenced in his most significant work, Prose della volgar lingua 
(finished 1512, published in Venice 1525). Like his predecessors, Bembo sought to elevate the 
Italian language and developed his theory on poetry based upon a close analysis of Petrarch’s 
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antique painting, aligned with Pietro Bembo’s goals and treatment of the Italian volgare. 

On the other, Bembo’s theory of affective poetry is inherently musical and apparently 

resonated with composers later in the century.179 Raphael carefully composed his color, 

arrangement of forms and gesture in a similar way, managing to create a balance of 

gravity and grace.  

The musicality of the work must have contributed to the emotional, even visceral 

response to the space that encourages sharing in viral transmission, even if the details get 

lost later. The affectiveness of the work is evident in the musical terms scholars 

frequently use to describe Raphael’s painting, as if it were involuntary—it was my own 

inclination to do so that drew my attention to this quality inherent in the work.180 

Raphael’s approach lends the work a sense of theatricality and performativity that 

 
work; Allan W. Atlas, ed., Renaissance Music: Music in Western Europe, 1400-1600 (New York: 
Norton, 1998), 433. 

179 More specifically, it might have influenced the development of the madrigal, the 
popular sixteenth-century musical, in the 1540s and 1550s. In the 1540s and 1550s, Willaert and 
his Venetian protégés were inspired by Petrarch, and according to Allan Atlas, despite the fact 
that music theorists and Bembo seem to have interacted very little, it was through Bembo’s 
embrace of Petrarch that the fourteenth-century poet’s ideas gained traction in composer circles in 
the mid-sixteenth century. Atlas argued that the new style of music, evident in Musica Nova 
(1559), might demonstrate Willaert's attempt to translate Bembo's theory of poetry into music, 
and to elevate popular music as Petrarch had sought to do with the Italian language; Atlas, 433-
434. 

180Frommel referred to her “ceremonial dance,” which later inspired Annibale Carracci, 
Poussin and Bocklin, as well as the fountains of Bernini; La Villa Farnesina, 1: 98. Rijser 
referred to Raphael’s painting as akin to the first chair violin in an orchestra, though his point was 
related to the artistic rivalry in the space rather than the specifically musically within it: each 
seeks to outdo the other but ultimately in the interest of harmony, of a shared aim (in this case, 
toward Chigi’s galleria). Raphael, however, disrupted that discord with his autonomous work; 
Raphael’s Poetics, 414. Perhaps it was this aspect of the work that inspired the nineteenth-century 
playwright Goethe, who according to Cyrus Hamlin drew from it for his Faust, “Faust in 
Performance,” 131. 
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encourages sharing, inspires creative response, and transcends time, even as the details of 

Raphael’s solution became lost over time. 

At the same time, Raphael demonstrated the superiority of painting to music and 

even to theater, as he had done with sculpture and poetry, by expressing them all 

instantaneously. Returning to Leonardo’s contemporaneous argument for the superiority 

of painting to both sculpture and poetry, we find a reference to music: 

A poem, which has to accomplish the representation of a given beauty by 
means of the representation of each of those parts which would comprise 
the same harmony in a painting, does not achieve any more grace than 
music would produce if each note were to be heard on its own at various 
intervals, failing to produce any harmony — just as if you wished to show 
a face part by part, always covering the section previously shown.181  

Whether Raphael could have learned this idea from Leonardo is uncertain, since the 

treatise was not published, and Leonardo did not arrive in Rome until 1513.182 In any 

event, the unity of the solution is once again a key element of its design. Though Peruzzi 

had also included several musical references, the scenes remain separate; Polyphemus has 

only one instrument, which lies silent while he sings in the direction of Galatea. Raphael 

responded with a self-contained and united orchestral performance. His performative 

approach enhanced the holistic experience of the space, but at the same time, it disrupted 

 
181 Leonardo da Vinci, On Painting, ed. Martin Kemp, trans. Margaret Walker (New 

Haven: Yale, 1989), 24. 
182 Kleinbub argued that Raphael might have learned about Leonardo’s ideas on the 

paragone in general and expressed the superiority of painting to sculpture and poetry in Quos 
Ego c. 1515-16); Christian K. Kleinbub, Christian K. Kleinbub, “Raphael’s Quos Ego: Forgotten 
Document of the Renaissance Paragone,” Word & Image 28, no. 3 (July 1, 2012): 292-93 and 
295-97. Perhaps this makes a case for a later date for the completion of the painting, or suggests 
Raphael learned these ideas from Castiglione or Bembo.  
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the harmony of the whole and separated itself from the rest.183 In short: it is its own, self-

contained Gesamtkunstwerk—a total work of art. Once again, Raphael’s solution 

encouraged viewers to share his work decontextualized from the space and surrounding 

decorations but doing so concealed its impressive depth and richness as actually a work 

that resounded in relationship to multiple visual and poetic sources and that evoked a 

fully multi-sensory experience. 

The Mysterious Certa Idea Revisited 

Raphael’s fresco has often been lauded for its assimilation of antique culture. As Marcia 

Hall noted, Raphael’s classic approach sought to understand and recreate antique culture, 

providing a contrast to Peruzzi’s antiquarianism.184 Indeed, Raphael’s figures surpass 

antiquarianism and rather embody the spirit and emotion of antiquity.185 The more we 

unpack this work today, the more evident this becomes. Raphael constructed his own 

ideal of myriad textual and visual sources, assembled in his imagination. His well-known 

 
183 As David Risjer argued, Raphael’s poetics interfered, ultimately dwarfing its 

surroundings. His ”easel-piece” was “at odds with the common aim, at odds with its context,” 
which was “his ticket to fame. For that way art would tend;” Raphael’s Poetics, 414-415. 

184 Hall, After Raphael, 24. Artists expanded their views on antiquity and what they 
hoped to gain from it in their work. They no longer studied the remnants for their sake alone (as a 
copybook), but in conjunction with a larger study of antique ideas, such as those expressed in the 
rhetorical writings of Cicero and Quintilian, from which they could extrapolate principles of 
creativity and modes of communication according to function. They “studied the whole culture to 
assimilate it, so that they could recreate it;” After Raphael, 9. In a similar vein, David Rijser 
referred to the fresco as representative of a turning point in the transition from medieval interlace 
toward classical unity, aligned with the unity of classical (Augustan era) poetry; he argued that 
Raphael thus differentiated his work from Peruzzi’s decorative pattern and Sebastiano’s focus on 
illusionism and color; Raphael’s Poetics, 380, 385. 

185 Oberhuber observed that from around 1512, beginning with the Heliodorus, Raphael 
was finally able to truly embody the spirit of antiquity, to “animate his figures from within with 
the vitality and strength of emotion so characteristic of antique art;” Oberhuber, Raphael, 169.  
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letter to Baldassare Castiglione conveys his process: he describes his creation of Galatea 

in Neoplatonic terms, as a compilation of women to create “una certa idea” (a certain 

ideal).186 Though Castiglione likely wrote the letter, it captures Raphael’s theoretical 

ideas.187 Raphael’s painted Galatea represents a compilation of monumental antique 

sculptures and reliefs, in conjunction with modern artistic sources in a variety of media, 

and perhaps a live model, which Raphael then brought to life in his first monumental 

expression of the antique.188 As Christian Kleinbub recently argued, the letter signals the 

important role of the imagination in sixteenth-century art for elevating art beyond 

naturalism: imagination navigates the gap between the mimetic and fantasia, a quality 

which Vasari suggested distinguished art of the third era from the preceding century by 

 
186 The text of the letter is printed in Shearman, “Castiglione’s Portrait of Raphael,” 70. 
187 Shearman reviewed the extensive list of sources in which this letter has been cited and 

argued convincingly the letter was actually written by Castiglione: revised several times before its 
posthumus publication, the letter acts as a literary portrait of the artist and also of the literato, who 
may have used the opportunity to preserve his own legacy (pp. 69-97). Shearman observed that 
scholars have overlooked the artful sprezzatura of the letter in comparison to Raphael’s more 
casual and even vulgar language. He thus argued the letter was a posthumus literary portrait of 
the artist, a fiction that exaggerates the theoretical mind of the artist, engages in debates about 
imitation (especially in opposition to Bembo) and Platonic idea; it is based on parallels expressed 
in the Book of the Courtier (which is also stylistically similar to the letter) and provided a 
platform for debates about imitation and poetry versus painting. Thus, he argued, the letter speaks 
more to the reception of the painting than to its intention. The argument is compelling, though I 
do not agree that it greatly exaggerated Raphael’s theoretical mind. As Kleinbub recently argued, 
Raphael understood these concepts well, and they are evident in his work. His mode of 
expression was visual; Kleinbub, Vision and the Visionary, 104-105. 

188 Oberhuber suggested also that despite the claim made in this letter (which he argued 
Aretino actually wrote because it was too refined for Raphael), Raphael must have used an actual 
model, one who appears in drawing from this period (e.g. one in the Cleveland Museum), perhaps 
Raphael’s mistress, known as the “Fornarina.” Oberhuber, Raphael, 172. Frommel also made this 
suggestion, arguing that Raphael “wished to penetrate into the depths of life, giving to all his 
creations a breathing body and a human soul. To do this he needed, like few other Renaissance 
painters, of the constant love of a woman close to him.” He added that the woman appears in 
several paintings from the period, more mature in his Madonnas, more youthful in Galatea; 
Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:99. 
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achieving that “facile grace that hovers midway between the seen and the unseen.”189 

There is evidence in Raphael’s work that he understood the concept well.190 Marsilio 

Ficino listed love, poetry and prophecy as topics belonging to the same “species of divine 

frenzy” that required imaginative processes.191 The subject of our painting combines two 

of these, love and poetry, and Raphael’s imaginative combination of sources convey a 

fantasia in this work that hovers between objects and between media.  

Poetry, music, painting, sculpture both two- and three-dimensional, are all 

conveyed through one painting, the experience heightened by the surroundings within the 

space. This is the Gesamtkunstwerk, to which the materials are essential; the materials 

themselves transform before our eyes, in the artist’s parallel to Ovid’s Metamorphoses. A 

collection of sculptures, not in fragments but restored; a painting, framed but not mobile; 

 
189 Christian Kleinbub, Vision and the Visionary in Raphael (University Park: The 

Pennsylvania State University Press, 2011), 104. Kleinbub traces the concept of imaginative 
vision through Augustine, Pico della Mirandola, Thomas Aquinas, Marsilio Fincino, and 
Castiglione in the Book of the Courtier noting how these writings, especially Ficino and 
Castiglione, granted imaginative vision to people other than just prophets (103). The Neoplatonic 
ideas regarding imaginative vision expressed in the letter are also shared at the end of the Book of 
the Courtier, where Pietro Bembo explains how the “universal concept” of beauty—which a 
particularly sensitive person can achieve by observing many details and processing them with the 
imagination—is superior to the beauty of an individual woman. Kleinbub notes this parallel is 
often used, in part, to argue that Raphael did not write the letter, but he points out that even if the 
letter was written by Castiglione, Raphael would have been exposed to Neoplatonic ideas at the 
court in Rome even before Castiglione’s arrival, especially through Egidio da Viterbo, who 
shared Castiglione’s beliefs on the subject. For an exploration of this concept more broadly in the 
sacred art of the sixteenth century, see Marcia Hall, The Sacred Image in the Age of Art (2011). 
Hall demonstrated how artists sought to resolve the problems caused by increased naturalism and 
quotidian detail in fifteenth-century art, using idealization and strangeness to elevate their art 
from naturalistic to divine through figures that are real yet unreal. 

190 Kleinbub writes, "If, by the middle of the sixteenth century, a reappraisal of the 
competing ideals of mimesis and fantasia were underway, this shift might be detectable in the 
work of Raphael;" Kleinbub traces Raphael’s development of fantasia from his Saint Cecelia 
through his Transfiguration; Kleinbub, Vision and the Visionary in Raphael, 104. 

191 Kleinbub, Vision and the Visionary in Raphael, 103, n. 13.  
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a musical score performed on a stage, yet fixed in time, unified within but separated from 

its surroundings, not ephemeral but timeless. Raphael’s fresco thus contributed to the 

holistic experience of the space, thematically tied to the idea of transformation that was 

central to the space. Raphael’s approach in this work emulates the unity and balance of 

Augustan poetry, aligned with the poetry of his contemporaries.192 This resulting work 

may be understood as a manifestation of Raphael’s artistic process that was inspired in 

part by Ovid’s Metamorphoses and Blosio Palladio’s poem, and his process of 

transformation was recognized by Calcagnini, as well as Castiglione. 

The letter also provides a vague suggestion of the types of discussions that might 

have taken place before this fresco; and if indeed Castiglione wrote the letter himself, the 

courtier deliberately used the well-known fresco and artist to construct a portrait of 

himself, making the artist seek his approval as ideal judge.193 Moreover, the privately-

addressed letter was published in the middle of the sixteenth century by Ludovico Dolce 

(1557), deliberately making a “private” conversation public.194 The publication of this 

letter provided the idea of access to Raphael’s ideas, and to this social circle, yet the 

conversation concealed any real understanding. As Clarke Hulse observed, the letter is a 

 
192 As David Rijser argued, Raphael’s style of disegno was influenced by Horace’s Ars 

Poetica, emulating its “unity and balance,” which finds a parallel in contemporary poetry, such as 
that of Sannazaro, Navagero, Flaminio and Bembo. That is why Castiglione is so focused on “the 
typology of ancient style.” These poets, like Raphael, imitated the language and style, but also the 
unifying cosmo-historical tendencies of golden, Augustan poetry,” and Raphael brought them 
“into action;” Raphael’s Poetics, 388.  

193 Shearman, “Castiglione’s Portrait of Raphael.” 69-97. 
194 Shira Brisman examined this concept in her dissertation; Shira Brisman, “Briefkultur: 

Art and the Epistolary Mode of Address in the Age of Albrecht Dürer” (Ph.D., Yale University, 
2012). I shall explore it further below.   
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“skillful mystification” of the artist’s creative process.195 It is also a subtle and eloquent 

response to the competition with Michelangelo-Sebastiano.196 Engravings that capture the 

design and in part his process could thus serve as a mobile manifesto, especially when 

combined with the traveling Quos Ego.197 Yet they required a knowing audience to fully 

understand it. For the rest, they perpetuated and enhanced the mystery. 

Remarkability and Autonomy: An Icon Emerges 

This chapter has demonstrated how viral transmission played a role in both the creation 

and reception of the paired wall frescoes. As with the vault, pilasters and lunettes, certain 

aspects of these decorations rose to the surface while others fell away, and the reasons for 

this are rooted partly in the decorations themselves. As these artists collaborated to 

produce a fresco pair in service of their patron and their own social currency, they made 

key decisions that enhanced the autonomy of Raphael’s fresco and encouraged 

decontextualization, even while it functioned also as a Gesamtkunstwerk.  

 
195 Hulse believed the letter was “too vague and too conventional to bear any weight as a 

serious statement about Raphael's compositional habits or the nature of his artistic 
representation.” Rather, “it is a skillful mystification of the creative process by which Raphael 
comes up with, originates, and thereby owns the beautiful images he produces;” Clarke Hulse, 
Rule of Art, 87.  

196 As Rona Goffen argued (building upon Hulse), noting that “in 1514, she [Galatea] 
best embodied the painter’s agon with Sebastiano and Michelangelo, and indeed continued to do 
so until Raphael painted his last work, the Transfiguration, in rivalry with Sebastiano’s (and 
Michelangelo’s) Raising of Lazarus; Rona Goffen, Renaissance Rivals, 234. 

197 The analysis here offers a more nuanced understanding of a previous suggestion 
offered by Stefania Massari, who pointed out that Raphael might have recognized that engravings 
made with Marcantonio could serve as projections of the artist’s intellectual thought (inextricably 
tied to his graphic idea, or drawings), which could “become a means of critical and historical 
knowledge based on the figurative syntax of the idea as expressed by the same artist in a letter to 
Castiglione” (my translation); Massari, Raphael Invenit, 10. 
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We have witnessed how the emotionally powerful story of Galatea and 

Polyphemus itself was a trigger that had inspired sharing and reinvention since antiquity, 

filled as it was with desire and distress, love and loss, ambition and anguish. Both 

Raphael and Sebastiano sought to enhance their social currency along with Chigi’s by 

sharing and reshaping it: they signaled their knowledge of myriad versions to their 

learned audience as they transformed the literature into paint, showcased their styles, and 

added creative details that alluded to Chigi’s identity and aspirations. We have seen how 

the deliberately ambiguous references to the women in Chigi’s life targeted an exclusive, 

insider audience and played on Chigi’s wit. Though such details were concealed from the 

broader public, they may have contributed to the impression of Raphael’s painting as 

chaste. As Sebastiano and Raphael collaborated toward their patron’s aims, they based 

their solutions on ideas rooted in the literature itself, enhancing the autonomy of 

Raphael’s fresco and shifting focus away from Polyphemus. In the process, Raphael 

effectively eclipsed Chigi’s identity from the giant even as he created a work for the 

patron to admire in his galleria. In this case, too much mystery obscured viral 

transmission. 

With their visual sources, Sebastiano and Raphael both sought to cultivate their 

social currency by targeting those erudite insiders capable of understanding their 

engagement with antique and modern works throughout the space and beyond it; that is, 

those who could recognize quotations from even more inaccessible spaces, such as the 

references to the Vatican Stanze or Michelangelo’s Sistine Ceiling. Each participated in 

an intermedial dialogue and incorporated musical instruments. Raphael, however, 
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extended his reply to depict the process of transformation itself and even transformed his 

painting into a musical performance.  

Raphael’s fresco has drawn viewers to it for centuries, its reputation amplified 

through image and text that decontextualized the fresco from the space. Studying the 

Galatea as it operated within this space has made it possible to understand the complexity 

of Raphael’s commanding response to the dialogue taking place there, revealing that his 

fresco’s inner ‘remarkability’ is even more impressive than we knew. His Galatea 

engaged in the discourses taking place between these works and enhanced the holistic 

experience of the space, but Raphael surpassed them all by creating a self-contained 

Gesamtkunstwerk that set itself apart from the rest. As viewers approached the painting 

through the arches of the loggia, it must have dominated the space. The fresco is 

autonomous, yet the depth of its meaning is completely dependent upon its response to 

other works within and beyond the space and the knowledge of his viewers.  

We can imagine visitors debating the merits of the Venetian painting to the 

central Italian style, identifying the sources used for inspiration and evaluating how 

artists engaged with them in a paragone, interpreting aspects of Chigi’s biography, 

moralizing passages, or Neoplatonic overtones present in the works, and pondering what 

works would fill the empty walls that remained incomplete. Yet so much of this discourse 

became lost overtime as Raphael’s fresco transformed into a singular, canonical work art. 

As viewers shared, they amplified, shaped, or discarded details according to their 

own memories and agendas. Through reports from Raphael’s close associates to art 

writers at the end of the century, Raphael’s fresco came to embody his grace, his chaste 

approach to painting, his expertise in colore, and his legendary, if mystical, approach to 
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invention and imitation of antiquity: his certa idea. Sebastiano’s fresco faded into relative 

obscurity by comparison, its practical value shaped in part by the technical state of the 

fresco, but largely by his role in the competition with Michelangelo. As the next chapter 

will show, printmakers further enhanced the autonomy of Raphael’s fresco as they 

continued the dialogue here with agendas of their own. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE VIRAL POWER OF ENGRAVINGS 

This chapter deals with the stories that printmakers told, and how their engravings 

participated in the viral transmission of these frescoes in print. It thus concerns the factors 

that motivated printmakers and publishers to share, and how their responses 

communicated with their anonymous audiences, as they de-contextualized the frescoes, 

translated them into a different medium and situated them within another milieu of 

private collecting and viewing. It addresses how various interpretations traveled through 

networks, fostering connections and disconnections for audiences who may have 

interacted with those prints. As demonstrated in the previous chapters, sharing was vital 

for the success of Chigi, his elite guests and Raphael. Sixteenth-century writers left us 

traces of the viral transmission that shaped ideas, behaviors and values among insiders, 

and increasingly over the course of the century, among the broader public. Engravings 

extended these discourses through their visual responses, as they participated in the viral 

transmission of Raphael’s frescoes with agendas of their own.  

Raphael’s Galatea is the only fresco (or design for a fresco) in the Loggia of 

Galatea that is known to have been interpreted in print in the sixteenth century. 

Printmakers from the circle of Raphael, Marcantonio Raimondi and Marco Dente both 

created engravings [figs. 5 and 8], which exist in various states and copies throughout the 

century [e.g. figs. 6 and 7], attesting to their popularity.1 Marcantonio’s print was also 

translated onto a vase [fig. 17] and into a tiny niello print [fig. 9]. The monograms on 

 
1 For states and copies, see Massari, Raphael Invenit, 150.  
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later surviving copies and states of the engravings of this school suggest most were sold 

by publishers based in Rome, although many of those publishers were not originally from 

Rome and probably had contacts in other areas; prints also traveled through the book 

trade and were sold at print fairs, such as that in Frankfurt, already by the early sixteenth 

century.2 By the end of the century, word had traveled, and German-born Dutch 

printmaker Hendrick Goltzius knew this was the painting in the loggia that one should 

see. After a visit to Rome in 1590-91, Goltzius made an engraving (dated 1592, [fig. 11]), 

which he published in the Netherlands, and he declared through an inscription that he 

based the engraving on his own observation of the fresco.3 Undoubtedly, engravings 

enhanced the renown of the fresco as prints traveled, but we not comprehend the nuanced 

role these prints played in responding to and shaping meaning about the frescoes and the 

space, or how the engravers sought to communicate with their audiences.  

From the beginning, these engravings inserted themselves into an already existing 

and expanding network of references: the remarkable legacy of Agostino Chigi and the 

memory or imagined memory of his decadent retreat; the reputation of Raphael and his 

competition with Michelangelo-Sebastiano; the increasing pervasiveness of mythological 

subjects in literature and art; and discourses about invenzione and imitazione, engagement 

 
2 Prints may have been included in shipments of other products between major mercantile 

centers, and were often brought to trade fairs in large numbers. Parshall notes, The Frankfurt Fair 
became the largest “clearing house” for new publications in the early sixteenth century, and there 
people could purchase commodities such as paper, prints, and maps; Landau and Parshall, The 
Renaissance Print, 348–49. 

3 F.W.H. Hollstein, New Hollstein, Dutch & Flemish Etchings, Engravings, and 
Woodcuts, 1450-1700, ed. Huigen Leeflang, 2 vols. (Ouderkerk aan den Ijssel: Sound & 
Vision Publishers, 2012), 2: 294-295, cat. 334. 
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with the antique and the paragone between the arts. Added to this is the expanding and 

increasingly competitive market for engravings that traveled internationally, increased 

tourism to Rome, the reputation of the engravers and capabilities of the medium, and 

shifting priorities and sensibilities over the course of the century.4 It is within this context 

that we can begin to understand how complex and nuanced the network was through 

which these prints communicated across time and place. This case is especially useful 

because it allows us to examine transmission across temporal and geographic boundaries. 

In this chapter, I shall demonstrate how engravings responded to the Galatea 

fresco and the space as a whole. I will begin with an examination of the engravings of 

those closest to Raphael. I then examine copies or interpretations in other media in the 

middle of the century, and I conclude with an examination of Hendrick Goltzius’s 

response to Galatea. Along the way, I reveal how these engravers, motivated by various 

viral factors, inserted their own agendas into the process of transmission. I consider how 

these engravings communicated with different audiences along the way, and the long-

term impact such engravings might have had on our understanding of the frescoes in this 

loggia and the reputations of their artists.  

 
4 Exemplary of this trend is publisher Antonio Lafreri’s open-ended album, The 

Speculum Romaneea Magnificentia, which allowed tourists to create their own collections of 
Roman objects by the second half of the century; see Rebecca Zorach, ed., The Virtual Tourist in 
Renaissance Rome: Printing and Collecting the Speculum Romanea Magnificentia (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 2008). On the increasingly competitive market in Rome, see 
Christopher L. C. E. Witcombe, Print Publishing in Sixteenth-Century Rome: Growth and 
Expansion, Rivalry and Murder (London: Harvey Miller Publishers, 2008). 
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Insider Prints: Marcantonio Raimondi, Marco Dente and Agostino Veneziano 

Let us turn now to those engravings created early in the century within the circle around 

Raphael, which provide us with very little information through their inscriptions, but 

upon close examination, reveal a complex dialogue with the fresco and each other. I will 

focus here on a few examples from the school of Marcantonio Raimondi, which engage 

with Raphael’s fresco in various ways. Some of these engravings are considered more 

“reproductive” in that they clearly look very similar to the final fresco and seem to 

provide practical value through visual “access” to it. These are the Galatea engravings by 

Marcantonio [fig. 5] and Marco Dente [fig. 8], which appear to engage closely with 

Raphael’s Galatea fresco yet depart in noticeable ways. Over time, these engravings 

became valued as records of Raphael’s invention, and his masterful design became the 

moral (the nugget in Berger’s terms that remains as prints traveled over time), while its 

relationship to the surrounding frescoes fell away. These engravings have received the 

most attention, including some astute observations about the printmakers’ capabilities 

and intentions with respect to their medium.5 I seek to reveal a richer, more nuanced 

understanding of these prints by studying them as responses to the fresco as it performed 

in the space and within the discourses taking place in this loggia.6 An analysis of these 

 
5 See especially Shoemaker on Marcantonio, The Engravings of Marcantonio, 122-124, 

cat. 33. 
6 Lisa Pon provides a model for this approach with respect to these engravings, by 

studying them within their social, historical and cultural context, drawing upon Cliffort Geertz, 
The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic Books, 1973), 3-30; Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and 
Marcantonio Raimondi, 87, n. 89, p. 189; I shall discuss Pon’s approach and example further 
below.  



262 
 

prints will reveal that they negotiated between capturing some aspects of Raphael’s work 

and pursuing their own agendas.  

Other engravings [figs. 12-16] are less obviously associated with Raphael’s fresco 

and have received little attention. In some cases, they could be collected and valued as 

antiquities, or even as erotic prints, but I will argue they are nevertheless very much 

connected to this work and extend the discourse begun in the loggia. These engravings 

variously engage in a dialogue with Raphael's designs, with the literature, the frescoes in 

the space, and with each other in broader discourses about imitation and what the 

medium of print can do. In order to understand what these engravings sought to 

communicate, we must first investigate the factors that motivated these engravers to 

create engravings after Raphael’s designs, how the artists worked with Raphael, and who 

their presumed audiences were. 

Awe, Antiquity, Social Networks: The Motivation and Impact of Collaboration 

The origins and nature of the collaboration between Raphael, the school of engravers and 

the print dealer-publisher, il Baviera (Baviero de’ Carocci), are still unclear today, and 

little archival information remains.7 Vasari—who is still the primary source of 

 
7 There is no surviving archival record of the collaboration between Raphael and 

Marcantonio, or between Raphael and Dürer, as noted by Lisa Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and 
Marcantonio Raimondi, 12. There is scarce information on Marcantonio’s life at all; even his 
birth and death dates are uncertain, though he had certainly died by 1534, when Pietro Aretino 
referred to him in the past tense in La Cortigiana. Some documents related to Baviera and 
Marcantonio situate them together with Raphael in Rome. On November 8, 1515, Baviera 
purchased a home on behalf of Raphael in the Borgo, and Marcantonio Raimondi is listed as a 
witness. The documents are published in Shearman, Raphael in Early Modern Sources, 1: 214–15 
and Girolamo Amati, Lettere romane di Momo corrette ed annotate (Roma: Tipografia Barbera, 
1872), 7. A year later, Baviera is recorded as paying rent for another house, which belonged to 
the convent of St. Augustin; published in Antonino Bertolotti, Artisti bolognesi, ferraresi ed 
alcuni altri del già Stato pontificio in Roma nei secoli XV, XVI e XVII; studi e ricerche tratte 
dagli archivi romani (Bologna: Regia tipografia, 1886), 35. In 1515, Baviera was referred to as 
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information on the relationship between Raphael and Marcantonio—provided different 

geneses for this collaboration in his lives of Raphael and Marcantonio.8 In the life of 

Marcantonio, appended to the 1568 edition of the Lives, Vasari situated Marcantonio’s 

early training with Bolognese goldsmith, niellist, and painter, Francesco Raibolini, 

known as Francia (c. 1450-1517), where he showed tremendous promise as Francia’s 

most talented student.9 According to Vasari, Francia treated the artist as a member of his 

family, and Marcantonio ultimately took his master’s surname, Francia.10 Marcantonio 

then traveled to Venice, where he made engravings after Dürer’s Life of the Virgin series 

(1506), prompting Dürer to protest to the Venetian Senate, which forced Marcantonio to 

 
“da Parma,” while the later document recorded him as a painter from Bologna. This has caused 
some confusion, but most scholars agree they are the same person; Guido Rebecchini and Edward 
Wouk, “Biographical Notes on Marcantonio Raimondi and the Publisher Il Baviera,” in 
Marcantonio Raimondi, Raphael and the Image Multiplied, ed. Edward H. Wouk, Exh. Cat. 
(Manchester, U.K.: Manchester University Press, 2016), 13. See also Witcombe, Print Publishing 
in Sixteenth-Century Rome, 32; Stefania Massari, Raphael Invenit, 9; and Shoemaker and Broun, 
The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, xv and n. 9.  

8 Delaborde sought to clarify fact from fiction in the details of Marcantonio’s life that 
came down to us, proposing his birthdate was 1480 in Bologna; Henri Delaborde, Marc-Antoine 
Raimondi (Paris: Librerie de l’Art, 1887), 1–7. Kimberly Schenck recently examined Raphael’s 
chalk drawing for the Eight Apostles and found impressions from the un-inked plate for 
Marcantonio’s Judgment of Paris on the verso, suggesting the plate was used to apply pressure to 
the drawing to create a counterproof; Kimberly Schenck, “Technical Observation of Three 
Drawings by Raphael from the National Gallery of Art,” in Jacoby and Sonnabed 2015, 49-51. As 
noted by Jamie Gabbarelli, her findings suggest the engravers and draughtsman shared a space 
and owned a roller press; Jamie Gabbarelli et al., Sharing Images: Renaissance Prints into 
Maiolica and Bronze (London: Lund Humphries, 2018), 75. 

9 Vasari, Le Vite, V: 6. A document of 1504 in Bologna, recorded by notary Antonio 
Cisti, identifies Marcantonio as a “goldsmith;” B. Fillon, “Nouveau renseignements sur Marc-
Antoine Raimondi,” Gazette des Beaux-Arts, 2nd per., 21 (1880), 229-38; Delaborde, Marc-
Antoine Raimondi, 5; Rebecchini and Wouk, “Biographical Notes on Marcantonio Raimondi and 
the Publisher Il Baviera,” 12, n. 6. 

10 Vasari, Le Vite, V:6.  
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remove Dürer’s monogram from his plates.11 It is only after this experience that Vasari 

placed Marcantonio in Rome, though he likely passed through Florence along the way.12 

Vasari conveyed that when Marcantonio arrived in Rome, he engraved a copperplate 

after Raphael’s design for Lucretia (c. 1511-12; B.XIV.192), executed so beautifully that 

it inspired Raphael to issue prints himself after his own designs.13  

In the Life of Raphael, by contrast, Vasari relayed that having seen the prints of 

Dürer, Raphael tasked Marcantonio with tirelessly studying the technique so that he 

might harness its potential.14 Thus, in this account, it was Raphael who initiated the 

successful endeavor. It is not surprising to find such a conflict in Vasari’s Lives. In this 

 
11 Vasari, V:6–7; Vasari had mistakenly identified the series as the Small Passion. 

Several pieces of evidence seem to confirm Marcantonio’s presence in Venice by 1506: one of 
the prints from the Life of the Virgin Series is dated 1506; another bears the mark of Venetian 
publishers, Niccolo e Domenico fratelli dal Jesi. There are additional prints based upon Venetian 
sources that suggest Marcantonio was familiar with the work of Venetian Artists Giorgio and 
Giulio Campagnola; Shoemaker, “Marcantonio and His Sources: A Survey of His Style and 
Engraving Techniques,” xiv. Some scholars have questioned the date of his arrival in Venice as 
1506, suggesting he may have begun the Life of the Virgin Series while in Bologna; Konrad 
Oberhuber et al., eds., Bologna e Lʼumanesimo, 1490-1510 (Bologna: Nuova Alfa Editoriale, 
1988), 153; Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 41–42.  

12 Vasari, Le Vite, V:7. Konrad Oberhuber suggested that Marcantonio may have made an 
earlier trip to Rome in 1502-3, though this is not certain; Konrad Oberhuber, “Marcantonio 
Raimondi: gli inizia a Bologna ed il primo period romano,” in Faietti and Oberhuber, Bologna e 
l’umanesimo, 56, 72, 79. More recently, Rebecchini and Wouk have accepted the traditional 
assumption that Marcantonio traveled to Rome only after his stay in Venice, perhaps stopping in 
Florence along the way; Rebecchini and Wouk, “Biographical Notes,” 12. 

13 Vasari, Le Vite, V:9. 
14 In the “Life of Raphael”: Vasari, Le Vite, V:190.” This passage immediately follows 

Vasari’s account of the exchange of artistic gifts: “Avendo dunque veduto Raffaello lo andare 
nelle stampe d'Alberto Dürero, volonteroso ancor egli di mostrare quel che in tale arte poteva, 
fece studiare Marco Antonio Bolognese in questa pratica infinitamente; il quale riuscì tanto 
eccellente, che gli fece stampare le prime cose sue: la carta degli Innocenti, un Cenacolo, il 
Nettunno e la Santa Felicita quando bolle nell'olio. Fece poi Marco Antonio per Raffaello un 
numero di stampe, le quali Raffaello donò poi al Baviera suo garzone, ch'aveva cura d'una sua 
donna, la quale Raffaello amò sino alla morte.” 



265 
 

case, his Life of Marcantonio focused on the endeavors and rising fame of the 

printmaker, while in the Life of Raphael, he sought to emphasize the artist’s 

entrepreneurship and his close relationship with Dürer.15 It is also worth noting that in the 

1550 edition of the Lives, Vasari had already established Raphael’s relationship with 

Dürer, the genesis of his interest in prints, and his initiative to have Marcantonio study 

the technique. Vasari’s portrayal of Raphael as the initiator of the exchange might have 

been drafted in 1550 based on what he knew or believed at the time. Yet when he revised 

the Lives in 1568 and added his life of Marcantonio, he made no substantive amendments 

to the paragraph in Raphael’s life. There is no reason to believe this was simply an 

oversight. In fact, he modified a few words in the first sentence, indicating he had 

reviewed the passage and made a conscious decision to keep it.16  

Dürer and Raphael evidently exchanged correspondence and work by at least by 

1515, though Raphael must have been aware of Dürer’s prints from an earlier date, as 

Dürer was in Venice from 1505-07 and had published prints there.17 According to 

Ludovico Dolce, Raphael also had Dürer’s prints hanging in his shop and “admired them 

 
15 Lisa Pon also pointed out the opposing agendas of these lives; Pon, Raphael, Dürer, 

and Marcantonio Raimondi, 148.  
16 In 1550: “Per queste e molte altre opere essendo passata la fama di questo nobilissimo 

artefice insino in Francia et in Fiandra, Alberto Dürero…”; and in 1568, “Avvenne in questo 
tempo che la fama di questo mirabile artefice fino in Fiandra et in Francia era passata; per che 
Alberto Dürero Tedesco…;” Vasari, Le Vite, IV: 189. The passage, which continues onto the next 
page, is otherwise unaltered.  

17 Red chalk, 403 x 283 mm. Vienna, Albertina, inv. 17575; Oberhuber and Gnann, Roma 
e lo stile classico, cat. 5; As discussed in Christopher Wood, “A Message from Raphael,” 2–3, 
accessed November 16, 2014, https://webspace.yale.edu/wood/documents/messagefromraphael 
english.pdf; published in Gerrman as Christopher S. Wood, “Eine Nachricht von Raffael,” in 
Öffnungen, January 1, 2009, 110–11, https://doi.org/10.30965/9783846747636_007.  
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highly.”18 The interest of Chigi and humanists such as Pietro Bembo and Angelo Colocci 

in printing may have also stimulated Raphael’s enterprise.19 By 1515, Chigi had granted 

permission to his secretary Corneglio Benigno, to print the works of Pindar at the Villa 

Farnesina, followed in 1516 by an edition of Theocritus based on the original text.20 

Raphael thus undoubtedly encouraged the production of engravings related to his 

inventions, but evidence suggests that the initial impetus to collaborate was rooted as 

much in Marcantonio’s growing reputation and interests as those motivations outlined 

above.21 When Marcantonio began working with Raphael in Rome, he was already a 

rising talent in engraving and the study of antiquity, having been praised in 1504 by the 

Bolognese humanist Giovanni Achillini, known as Philotheo (or Filoteo, 1466-1538):  

I also consecrate Marcantonio Raimondi 
Who imitates the holy traces of the ancients 

 
18 Ludovico Dolce had Aretino recall: “And I bring to your notice in evidence here how 

Raphael himself kept Dürer’s engravings pinned up in his studio without any vestige of shame 
and indeed praised them highly;” as translated in Roskill, Dolce’s Aretino, 121. Massari argued 
this relationship is key to our understanding of how Raphael valued engravings, as expressions of 
his drawings, in line with Dürer; Stefania Massari, Raphael Invenit, 9.  

19 As suggested to Lisa Pon by Ingrid Rowland; Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio 
Raimondi, n. 6, p. 169. On Raphael and Roman humanism, see also, Tracy Cosgriff, “The Library 
of Julius II and Raphael’s Art of Commentary,” I Tatti Studies in the Italian Renaissance 22.1 
(Spring 2019): 59–91. 

20 Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:67.  
21 Other scholars have complicated the Vasarian perspective that granted more agency to 

Raphael, recognizing the collaborative and often varied nature of their work together. For 
example, Patricia Emison argued that the relationship was a mutually beneficial one and 
attributed the development of Raphael’s monumentality to his collaboration with Marcantonio. 
She observed that Raphael’s oversight was overstated because of Vasari’s disdain for 
printmaking; “Raphael’s Multiples, “186-7, 194.” Bette Talvacchi has emphasized how Raphael’s 
business acumen led him to collaborate with Marcantonio and other colleagues whose expertise 
differed from his own; “Raphael’s Managerial Style,” 184-185. Viljoen argued that Raphael 
benefited from his engagement with printmakers and the use of prints to disseminate knowledge 
about the antique past, noting the printmakers often made their own designs (though under 
Raphael’s direction); Viljoen, “Raphael into Print,” 5–10.  



267 
 

With disegno and with his great and profound handling of the burin 
As can be seen in his graceful and abundant forms. 
He has depicted me on a copperplate, in the act of writing 
So that one may doubt, which is more alive.22 

In addition, his engravings after Dürer’s Life of the Virgin series (1506) in Venice must 

have been well known in Rome, and Marcantonio had also made two prints after 

Michelangelo’s Battle of Cascina, The Climber (c. 1509) [fig. 89] and The Climbers 

(dated 1510) [fig. 90].23  

His early career fostered within the humanist circles of Bologna, Marcantonio was 

keenly aware of the emotional lure that antiquity provided for his contemporary viewers, 

and his prints convey that he responded to their desires.24 Marcantonio’s first dated print 

depicted an antique subject, Pyramus and Thisbe (1505), a story of ill-fated lovers told in 

Ovid’s Metamorphoses.25 The popularity of Marcantonio’s prints demonstrates he was 

successful at meeting market demand, but his creative interpretations of antique subjects 

or objects throughout his career suggest a deeper interest than turning a profit.26 For 

 
22 Il Viridario (1504), fol. 187; printed in 1513. The verses are quoted in Italian in Innis 

H. Shoemaker and Elizabeth Broun, The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, Exh. Cat. 
(Lawrence: Spencer Museum of Art University of Kansas, 1981), xiv, n. 2, p. xvi; Bernice F. 
Davidson, “Marcantonio Raimondi, The Engravings of His Roman Period” (Radcliffe College, 
Harvard University, 1954), 10; The English translation is quoted in Landau and Parshall, The 
Renaissance Print, 99; and Rebecchini and Wouk, “Biographical Notes,” 12. 

23 Bartsch XIV.487 and 486, respectively. 
24 On the humanists in Bologna who encouraged the work of printmakers, see Oberhuber 

et al., eds., Bologna e Lʼumanesimo, 290–92.  
25 Shoemaker and Broun, The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, xiv. 
26 Patricia Emison previously suggested that Marcantonio was more interested in the 

financial gain these endeavors offered, seeing antiquity as more of a “treasure trove” of material 
from which he could profit. She argued his appreciation for antiquity was aligned with fellow 
Bolognese artist Jacopo Ripanda, who was also working in Rome; Emison, “Raphael’s 
Multiples,” 206.  
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example, in his engraving after the antique sculpture, Cleopatra [fig. 91], Marcantonio 

transformed the sculpture into a more lifelike model, softening the pose of the body, 

showing more flesh and replacing the stone slab with a soft divan.27 It seems rather that 

Marcantonio was as awed by antiquity as Raphael and the circle of humanists 

surrounding Chigi; like his contemporaries, Marcantonio viewed his sources as points of 

departure for imitation and invention, and he sought to exhibit his ability to transform his 

materials. Marcantonio’s early engravings already reveal that he responded to his modern 

sources (or triggers) with equal interest. For example, he incorporated northern landscape 

elements of Lucas van Leyden into The Climbers [fig. 90], mentioned above. 28 These 

factors, combined with the growing fame of Raphael and his modern engagement with 

antiquity, must have enticed Marcantonio to eagerly collaborate with Raphael in Rome.  

It is possible Marcantonio or one of his associates initiated the connection with 

Raphael.29 The skillful engraver may have been recommended to Raphael, either by il 

Baviera, who was evidently from Bologna, or by Francia, with whom Raphael 

corresponded in 1508.30 Marcantonio also knew fellow Bolognese artist Jacopo Ripanda, 

 
27 Sara Cree, “Translating Stone into Paper: Sixteenth-and Seventeenth-Century Prints 

after Antique Sculpture,” in Paper Museums: The Reproductive Print in Europe, 1500-1800, ed. 
Rebecca Zorach (Chicago: David and Alfred Smart Museum of Art, University of Chicago, 
2005), 77. 

28 See also Patricia Emison, “The Forest Around the Fir Tree: Looking for Marcantonio 
Raimondi’s Art,” in Marcantonio Raimondi, Raphael and the Image Multiplied, ed. Edward H. 
Wouk, Exh. Cat. (Manchester, U.K.: Manchester University Press, 2016), 18–31. 

29 Massari suggested it was Marcantonio who initiated contact; Massari, Raphael Invenit, 
9. This may be true if Vasari’s assertion about the Lucretia drawing has merit.  

30 Davidson suggested the former; Davidson, “Marcantonio Raimondi, The Engravings of 
His Roman Period,” 12. Shoemaker and Broun proposed the latter, as Raphael wrote to Francia in 
Bologna from Rome on 5 September 1508. This is the letter that also established Raphael’s 
arrival in Rome in that year. See Shoemaker and Broun, The Engravings of Marcantonio 
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who was working in Rome for Cardinal Riario, and Ripanda could have introduced 

Marcantonio to the humanist circle in Rome.31 The working relationship between 

Marcantonio and Raphael may have begun as early as 1509 or 1510, but Marcantonio 

was probably working steadily from Raphael’s drawings by 1511.32  

According to Vasari, the growing fame of Marcantonio drew other engravers to 

Rome to learn from him, including Marco da Ravenna (Marco Dente) and Agostino 

Veneziano.33 When these engravers arrived in Rome, both had been practicing engravers 

in other centers, Agostino in Venice and Marco in Ravenna.34 In Venice, Agostino had 

made prints several prints after Campagnola and Dürer around 1514 and probably arrived 

in Rome by 1516 if not earlier.35 Little is known of Marco Dente’s life, but most scholars 

 
Raimondi, xv. The letter is printed in Vincenzo Golzio, Raffaello nei documenti, nelle 
testimonianze del contemporanei, e nella letteratura del suo secolo (Città del Vaticano: Panetto & 
Petrelli, 1936), 19-20.  

31 Rebecchini and Wouk, “Biographical Notes,” 13. Marcantonio also made prints after 
Ripanda. On the association of Marcantonio and Jacopo Ripanda in Rome, see Vincenzo 
Farinelli, Archeologia e pittura a Roma tra Quattrocento e Cinquecento: il caso di Jacopo 
Ripanda, Saggi 763 (Torino: Giulio Einaudi Editore, 1992), 71-2.  

32 Massari dates the beginning of the collaboration to 1509-10, the year of the last dated 
print by Marcantonio, The Climbers, after Michelangelo (Bartsch XIV.487); Massari, Raphael 
Invenit, 9. On the latter assertion, see Shoemaker and Broun, The Engravings of Marcantonio 
Raimondi, xv. The Lucretia print is typically dated c. 1511-12. See also Eckhart Knab et al., 
Raphael: die Zeichnungen (Stuttgart: Urachhaus, 1983). 

33 Vasari, Le Vite, V:11–12.  
34 As Witcombe noted, Vasari’s statement only implies they came to learn from 

Marcantonio’s technique and career opportunities, not that they had their initial training under 
Marcantonio; Witcombe, Print Publishing in Sixteenth-Century Rome, 34.  

35 B.XIV.408, 409, 411, 414, 458; Witcombe, Print Publishing in Sixteenth-Century 
Rome, 34, 39. The precise dates of the arrival of Agostino and Marco are uncertain. Massari 
placed these artists in the workshop slightly earlier but argues they must have reached the level of 
collaborator by 1515-1516, Raphael Invenit, 13. Witcombe argued that Agostino arrived in Rome 
only in 1516, based on a date that appears on his print of Andrea del Sarto’s drawing, The body of 
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place him in Rome by 1515.36 Though both artists had trained in other centers, word of 

Marcantonio’s reputation must have enticed them to learn his technique, along with the 

opportunity to enter this influential circle.  

Whatever the origins of the relationship, the work these artists created together 

benefited them all. The medium allowed Raphael to disseminate his modern inventions 

based partly upon antiquity and place them in comparison to engravings after the antique. 

As Patricia Emison has argued, the collaboration was also essential for developing 

Raphael’s monumental and sculpturesque style.37 The collaboration became a way for 

Marcantonio and his school to advance their own social currency within their elite circles, 

and ultimately beyond them, as they shared Raphael’s inventions and demonstrated the 

capabilities of their own medium. Marcantonio’s technique, in particular, became quickly 

recognizable and frequently copied.38  

 
Christ Supported by Three Angels, which Vasari said was engraved in Rome (Vasari, Le Vite, V: 
23); Witcombe, 34. 

36 According to Pozzi, he was born c. 1496 and working within the circle of Marcantonio 
from 1515-1527; Antonella Imolesi Pozzi, Marco Dente : un incisore ravennate nel segno di 
Raffaello: le stampe delle raccolte Piancastelli (Ravenna: Longo Editore, 2008), 51–53. 
Witcombe argued Marco arrived in Rome only in 1519 on the basis that the only worked signed 
R.S. that also includes its date of execution is The Throne of Neptune (B.XIV.194.242), based on 
an antique relief in the Church of San Vitale in Ravenna; Witcombe, Print Publishing in 
Sixteenth-Century Rome, 36–37. The print, however, could have been made in Rome, and while 
Pozzi also noted the print and execution date, she still accepted an earlier date of arrival in Rome 
(p. 52). The signatures (R or R.S.) and dates have caused much confusion, leading some scholars 
to believe there were two different engravers, but Bartsch effectively contested this and attributed 
about 40 prints to Marco Dente based on stylistic analysis; Bartch, Le peintre graveur, v. 14, 
xviii-xix. Contemporary references to Marco (Ravennate or Dente) also suggest they are the same 
person. See Pozzi for a more thorough review of the problems associated with Marco Dente’s 
biography and issues surrounding attribution (pp. 51–52).  

37 Patricia Emison, “Raphael’s Multiples,” 186–206. 
38 Broun emphasized the importance of Marcantonio’s technique for engravers 

throughout Europe, while Shoemaker highlighted Marcantonio’s ability to emulate the qualities 
of other mediums; Shoemaker and Broun, The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi. On the role 
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In addition to the engravings they made after Raphael’s designs, this school also 

produced hundreds of engravings after antiquities and the works of other artists.39 Il 

Baviera likely collaborated with Marcantonio and his circle to publish their many prints 

after antiquities, perhaps under Raphael’s direction.40 The dissemination of prints secured 

the renown of Raphael and these engravers, especially Marcantonio, though later writers 

also praised Marco Dente, including Giovan Francesco Doni (1549), who inserted him 

between “I piu valenti intagliatori che abbiano tagliato rami insino ad oggi,” as well as 

Vasari, Benvenuto Cellini, and Vincenzo Carrari.41  

The prints of this school advertised their shared vision of antiquity and 

Christianity through interpretations in a new medium and a new aesthetic idiom, which 

 
of engravings of this school after the antique (and some modern works) as participants in the 
paragone debates, see Madeleine Claire Viljoen, “Raphael into Print: The Movement of Ideas 
about the Antique in Engravings by Marcantonio Raimondi and His Shop” (Ph.D. Dissertation, 
Princeton University, 2000), 116–61. 

39 Of the 250 engravings Marcantonio made, 50 of those were based on Raphael’s 
drawings according to Konrad Oberhuber, “Raffaello e l’incisione,” in Raffaello in Vaticano, 
Mostra Città Del Vaticano, Braccio Di Carlo Magno (Milano: Electa, 1984), 333–42. As noted 
above, Joannides more recently gave this number as 70 based on “Raphaelesque” drawings. 
There are many engravings identified as after Francesco Francia, Giulio Romano, Salviati, 
Michelangelo, Baccio Bandinelli; some after Parmigianino (tentative attribution of Bartsch) and 
Lucas van Leyden; Adam von Bartsch, The Works of Marcantonio Raimondi and of His School, 
ed. Konrad Oberhuber, vol. 26–27, The Illustrated Bartsch (New York: Abaris Books, 1978).  

40 Viljoen posited that the prints have come to be seen as “after Raphael” because they 
were likely created under Raphael’s direction, though Raphael would not have made the drawings 
himself, as his drawings always reveal significant transformations of the model; Viljoen, 
“Raphael into Print,” 5–6. See also Arnold Nesselrath, “Raphael’s Archeological Method,” in 
Raffaello a Roma, Il Convegno Del 1983 (Rome: Edizioni dell’Elefante, 1986), 357–71. Though 
Marcantonio made many of his own drawings, none is clearly tied to a print, so it remains unclear 
if Marcantonio made prints after his own designs; Oberhuber et al., Bologna e Lʼumanesimo, 
1490-1510, 51–89. 

41 Imolesi Pozzi, Marco Dente, 51, n. 28, 29, 30. 
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came to symbolize the culture of the Italian Renaissance.42 Through this mutually 

beneficial collaboration, these engravers conveyed practical information, responded to 

the emotional appeal of antiquity and new forms of art, and created triggers that 

contributed to an infinite web of references. Their endeavors shaped public understanding 

about the art of Rome, and in addition, had a tremendous impact on printmaking, 

publishing and collecting practices. Il Baviera, in coordinating the business aspects of the 

enterprise, may have become the first commercial publisher in Rome, growing out of 

what Christopher Witcombe referred to as Raphael’s “vanity press.”43 His enterprise 

made public a new conception of printing works after others’ designs as a business, and 

thus set a precedent for dozens of print publishers and dealers who would follow in his 

wake. 

Identity, Community and Space: Social Currency and the Insider Public 

These artists operated within a social network that was essential to their success, and 

there can be little doubt that Marcantonio, Marco Dente and Agostino Veneziano wished 

to foster their own social currency through their engagement with printmaking in Rome. 

 
42 As Edward Wouk recently remarked, “Introduction,” in Raphael and the Image 

Multiplied, 10.   
43 Witcombe has emphasized how the practices initiated by Baviera and Raphael 

established the foundation for the competitive print publishing market in Rome; Witcombe, Print 
Publishing in Sixteenth-Century Rome, 10-11. The print market developed along similar lines in 
other European centers, such as Antwerp, which led the book printing industry in the Low 
Countries. Hieronymous Cock (1517/18-1570) and his wife, Volcxken Diericx (d. 1600) built a 
publishing powerhouse, Aux Quatre Vents, an endeavor that began in the late 1540s, exploded in 
the 1550s, and remained in business until Diericx’s death in 1600; Landau and Parshall, The 
Renaissance Print, 219–20; Joris van Grieken, Ger Luijten, and Jan van der Stock, Hieronymus 
Cock: The Renaissance in Print (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, Mercatorfonds, 
2013), 15. 
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Signatures often leave us traces of a desire for social currency, but the monograms on 

these prints are unclear.44 Only Marco Dente [fig. 92] gives us a letter, an R, perhaps 

indicating [Marco Dente da] Ravenna, though it offers a convenient allusion to Raphael 

in this case. On other engravings Marco signed R.S., which according to Vasari, stood for 

Raffaello Sanzio, though it could have also signaled Ravenna Sculptor, a term used more 

frequently by engravers later in the century.45 Marcantonio Raimondi’s case is much 

stranger. He incorporated only a mysterious blank tablet, lying obliquely as if floating on 

top of the water [fig. 93]. This tablet also appears on several other engravings related to 

the school, including two out of three of his engravings related to the Loggia of Psyche 

frescoes [figs. 94-95], fictively propped up on the base of the frame as part of the 

architectural setting; the third (Mercury) bears no signature at all [fig. 96].  

 The role of monograms and other inscriptions within this circle has raised 

perplexing questions. Marcantonio included his monogram conspicuously on most of his 

early engravings, typically employing the initials MAF.46 This monogram appears on his 

engraving The Climber [fig. 89] after Michelangelo, which Lisa Pon has suggested may 

 
44 Throughout the prints from this school, application of monograms appears 

unsystematic, typical in this period, as conventions of signing had not yet formed; Landau 
remarked how the “the most remarkable feature” of these signatures is their inconsistency; 
Landau/Parshall, The Renaissance Print, 142.  

45 On Vasari’s comment, see Vasari, Le Vite, V:11–12. Bartsch discussed Maco Dente’s 
use of signatures noting the overlapping R.S. could read as Scultore Ravignano or Ravennas 
sculpsit; Bartsch, v. 14, XVIII. Pozzi reviewed discrepancies related to the signature, identity, and 
attributions to Marco Dente, including later forgeries that often bear the monograms R or SR in 
efforts to increase the value of engravings by attaching them to Dente; Marco Dente, 47, 51-53. 

46 With some variations, in some cases an M and A with an F placed in between and in 
other instances as MAF with the F attached to the A, as previously noted by Lisa Pon, Raphael, 
Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 15.  
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stand for fecit, signaling the engraver’s role in actually making the print.47 This print also 

includes the inscription IV.MI.AN.FL, attributing the figural invention to Michelangelo. 

These inclusions suggest Marcantonio was interested in enhancing his social currency 

through the application of his monogram to prints and his desire to attach that signature 

to the invention of a well-known artist. Yet, when Marcantonio moved to Rome, his 

monogram became more discreet and then mostly disappeared, with a few exceptions, 

and his monogram appears in some cases only in later states.48 Of around seventy 

engravings attributed by Joannides to Marcantonio after Raphaelesque designs, most 

remain unsigned, while a blank tablet appears on at least eighteen of these engravings, 

including the engravings related to the Farnesina frescoes mentioned above.49 Landau 

argued the absence of identifying inscriptions suggests a deliberate attempt by Raphael to 

 
47 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 15, 78. Vasari implied the 

monogram may stand for Marc Antonio de’ Francia, a nod to the surname of his master. Though 
he never said so specifically, Vasari wrote that Marcantonio was treated as a member of his 
master’s family and ultimately took his surname; a few pages later, Vasari wrote that all of the 
prints after Raphael by Marcantonio were signed R.S. for Raphael and M.F. for Marcantonio; Le 
Vite, V:6, 10. Shoemaker and Broun previously pointed out the connection Vasari made to 
Francia; Shoemaker and Broun, The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, xiv.  

48 As noted by Landau and Parshall, 142. Landau identified several prints by Marcantonio 
that did not include his monogram in the first state: the Massacre of the Innocents (B.XIV.18), 
Morbetto (B.XIV.417); Parnassus (B.247); David and Goliath (B.10), for which he notes the 
tablet appears “unconvincing”; Trajans between the City of Rome and Victory (B.361), for which 
earlier impressions before the tablet exist in New York and in a private collection; Landau and 
Parshall, 143, and n. 132, p. 389. Massari previously pointed out that inscriptions appeared only 
in later states; Massari, Raphael Invenit, 10. 

49 This calculation according to Joannides, “Drawings by Raphael,” 150, and enumerated 
in a table, pp. 158-162. The number of engravings with the blank tablet related to this school is 
more than 50, including 33 by Agostino (mostly datable to 1530-33, and 28 of which include 
Agostino’s monogram in addition to the tablet, 26 times inside of the tablet and twice elsewhere 
on the print), according to Landau, who attributed 24 engravings to Marcantonio (revising the 27 
provided by Bartsch); The Renaissance Print, 143-146. 
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suppress authorship on prints associated with his designs.50 However, this argument is 

problematic, since Marcantonio’s monogram appears along with Raphael’s name as 

inventor on the most well-known engravings.51 These include the Massacre of the 

Innocents (B.XIV.18), St. Cecelia (B.XIV.116), St. Felicity/The Martyrdom of St. Cecilia 

(B.XIV.117), The Judgment of Paris (B.XIV.245) and Parnassus (B.XIV.247), though 

these inscriptions appear in the first state in only three cases.52 It is likely, however, that 

Raphael had some influence over Marcantonio's transition to using no monogram. It was 

not typical for Raphael to sign his own works, partly because of workshop traditions, but 

also because his patrons knew whose works they had.53 Even Landau suggested the 

 
50 He argued that while the engravings are by Marcantonio’s hand, the engraver must 

have added the tablet in later states after Raphael’s death, and that he used the tablet in lieu of a 
monogram out of respect for Raphael; Landau, The Renaissance Print, 144-145. In the case of the 
Galatea engraving, at least, there is no surviving evidence of an earlier state. 

51 Lisa Pon and Anna Bloemacher have refuted Landau’s assertion for this reason; Pon, 
Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 70; Bloemacher, “The Engraver's Empty Tablet,” 
25.  

52 Landau cited these prints as exceptions to the potential suppression of signatures, 
noting that on only three of these, the inscription appears in the first state: St. Cecelia 
(B.XIV.116), St. Felicity/The Martyrdom of St. Cecilia (B.XIV.117), The Judgment of Paris 
(B.XIV.245); The Renaissance Print, 143-44. Massari noted that some prints do not bear 
Raphael’s name in the first state; Raphael Invenit, 10; the first state of Massacre with the pine 
tree (1509-10, B.XIV.18) did not include the inscription, but the second state is inscribed RAPH / 
URB. / INVE. / M.A. (Massari, p. 172) [dated c. 1511-12, according to Broun/Shoemaker, no. 
20]; The first state of Parnassus (B.XIV.247) includes a blank space in place of doorway and no 
inscriptions; the second state includes Marcantonio’s monogram, and the third state includes 
Raphael’s name: RAPHAEL PINXIT IN VATICANO / MAF (Massari, pp. 34-35) [dated c. 
1517-20 by Broun/Shoemaker, no. 48a (first state) and 48b with monogram and inscription]; 
Landau did not include the Morbetto in his list of exceptions to suppressed signatures, though it 
also included inscriptions of both artist and engraver, albeit in later states: Morbetto (1512-13), 
first state prior to inscription; second state with INV. RAP.VR. / MAF and additional verses 
(Massari, p. 233).  

53 Lisa Pon pointed out that Raphael’s authorship was often imposed upon his work later 
rather than claimed by the artist himself (what she calls “reverse possessive authorship”), and the 
rising notion of individual authorship was at odds with long-standing traditions of collaborative 
workshop practice, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 67-68. See also, Pon’s 



276 
 

possibility that Marcantonio no longer needed to sign his prints, as he was the only 

significant printmaker in Rome prior to the arrival of Marco Dente and Agostino.54 This 

suggests that Marcantonio and Raphael anticipated a relatively small and learned 

audience, similar to the one Marcantonio served in Bologna, and one that would 

recognize the work of Raphael and Marcantonio.  

Further complicating the problem, Agostino and Marco Dente signed their own 

monograms on most (albeit not all) of their prints, including those related to Raphael’s 

designs.55 Marco Dente typically signed R or R.S., as noted above, while Agostino 

Veneziano usually signed his prints A.V.56 All of this suggests it was up to the engraver 

to decide if their monogram was included.57 It is worth noting that Raphael’s name [as 

inventor] appears only on prints by Agostino, not those by Marco Dente, and only after 

Raphael’s death.58 As for Vasari’s reading of R.S. as Raphael, this might demonstrate the 

effects of viral transmission as habits and ideas formed later in the century rather than the 

 
discussion of workshop practices related to expectations of the artist’s hand, “a sua mano,” pp. 
83-85. 

54 Landau, The Renaissance Print, 43. 
55 As noted by Landau, The Renaissance Print, 142, though he suggested most were 

added after Raphael’s death (p. 146). This is also evident in the prints as published in The 
Illustrated Bartsch, vol. 26 and 27, and in the prints specifically related to Raphael’s designs: see 
the list compiled by Joannides after Raphaelesque designs, though he omitted sequences of 
smaller prints not securely connected with Raphael’s drawings and several prints by each of these 
engravers if he determined them to be extracted from other prints; Joannides, “Drawings by 
Raphael,” 149, 151, 158-163.   

56 As Vasari observed; Vasari, Le Vite, V:11–12.  
57 As noted by Anna Bloemacher, “The Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” 25. 
58 According to Landau, The Renaissance Print, 143. 
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intention of the artist, though we cannot be certain. As research continues to demonstrate, 

the artists were unsystematic and even experimental with their monograms in this period.  

The use of the blank tablet, which appears on Marcantonio’s Galatea engraving 

[fig. 93], is similarly unsystematic but even more mysterious. This tabula rasa began to 

appear on prints from the school as early as 1515.59 It is a symbol that calls attention to 

itself as a sign of identity, but which through its blankness advertises a refusal to 

identify.60 Scholars have variously identified it as a symbol for Marcantonio, of the 

workshop more generally, of Raphael or even of il Baviera.61 Though some compelling 

 
59 Herbert Hirth, “Marcanton und sein Stil: Eine Kunstgeschichtliche Studie” (Ph.D. 

Dissertation, 1898), 26. This date is still generally accepted, though Landau disagreed, citing 
stylistic grounds; The Renaissance Print, 143, n. 134.  

60 As Lisa Pon wrote, “It is an “empty signature,” “marking with its recessed field a place 
for a name to be signed, and yet leaving that framed space tantalizingly blank;” Raphael, Dürer, 
and Marcantonio Raimondi, 70; she added “the temptation [to fill the space] is not always 
resisted, in print or in pen;” for example, Agostino Veneziano added his monogram to some of 
them, n. 24. As noted above, Landau counted 26 placed inside of the tablet, The Renaissance 
Print, 146. Seventeenth-century collector, Peter Lely, added his monogram inside the blank table 
on the Cleopatra engraving (Fig. 92). 

61 Broun argued it was a tabula rasa for Marcantonio, “symbolically disclaim[ing] 
Marcantonio’s invention of the subject and declar[ing] the work a copy, while denying any 
intention to forge” in Broun, “The Portable Raphael,” 22; Massari believed it was a workshop 
symbol; Raphael Invenit, 13. Landau argued that all of the prints that bear the blank tablet were 
created after Raphael's death to circumvent the commercial enterprise of Baviera; The 
Renaissance Print, 146. This proposal has been rejected by more recent scholars who rightly note 
that stylistic analysis does not support this assertion, as several of these prints are datable to 
between 1515 and 1520. Witcombe argued it was a symbol for Raphael, who presumably owned 
the plates, and suggests he may have also owned the plates Marcantonio created after Dürer's 
Small Passion series; Print Publishing in Sixteenth-Century Rome, 31. The tablet cannot be 
considered a mark of Marcantonio alone, as the tablet also appears on many engravings by 
Agostino, who often placed his A.V. inside (though it might have grown out of Marcantonio’s 
practice and use of it). The suggestion that it represents the workshop is compelling, though it is 
not used consistently on their prints. Lisa Pon's suggestion that it represents il Baviera is 
provocative, though she admitted the lack of evidence makes it difficult to determine with 
certainty, 72-73. Baviera is the only member of this group whose monogram never appears on a 
print, and he ultimately inherited the plates from Raphael, according to Vasari. However, there 
was not yet a practice of publishers signing prints, and there is no clear way to connect the 
symbol to Baviera. If Baviera was the facilitator of the printing and selling, the tabula rasa may 
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proposals have been put forth, these arguments are generally rooted in beliefs regarding 

ownership of the plates or workshop practice, and all of these arguments are difficult to 

sustain given the lack of documentary evidence. However, the prints themselves suggest 

the use of the blank tablet at least began in Marcantonio’s practice. Its use may have roots 

in the case that Dürer brought against Marcantonio in Venice: while Marcantonio 

removed Dürer’s monogram from these prints, he sometimes left a blank tablet in its 

place that took the shape of the monogram, perhaps an inside joke for knowing buyers.62 

Although we are not certain how this group worked, Raphael probably exerted 

more control over the plates related to his designs than is often believed.63 According to 

Anne Bloemacher, the blank tablet is a polyvalent sign that conveys a close working 

relationship between Raphael and Marcantonio and declares the engraver’s relationship 

to the designer as one who conveys the invenzione.64 We may find support for this in 

Marcantonio’s Portrait of Raphael [fig. 97] in which the artist’s hands are not shown; if 

 
be too distanced from his apprenticeship period, as Anna Bloemacher has noted; “The Engraver’s 
Empty Tablet,” 30. If this was ever the intention, it was most certainly a viral failure.  

62 As Pon demonstrated, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 70-72. 
63 Bloemacher argued that Marcantonio’s creativity has been overstated and that Raphael 

exerted more control of the designs related to his work than is often recognized. She traced the 
historiography on this issue from scholars who viewed Marcantonio as purely reproductive (e.g. 
Delaborde) to those who emphasize his inventiveness and suggest he received drawings 
haphazardly from Raphael and interpreted them independently (e.g. Shoemaker). Similarly, 
Patricia Emison argued scholars often privilege Marcantonio’s fame, neglecting to recognize 
Raphael’s relationship to his own work, and that we need to separate Marcantonio’s technical 
capabilities from the work he created under Raphael’s supervision; Patricia Emison, “Raphael’s 
Multiples,” 200, 206; Bloemacher, “The Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” 23-24. 

64 Bloemacher built upon the idea put forth by Broun, noted above, arguing this symbol 
engages in a theoretical discourse about authorship and artistic practice. It should be “read as a 
metaphor for the engraver’s self-conception” how he conceived of his role, and himself as artist-
craftsman, “both as a container and a translator of Raphael’s pictorial inventions” (p. 22). Anne 
Bloemacher, “The Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” Chicago Art Journal 18 (2008): 20–41.  
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Bloemacher is correct, the portrait conveys Raphael’s conception of the artist as one 

whose real work is in the mind rather than the hand, the mechanical process.65 It may 

have begun in Marcantonio’s engravings, but eventually, the tablet appeared on more 

than thirty prints by Agostino and some later copies.66 At minimum, the tablet suggests 

that an insider discourse is a play, as it speaks to an audience that would have understood 

its reference.67 For more distant audiences, it became a mysterious symbol that continues 

to entice us into debate. 

Understanding who their audiences were is the key to a richer, more 

contextualized reading of these prints and how they functioned within a process of viral 

transmission. While Raphael, Marcantonio, and their publisher il Baviera had begun to 

sell prints to booksellers in Rome, they probably also made prints on commission, and 

elite members of society likely acquired their prints directly from the printmakers or from 

Raphael himself.68 There must have been some overlap with those who knew this space 

 
65 Bloemacher, “The Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” 22, 35-41. 
66 Landau counted 33 on Agostino’s prints; The Renaissance Print, 143-146  . 
67 As Christopher Wood observed, this refusal to provide “metadata” presumes a 

relatively small audience that would have recognized the prints as related to this private space. In 
his view, the blank tablet offers proof of a compromise with Raphael (who would not allow 
signatures on the prints) for shared glory and ultimately profit-sharing; “A Message from 
Raphael,” 13; “Eine Nachricht von Raffael.” 120. 

68 Few records survive, but it is most likely that elite members of society obtained their 
prints from the printmaker; cartolai and librai (card and book shops) were known to be dealing in 
prints in Rome before the 1530s; The Renaissance Print, 289, 295. Raphael likely used several 
booksellers (librari) to sell prints after his designs—there were nearly two dozen in Rome before 
the Sack. Vasari refers to mercanti, indicating there were numerous merchants involved in selling 
prints after Raphael. Witcombe surmised, he must have meant librari, who probably sold prints in 
addition to books, as they were closely related products. The term mercanti to refer to librari 
came into use in the 1540s, indicating booksellers had become merchants of multiple products, 
prints and drawings in addition to books, as evidenced by a letter from Giovanni Antonio Dossio 
to Niccolò Gaddi, 22 July 1757; Witcombe, Print Publishing in Sixteenth-Century Rome, 10-11.  
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well. These engravings would have communicated differently to those who had access to 

this private space and the exclusive conversations held here, as well as to works alluded 

to here that were housed in even more inaccessible spaces, such as the Vatican. The 

artists may even have had this more exclusive audience in mind. This seems to have been 

the case for Marcantonio’s Parnassus [fig. 98], as Lisa Pon has demonstrated: through a 

few key changes, references to the architectural setting, and a later inscription declaring 

that Raphael painted the fresco in the Vatican, this engraving recalled an earlier phase of 

the design, and distinguished its medium, function, and viewing experience for an 

exclusive audience that had access to both.69 Pon argued, the print offers a different kind 

of pleasure from viewing the fresco in an exclusive space, “that of seeing a purer moment 

in the process of creation. For the engraving recalled an early composition, one devoid of 

the compromises, however successful, that had been dictated by the physical presence of 

the window and which were therefore unnecessary in the print.”70  

This engraving is unusual in Marcantonio’s work in that it suggests the location of 

the finished painting through the inscription, pinxit, which however appears only in the 

third state.71 The earlier impressions were not likely meant for broader, public circulation, 

but were directed toward the papal court of Leo X, who had fashioned his identity as a 

new Apollo.72 The later date of the added inscription is an important detail, as it 

 
69 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 86-94.  
70 Pon, 94. 
71 For the states, see Massari, Raphael Invenit, 10.  
72 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 87-88. 
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demonstrates the changing habits that formed over time as printmakers and publishers 

increasingly directed reception through inscriptions.73 While an inscription that appears 

to be carved in stone could lend authority to an image as if it were an antique artifact, the 

inscription on Marcantonio’s Parnassus appears on a cartellino—a small sheet of 

paper.74 The choice of paper differentiates the print from antique sources, declaring it is 

not an object from the past, but an interpretation inscribed in the modern medium of 

print. The cartellino also signals the print’s relationship to the earlier drawing, its 

difference from viewing a painting (in color) on a wall in the Vatican, and Raphael’s role 

in the production of both objects.75  

Similar to Parnassus (though without the inscriptions identifying Raphael or the 

space), the prints related to the Loggia of Psyche make reference to some sense of space. 

They depict di sotto in su views and architectural framing, which however, appear 

different from the actual architectural spacing. Marcantonio may have drawn from 

 
73 Though engravings were not intended as exact reproductions of the finished work in 

the sixteenth century, such inscriptions directed the reception of engravings, which led not only to 
later critics pointing to differences as mistakes, but to the use of labels to title works. An 
inscription planced on a School of Athens print by Giorgio Ghisi effectively changed its subject to 
Paul Preaching in Athens; Jeremy Wood, “Cannibalized Prints and Early Art History: Vasari, 
Bellori and Freart de Chambray on Raphael,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 51 
(1998): 219-220. Bury, “On Some Engravings by Giorgio Ghisi Commonly Called 
‘Reproductive,’” 16.  

74 As Christopher Wood noted, “An inscription carved on a stone tablet…gives the 
impression of having arrived directly from the past;” Christopher S. Wood, “Notation of Visual 
Information in the Earliest Archeological Scholarship,” Word & Image 17 (2001): 94.  

75 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 94. Pon noted the relative size of the 
print to the painting is actually similar to that between the print and a cartellino, “calling on the 
viewer to consider both print and painting.” Rather than being a reproduction of the fresco, Pon 
argued, it was “a new outlet for Raphael’s creative energies via the process of collaboration in the 
medium of engraving,” and his role in the production of both the print and the painting is 
indicated by the addition of his name. 
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graphic models, but he also drew from the frescoes themselves.76 Significantly, Pon 

referred to Marcantonio’s print of Mercury [fig. 96], begun around the same time (c. 

1517), to understand how Marcantonio conveyed the space in prints and differentiated the 

print from the fresco. In the Mercury engraving, the top edges of the pendentives in the 

loggia are triangular and embellished with garlands, while in the engraving, they are 

curved and bare.77 It is as if the printmaker sought to demonstrate his access to both the 

drawing and the space itself, and his acknowledgment of the difference.78 The engraving 

seems to communicate with those who had access to the space and could recognize those 

differences. Such engravings thus partly target (and cultivate) a community or “public” of 

insiders.79 The Mercury engraving does not include a blank tablet in surviving states, but 

Marcantonio’s other two engravings related to this loggia do, and they exhibit similar 

approaches to representing the figures and spatial relationship.  

 
76 Oberhuber, “Raffaello e l’incisione,” 9. Gnann later embraced and expanded upon this 

proposition; Gnann, Lo Stile Classico, 134-135. 
77 Though Pon did not mention the garlands, she emphasized the significant variance in 

architectural representation; Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 92.  
78 Wood previously noted that Marcantonio may have worked from both or at least 

offered the impression he had access to Raphael’s drawing, “A Message from Raphael,” 11; 
“Eine Nachricht von Raffael,” 119. 

79 As Christopher Wood remarked, the prints after Raphael “addressed in principle 
(obviously not always in practice) to those already in the know, were actually creating a public of 
art-insiders as much as they were seeking it;" Wood, “A Message from Raphael, 13;“Eine 
Nachricht von Raffael,” 121. See also Lisa Pon’s argument that “Marcantonio’s [Parnassus] 
engraving both made Raphael’s painting public and made a public for the painting,” declaring 
Raphael’s authorship of both, despite the fact that Raphael never signed the painting and would 
not have been involved in the print’s execution, and many others were involved in the decorative 
program and execution of the fresco; “Paint/Print/Public,” 686–93, quotation form p. 686. 
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Although Marcantonio’s and Marco Dente’s engravings related to the Galatea do 

not specifically convey any architectural references, nor do they include inscriptions 

pointing to Raphael’s invention or the space in which it was painted, these prints 

illustrate an earlier phase of the idea. As the following analysis will show, the engravers 

sought to capture the crucial aspects of Raphael’s invention and the changes he made to 

the fresco, demonstrating their own access to both; they refer to the fresco and the 

dialogue taking place between the artists in the loggia, and they extend the discourse 

about materiality and intermediality to the printed page. These prints offered audiences 

familiar with the fresco a game that encouraged comparison between all three. The 

analysis below establishes this pair as the foundation for ideas the printmakers developed 

in later prints.  

Selecting and Sharing Raphael’s Galatea in Print 

To understand how these prints functioned, we must first investigate the motivation for 

selecting this scene in the first place. Similar to the use of signatures in this period, the 

selection and representation of scenes often appears haphazard and unsystematic. While 

later in the century, it was more typical for the print publishers to make decisions about 

what to reproduce, the earliest prints that engage with the Villa Farnesina frescoes were 

made by the circle around Raphael, and they made decisions about what to disseminate in 

print. That the only fresco designs from the Villa Farnesina selected for interpretation in 

print were those of Raphael and his workshop should not surprise us in the early sixteenth 
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century.80 An astute businessman, Raphael and his collaborators were pioneers in the 

printmaking industry in Italy, though their efforts must have been driven as much by a 

desire to explore the aesthetic potential of this new technology as for profit. Building on 

the initiatives of earlier artists, together they were essential figures in popularizing the 

trend of disseminating the designs of artists in print.81 Raphael was also a courtier, 

capable of negotiating the boundaries between elite audiences, artistic circles and the 

broader public through the print market. By the time the practice of “reproducing” 

frescoes had become common in the middle of the sixteenth century, printmakers were 

more likely to interpret newer works.82 It is important to note, however, that interest in 

interpreting and collecting prints related to the Galatea and some of the designs for the 

Story of Psyche continued throughout the century.  

More curious, perhaps, is why certain scenes related to the frescoes were selected. 

Although Vasari asserted that Marco and Agostino engraved nearly everything that 

Raphael had ever drawn or painted, the statement is almost certainly a rhetorical 

overstatement.83 Marcantonio, Agostino, and Marco Dente produced many engravings 

 
80 According to Innes Shoemaker, Marcantonio worked from Baldassare Peruzzi’s 

drawings already by 1509-10, Shoemaker, Marcantonio and His Sources, 7. However, there is 
nothing that overtly points to the Villa Farnesina.  

81 Artists had begun to realize the potential of prints for disseminating their inventions 
and their style in the late fifteenth century, with artists such as Andrea Mantegna and Pollaiuolo 
in Italy; and in northern Europe, with German artist Martin Schongauer, followed by Albrecht 
Dürer, and in the Netherlands, Lucas van Leyden; Landau and Parshall, The Renaissance Print, 
33-91. 

82 Bernadine Barnes suggested this is the reason why the Last Judgment was selected for 
reproduction in print rather than the ceiling frescoes; Bernadine Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 3.  

83 “Agostino and Marco between them engraved almost all the things that Raphael ever 
drew or painted, and placed them in print; and many of the things painted by Giulio Romano, 
they then portrayed from those. And because of the said Raphael almost nothing remained, they 
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after Raphael’s designs for major works in fresco or tapestry, as well as figures extracted 

from those works (such as the School of Athens), providing access to works often housed 

in inaccessible spaces.84 However, the school only chose select scenes from major cycles, 

including those for the Villa Farnesina, the Vatican Stanze and Logge, and the tapestry 

cartoons; and there does not appear to be really a good reason, such as popular or 

aesthetic value, but rather, their method seems unsystematic.85 There are also variances in 

what these artists sought to capture from these scenes: from select figures or figural 

groupings to entire compositions, some capturing aspects of an earlier design for the 

fresco (as was the case with Parnassus), altering the design to accommodate the format 

of the print, or creatively adding new settings for figures. 

We do not know for certain who made the decisions about which prints to create 

and how to approach them. In some cases, prints were probably commissioned and the 

patrons made specific requests. Four are thought to have been designed expressly for 

translation into print: Massacre of the Innocents, Judgment of Paris, The Morbetto, and 

Quos Ego—the last was perhaps commissioned by a publisher and conceived as a cover 

for a printed edition of Virgil’s Aeneid.86 Joannides recently pointed to this as a rare case 

in which we can understand why a print was made, but he argued, most prints seem to 

 
engraved finally the stores that Giulio had depicted in the Loggia from designs by Raphael.” (my 
translation); Vasari, Le Vite, V:11–12.  

84 As previously noted by others, such as Rebecchini and Wouk, “Biographical Notes, 13.  
85 As Innis Shoemaker observed, adding that only the engravings after the six 

mythological scenes in the Stufetta come close; Shoemaker, “Marcantonio and His Sources: A 
Survey of His Style and Engraving Techniques,” 10. Paul Joannides recently outlined which 
scenes from major cycles were produced (2015); Joannides, “Drawings by Raphael,” 153.  

86 Emison, “Raphael’s Multiples,” 204-205. 
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have been selected in a haphazard fashion, suggesting it was not always (or even 

primarily) Raphael making the decisions, but Baviera, patrons, or the printmakers 

themselves.87 Thus, it may have depended on the job at hand. 

 Similarly, it is unclear exactly how they worked or how much control Raphael 

asserted over prints after his designs. Unlike Dürer and most other predecessors, Raphael 

never engraved his own plates.88 According to Vasari, Marcantonio Raimondi, and later 

Marco Dente and Agostino Veneziano, executed the prints, while Raphael entrusted his 

pupil, il Baviera with facilitating the printing and commercial enterprise.89 However, is 

likely that there was a much more fluid exchange and collaboration within this workshop 

than once believed. The sparse evidence we have for their working relationship exists 

primarily in the prints themselves, which showcase a highly productive workshop in 

which the printmakers made prints after Raphael’s drawings (or in some cases perhaps 

even his paintings), while some prints exhibit signs that Raphael and Marcantonio 

collaborated on them more closely. Though Marco Dente and Agostino Veneziano 

entered the circle to learn from Marcantonio, they probably reached the level of 

 
87 Joannides, “Drawings by Raphael,” 149-51. 
88 This practice was already anticipated already by Andrea Mantegna, who evidently also 

passed his engravings to a specialist to engrave, though he never developed the type of business 
enterprise that would grow out of Raphael’s relationship with il Baviera. Mantenga paid the 
goldsmith Gian Marco Cavalli to engrave his works on copper plates; Andrea Canova, “Gian 
Marco Cavalli incisore per Andrea Mantegna e altre notize sull’oreficieria e la tipografia a 
Mantova nel XV secolo,” Italia medioevale e umanistica, 42 (2001): 149-79.  

89 Vasari, Le Vite, V:10. Witcombe asserts, Baviera became the first commercial print 
publisher as a result of this collaboration. Massari equated il Baviera’s role in engraving to that of 
Aldus Manutius by the end of the Quattrocento in Venice; Massari, Raphael Invenit, 9. Later, 
additional engravers joined the shop: B nel Dado, Gian Giacomo Caraglio, and Nicolas Beatrizet; 
Massari, 13.  
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collaborator soon after, and Raphael must have handed off drawings to them as well. The 

engravers, including Marcantonio, sometimes used each other’s prints as prototypes or 

perhaps even used a hybrid approach.90 As plates wore out, various members of the 

workshop created new ones.91 The shop probably expanded and contracted as needed, 

similar to how Raphael’s workshop functioned with his other assistants, though he would 

not have supervised them in the same way, as these artists were not practicing his craft.92 

We must also remember that prints after Raphael’s designs consisted of only a fraction of 

the production of this school—they were also making prints after other artists’ designs, as 

well as the antiquities scattered around Rome. Raphael may have worked more closely 

with the printmakers on some of the prints after his drawings than others depending on a 

variety of factors—time, function, patron, audience, subject matter and its perceived 

market demand, etc.—and probably asserted some rules about which aspects of his 

 
90 Massari, Raphael Invenit, 13; and Imolesi Pozzi, Marco Dente, 44. Marcantonio’s 

engravings typically depart further from their modelli, leading to the misconception that his prints 
served as the prototypes for others. However, the engravings of Agostino and Marco Dente are 
often closer to their drawn models and may have served as a point of departure for Marcantonio; 
Oberhuber, “Raffaello e l’incisione,” 333-42; and Imolesi Pozzi, Marco Dente, 48. John Spike 
argued the prints of Marcantonio were not always the prototypes in his undergraduate thesis; John 
Spike, “Marcantonio’s Relationship to His School” (qualifying paper, Department of Fine Arts, 
Harvard University, 1974). Landau accepted this assertion for some prints, such as the Last 
Supper (BXIV.26 and 27), as Marco Dente’s version exhibits pentimenti. He suggested Baviera 
may have requested the change to conform more closely with the drawn prototype. He challenged 
this assumption in other cases, such as the Christ and the Twelve Apostles (B.XIV.64-76, 82-91), 
which appears in Marco Dente’s version in reverse; David Landau and Peter Parshall, The 
Renaissance Print: 1470-1550 (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1994), 138–40.  

91 Konrad Oberhuber, “Raffaello,” in La bottega dell’artista tra Medioevo e 
Rinascimento, ed. Roberto Cassanelli, Storia dell’arte europea (Milano: Jaca Book, 1998), 270. 

92 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 83.  
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inventions should be captured.93 The working method thus seems as fluid as the selection 

process. 

 Given all of this fluidity and inconsistency, we are unlikely to find a one-size-fits 

all reason behind the selection and interpretation of Raphael’s designs into print. The 

group engraved only four of the scenes from the Psyche pendentives, consistent with the 

similarly unsystematic approach to other cycles. The choice to disseminate the Galatea is 

more obvious, however, as it was the only design by Raphael depicted in this loggia. The 

fresco also represents a pivotal moment in Raphael’s career as an artist. As discussed in 

the previous chapter, this was his first monumental fresco of a mythological subject, and 

it broke new ground in the interpretation of antiquity in a modern style that showcased 

Raphael’s creative process of transformation. The fresco engaged in a confrontation and 

dialogue with the other works in the space, just as it set itself apart from them through its 

autonomous design and elaborate frame. By 1514, Castiglione had already praised the 

fresco as a manifestation of Raphael’s certa idea.  

The fact that both Marcantonio and Marco Dente created engravings [figs. 5 and 

8] that interpret the design for this fresco suggests its significance for Raphael, who must 

have encouraged if not directed them to do so. Its selection also implies demand, perhaps 

requests of those literati closest to the artist, and the numerous states and copies 

 
93 David Landau argued there must have been strict rules about this for prints after 

Raphael’s designs; The Renaissance Print, 146. More recently, Anna Bloemacher agreed, noting 
that arguments for Marcantonio’s prominence, talent and creativity have overshadowed Raphael’s 
relationship to his own oeuvre and rules he probably imposed upon prints related to his designs; 
Bloemacher, “The Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” 23, 25.  
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(especially after Marcantonio’s print) make evident its popularity for collectors.94 Given 

the importance of the autonomy of this work within the space, it is significant that both 

engravers sought to capture the entire composition for the fresco rather than select figural 

groups, or even the entire group devoid of a background, as they often did. We find a 

more varied responses to Michelangelo’s Last Judgment later in the century, which 

prompted printmakers to extract various figures or capture the entire composition, 

sometimes adding Michelangelo’s portrait.95 It is clear, however, that neither of these 

engravings is simply a copy of the other as the plates wore out. The engravers approached 

their prints with completely disparate styles—Marcantonio’s approach is both 

sculpturesque and painterly, more closely approximating the qualities of the fresco, while 

Marco Dente’s print seems to capture the softer, almost fleeting qualities of a sketch.96 

Other engravings by Marco Dente demonstrate his ability to depict a more sculpturesque 

form, including his Galatea and Polyphemus, which I shall discuss below, indicating his 

approach in this print was purposeful. The two engravings share some compositional 

 
94 For various states and copies, see Massari, Raphael Invenit, 150.  
95 On this, see Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 99-112. 
96 Shoemaker previously argued that Marcantonio sought to approximate the painterly 

qualities of either the fresco or drawing through soft hatching and stippling; The Engravings of 
Marcantonio Raimondi, 122-124, cat. 33. Pozzi argued that Marco Dente’s technique 
demonstrates his autonomous realization of the stylistic language of Raphael’s classical ideal: 
“The Galatea manifests as a perfect expression of the new physical ideal all’antica, statuesque 
with proportional roundness and a clear articulation of the limbs in graceful movements, slow and 
harmonious” (my translation) (p. 79). Elsewhere in the text, Pozzi commented generally on 
Marco Dente’s technique, arguing that while less controlled and advanced than Marcantonio’s, it 
was also freer and more elegant with less emphasis on plasticity and more on optical effects, and 
was actually more modern (p. 54); Pozzi, Marco Dente, 54, 78-79, cat 27.  
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similarities with each other and with the fresco, but they also depart in significant ways 

and differ drastically from the fresco in relative scale and, of course, color.  

There have been debates about the sources for these prints and the order of their 

execution. Marcantonio's print of the Galatea, along with his engravings after the 

spandrels in the loggia of Psyche, is among the only prints thought to be based on a 

completed fresco because it is so close in composition to it, though scholars also 

frequently suggest a highly finished (albeit no longer extant) modello as the source.97 

Similarly, some have debated whether Marco Dente modeled his print on a drawing, the 

fresco, or Marcantonio’s print.98 Anne Bloemacher argued that Marcantonio initially 

created his engraving as early as 1512-13 and reissued it in 1515-1516 along with Marco 

 
97 Oberhuber believed it was based upon the fresco; Konrad Oberhuber, Renaissance in 

Italien, 16. Jahrhundert (Vienna: Graphische Sammlung Albertina, 1966), 9. Shoemaker agreed 
the model must have been a highly finished one, either a well-developed modello or the fresco 
itself: she pointed to the similarities in the figures and how the horizon line in relation to the 
figures is similar to the fresco. At the same time, she observed how the engraving is extended at 
the top and bottom; there are differences in the arrangement of circling putti and their relationship 
to the figures below; and there are slight differences in glances and the treatment of lighting; The 
Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, 10, 122-124. Massari accepted the possibility it could be 
based upon a modello; Raphael Invenit, 150. Bloemacher thought both were modeled on the 
“original drawing,” given that there are a few differences between the engravings and that Marco 
Dente’s engraving includes two details we see in the final painting that differ from Marcantonio’s 
engraving: first, Galatea holds the reins of both dolphins instead of just the one in the 
background; and second, a strand of hair that blows above the cloak of Galatea in both Marco 
Dente’s engraving and the fresco appears as a piece of the cloak in Marcantonio’s print. She 
surmised that Marcantonio may not have had the original drawing directly in front of him when 
he made the engraving, but also that Marco Dente made a couple of corrections to the engraving 
based on changes made to the final fresco (perhaps at the direction of Raphael or one of his 
employees); Raffael und Raimondi, 237. 

98 Bartsch referred to this print as a repetition of Marcantonio’s (XIV.264.351). Massari 
described this print as based upon the fresco or a graphic model but not mediated by 
Marcantonio’s print; Raphael Invenit, 150; Pozzi also argued it was based upon a graphic model 
and that it came before Marcantonio’s engraving; Pozzi, Marco Dente, 54, 78-79. 
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Dente’s engraving.99 This is also when the school released several other marine-themed 

mythological engravings, many of which were related to the Stufetta, or private 

bathroom, of Cardinal Bibbiena in the Vatican—another private space.100 Together 

Bloemacher posited, they were probably offered as a series or package of mythological 

marine scenes that could increase demand for the Galatea prints.101 If she is correct, we 

may have further evidence that Raphael and his printmakers recognized, responded to, 

and enhanced the lure of antiquity and access to works held in private spaces. 

 The precise timing and order in which the Galatea prints were created may 

remain uncertain, especially in the absence of the modello. Some differences between 

them may suggest creative additions or accommodations to the shape of the plate. 

However, a close analysis of these two prints together in conjunction with the fresco 

 
99 Dating this print is also bound up in questions of attribution. Because of its 

experimental and less mature technique, Davidson thought was a collaboration with Agostino; 
Bernice F. Davidson, “Marcantonio Raimondi, The Engravings of His Roman Period” 
(Dissertation, Radcliffe College, Harvard University, 1954), 18; Shoemaker contested this and 
argued it was an experimental phase in Marcantonio’s career, and that his use of “undisciplined 
stippling and soft hatching” here might demonstrate his attempt to “approximate qualities 
inherent in his model but alien to his medium;” The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, 122. 
The c. 1515-1516 date given to the print is based on the belief that the tablet began to appear after 
1515. Anna Bloemacher, who recently argued the tablet represents the collaboration between 
Marcantonio and Raphael rather than the workshop more broadly (as discussed above), dated 
print to c. 1512-1513, which she argues is more in line with Marcantonio’s technique from this 
period (p. 237). Bloemacher argued that Marcantonio’s Galatea print was reissued around 1516 
along with the new Stuffetta prints (which she reminds us, offer an unusual case in which most of 
the scenes were published, p. 228, n. 357; Shoemaker had previously pointed to this example (p. 
10) and some other engravings of Nereids and Tritons (e.g. Marco Dente, Nereide und Triton 
(B.229-I), and Marco Dente, Venus and Cupid riding dolphins, B.324-II, her fig. 179).  

100 See Bloemacher’s discussion of the prints related to the Stufetta, noting that Raphael 
looked back to his studies for the Galatea during this project; Raffael und Raimondi, 225-237. It 
could be productive to study the prints related to this bathroom more closely as they relate to 
another exclusive space, especially as an extension of and companion to the Galatea prints. 

101 Raffael und Raimondi, 237 
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offers compelling evidence that both artists sought to capture characteristics of an earlier 

design and also the completed fresco. In doing so, they demonstrated their access to both 

and alluded to key changes that Raphael made in his design process. They encouraged 

comparisons between their interpretations and the final fresco for those who had access to 

it, and they extended the intermedial dialogue to the printed page. We recall Baldassare 

Castiglione’s advice that a good courtier should appreciate painting, which offered 

profound pleasure and practical value as the basis for judging other forms of art, from 

ancient statues to intaglios.102 The printmakers could showcase their knowledge and 

capabilities in engraving to an insider audience while adhering to Raphael’s desires about 

what should be captured in the prints. As we will see, Raphael and his printmakers also 

used the opportunity to entice knowing viewers into a visual game. For more distant 

viewers, the engravings still shared practical information, understood as records of 

Raphael’s design or even the fresco itself, but the nuances of the insider discourse fell 

away. 

 Let us first address the issue of graphic autonomy. That both engravers captured 

the entire composition separated from its context is important because the autonomy of 

the work was crucial to its meaning in the space. As discussed in Chapter 4, Raphael 

conceived his painting as a quadro riportato, a painting within a painting that contributed 

to the concept of Chigi’s galleria antica and offered a counterpoint to Sebastiano’s 

idyllic painting. While Sebastiano’s work blended in with the space in the loggia, 

Raphael presented a dynamic all’antica scene, contained by a symmetrical design 

 
102 Book of the Courtier, 101. 
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focused on the Galatea and an elaborate frame, which accentuated the autonomy of the 

fresco within the space. The autonomy was rooted in the poetry, especially that of 

Theocritus and Philostratus, and Raphael’s solution was an important part of the reason 

later viewers focused on the Galatea. If indeed Marcantonio reissued his Galatea print in 

1515-16 along with Marco Dente’s, as part of a mythological package, it may be no 

coincidence that Chigi had an edition of Theocritus printed at the Farnesina in 1516. The 

patron may have wished to leverage and augment the momentum, and he offered a 

literary accompaniment to visual print for the reader-viewer.  

Marcantonio and Marco Dente responded to the autonomy of the fresco, first by 

capturing the composition on its own, and second, by alluding to changes that Raphael 

made to enhance that autonomy within the loggia. The two engravings differ slightly in 

size and shape, and there are minor variances in the arrangement of figures on the page, 

but both sought to capture the essentials of the overall design, including the entire figural 

group along with the sea and clouds in the sky. In contrast to the Mercury engraving and 

Marcantonio’s other Psyche prints, the printmakers did not depict any architectural 

framework in the Galatea prints to suggest its place within a space, but they hardly 

needed to do so. Both printmakers expanded the sky at the top and the water along the 

bottom edge to extend the design to the edges of the plate, enhancing the effect of a frame 

and emphasizing the autonomy of the design. Marco Dente added a bit of grass in the 

foreground, as if to suggest the entourage was arriving on shore, which may allude to an 

earlier design or a creative addition of the printmaker to fill up the frame. By capturing 

the overall design and filling the plate to its edges, the engravers effectively created a 

frame by imprinting the plate on the paper. In doing so, the printmakers offered a view 
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into a perspectival window, alluding to that offered by the quadro riportato while also 

drawing attention to the print as a medium different from the fresco. Marcantonio 

emphasized the spatial recession further through his use of the blank tablet, which he 

placed obliquely as an object floating upon the water. In this case, the empty tablet could 

be read as more than a signature declaring the printmaker’s role as the translator of 

Raphael’s invention; its illusionistic placement and frame playfully offer a reminder that 

the fresco itself is a framed picture within another space. We can imagine that some 

collectors placed the engraving within their own frames, enhancing the effect.103  

The rendering of the clouds differs slightly in all three, suggesting this detail was 

not terribly important to Raphael, but the placement of the putti is more revealing. In the 

fresco, Raphael’s putti reach the edges of the frame on the top, right and bottom sides—

the upper wing of the putto closest to the top is even somewhat cut off. In both 

engravings, by contrast, these figures fit firmly within the composition, with plenty of 

space around them. Marco Dente’s print, which is slightly shorter in relation to its width 

than Marcantonio’s engraving, is much closer in proportion to the fresco [figs. 100-101]. 

Dente shortened the vertical space between his figures slightly in order to fit those 

circling putti on the page. Marcantonio’s print is proportionally taller, and he included 

 
103 Prints were collected and displayed in a variety of ways in the sixteenth century, such 

as single sheets, bound albums, framed, or hanging on a wall. The inventory of Cavalier 
Francesco Baiardo (d. 1561) included several framed prints, including Marcantonio’s Parnassus, 
while the inventory of Gabriele Vendramin (d. 1552) also suggests prints and drawings were 
framed; Michael Bury, “The Taste for Prints in Italy to c. 1600,” Print Quarterly 2, no. 1 (1985): 
19-21. On the consumption of prints, see also Christopher Baker, Caroline Elam, and Genevieve 
Warwick, eds., Collecting Prints and Drawings in Europe, 1500-1750 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 
2003); Suzanne Karr Schmidt and Kimberly Nichols, Altered and Adorned: Using Renaissance 
Prints in Daily Life, annotated edition (Chicago: Art Institute of Chicago, 2011). 
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more space between Galatea and the putti circling above. This space between the figures 

more closely approximates that in the fresco and creates a frame around the central 

figure, amplified by the high contrast of the black and white print. Though the overall 

shape of Raphael’s fresco is more similar to Marco Dente’s print, Raphael accomplished 

this framing space around Galatea by pushing the figures at the top and bottom just 

beyond the edges of the picture. When viewed together, the engravings seem to allude to 

the process of creation, revealing how Raphael accommodated his design to the shape of 

the fresco panel while increasing focus on Galatea. Marcantonio may thus have signaled 

his knowledge of a key change that Raphael made to his original design for the fresco and 

demonstrated his own ability to capture it in print; and he did so without the deep red 

drapery color that Raphael had used to re-emphasize the centrality of Galatea amidst her 

entourage.  

These engravings also share a key characteristic with each other that differs from 

the fresco: in both engravings, the two putti on the left of the circling triad are shown 

overlapping. In the fresco, Raphael separated the figures so that they formed a clearer 

arch. The change had two crucial effects: it enhanced the classical appearance of the 

fresco and the allusion to triumphal entry, made even more visible when approaching the 

fresco through the physical arch of the loggia; and it focused more attention on the 

Galatea as the central figure, creating diagonals that crossed at the face of the nymph. 

This was a critical change that Raphael must have made in the final fresco to enhance the 

symmetry of the work and the focus upon Galatea at its center. That both engravers 

captured the putti as overlapping in the Galatea prints suggests they both worked from an 
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earlier design, or one printmaker from the other. Either way, Raphael may have wished to 

record this earlier phase of the idea and the engravers showcased their knowledge of it. 

By way of comparison, The Parnassus print alludes to a different kind of 

architectural compromise: Marcantonio added circling putti above the central figural 

group surrounding Apollo, where in the Stanza della Segnatura, an arched window had 

presented a challenge for the fresco.104 In that case, Marcantonio chose to expand his 

print to the edge of the plate, which was not restricted by a window. Similar to the 

Mercury engraving, Marcantonio suggested a space and architectural framework that is 

more closely tied to a specific space at the bottom and freer at the top. His added putti are 

free to fly about, and they carry laurel wreaths, which more directly addressed the private 

viewer of the print, a courtier perhaps dreaming of accolades in poetry.105  

Marcantonio offered us another subtle allusion to the space that only insider 

viewers would likely recognize—the gaze of Galatea points firmly to her right (our left), 

a departure from the fresco where she gazes upward. Had Raphael used the sideways 

directionality in the fresco, the gaze of Galatea would have returned that of the longing 

Cyclops. By turning the gaze upward, Raphael enhanced Galatea’s rejection of the giant 

(or her role as an imagined vision) and increased the psychological and graphic 

separation between the two works, while drawing the viewer’s attention to the myriad 

 
104 Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 89-92.  
105 Pon, 89-92; Charles Dempsey has examined the various roles of putti in Renaissance 

art; see Inventing the Renaissance Putto (Chapel Hill and London: University of North Carolina 
Press, 2001). 
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references to Chigi in the vault.106 Marcantonio’s representation of the sideways glance 

may again represent an earlier conception for the Galatea, and may signal his knowledge 

of a crucial change that Raphael made in the final design. Marco Dente pointed her gaze 

slightly upward, this time hinting at that change. Significantly, both engravers obliterated 

the giant through their paper frames, though Marcantonio’s sideways gaze might offer 

knowing viewers a playful reminder of Polyphemus-Chigi’s presence in his absence. 

The engravings amplified the effects of the autonomous fresco, lifting this quadro 

riportato out of the space, shrinking it to a much smaller size, and inserting it into the 

hands of collectors, where it might be viewed alongside other engravings in albums, or as 

an accompaniment to Theocritus’s text, freshly printed from Chigi’s press. As they cut 

the design out of the space, the engravers also cut out her admirer, Polyphemus-Chigi, 

allowing the private collector to become the viewer, or rather the voyeur. For collectors 

who knew Theocritus, and especially Philostratus, we can imagine the heightened 

emotional experience, even an erotic one as the viewer admired this image. Just as 

Polyphemus-Chigi is cut out, so also is Sebastiano as the artist of the companion work 

and Peruzzi as the painter of the vault. 

 We recall from Chapter 4 that Raphael also incorporated music into his fresco 

through his arrangement of figures, color scheme, and even musical instruments, from 

obvious horns to more subtle allusions; and the little foreground putto reaches up to pluck 

the reins of the dolphin, as if they belonged to a string instrument.107 These elements 

 
106 See discussion in the previous chapter. 
107 See pp. 229-235 in Chapter 4 above. 
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contributed to the holistic experience in the space rather than the autonomy and 

separation, but the details became lost in the process of transmission. If we look closely 

at Marcantonio’s print, his putto reaches up to grab the dolphin’s fins, as in the only 

extant drawing. By contrast, Marco Dente depicted the little putto’s hand reaching up to 

pluck the dolphin’s harness, capturing Raphael’s clever adjustment.108 The print invites 

knowing viewers to recognize this significant change to the fresco.  

The printmakers also conveyed their knowledge of Raphael’s intention to suggest 

his process of assembly and transformation in the fresco.109 Among these signals in the 

fresco is the ambiguous tail of the dolphin, which seems to hover between the dolphin 

and the putto in the foreground. When combined with other clues in the fresco, the tail 

suggests the artist’s process of assembling and transforming antique sculptural fragments 

into a new whole. Both engravers captured the disjointed tail, but Marcantonio has 

exaggerated the shadow extending from it, increasing its strangeness and alerting us that 

this is not a natural shadow, but one created by an artist. We remember that Raphael 

employed a color shift in the thigh of Galatea to showcase his process of transforming 

antique sculpture into paint—responding to the poet Blosio Palladio, Raphael referred to 

himself as Pygmalion and showed the sculpture of Galatea in the process of transforming 

 
108 Bloemacher attributed this to solving a compositional challenge. She noticed that 

Marcantonio did not include the reins of the most foreground dolphin at all, noting it was 
probable that Raphael omitted the reins in his original conception because the type of harness 
interfered with the octopus. In the fresco (and in Marco Dente’s engraving), the second set of 
reins appear, Raffael und Raimondi, 237. Her observation is astute, but even after the change, the 
dolphin is still shown devouring an octopus, and the artist has simply hidden the harness beneath 
the dolphin’s fin. It is the playful addition of the hand gesture that contributes most to the altered 
meaning here. 

109 See pp. 223-229 in Chapter 4 above. 
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from stone into flesh. Marcantonio and Marco Dente both captured this point, creating a 

dramatic shift using the contrast of the black and white medium and leaving her thigh 

nearly white. The shift is more prominent in Marcantonio’s engraving and its point is 

clearer because of its sculpturesque quality, but the fact that both engravers sought to 

capture it suggests that to Raphael, the detail was an important aspect of his invention. 

Raphael embraced the idea of showcasing this process of transformation and developed it 

further with Marcantonio in the Quos Ego.110 The insertion of the blank tablet into 

Marcantonio’s engraving of the Galatea reinforces this message, as it may have served as 

a symbol of the paragone debates and the process of composing in the artist’s 

workshop.111 The Galatea engravings provided a visual accompaniment on the print 

market to the mysterious certa idea letter, which had been crafted to create a mystified 

image of Raphael’s process of creation.112 For distant audiences, the tablet on 

Marcantonio’s engraving must have added to that mystery.  

Another very strange print attributed to the Marcantonio school may further this 

discourse. It shows a nymph seated on the back of a Triton holding cymbals [fig.  ].113 Its 

 
110 Again, see the discussion in Chapter 4. The Quos Ego may even signal itself as a 

response to this space and its intermedial dialogue by way of reference to Juno and Aeolus, and 
the horoscope placed at the center. This idea requires further investigation. 

111 Anna Bloemacher wrote that “Marcantonio, by employing the empty tablet, thus 
‘defines what the print reproduces or translates: an expression of the artist’s compositional 
process,’ and she argued the blank tablet could symbolize the prominent paragone debates 
(though she did not discuss this print specifically); “The Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” 31.  

112 See Chapter 4, pp. 235-239, and Clarke Hulse, Rule of Art, 87. 
113 Bartsch XIV.228; The attribution of the print is debated, though it most likely belongs 

to this school. Bartsch attributed the print to Raimondi, Passavant to one of his pupil’s, Thode to 
an anonymous engraver from the workshop, and the British Museum online catalog to Agostino, 
and Bloemacher to the school, Raffael und Raimondi, 236 and n. 370.  
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likely source is a marine sarcophagus that also served as a source for Raphael’s fresco, 

perhaps in part the Aracoeli sarcophagus [fig. 72], but more likely the one installed at S. 

Francesco e Ripa [fig. 102]. A drawing of the sarcophagus appears in the Codex 

Escurialensis.114 The couple appears in the back right of the fresco. The printmaker 

plucked the couple out of the crowded scene and altered a few details. For example, he 

isolated the figures against a sparse background, added a curling tale, changed the 

Triton’s staff to cymbals and added a hand to the Nereid, which forms a gesture of 

speech.115 This rhetorical gesture is often used when making a point in speech, and the 

Triton has paused to listen to the point she is making. At this angle, the Nereid’s hand 

seems oddly placed and almost disjointed from her body.116 I would like to suggest this 

image serves as a kind of manifesto about artistic process, which continues the discourse 

evident in the Galatea fresco. The Nereid’s point, emphasized by the gesture and 

placement of the hand, refers to the process of artistic restoration, re-assembly, and re-

creation with respect to the antiquities found around Rome, which served as a stimulus 

 
114 Anne Bloemacher has shown how this print interprets a marine sarcophagus, which 

had been installed in S. Francesco in Ripa since the previous century and interpreted in the Codex 
Escurialensis. She refers to the print as the Cymbal Beating Triton and Nereid to distinguish it 
from other Triton / Nereid prints, as I shall do here. She describes several of differences between 
the print and the sarcophagus, notably, the artist added a hand to the Nereid showing a speech 
gesture, her foot is tucked under her torso and is visible from behind, the artist tail added a tail to 
complete the figure of the Triton (because the figures were extracted from many on the 
sarcophagus and needed to fill in space); Triton is shown holding cymbals instead of staff, and 
seems to pause and listen to the Nereid; Anne Bloemacher, Raffael und Raimondi, 235-236. For 
the drawing, see Codex Escurialensis, f. Sv., Biblioteca del Monastero, San Lorenzo de EI 
Escorial, Patrimonio Nacional, 28-11-12; illustrated in Bloemacher, fig. 184. 

115 These details also noted by Bloemacher, Raffael und Raimondi, 236.  
116 Bloemacher has noted that the execution of the hand is inferior, which may suggest it 

was executed by less experienced members of the workshop; Bloemacher, Raffael und Raimondi, 
236, n. 370. 
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for artistic creativity.117 The choice to depict a hand, not visibly attached to an arm but 

extending from just below the head, specifically suggests the role of the artist’s mind, 

which controls the hand in restoring those ruins, giving them new life, and in our case 

bringing them into the collection of Agostino Chigi. It may therefore serve as a 

complement to the Galatea engravings, the certa idea letter, and to Marcantonio’s portrait 

of Raphael, as discussed by Anne Bloemacher, even if another member of Marcantonio’s 

workshop or a pupil executed the engraving.118  

One final, but crucial point with respect to the Galatea engravings is that 

Marcantonio and Marco Dente extended the discourse on materiality and intermediality 

to the printed page. On one hand, the prints transferred possession of the paintings and 

sculptures quoted in the fresco into the hands of the print collector (those capable of 

recognizing allusions to works held in inaccessible spaces), who could in turn show off 

their knowledge of quotations and debate Raphael’s interpretation of them. On the other 

hand, just as Raphael transformed sculpture (both two- and three-dimensional) into a 

painting in the loggia, Marcantonio and Marco Dente transformed a drawing and a 

painting into a black and white engraving, a form of two-dimensional sculpture. The use 

of color, which formed a central role in the fresco, in the intermedial dialogue in the 

space, in the conveyance of musicality, in the total aesthetic and sensory experience of 

the Gemsamtkunstwerk, and ultimately in the competition between Raphael and 

 
117 As previously noted, Leonard Barkan has emphasized the role of antiquities as 

creative stimulus in Unearthing the Past, 8-9.  
118 For Bloemacher’s argument about the portrait, see “The Engraver’s Empty Tablet,” 

37-40. 
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Sebastiano-Michelangelo, is absent in both prints. The printmakers engaged in the 

paragone debate on their own terms, differentiating their medium from the painted 

transformations in the loggia. The engravers provided interpretations in completely 

different styles from one another, demonstrating the capabilities of their medium with 

respect to painting and sculpture—how it can capture the fleeting qualities of a sketch, 

the pictorial qualities of a painting, or the three-dimensional qualities of sculpture.119  

Similar to the Parnassus engraving, these prints referred back to the earlier 

drawing and the idea of the artist, and they invited knowing viewers to participate in a 

game of hide and seek. While Marcantonio’s engraving offers more of the sculpturesque 

appearance of the completed work, it also captures some of the compositional elements of 

the early design; by contrast, Marco Dente’s print appears to depict an earlier sketch but 

captures some of the crucial changes made to the final fresco. Decontextualized from the 

grandeur and awe-inspiring, holistic experience of viewing the Galatea in its loggia, 

these prints offered a more cerebral interpretation of Raphael’s painting, a reference to 

his drawing and idea, or alternatively a private, erotic pleasure that could be 

supplemented by poetry. For distant audiences, viral transmission resulted in the loss of 

data and meaning. The significance of Galatea’s thigh, for example, is less apparent 

without color: the transition of color from gray into red played a critical role in conveying 

the transformation of the nymph from stone into flesh. Similarly, Raphael’s use of color 

 
119 As noted above, Shoemaker previously emphasized Marcantonio’s ability to emulate 

the pictorial qualities of the painting or modello, while Pozzi more recently emphasized Marco 
Dente’s freer and more elegant approach, which sought to capture Raphael’s classical feminine 
forms; Shoemaker, The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi, 122; Pozzi, Marco Dente, 54, 78-
79. Neither treated the prints as responses to the fresco as it functioned within the space.  
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enhanced the musicality, the performativity, of the work and the centrality of the Galatea. 

Though Raphael’s reputation as a colorist was solidified by other means—ideas 

circulating in text and word of mouth—the specificity and depth of his solution in this 

fresco became obscured.  

Marco Dente’s “Ancient Bas-Relief” as Response: Skill and Insider Access 

Marco Dente created another engraving [fig. 12] of the subject in the years surrounding 

the creation of the Galatea and Polyphemus frescoes in the Villa.120 Bartsch situated the 

engraving among several from the school simply labeled “Ancient Bas-reliefs,” yet as 

with the fresco itself, no antique source for the print has ever been found.121 This print 

has received little scholarly attention, with two notable exceptions. Prior to the restoration 

of the fresco in the 1970s, Luitpold Düssler suggested the print attested to the original 

composition of the fresco, while the restorer Tantillo Mignosi posited the print instead 

responds to Sebastiano’s Polyphemus, providing a correction to the painter’s position of 

 
120 B.XIV.224; As with many of the prints of the school, the year of execution has been 

debated and is complicated by disagreements over the arrival date of Marco Dente in Rome. The 
attribution is largely uncontested; however, there is an impression of this print in Melbourne that 
bears an inscription (“A”) and the creator is given as Marco Dente / Marcantonio. The engraving 
is variously dated between 1510 and 1527, but as the analysis here will show, the engraving is 
clearly a response to the frescoes, or at least the conception for the frescoes, and it is unlikely 
Marco Dente created the print prior to 1515, the year when most scholars believe Marco Dente 
arrived in Rome. While some museums persist in dating the print as early as 1510, the 
Metropolitan Museum of Art has adjusted its date to 1515-1527. 

121 As Pozzi pointed out recently, no source is known for many of the engravings 
attributed to Marco Dente and labeled “after” antiquities, and such prints may indicate a more 
inventive endeavor by the engraver. She may have had some of the prints in this series in mind, 
though she did not mention any specific engravings; Marco Dente, 52. Bartsch may have 
recognized these as invented, given the label “Ancient Bas-reliefs.” In other cases, he labeled 
prints “after an ancient bas-relief.” In this case, he situated the print within a series entitled “Les 
bas reliefs antique: suite de huit estampes,” indicating he recognized some relationship between 
the engravings; B.XIV.220-227 (pp. 181-184). 
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the figure.122 These scholars noticed that this engraving is related to the frescoes, and 

Tantillo Mignosi recognized its status as a simulated antiquity, inspired by the frescoes 

but made in the manner of classical statues and reliefs.123 Their brief observations suggest 

this print provides a glimpse into an insider conversation that warrants further attention. 

As we will see, this engraving functioned as a component in the viral network that could 

communicate with various audiences in different ways. On one hand, the engraving 

served as a “false antiquity,” an engraving that collectors could value on its own terms, 

appreciating the printmaker’s ability to transform his medium using the most advanced 

technology available for image-making.124 At the same time, this engraving responded to 

the fresco pair in the Villa Farnesina. It participated in a dialogue with the frescoes, as 

 
122  Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 39. Düssler suggested the print was proof 

that while most of the work had been repainted, the composition itself remained largely unaltered 
by the seventeenth-century interventions. He observed the fresco prior to the restorations and was 
searching for similarities. Although he recognized the print as related to the frescoes, he 
overlooked significant changes in the position of the giant, and he did not address the nudity. In 
fact, he believed the light blue robe was the only part of the painting that had not been painted 
over; Luitpold Düssler, Sebastiano del Piombo (Basilea: Holbein-Verlag, 1942), 32-33; see also, 
the catalog entry, pp. 139-40. I shall address these in more detail below. 

123 Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 39. Luba Freedman also recognized this 
as a simulated bas relief (B.224 [182]), but she ushered in the example primarily to dismiss it as a 
possible source for Raphael’s Galatea, noting it must be dated after 1514, and she did not analyze 
its relationship to the fresco; Luba Freedman, Classical Myths, 79. As Lisa Pon has discussed, 
there was a multidirectional relationship between antique fragments and engravings. For example, 
the Judgment of Paris engraving was based upon an ancient sarcophagus then in the collection of 
Cardinal Andrea della Valle, but in the print it was given a pictorial, recessive space and 
additional details, such as trees and a zodiac band across the sky, elements later adapted to the 
sarcophagus itself when it was restored in 1584 for the garden façade of the Villa Medici; see 
Pon, Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 1-2. 

124 Madeleine Viljoen has expertly shown how printmakers in this circle sought to create 
“false antiquities” in print. Collectors valued these types of engravings as stand-ins for actual 
antiquities, and the engravers, for their part, sought to emulate the materials of those objects; 
Madeleine Viljoen, “Prints and False Antiquities in the Age of Raphael;” “Paper Value”; and 
“Raphael into Print.” 
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well as related prints, in ways that could foster the agenda of the printmaker, while 

carrying through components that point back to the frescoes. 

In this engraving, the artist simulated the qualities of a bas relief and an antique 

style, particularly in the articulated musculature and tightly knit curls of the giant, and in 

the fluttering drapery of Galatea. Dente situated the figures on the frontal plane and 

described the qualities of the stone material: he rendered the background using parallel 

hatching to simulate the effect of flat stone, and he employed cross-hatching to imitate 

the effect of light falling from the upper right on the figures in low relief. This engraving 

shares these stylistic qualities with others in this “Ancient Bas-reliefs” series, which 

might have prompted Bartsch (and early collectors) to group them together. The stylistic 

similarities suggest the engravers in this school hoped they would be collected as a kind 

of series, a practice that became common later in the century, but is already evident in 

other engravings from this school, such as Marcantonio Raimondi’s medallions of the 

Twelve Caesars.125 Such engravings could be placed in albums side-by-side and valued 

as modern interpretations of antiquities from ancient Rome. At the same time, Marco 

Dente’s choice to depict the subject of Polyphemus and Galatea invited viewers to 

compare the print with his other Galatea engraving. A comparison makes evident that the 

printmaker sought to demonstrate his capabilities and versatility in manipulating and 

transforming his medium, as the Galatea print emulates the softer qualities of a drawing.  

 
125 On these, see Madeleine Viljoen, “Paper Value,” 203–26. The approach might also be 

compared with Agostino Veneziano’s ancient vases; on this see Guido Rebecchini, “Agostino 
Veneziano’s Suite of Three Women with Ancient Vases,” Bulletin. John Rylands University 
Library of Manchester 92, no. 2 (2016): 129–44, https://doi.org/10.7227/BJRL.92.2.8. 
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The subject choice also encourages viewers to make connections to the fresco pair 

in the Villa Farnesina, which some collectors may have known through word of mouth or 

published writings, but it speaks especially to viewers with firsthand knowledge and 

experience in the space itself. If we look closer, Dente’s departures from antique models 

offer us clues that this bas-relief is an invented, modern creation. First, ancient bas reliefs 

tended to be much more crowded, as in the examples of marine sarcophagi discussed in 

the previous chapter. The engraver has pared down the scene and made use of negative 

space to focus on the central characters, as if he wants to draw the viewer’s attention to 

them. Second, this faux bas relief seems to draw in part from Poliziano’s modern version, 

which described an antique intaglio featuring an escaping Galatea with two dolphins 

(though the host of other sea creatures Poliziano described is absent). We recall that 

Philostratus described a painting of Galatea pulled by four dolphins. Marco Dente may 

have envisioned himself in competition with Poliziano, in creating a visual interpretation 

of an antique intaglio on the doors of an ancient palace fit for gods. The moment 

depicted, however, is most closely aligned with that in the fresco pair in the Villa 

Farnesina, in which Polyphemus looks toward the Galatea who escapes, notably standing, 

on a seashell. As noted in the previous chapter, there was no known precedent, either 

textual or visual, for this standing pose.126 It is tempting to understand this print as proof 

that some mutual antique source existed with a standing Galatea. However, the print was 

likely created after the fresco, and there are other clues in the print that suggest Marco 

 
126 Luba Freedman thought Philostratus’ description suggested he was standing, but the 

language in Philostratus is vague at best; Classical Myths, 115-117. 
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Dente sought to capture aspects of the fresco pair. We can reasonably assume that as a 

member of Marcantonio’s workshop, Dente had access to the Villa Farnesina (in addition 

to the design for the fresco discussed above), but as we will see, this engraving makes 

that clear, and even seeks to express his insider access. 

A crucial aspect of the frescoes is how they interact within one another in the 

space. By including Polyphemus in this engraving, Dente partially re-contextualized the 

scene depicted in the Farnesina for viewers and sought to capture this interaction. He 

reminded viewers of Polyphemus’ presence, but also of Galatea’s autonomy. The figures 

are reduced in number and joined onto the same plane to accommodate the format of the 

print/bas-relief; however, the engraver indicated both the physical and the psychological 

distance between the two figures using compositional devices. First, he placed the staff of 

Polyphemus (actually the trunk of a pine tree, according to Ovid) upright. The staff runs 

from top to bottom, providing a compositional division similar to that of the pilaster and 

frame dividing the frescoed scenes. Second, as in the fresco, the Cyclops looks toward 

the Galatea, but their gazes do not connect. Contemporaries were evidently aware of the 

antique precedent [fig. 103] for depicting the Cyclops with two human eyes (typically 

closed or fleshed over) and a third central eye—Sebastiano initially conceived his 

Polyphemus this way, as his study for the giant in Lille attests [fig. 104].127 In the final 

 
127 The antique sculpture referenced here, now in the Capitoline Museum (inv. MC0053), 

which Ulisse Aldovrandi observed in the Palazzo di Venezia in 1550; Stuart Henry Jones, A 
Catalogue of the Ancient Sculptures Preserved in the Municipal Collections of Rome (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1912), 36-37. According to Maria Mangiafesta, this statue might have entered 
the collection of Cardinal Pietro Bardo (Pope Paul II) in Rome the 1460s, after his election to the 
papacy; Mangiafesta, “Fortuna del mito di polifemo,” 19-20, fig. 8. Mangiafesta offers additional 
examples, including a black marble bust that was in the collection of Lorenzo de’ Medici in the 
fifteenth century, now at the Bargello (p. 24, fig. 16); this one has closed eye lids and an open 
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fresco, Sebastiano cast the giant’s eye area in shadow and allowed his floppy hair to 

cover the forehead; the engraver has omitted the central eye, including only a normal 

human eye in the right socket that remains closed, or fleshed over, and cast in shadow.128 

In Raphael’s fresco, Galatea’s longing gaze points upward and beyond the giant, while 

the engraver turned her head downward and behind him. The effect is less dramatic but 

nonetheless suggests the psychological and emotional disconnect. Together, these 

solutions drive home the point that Galatea does not return his love, but we can go even 

further: as in the painting (and in Theocritus), Polyphemus does not actually see her but 

imagines her—she is an apparition, an unattainable ideal.129 We may also find an allusion 

also to Ovid’s version of the story, in which Polyphemus ignores the warning of the 

augur Talemus that Ulysses would take the singular eye on the giant’s forehead. The 

giant laughs, proclaiming that Galatea has already stolen it (Met. XIII: 738-788). 

This idea of Galatea’s unattainability is emphasized further by the single flying 

putto that trails behind Galatea. It most closely resembles the one furthest to the left in 

the triad of amorini circling Galatea in Raphael’s fresco. The engraver’s little Cupid 

 
third eye. Raphael’s pupils evidently aware of the convention, which Giovanni da Udine included 
in his depictions of the giant in the stucchi in the vault of the Villa Madama.  

128 As Ashley West observed (in conversation), the omission may have obscured the 
giant’s identity for distant viewers on the print market. 

129 Galatea appears in Theocritus as a kind of mirage, she is hidden, intangible. On this 
reading of Idyll 6 (6.6-19), see Richard Hunter, ed. Theocritus: A Selection; Idylls 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 
11 and 13, Cambridge Greek and Latin Classics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1999), 244; Rijser elaborated upon this point and its relationship to the fresco; Raphael’s Poetics, 
394. On Idylls 11, Hunter writes, “The Cyclops’ dreams are full of Galatea, but he does not 
understand dreaming, and imagines that she comes ashore the moment he falls asleep and retreats 
to the water as soon as she wakes up”… but sleep also brings his relief from suffering (231), 
referring to Theocritus 11.22-3.  
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stretches the bow as if preparing to release, except there is no arrow. Its omission 

suggests the engraver sought to convey the futility of this chase. Meanwhile, Galatea 

raises a conch shell in her free hand, conceivably a reference to the shell used as a 

trumpet by one of the companion tritons in the fresco, and a suggestion that she is the 

manifestation of Polyphemus’ song, as in Theocritus and the frescoes.130 Perhaps it is 

also a nod to the musicality expressed through Raphael’s fresco, which Marco Dente 

seems to have captured in his engraving after the design for Raphael’s Galatea, as 

discussed above. He may also refer back to Philostratus, who we recall gazed upon (or 

imagined) Galatea with particularly wonton desire; this print, with Galatea’s bare breast 

exposed, is noticeably more erotic than the painting.  

 This returns us to the previous observations made by Düssler and Tantillo 

Mignosi. Düssler believed the print recorded an earlier conception for the figure of 

Polyphemus. Tantillo Mignosi, on the other hand, argued the print responded to the 

position of Polyphemus in the fresco: by placing the giant in profile, with legs closer 

together, and seated upright on a singular plane, the printmaker offered a Roman 

all’antica correction, and thus a criticism of the Venetian’s multi-planar interpretation of 

the giant.131 To address the first argument, it is possible the printmaker was aware that 

Sebastiano initially conceived the Cyclops as a nude, but the only autograph drawing [fig. 

104] that remains for the fresco shows only a sketched in upper torso, frontally posed 

with the giant drawing the instrument to his mouth; others beneath the fictive tapestries in 

 
130 See discussion in Chapter 4 above, p. 201; and Rijser, Raphael’s Poetics, 398. 
131 Tantillo Mignosi, Restauri alla Farnesina, 39. She was trying to make the point that 

Raphael’s fresco came second. 
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the loggia are barely sketched in figures that show the artist working out the position of 

the head.132 If the printmaker had access to the initial idea for the fresco, he nonetheless 

significantly transformed the figure, and he may have sought to challenge Sebastiano’s 

avoidance of the male body in the final fresco. As Tantillo Mignosi pointed out, the print 

offers a contemporary response that is aligned with published criticisms of Sebastiano’s 

drawing abilities. Such criticisms were later amplified by Vasari, who erroneously 

claimed that Raphael’s painting came first, spurring Sebastiano to succeed.  

The interpretation is thus bound up once again in the competition between 

Sebastiano-Michelangelo and Raphael. But, if the print “corrects” the figure of 

Polyphemus, how should we understand his figure of Galatea, which is drastically 

different from Raphael’s escaping nymph? Though Raphael’s involvement in the creation 

of this print is unclear, we can hardly expect the engraver sought to “correct” Raphael, as 

well. Rather, by transforming the frescoes into a simulated bas relief all’antica, Marco 

Dente not only demonstrated his ability to do so, but he provided a faux antique source 

for the frescoes ex-post facto that invited viewers to make comparisons to how both of 

the painters transformed antiquity. Dente’s figures in this engraving are more static and 

antiquarian in style, closer to the fictive reliefs of Peruzzi in the vault; they provide a 

strong contrast to both the pastoral style of the Venetian painter and the grand 

interpretation of Raphael’s classic style.133  

 
132 Attributed to Sebastiano by Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo, 37. See also, the drawings 

beneath the frescoes on the wall, discussed by Tantillo Mignosi, Restauri alla Farnesina, 37, figs. 
23-28. 

133 See Marcia Hall’s revised definition of the development of the classic style (first 
introduced by Wölfflin) as a more mature interpretation of antiquity; Hall, “Classicism, 
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As in Raphael’s fresco, Dente’s Galatea is shown accomplishing the inhuman feat 

of riding a seashell pulled by two dolphins while standing on one foot. However, the 

similarities in the figures end there. In the engraving, the delicate figure of Galatea stands 

upright and open, with one arm gently crossing her body to loosely wrap three fingers 

around the dolphin’s harnesses; her other arm stretches forward as she gracefully 

balances the conch shell on her hand and turns her gaze effortlessly over her right 

shoulder toward the Cyclops. The wind causes her rather neatly coiffed hair and drapery 

to lightly flutter. The style of this figure strongly contrasts that of Raphael’s much more 

dynamic Galatea, who firmly plants her right leg inside the shell and pulls her left leg 

upward and across her body to maintain her balance, completing a serpentinata twist. Her 

hair and drapery do not flutter but whip in response to the wind, while she directs her 

dramatic gaze upward and out of the frame. Other details are conspicuously absent in the 

print. Dente has omitted, for example, the dynamic group of accompanying sea creatures, 

which Raphael creatively transformed from the remains of monumental sculptures; the 

paddlewheel and the octopus are also excluded, details that Raphael added to enhance the 

meaning of the fresco in relation to the space, and to Chigi. For viewer’s familiar with the 

fresco, or even for those in possession of the other Galatea prints by Marco Dente and 

Marcantonio, this engraving draws attention to Raphael’s invention.  

In the same vein, the printmaker’s depiction of Polyphemus is more open and 

static, with a carefully articulated nude body and even sculpturesque hair, qualities that 

 
Mannerism and the Relieflike Style,” 228–29; H. Wölfflin, Classic Art: An Introduction to the 
Italian Renaissance, trans. Peter Murray and Linda Murray (Phaidon Press Limited, 1899).  
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emphasize the precedent in antique sculpture. The pose of the giant in the print, though 

less active, recalls the Torso Belvedere, which must have also served as a model for 

Sebastiano’s figure. Some viewers may have understood this print as offering a 

correction. On the other hand, this depiction of the Cyclops in the print is idealized in 

comparison to the antique literature—for example, Ovid described Polyphemus with 

luxurious hair that hangs over his brow, and the prickly hairs that cover his body. 

Sebastiano’s tousled-hair giant is more closely aligned with this description. The contrast 

with this engraving highlights Sebastiano’s engagement with the literature, as well as his 

illusionistic landscape that connect the scene to the surrounding gardens. As he had done 

for the Galatea, the engraver omitted or tempered details added by the painter that tie the 

figure more specifically to Chigi—in this case, the tousled (reddish) hair, the hooked 

shape of the nose, and the rather ornate tunic.134 For viewer’s familiar with the fresco 

(and with its literary and artistic sources), the print would have drawn attention to 

Sebastiano’s transformation and invited comparisons.  

The printmaker thus sought to negotiate between access and distance, between 

revealing and concealing, and between antiquity and modernity. By capturing essential 

aspects of the figures’ interaction, Dente showcased his insider access to the space and 

the idea for the frescoes, and his printed story pointed back to the scenes depicted in the 

villa for knowing viewers. At the same time, by mimicking an antique relief and omitting 

other details specific to the frescoes, he distanced the print from the space, creating a faux 

 
134 In Ovid, the giant mentioned his hair, not as tightly curled, but as longer and tousled: 

“Luxuriant hair hangs over my face, and shades my shoulders like a grove. And do not consider it 
ugly for my whole body to be bristling with thick prickly hair” (Met. Bk XIII: 789-869 The song 
of Polyphemus). 



313 
 

antique source that could draw attention to the modern transformation of antiquity in the 

frescoes. The engraving in this sense thus speaks to an exclusive audience of insiders 

who could have engaged in this discourse. On the broader print market, so many of these 

details would have been lost or altered, and the omission of details related to Chigi 

excludes him from the story, but consumers could also collect and appreciate this print 

completely independently of the frescoes or Chigi’s villa, and many likely did.  

It appears that Dente’s engraving was popular on the print market, as various 

states, copies, and interpretations attest. There is at least one other state of the print 

inscribed with an “A,” [fig. 105] and another that bears the mark of the mid-sixteenth-

century publisher Antonio Salamanca (1478-1562), who was active in Rome from 1517 

and eventually acquired il Baviera’s plates.135 A third state dates to the seventeenth 

century, and it includes the monograms of both Antonio Salamanca and a seventeenth-

century publisher, Giovanni Battista Rossi [de Rubeis] [figs. 106-107]. There is also a 

copy of the print in reverse [fig. 108], which emulates the style and composition of 

Marco Dente’s print closely except for the dolphins, which have been completely 

transformed. In Marco Dente’s version, the creatures have singular fins on the back of 

their heads and beaklike snouts, while in the copy, the dolphins heads and snouts are 

more rounded, and stylized scales cover their heads and transition into feathery fins; they 

have sharp teeth, and the artist has carefully articulated the harnesses where they attach at 

the corner of the dolphins’ mouths. They are actually more similar to the shape and style 

 
135 On Salamanca’s activity in Rome, see Bury, The Print in Italy, 232; and on the 

transfer of il Baviera’s plates, see Pozzi, Marco Dente, 50–51. 
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of those in Raphael’s Galatea, as well as Marcantonio’s and even Marco Dente’s 

engravings after it. The copy may offer a case in which the plate wore out and was 

remade, and the artist took the opportunity to correct or improve upon the dolphins.136 

Together, these examples suggest that thousands of prints were sold, and that later 

printmakers or publishers sought to attach their identity to it.  

More distant viewers may have valued the print as a record of a Roman antiquity, 

or a simulated antiquity made in a modern medium. Placed in albums, the print could be 

appreciated as an erotic print alongside prints such as i modi, or compared with other 

“antique reliefs,” or even with Marco Dente’s and Marcantonio’s engravings after the 

Galatea. The Galatea engravings transmitted Raphael’s idea for the fresco, but concealed 

from those audiences any comparison to Sebastiano’s Polyphemus. For some collectors, 

the Galatea engravings even obliterated him from existence, at least until Vasari 

mentioned him decades later. By then, the story had firmly shifted toward Raphael’s 

achievement, and Vasari provided almost no description of the giant, only pointing out 

that Sebastiano succeeded because of the competition.  

The distance of time might also have caused some confusion for one insider with 

broader viral effects. In a letter to Girolamo Scannapier in the 1530s, Paolo Giovio 

misattributed the giant to Raphael and erroneously conveyed that the giant was initially 

depicted in the nude.137 In the letter, Giovio told a story in which a gentlewoman 

 
136 One wonders if Marco Dente’s birdlike dolphins in the original engraving were meant 

to provide another ex-post-facto opportunity for Raphael to improve upon antiquity in the fresco. 
137 Giovio died in 1552, but the letter was published in 1560. The text of the letter is (my 

translation): “said Raphael of Urbino to a nice gentle lady, who by chance one morning entered 
into Agostino Chigi's garden, where [Raphael] was painting the porch and had made many figures 
of gods and goddesses. And among them was a grand Polyphemus and a Mercury of about 
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observing the frescoes in the Farnesina objected to the nudity of Mercury, suggesting 

Raphael cover up the “shame” with a leaf, to which Raphael responded by asking the 

woman why she did not ask him to do the same with the Polyphemus, which she had just 

praised. This assertion, combined with the bright blue color of the robe, must have 

contributed to a long-held belief that this tunic was painted a secco.138 Technical analyses 

performed during subsequent restorations have shown that Sebastiano planned to paint 

the figure wearing the tunic: the color (recently shown to be ultramarine blue) must have 

been painted in buon fresco, as it is embedded into the giornate planned for the figure.139 

One wonders if Giovio owned an impression of this engraving, and if the print served as 

 
thirteen years old in simulation of the marble one, that which we can see still today in the loggia 
of [Pope] Leo: and looking at him and praising him the lady, like one who was making a 
profession of being of alert mind, said, ‘Certainly all of these figures are excellent, but I would 
desire that for honesty you made a beautiful rose, or a leaf over the shame of that Mercury.’ At 
that moment Raphael smiled saying, ‘excuse me madam, that I have not very much consideration' 
and added, why have you not yet said that I do similarly with Polyphemus, which a short time ago 
you commended me for?’” This excerpt of the letter (originally from Paolo Giovio, Lettere 
volgari… Raccolte per messer Lodovico Domenichi (Venezia 1560), 14v-15r) is printed in Italian 
in Santopadre, Bolletino ICR: 24, n. 2.  

138 Paola Santopadre, “Il ‘Polifemo’ di Sebastiano del Piombo e la ‘Galatea’ di Raffaello: 
nuove acquisizioni techniche,” Bollettino ICR / Istituto Superiore per la Conservazione ed il 
Restauro Ministerio per i Beni e le Attivitá Culturali N.S. 24/25 (2012): 15. 

139 Santopadre, “Il ‘Polifemo’ di Sebastiano,” 15. There has been debate about the 
pigment Sebastiano must have used: the subject of a 1983 convention in Florence, restorers ruled 
out azurite, but found traces of polverized colored glass, and thus identified the pigment as 
Egyptian blue (a synthetic pigment used in ancient Egypt and then ancient Rome), but the most 
recent analysis demonstrated the presence of ultramarine. It also revealed that Sebastiano used a 
combination of lime and pozzolana (ground pumice with a high glass content, also known as 
volcanic glass) to make the preparatory layer; the analyses also found the compound in the 
preparatory layer of the Galatea and the frescoes in the Loggia of Psyche. See the summary of the 
findings (p. 139). On the technical analysis that confirmed the blue was embedded in the plaster, 
see Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri alla Farnesina,” 33. For the later debate about the color blue and 
the suggestion it was actually Egyptian blue, see Aldo Angelini, “La loggia di Galatea alla Villa 
Farnesina a Roma: l’incontro della scuole Toscana, Unbra e Romana (1511-1514),” in Tecnica e 
Stile: esempi di pittura murale del Rinascimento italiano, by Eve Borsook and Fiorella Gioffredi 
Superbi, vol. I, Villa i Tatti 9 (Cinisello Balsamo [Milano]: Silvano, 1986), 95–110.  
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a trigger that instigated the anecdote and altered his clouded memory.140 Ironically, 

Giovio’s motivation was a defense of his own good judgment and desire to convey 

historical truth as a historian, which also affected how he shaped the story he shared.141  

The letter was published in 1560, and years later in 1581, the authors of a joke book 

published in Venice repeated the anecdote, including the misattribution of the 

Polyphemus to Raphael and the shame of the giant’s nudity. Sebastiano’s authorship of 

the giant was known through Vasari’s text, and that aspect of Giovio’s assertion seems to 

have gone unnoticed, while the suggestion of nudity remained, and perhaps became 

enhanced by circulating engravings of the subject. 

A Venetian Landscape and Other “Ancient Bas Reliefs” 

Another engraving attributed to the school [fig. 13] exhibits a creative and active 

response to Dente’s engraving, and it engages with the frescoes in its own way. The 

anonymous engraver quoted the figures from Dente’s engraving (again in reverse), 

 
140 The misattribution of authorship is strange, especially since Giovio was historical 

advisor to Vasari in writing the Lives. He was primarily a historian and physician, however, and 
he seems not to have cared about the paintings—for example, he did not mention the Galatea in 
his life of Raphael published in 1525; Paolo Giovio, “Raphaelis Urbinatis Vita,” in Scritti d’arte 
Del Cinquecento, ed. Paola Barocchi, vol. 1 (Milan and Naples, 1971), 13–18. 

141 Giovio originally wrote the letter in 1534-35. The motivation for the letter was a 
defense of Giovio’s own work on the lives of famous men. In the lengthy letter (7 single-spaced 
pages typed), he defends himself against an accusation that he denigrated the reputation of Pietro 
Cravina, and even taxed that of Sannazaro. Giovio explained the difference between a history 
(which requires truth) and encomium (or pure praise). He argues that the historian must tell the 
truth but nonetheless often focuses on positive aspects of great figures, attenuating their faults and 
vices, as he has sought to do. He believes his Historia, which he would soon publish, would 
demonstrate this. In closing, he encourages his friend Scannapier to avoid being like that 
noblewoman who showed more judgment about big things than little ones. In the example, 
Agostino Chigi refused to cover up the Mercury (because he is a man of good judgment), but to 
appease the woman, covered up offending parts of the Polyphemus with a blue robe; Paolo 
Giovio, Lettere, ed. Ferrero G.G., vol. I (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico dello Stato, Libreria dello 
Stato, 1956), 179 no. 60. 
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signaling the print as a response. However, this engraver added his own details into the 

story. He has opened up the wall, adding a pastoral landscape with a view onto a body of 

water into the background. The addition may allude to the frescoes, which were situated 

in an open loggia facing the Tiber River. Through this key alteration, the engraver 

signaled his insider access—his awareness of the setting for the frescoes, as well as the 

status of Dente’s print as a response to them. The engraver also softened the figures, used 

stippling (dots made with the point of the graver) in areas of mid-tone, and applied cross-

hatching to articulate the partial wall behind the figures, transforming the bas relief back 

into a three-dimensional pictorial space. He thus sought to express his capabilities with 

respect to the medium, demonstrating the more pictorial possibilities of engraving in 

contrast to the sculptural. The stylistic qualities, along with the addition of the pastoral 

landscape may refer back to Sebastiano, the Venetian painter of the Polyphemus fresco. 

The engraving has never been attributed to a particular engraver, but it may have 

been done by a Venetian, or at least it seeks partly to emulate a Venetian technique. The 

use of stippling in particular was introduced by Venetian engraver Giulio Campagnola, 

while Marcantonio developed a more repeatable technique that combined the dots with 

hatching, cross-hatching, and flicks to create a chiaroscuro effect.142 Of course, there was 

also a Venetian engraver in Marcantonio’s circle, Agostino Veneziano, though this 

 
142 The stippling-engraving technique allowed for more subtle gradations, but it was time 

consuming to create, yielded very few impressions, and was even more challenging to rework for 
later states. Giulio Campagnola only produced nine prints in this technique, while Marcantonio’s 
development of a combined, more repeatable technique had widespread effects; Landau, The 
Renaissance Print, 261-264. On Marcantonio’s technique, see William M. Ivins, Jr., Prints And 
Visual Communication (Harvard University Press, 1953), esp. 66-67. See also Emily Peters, The 
Brilliant Line (Providence: Rhode Island School of Design, 2009). 
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engraving is less accomplished than others attributed to him and the style is looser in the 

application of stippling and cross-hatching. Whoever the engraver was added the blank 

tablet, suggesting he (or she) was either part of or sought attachment to this inner circle.  

 There are several other engravings from the school in a similar style to Marco 

Dente’s Galatea, which might have prompted Bartsch to place them together. The 

similarities in style between these engravings indicate they were created as false 

antiquities, and perhaps even sold as a series, collected and placed side-by-side in 

albums. They thus situated the Galatea and Polyphemus scene within another context on 

the broader print market, inviting collectors to make connections between these 

engravings. 

Among these is A Naked Man Pursuing a Naiad, [fig. 14] attributed to 

Marcantonio. The engraving depicts a man who looks remarkably similar to the 

Polyphemus in Marco Dente’s engraving, but here he is shown chasing a nymph into the 

water.143 The nymph escapes on her belly accompanied by a little amorino that is clearly 

quoted from the foreground of Raphael’s painting. The engraver has not made an attempt 

to hide this, but rather draws attention to the quotation: the amorino’s little hands reach 

up as if grasping the fins of the dolphins, but the dolphins are conspicuously absent and 

he simply snatches the air. In the engravings previously discussed (and the fresco), the 

singular eye of the Cyclops was obscured or omitted, while the visible eye appears closed 

 
143 Bartsch referred to this as “A Naked Man Pursuing a Naiad.” A Naiad is a fresh spirit 

rather than a creature of the sea (though these were sometimes conflated in ancient literature, and 
it is unclear if Bartsch intended this distinction). The figure could also refer to Daphne, a Naiad 
whose name stands for laurel, and whom Apollo pursued until her father transformed her into a 
laurel tree; henceforth Apollo coveted the laurel branch and it became a symbol for poetry / the 
poet laureate (Ovid, Met: Bk. 1: 438-567).  
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or cast in shadow. Here instead, the lines on the man’s forehead subtly come to a point, 

suggesting the central eye of a Cyclops viewed in profile. The adjustment seems to signal 

the identity of the figure as Polyphemus, yet it is subtle enough to maintain the idea that 

he cannot really see her. Indeed, the figure appears to chase after his invisible love in 

vain.  

A bow and arrow lean against the backside of the tree in the background, leaving 

us wondering if Cupid is otherwise occupied or if he is the one shown escaping with the 

nymph in the foreground; the case containing the arrows takes on a noticeably phallic 

quality, extending upward and to the right. The print thus seems to refer to the lust of 

Polyphemus and his futile chase after Galatea, who escapes here not on a shell but on her 

belly. The print is strange, as if it is a dream or vision, an amalgamation of several 

stories, which may again refer to the creative process of assembly and recreation of 

antiquity.144 Together with the Galatea and Polyphemus print by Marco Dente, they also 

make quite an erotic pair and could have been valued as such on the broader print market.  

Another engraving in the series shows Venus with Vulcan helping three cupids 

sharpen their bows [fig. 15]. They offer the reader a reference to the triad of amorini 

shown in the fresco, here shown getting ready to chase after Galatea. They may also 

serve as a self-referential indicator of the tool with which the engraving was made: the 

burin–a comment on the mutual fashioning and facture of arrow tip, engraving, and even 

 
144 Many of Marcantonio’s prints are stranger and more enigmatic than we typically 

recognize; he was often “thinking in figures” rather than in narrative, the latter of which was 
Raphael’s specialty. She suggested we may find more answers about who Marcantonio was by 
studying closely these “little skits rather than grand dramas;” See Emison, “The Forest Around 
the Fir Tree,” 18-31, esp. 29-30.. 



320 
 

love.145 One of the arrows is broken—what might it suggest?146 As an extension of the 

story of Galatea, it seems to point back to the failed attempt to capture Galatea’s love, to 

impotence, and to the pointed tip required to carve into the copper plate to tell this story 

in print. Together, these prints showcase how the printmakers were engaged in a dialogue 

with antiquity and with their contemporaries in literature and visual art. These prints were 

evidently popular on the market as they continued to circulate, first published by Antonio 

Salamanca and then again in the seventeenth century by Giovanni Battista Rossi (de 

Rubeis) [fig. 110-111], though their relationship to the Galatea fresco may have been lost 

rather quickly. 

Copying and Translating Marcantonio: Raphael’s Death as a Tipping Point 

Interest in prints after Raphael’s works continued throughout the century, and his death 

likely provided a “tipping point” for a rapid increase in demand.147 Even after the 

workshop dispersed and Marcantonio died (probably in the early 1530s), printmakers and 

publishers continued to reissue or copy his plates, including the Galatea.148 Sixteenth-

 
145 I owe this astute observation to Ashely West in relating this reference to Dürer’s 

indexical, self-referential marks on the famous Rhinocerous print (in conversation); see Susan 
Dackerman, “Dürer’s Indexical Fantasy: The Rhinoceros and Printmaking,” in Prints and the 
Pursuit of Knowledge in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, MA; New Haven and London: 
Harvard Museums and Yale University Press, 2011), 164–71. 

146 Lisa Pon noticed this detail and probed its meaning in her comments upon this 
manuscript. 

147 To borrow the famous marketing term from Malcolm Gladwell, though we can hardly 
call Raphael’s death a little thing; Malcolm Gladwell The Tipping Point: How Little Things Can 
Make a Big Difference (Boston: Little Brown and Company), 2000. David Landau argued that 
Raphael’s death increased demand as well as competitive business practices related to Raphael’s 
designs; The Renaissance Print, 146. 

148 According to Vasari, Marcantonio lost everything in the Sack, and had to pay a 
ransom to the Spaniards. He fled Rome and ultimately died in poverty; Vasari, Le Vite, V:13–14. 
The date of Marcantonio’s death is unknown, but most scholars place it in the early 1530s, as 
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century viewers never expected engravings to appear exactly as the paintings did, or even 

to be faithful to the directionality of mediated work.149 However, as these engravings 

traveled, they formed attachments over time, not only to the invenzione of Raphael, but to 

the specific locations—often exclusive and inaccessible—where these works could be 

found. Increasingly engravers and publishers sought to attach their own identities to those 

works, spaces, and patrons. We find evidence for this in the Parnassus engraving 

discussed above, in mid-century prints made after the frescoes in the Loggia of Psyche, in 

many of the engravings that interpret Michelangelo’s Last Judgment, and many others.150 

Already in the sixteenth century, Marcantonio’s Galatea engraving became associated 

with the fresco itself. His version of Galatea was increasingly made public, and it is 

Marcantonio’s engraving that Vasari mentions in relation to the Galatea fresco.151 One 

print collector inscribed an impression of a copy of Marcantonio’s engraving [fig. 112], 

identifying it as a work of Raphael painted in the villa of Agostino Chigi.152 The 

inscription is probably from the sixteenth century, based on the appearance of the 

 
Pietro Aretino referred to Marcantonio in the past tense in La Corteggiana (1534); this point was 
noted by Delaborde, Marc-Antoine Raimondi, 60; and more recently by Rebecchini and Wouk, 
“Biographical Notes on Marcantonio Raimondi and the Publisher Il Baviera,” 14. 

149 This is a point Michael Bury and others have emphasized; Bury, The Print in Italy, 
1550-1620. As Lisa Pon argued, precision with respect to exactitude and same directionality were 
not expected or desired qualities of engravings until the invention of photography, Raphael, 
Dürer, and Marcantonio Raimondi, 27-33, esp. 33. 

150 As we can see, for example, in the Loggia of Psyche prints by Cherubino Alberti and 
others; Massari, Raphael Invenit, 152-153; and in various prints after Michelangelo’s Last 
Judgment; Barnes, Michelangelo in Print, 99-119. 

151 Vasari, Le Vite: V, 10. 
152 The impression is in the British Museum, London (inv. 1871,0812.763); Bartsch 

XIV.350 (copy). 
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lettering and also the reference to the villa of Agostino Chigi (the Farnese family 

purchased the villa in the 1570s).  

Marco Dente’s print of Galatea continued to circulate throughout the century, as 

well. A badly damaged third state of the engraving in the Piancastelli collection in 

Ravenna exhibits an inscription identifying the seventeenth-century publisher and 

location ( “in Roma per Gio. Batta de’ Rossi in P.a. Navona”) along with the “R” for 

Marco Dente in the lower center. The engraving offers a demonstration of social 

currency, as the publisher sought to attach his identity to that of Marco Dente and to 

Raphael’s design, or even the fresco itself, which by then was well-known.153 However, it 

is clear from the extant prints and translations into other media that Marcantonio’s 

engraving became the one to emulate, probably largely due to his growing reputation 

with an expanding public.154 Vasari’s stories later amplified the reputation of 

Marcantonio, and collectors valued his prints highly in the 1560s.155 Later printmakers 

and collectors also may have been drawn to Marcantonio’s design because it more 

closely approximated the pictorial and sculpturesque qualities of the completed fresco. 

Even though it captures aspects of an earlier conception for the painting, his print became 

more attached to the fresco (and perhaps to Raphael) over time; hints of the crucial 

 
153 Giovanni Battista de' Rossi (c.1601 – 1678). The print is illustrated in Pozzi, Marco 

Dente, 78-79, cat 27.  
154 Engravers throughout Europe emulated Marcantonio’s technique for engraving; See 

Massari on the anonymous Galatea prints, Shoemaker on the popularity of Marcantonio’s 
technique throughout Europe; The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi,15. 

155  See Lisa Pon’s example of print collectors; Raphael, Dürer, and Marcantonio 
Raimondi, 15, n. 3. 
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changes that Raphael had made to the fresco would have been lost on distant audiences 

who had not seen the fresco itself.  

Two unknown printmakers modeled their prints of the Triumph of Galatea on 

Marcantonio’s print. Akin to their predecessor, both printmakers captured the overall 

composition, continuing to emphasize the autonomy of the work, whether or not that was 

their intention. These engravings offer us traces of viral transmission as the plates passed 

through the hands of later engravers and publishers, and they continued to de-

contextualize the design from the other decorations in the space, even as they became 

increasingly attached to it through published writings and word of mouth. The first, an 

anonymous copy from the sixteenth century [fig. 6] incorporates the mysterious blank 

tablet, perhaps indicating the printmaker or publisher was affiliated with the school of 

Marcantonio.156 In the second [fig. 7], the printmaker has conspicuously omitted the 

tablet, leaving a gaping white space, which alludes to the tablet’s absence. This is not a 

later state of Marcantonio’s engraving but a copy; the printmaker could have simply 

filled in the gap with hatch marks.157 The copyist thus seems to have left us a conscious 

sign of the symbol’s absence that refers to it nonetheless. The conspicuous absence 

suggests the publisher knew the meaning of the tablet and its attachment to 

Marcantonio’s (or Raphael’s) identity. Could this suggest a rivalry between publishers, 

perhaps a way of getting around the owner of the plate, as Marcantonio had done by 

 
156 Bartsch, 350/A; Anonymous, sixteenth-century engraving and impression of which is 

held in Rome (Rome ING F.C. 5115) and published in Massari, Raphael Invenit, 150. 
157 Bartsch, XIV.350/B. Marcantonio’s engraving is slightly taller in relation to its width 

than this copy. 
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leaving off Dürer’s monogram? Or does it rather suggest a loss of meaning that no longer 

mattered? It is this print that was signed by the collector mentioned above and attached to 

Raphael but not Marcantonio. 

We find later publishers attaching their identity to this print, as well. The third 

state [fig. 112] bears two inscriptions: on the bottom left: Pauli Gratiani formis Romae 

1582; and on the bottom right, just beneath the now missing tablet: Petri de Nobilibus 

Formis 1585.158 The inscriptions tell a story about the relationships between publishers 

and the material transactions of virality—the transfer of possession, or ownership, of the 

plates—in an extremely contentious market. Formis, from the Latin forma, translates to 

mold, stamp, or last (the type of mold used by a shoemaker); when the term appears on 

engravings, it refers to the copper plate and was used by publishers to indicate plate 

ownership.159 Paolo Graziani was a print dealer and publisher active in Rome from at 

least 1577 until 1584, and he was working in Antonio Lafreri’s shop upon the latter’s 

death in 1577; Graziani subsequently acquired many of Lafreri’s plates from Stefano 

Duchetti, Lafreri’s grandnephew and de-facto heir.160 After Stefano’s death in 1583, 

 
158 B.XIV.350-B; Pozzi, Marco Dente, 79.  
159 For the glossary of terms, see Witcombe, Print Publishing, 16.  
160 When Lafreri died intestate without a wife or children on July 20, 1577, his grand-

nephew Stefano Duchet(ti) inherited the shop, but in October of that same year, Stefano’s uncle 
Claudio Duchetti returned to Rome from Sicily to claim his share; Witcombe, Print Publishing, 5. 
On the sale of plates from Lafreri’s grand-nephew Stefano Duchetti to Paolo Graziani and then 
Pietro Nobili, see Valeria Pagani, “The Dispersal of Lafreri’s Inheritance, 1581-89,” Print 
Quarterly 25, no. 1 (2008): 3–23. Pagani provides the inventory list for the first sale, which 
shows that Stefano Duchet sold “La galatea” to Paolo Graziani on August 8, 1581 (Table A, p. 
15, inv. no. 50 out of 511 items. It was still in his iinventory in September of 1583 (Table B, p. 
19, no. 42). See also, Bury, The Print in Italy, 227; Evelyn Lincoln, The Invention of the Italian 
Renaissance Printmaker, 185-88. 
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Graziani found himself unable to pay the remaining debts owed on his plates, and 

ultimately, he sold them Pietro Nobili in 1585.161 The print displays the transfer of 

ownership from one publisher to another, referring back to the material from which the 

print was made and to how the physical plates traveled between hands.  

Within the rivalrous print market of late sixteenth-century Rome, the implications 

of this display increase. Lafreri, known for creating the famous Speculum Romanae, had 

owned one of the largest print publishing houses in Rome. The growing number of 

publishers in Rome beginning in the 1570s increased competition and threatened the 

stability of the Lafreri-Duchetti enterprise. His success roused the envy of other 

publishers, and his death rippled through the industry. A few months after Lafreri’s death, 

Claudio Duchetti returned from Sicily to claim his share, and the next day, one 

printmaker fled to Lorenzo Vaccari’s shop, while another’s body was discovered 

drowned in the Tiber nine days later. Members of the shop were imprisoned and accused 

envious competitors of orchestrating the murder to undermine their success.162 The 

display of both publishers’ names and dates on the plate takes on a deeper significance 

within this context. They both sought to attach their names to this well-known work as a 

form of social currency, but Pietro Nobili asserted the lineage and thus legitimacy of his 

 
161 Pagani, 9-11. Pagani argued that his use of the term quesita (meaning quaesita) or 

“requested” on some other plates must indicate he had not fully paid those off. The term might 
indicate he paid for the expenses of printing but was not yet allowed to claim formis (that he 
owned the plates), as a contract clause stipulated (p. 9). The use of formis on the Galatea plate 
thus suggests Graziani must have actually paid for that one already. 

162  Egidio Rauer from Flanders resigned from the shop and went to work for Lorenzo 
Vaccari the day after Claudio’s return. On these events, including the murder of Gerolamo 
Modenese and ensuing court case, see Witcombe, Print Publishing, 5. Stefano Duchetti’s 
temporary imprisonment might have delayed dispersement of Lafreri’s inheritance; Pagani, 3. 
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print, as well as the authority to possess the plate and the its profits. This could be seen as 

a form of practical value for consumers in a competitive market where forgeries were 

common. It also leaves traces of an insider discourse of a different kind, one between 

publishers communicating ownership, while the absent tablet hovers above.  

Copying, or translating, Marcantonio’s engraving extended to other media. There 

is even a tiny niello print [figs. 9-10], which the artist clearly based upon Marcantonio’s 

engraving, and the impression appears in reverse. We do not know for certain who made 

it, though scholars have placed it close to the style of Peregrino, a niello artist from 

Bologna.163 It was typical to use the plates of nielli themselves rather than print from 

them, as the ink would sink into the grooves and harden, and those hardened surfaces 

could be applied to other objects, such as jewelry [fig. 113-114].164 Nielli printmakers 

would often make an impression (in reverse) on paper to check the design, which might 

be what we see here. If this niello was ultimately intended for use on jewelry, it offers an 

excellent example of viral transmission, in which a person attached the Galatea design to 

their identity by way of a fashion accessory.  

The translation of the design onto a much smaller-scaled niello is a bit awkward, 

and the dolphin appears to vomit waves rather than devour an octopus, so we lose that 

clue to the Neoplatonic meaning here. Nonetheless, it is an extraordinary feat at such a 

 
163 Levenson, et.al. argued this niello is close in style to Peregrino; Jay A. Levenson, 

Konrad Oberhuber, and Jacquelyn L. Sheehan, Early Italian Engravings from the National 
Gallery of Art, Exh. Cat. (Washington, D.C.: National Gallery of Art, 1973), 545. 

164 Nielli have their own complicated history, as explained by Levenson, et.al., Early 
Italian Engravings, 528-31, B-18. Laura Aldovini has brought renewed attention to this 
underexplored medium; see for example, Laura Aldovini, “Lombard Nielli at the British 
Museum,” Print Quarterly 29, no. 2 (2012): 163–68. 
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tiny size—just 8.5 centimeters tall, it is about the length of a finger. In shrinking the 

composition and its narrative into this tiny space, the miniature object possesses its own 

awe-inspiring quality, a remarkability quite different from that conveyed by Raphael’s 

grand fresco. As John Mack has argued, the beauty of tiny objects is rooted in wonder, in 

our fascination with the ability of a human being to create something so small; such 

miniature objects can exaggerate their content and serve as narrative triggers.165 This was 

a tangible object that one could hold in their hand, and in this case, perhaps even wear, 

transferring possession into the hands of a different consumer: a woman, perhaps? This 

niello captures the tiny tablet in the foreground, perhaps signaling recognition of 

Marcantonio and participating in the paragone through his translation into yet another 

medium. In this case, it was the antique medium upon which the modern medium of 

engraving was built. If Peregrino was the artist, there may have been a personal 

connection, since he was not only from Bologna, but also had the same teacher as 

Marcantonio. 

A maiolica vase from the workshop of Francesco Mezzarisa in Faenza [figs. 17-

18] offers an example of Marcantonio’s engraving translated into another medium in the 

middle of the century: this time, making its way onto a decorative domestic object.166 The 

artist used the print as a point of departure for a the creation of a new object, transforming 

 
165 John Mack, The Art of Small Things, 1st edition edition (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard 

University Press, 2008). 
166 Dora Thornton and Timothy Wilson, Italian Renaissance Ceramics: A Catalogue of 

the British Museum Collection (London: British Museum, 2009), cat. 105. See also Jamie 
Gabbarelli and Jonathan Bober, Sharing Images: Renaissance Prints into Maiolica and Bronze, 
Exh. Cat. (London: Lund Humphries, 2018). 
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and recontextualizing the scene into a different private space, but it nevertheless points 

back to Marcantonio and to Raphael. The maiolica artist added color back into to the 

design; however, he reduced the palette to blue and yellow to match the rest of the vase, 

subordinating the composition to his color pattern. The figures are thinner and much less 

muscular, having lost their sculpturesque qualities and dramatic twists, and the artist has 

eliminated the octopus entirely. However, he added a trident to the hands of one triton 

and augmented the musical references by making the trumpet held by the triton on the 

right more visible. He has placed the scene in a circular frame surrounded by vine scrolls 

and handles embellished with sphinxes. On the back side, he placed an accompanying 

image—not a scene related to the Loggia of Galatea but another scene from Greek 

mythology that could also be found in Ovid’s Metamorphoses: Acteon and Diana (Met. 

Bk III:165-252). In the story, the young hunter Acteon stumbles upon the chaste goddess 

of hunting bathing naked with her nymphs, who cry out and attempt to shield Diana from 

his view. Embarrassed, Diana transforms Acteon’s head into a deer head to prevent him 

from recounting the encounter to others. Acteon’s hunting dogs, not recognizing their 

master, attack and kill him. Our maiolica artist has conflated the moments in the scene 

into one: we see Acteon transformed and attacked by his dogs on the left, while on the 

right, the nymphs attempt to shield Diana. When understood as a pair, the front and back 

of the vase emphasize the idea of chastity and provide us with another clue to viral 

transmission, as we recall that Raphael’s painting became an exemplar for chaste painting 

practices later in the century.167 We can imagine the vase serving as a trigger for the 

 
167 See Roskill, Dolce’s Aretino, 165-167, 169. and discussion above in Chapters 2 and 4.   



329 
 

owner and guests to discuss the fresco and related engravings, perhaps even pulling out 

an album of prints to make comparisons. 

Hendrick Goltzius: An Eyewitness Account from a Distant Insider 

By the time Hendrick Goltzius (1558-1617) created his engraving at the end of the 

century [fig. 11] the villa, Chigi, and Raphael had become legendary. Knowledge of 

Raphael’s fresco had spread through word of mouth, textual sources, and the engravings 

of Marcantonio, Marco Dente, and their copyists. Yet verbal and published written 

information traveled in pieces, while existing engravings offered no textual explanations 

for the work, and their compositions departed in various ways from Raphael’s fresco. 

Akin to his predecessors, Goltzius’s engraving removed the scene visually from its 

surroundings and further emphasized the autonomy of Raphael’s design, though he added 

two inscriptions in Latin, written by poet-philologist Franco Estius—the first, an image 

address, and the second, a poem offering an interpretation of its subject:168  

Opus hoc depictum est suis coloribus Rome ad parietem per Raphaelem 
D’Vrbin, in palatio Augustini Ghigi, et ibidem ab H. Goltzio adnotatum, / 
et deinde aeri insculptum. Anno 1592.  

Nerine spumante salo Galatea per undas / Fertur Erythreas flauenti lactea 
concha. / Cymodice, et Glaucus circum, Tritonq. canorus, / Vectantesq. 
Deam Delphines cerula verrunt / Doride nata auidos Cyclopis ridet 
amores, / Dilectumq. Acin post funera viuere gaudet.169  

These passages may be translated as follows: 

 
168 Anja Wolkenhauer previously noted the image in Goltizus' print (like the other prints 

after the Galatea) becomes a single work, as the engraving removes the scene from its context 
(specifically the Cyclops who stares wistfully at her, 335-336. Wolkehnaur has shed much light 
on the role of these inscriptions. I shall elaborate upon her argument below. 

169 Estius wrote the inscription; Walter L. Strauss, ed., Hendrik Goltzius, 1558-1617: The 
Complete Engravings and Woodcuts (New York: Abaris Books, 1977); cat. 288, p. 514. 
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This work was painted in [his familiar] color on a wall in Rome by 
Raphael D'Urbino, in the palace of Augustino Ghigi, and there, in that 
very same place, was observed [or drawn] by H. Goltzio and then 
[subsequently] inscribed [or engraved/sculpted] on copper. Year 1592.170 

The Sea-nymph Galatea is carried by a foaming wave through the 
Erythraean waters [red sea], she milk-white on a golden-yellow shell. / 
Around [her], Cymodoce and Glaucus, melodious Triton, and the dolphins 
carrying the goddess play upon the blue seas. / She, born of Doris, laughs 
at the covetous desires of the Cyclops, and rejoices that her beloved Acis 
lives on after his death.171 

Goltzius’s print must have further enhanced the place of the fresco in the developing 

canon.172 The engraving exists in two states and there are several partial copies of it in 

 
170 I am grateful to linguist Sean Gleason for offering this translation; via email 

correspondence, February 20, 2019. I have supplemented it here with text in brackets that refers 
to an alternate translation by Luitjen: “This work was painted by Raphael of Urbino in his 
familiar colors on a wall in the palace of Agostino Chigi in Rome and drawn there by H. Goltzius, 
and subsequently engraved in copper in the year 1592;” Ger Luijten, “The Art of Italy: The Fruits 
of the Journey to Italy, 1590-1591,” in Hendrick Goltzius (1558-1617): Drawings, Prints and 
Paintings, by Huigen Leeflang and Ger Luijten (Zwolle: Waanders, 2003), 139. The term 
insculptum is also related to sculpsit, which engravers increasingly used to refer to their craft. 

171 As translated by Sean Gleason (via email, February 18, 2019). Wolkenhauer translated 
this into German, “Genese und Funktion,” 336-337. Aligned with Wolkenhauer, Gleason 
translated circum, “around,” as referring to everyone around Galatea, but Glaucus circum could 
mean that Glaucus is around Cymodoce, especially if the passage refers to the couple on the 
lower left, since the sea god wraps himself around the nymph. Wolkenhauer translated 
undas...Erythraeas as “red sea,” but Gleason notes this is because the Ancient Erythraean Sea (off 
the coast of Ethiopia) was possibly thought to have reddish waters. The Wolkenhauer translated 
Tritonque canorus as “shell-clad Triton,” but canorus literally means “melodious” or 
“harmonious.” Gleason surmised this refers to the triton in the upper left blowing on the shell. 
Gleason translated verrunt as “play upon,” noting the mood it captures offers a parallel to that 
expressed by the verbs ridet (laughs) and gaudet (rejoices) in the following couplet. For an 
alternate translation in English in more of a prose format, see Luijten, “The Art of Italy,” 139.  

172 Scholars have previously noted how the Galatea print offers an example of a “print 
reproduction intended to raise awareness of a private work” (my translation); Stefania Massari 
Raphael Invenit, 150. 
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subsequent centuries, attesting to its success on the print market.173 However, canon 

formation was not likely his only, or even his primary, goal.   

Goltzius operated within an elite social circle in Haarlem. He became an 

independent engraver by 1582, and his associates included prominent artists and 

humanists, including Karel van Mander.174 His predecessors and contemporaries, 

including artist and humanist Dominicus Lampsonius (1532-1599) and van Mander took 

printmaking seriously and frequently argued for the northern capacity in the medium.175 

In a letter to Italian artist Giulio Clovio (1498-1578), Lampsonius made the case that 

northern printmakers surpassed their Italian counterparts with the burin; he wrote to 

Vasari in 1565 suggesting he hire Cornelius Cort to make engravings after the Italian 

masters. In it, he complained that inferior Italian prints, such as those after the Last 

Judgment, did not provide an adequate visual analog to Vasari’s ekphrasis of the works 

 
173 Goltzius based his engraving on a now lost drawing. For a recent list of known states, 

impressions and later copies, and an extensive recent bibliography, see Leeflang, ed., The New 
Hollstein, 2: 294-295, cat 334. By the time Goltzius journeyed to Rome, print dealers in the city 
were selling his prints. According to van Mander, “whenever [Goltzius ] came to where his prints 
were hanging for sale, [he would listen] incognito and secretly to the judgments of the artists 
upon them;” van Mander, The Lives, fol. 283r-283v, Miedema (Davaco), 1: 390, 393. 

174 For a succinct history of Goltzius’s training and social circle, see Wolkenhauer, 329-
330. See also Larry Silver, “Imitation and Emulation: Goltzius as Evolutionary Reproductive 
Engraver,” in Graven Images: The Rise of Professional Printmakers in Antwerp and Haarlem, 
1540-1640, ed. Timothy A. Riggs and Larry Silver (Evanston, IL: Mary and Leigh Block Gallery, 
Northwestern University: Distributed by Northwestern University Press, 1993), 71–99. Miedema 
noted that while Van Mander referred to a “friendly acquaintance and association” lasting more 
than twenty-years, we do not know the precise nature of their relationship; Miedema, ed., The 
Lives (Davaco, 1994), 6: 175. See also Huigen Leeflang et al., Hendrick Goltzius (1558-1617): 
Drawings, Prints and Paintings (Zwolle: Waanders, 2003). 

175 As Walter Melion demonstrated, examining literary sources, including Karel van 
Mander, Domenicus Lampsonius and the correspondence of other artists and patrons; Walter S, 
Melion, “Theory and Practice: Reproductive Engravings in the Sixteenth-Century Netherlands,” 
in Graven Images, 47-69. 
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he described in the Lives of the Artists.176 Lampsonius also emphasized the necessity of 

the artist having direct access to the works in question.177 As Walter Melion observed, the 

subtext of the Lampsonius letter mentioned above suggests the northern prints could 

compete with Vasari’s verbal descriptions.178 Goltzius’s Triumph of Galatea engraving 

offers an example in which both image and text seem to compete with extant verbal and 

visual descriptions. 

As we shall see, Goltzius responded to the emotional appeal of this work and 

sought to position himself as a knowledgeable, distant insider, as he shared aspects of the 

Galatea fresco and demonstrated his own capabilities in the medium of engraving. As 

Goltzius sought to foster his own social currency, he responded to ideas circulating about 

the fresco, the villa, Chigi, Raphael, the literature on Galatea, and discourses on art and 

printmaking. He presented a remarkable story through an engraving that negotiates 

between decontextualization and recontextualization, representation and interpretation, 

viewing and reading, paint and print, north and south, and different kinds of private 

spaces. The depth of the meaning of his print required a learned reader-viewer. For the 

rest, much of this meaning would remain concealed, though collectors could still value it 

 
176 See Walter Melion’s analysis of the letters of Dominicus Lampsonius, which offer the 

most extensive discussion of the northern capacity for creating “reproductive” engravings, along 
with the Lives of Goltzius and Sprangher in book IV of Karel van Mander’s Schilder-boeck 
(1604); Melion, “Goltzius’ Project of Reproductive Engraving,” 464-474. For the text of the 
letter, see K. Frey and H.-W. Frey (eds.), Giorgio Vasari: Der Literarische Nachlass, 3 vols., 
Hildesheim and New York, 1982, 2: 158-63. 

177 In addition to drawings made by a draftsman capable of producing drawn modelli, 
which he evidently was not; Melion, 474. For discussion and further sources, Melion, nn. 32-34, 
pp. 484-485; for the letter to Clovio, see U. da Como, Girolamo Muziano, pp. 180-3; and Puraye, 
Dominique Lampson, pp. 92-100.  

178 Melion, “Hendrick Goltzius’s Project of Reproductive Engraving, 467, n. 23. P. 484. 
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as a visual reference for Raphael’s painting, or appreciate its erotic and aesthetic appeal. 

Goltzius’s print left us traces of the essentials that remain, the details that became lost 

over time, and the powerful shaping effects of sharing.  

Showcasing Access, the Social Network, and the Viewing Experience 

By the time Goltzius traveled to Italy in 1590-91, demand for a more reliable visual to 

accompany textual sources had evidently increased and traveled across the Alps. As if on 

artistic pilgrimage, Goltzius went to see Galatea and made his engraving after the fresco. 

Through the first inscription (noted above), Goltzius inserted himself as an eyewitness to 

the fresco within the space. On one hand, the inscription conveys the awe and familiarity 

of this work, declaring the printmaker’s access to a private work and villa that had gained 

considerable recognition: it identifies the villa as belonging to Agostino Chigi, although 

the Farnese family had already acquired it, and points to Raphael’s well-known abilities 

in colorito. At the same time, the inscription differentiates the location and the medium, 

declaring the printmaker closely observed and then subsequently engraved, or sculpted 

[insculptum], a work made in paint on a wall.  

Written in Latin, the inscription appeals to erudite, international consumers.179 

Goltzius commissioned Estius to write Latin inscriptions for his engravings for about a 

decade beginning in 1586 and notably offered him credit on the engravings, which he had 

not done with previous poets.180 This print offers an overt demonstration of social 

 
179 Wolkenhauer, 329-330.  
180 Goltzius previously hired poets to write Latin inscriptions for him, but he never 

offered them credit prior to Estius; Wokenhauer, 331 (and for an extended discussion about why 
he was dissatisfied with previous poets, see pp. 331-334). 
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currency, as it exhibits the social network of the printmaker to a learned audience. This 

attests to his approval of Estius but also displays the habits that formed about the use of 

monograms and Latin inscriptions by the end of the century. The image address refers to 

the author, publisher, and creation of the work. Modeled on book publishing practices, 

the address lends a sense of order and authenticity to the eyewitness account that likely 

enhanced its authority.181  

 The desire to access and record eyewitness accounts of this villa had increased 

throughout the century. We recall that maps such as that by Etienne Dupérac [fig. 25] 

from 1577, provided tourists and artists with the location of Chigi’s villa.182 As discussed 

in Chapter 2, other artists such as Giovanni Battista Naldini had traveled to participate in 

the lost grandeur of the villa, inserting themselves as witnesses to the remains. In a 

drawing from about 1595, Federico Zuccaro (c. 1540-1609) captured his older brother 

Taddeo (1529-1566) drawing onsite in the Loggia of Psyche, and then falling asleep there 

as night fell [figs. 115-116]. Created nearly thirty years after Taddeo’s death, the drawing 

seems to illustrate a comment that Vasari had made in 1568: Vasari wrote that Taddeo 

spent much of his time drawing, especially the works of Raphael, “which were in the 

house of Agostino Chigi and other places in Rome,” and that he often sought refuge 

under its loggias at night.183 The drawing formed part of a series depicting Taddeo’s early 

 
181 Wolkenhauer, 336.  
182 See Coffin, The Villa, 96 and Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1: 28, figs. 16, 18. 20; 

discussed in ch. 2. 
183 “Per queste e molt'altre stranezze partitosi Taddeo da Giovampiero, si risolvette a stare 

da per sé et andarsi riparando per le botteghe di Roma, dove già era conosciuto, una parte della 
settimana spendendo in lavorare a opere per vivere, et un'altra in disegnando, e particularmente 
l'opere di mano di Raffaello, che erano in casa d'Agostino Chigi et in altri luoghi di Roma. E 
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life, which included him drawing the Last Judgment.184 Perhaps based partly on actual 

memories, the series visualizes Taddeo’s access to significant works, including those in 

Chigi’s villa. It underscores the importance of studying those works firsthand and of 

actually experiencing those works within their spaces. This idea was evidently prevalent 

within artistic circles. It may be no coincidence that Goltzius had contact with Federico 

Zuccaro during his sojourn a few years prior.185  

Goltzius’s slightly earlier engraving focused on the Galatea, the work in this villa 

that had already come to stand as exemplar of Raphael’s grace, beauty and mastery of 

colorito. Goltzius may have sought to respond to the prints still circulating by 

Marcantonio, his copyists, and Marco Dente after the Galatea in hopes of demonstrating 

his ability to depict the finished fresco, not only more accurately, but more authentically. 

That is, he desired to convey the awe-inspiring aesthetic experience of viewing this work 

firsthand through his own medium—to capture its remarkability.186 Or if you will, he 

sought to capture its aura, its presence in space and time, the seemingly uncapturable 

experience of viewing the work firsthand.187 His declaration of direct observation 

 
perché molte volte, sopragiugnendo la sera, non aveva dove in altra parte ritirarsi, si riparò molte 
notti sotto le logge del detto Chigi et in altri luoghi simili;” Le Vite, V: 554.  

184 Federico Zuccaro, Taddeo in the Sistine Chapel Drawing Michelangelo’s Last 
Judgment, c 1595, Pen and brown ink, brush with brown wash, over black chalk and touches of 
red chalk, 41.9 × 17.7 cm (16 1/2 × 6 15/16 in.), 99.GA.6.18, J. Paul Getty Museum. 

185 Goltzius even drew a portrait of Federico; Ger Lujten, “The Art of Italy,” cats. 48-50. 
186 He was likely aware of these prints as his own representation of a “sea goddess” from 

the late 1580s attests; Ger Luijten, “The Art of Italy,” 118, 141. Luijten declared the terrible 
quality of existing prints must have inspired Goltzius to create his own.  

187 That quality that Benjamin declared became lost through reproduction by mechanical 
means; Walter Benjamin, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” in 
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suggests this, and his engravings after antique sculptures from this same sojourn to Italy 

affirm his interest in exhibiting eyewitness accounts.188  

In his Farnese Hercules [fig. 117], based on the sculpture in the Farnese palace on 

the Tiber, Goltzius captured two people viewing the sculpture from the front, while we 

look on from behind in a slightly di sotto in su perspective.189 The addition of clouds and 

figures offer a sense of depth and scale.190 In his Apollo Belvedere [fig. 118], Goltzius 

included an artist drawing the object within its presumptive niche in the Cortile 

Belvedere. Although the Commodus Imperator (or The Hercules and his Son Telephos) 

[fig. 119] does not depict witnesses, it includes an inscription identifying its location in 

the pontifical palace at the Belvedere, while Goltzius’ point of view from slightly below 

again places the artist (and by extension the beholder of the print) within the space as an 

eyewitness. By bringing these sculptures vividly into the round within the spaces where 

viewers could find them, and by employing these unusual perspectives, Goltzius 

conveyed his desire “to bear witness to his direct and kinetic experience of the 

 
Illuminations, ed. Hannah Arendt, trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969), 217–
51. 

188 Farnese Hercules (B.143; Hollstein VIII.33.145); Apollo Belvedere (B.145-2; 
Hollstein 147-2); and Commodus Imperator, aka Hercules and his son (B.144; Hollstein 146). 
These were part of an unfinished project based on some 43 drawings, which Aurelia Brandt has 
examined, focusing upon his concern with establishing a canon; Aurelia Brandt, “Goltzius and 
the Antique,” Print Quarterly 18, no. 2 (2001): 135–49. 

189 B.143; Hollstein VIII.33.145, created c. 1593, but dated 1617. Luijten noted that 
various proposals for the identity of the figures exist, but they could be the artist’s stepson Jacob 
Mathan (who traveled to see the sculpture between 1593 and 1597) and one of Gotlzius’s travel 
companions, the antiquarian Philips van Winghe; “The Art of Italy,” 135-36.   

190 As noted previously by Ger Luijten, “The Art of Italy,” 134. 
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originals.”191 Indeed, despite its small scale relative to the sculpture itself, the Farnese 

Hercules engraving expresses a sense of grandeur, the impression that witnessing the 

imposing sculpture up close offers an overwhelming sensory experience. The sculpture 

towers over the two viewers below, his muscles bulging as his head and shoulders seem 

to easily extend into the clouds. The tight framing at the top enhances the effect, as the 

head of Hercules would surely be clipped by the frame if he were standing erect. A print 

privilege inscribed on the print must have further enhanced its eyewitness authority.  

Eyewitness accounts, along with printed text and especially print privileges, could 

lend authority to an image in a period during which learned audiences questioned the 

authenticity, or truthfulness, of imagery. The importance of objective witness increased 

during the sixteenth century, and inscriptions came to serve as claims that images were 

artifacts of actual observation; artists included dates and times of observations and other 

details to emphasize the truth of the image.192 To complicate matters, the new historical 

consciousness arose along with the status of the artist, and with that, the increased 

awareness of the artist’s role in making imagery; while images could serve as proof of 

witness to artifacts or to historical events, artists’ signatures called attention to artistic 

agency.193 Goltzius thus claimed his eyewitness authority but also drew attention to his 

 
191 As argued by Aurelia Brandt, his approach enhanced the importance of the sculptures 

in the developing canon; “Goltzius and the Antique,” 135–49, especially p. 143. 
192 Peter Parshall, “Imago Contrafacta: Images and Facts in the Northern Renaissance,” 

Art History 16, no. 4 (December 1993): 554–79, esp. 555. While the authority of printed text 
increased because it could be fixed and repeated exactly as an author intended, a printed image 
presented a paradox, since it was removed from the original and then a second time, as the 
impression was reversed; Charles Talbot, “Prints and the Definitive Image,” Print and Culture in 
Renaissance. Essays on the advent of printing in Europe (Tyson and Wagonheim, 1986), 189.  

193 Parshall, “Imago Contrafacta,” 567.  
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own agency, as well as his own access to the space. Just as he placed us vividly before 

the sculptures, submitting his own subjectivity as a stand-in for the subjective experience 

of any beholder, he reminded us that we, the beholder of the print, are not there. The 

figures’ position in front of the Farnese Hercules creates tension, as we only see it from 

behind and must imagine his face (an effect Pliny had described).194 Similarly, in the 

Apollo Belvedere the seated artist views the sculpture from slightly behind, privileged to 

a view we cannot see. 

We find a similar situation in the Triumph of Galatea. Goltzius declared he made 

this engraving based upon direct observation of the fresco in the villa. Though much 

smaller in size and without color, Goltzius’s engraving transmitted the sense of wonder, 

grandeur, and even movement that one experiences before the large-scale painting in this 

space. He captured fleeting glances, twisting bodies, and rippling water, as well as hair 

and fabric whipping in the wind; he enhanced the sense of movement through the use of 

varied textures, and his signature swelling, tapering, and woven lines that seem to move. 

Goltzius sought to capture details of Raphael’s invention, such as the humor in the 

grumpy putto, the paddlewheel seashell, and the octopus devoured by a dolphin. He 

“corrected” the spacing between the circling arch of putti, which were overlapping in 

Marcantonio’s and Marco Dente’s prints. At the same time, Goltzius focused on the 

fresco alone, separating it from the space. Just as we could only see the Farnese Hercules 

from behind, we cannot see the Galatea’s surroundings. Although Goltzius depicted the 

nymph’s emotional expression and her gaze pointing out above and out of the frame, he 

 
194 As noted by As Ger Luijten, “The Art of Italy,” 134. 
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cut out Sebastiano’s painting entirely, as well as the lunettes and the vault to which 

Galatea’s gaze points in the loggia. He also missed the little foreground putto’s finger 

plucking the string of the dolphin, obliterating Raphael’s clever musical reference. The 

detail, a subtle addition in the painting that enhanced the Gesamtkunstwerk, was lost in 

the process of transmission, as Goltzius translated the drawing into print back home—an 

indication that he may have referred to Marcantonio’s print when seeking to remember 

this detail. Goltzius thus decontextualized the work from its viewing context and from the 

intermedial dialogue with both Peruzzi and Sebastiano. 

Intermediality and Ekphrasis:  

Transforming Sculpture into Flesh and the Viewer into the Reader 

Goltzius resituated his print within a different intermedial and intertextual dialogue. First, 

as we recall, the image address differentiates the medium. It declares that Goltzius 

observed and then subsequently sculpted a work that Raphael had painted, in color, on a 

wall. Estius’s inscription declares the engraver’s ability to emulate the painterly qualities 

of the fresco through his own medium, as Goltzius had done with other engravings.195 

According to Karel van Mander, Goltzius was enamored with the “sweet grace” of 

Raphael’s painting, and with the vivacity and sensuousness of Italian painting.196 Van 

 
195 Using two other series from shortly before and after Goltzius’s trip to Italy as evidence 

(a series of plates after Bartholomeus Sprangher from the 1580s and the Meesterstukjes, a Life of 
the Virgin series completed upon his return from Italy in 1593-94), Walter Melion argued that 
Goltzius made his ability to assimilate the medium and simulate the manner of other artists his 
“singular virtuosity;” Walter Melion, “Hendrick Goltzius’s Project of Reproductive Engraving,” 
Art History 13, no. 4 (December 1, 1990): 458–87. 

196 Returning from Italy, Goltzius had impressed his memory with the fine Italian 
painting, as if in a mirror so firmly, that he saw it always before him wherever he was: for the 
sweet grace of Raphael pleased him, as did the special fleshiness of Correggio, the advancing 
lights and receding darks rendered fluently by Titian, the beautiful silks and well-painted stuffs of 
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Mander’s statement emphasizes that Goltzius had “impressed his memory with fine 

Italian painting, as if in a mirror so firmly.” Perhaps he drew the idea from Leonardo da 

Vinci, who declared the painter should be “like a mirror” in “reflect[ing] upon that which 

he sees.”197 However, van Mander seems to refer to the process of printmaking itself, 

which requires the artist to impress images firmly in reverse from the plate onto the 

paper. In this engraving, Goltzius sought to rival his northern predecessor, Cornelius 

Cort, who had also made engravings after Italian masters.198 He also sought to compete 

with previous engravings after this work, especially Marcantonio.199 Van Mander 

included only a brief mention of Marcantonio and Marco Dente, framing their prints as 

inferior responses to Dürer encouraged by Raphael.200  

In this engraving, Goltzius demonstrated his capabilities with the burin in 

capturing Raphael’s with the brush. He emulated the effects of Raphael’s painting, 

conveying the subtle gradations of Raphael’s harmonious palette and the sculpturesque 

quality of Raphael’s figures through black and white line. He also portrayed the 

 
Veronese, and other Venetians, so that the native things could no longer satisfy him completely; 
In the life of Goltzius, fol. 285v. This translation by Walter Melion, “Goltzius’s Project of 
Reproductive Engraving,” 478; cf. Miedema, ed., The Lives (Davaco 1994), 1: 401. 

197 “The painter ought to keep his own company and reflect upon that which he sees. He 
should debate with himself and choose the most excellent parts of the things he sees. He should 
be like a mirror doing this, he will seem to be a second nature;” as translated in Martin Kemp and 
M. Walker, eds., Leonardo on Painting: An Anthology of Writings by Leonardo Da Vinci with a 
Selection of Documents Relating to His Career as an Artist (London, 1989), 202. 

198 Timothy Riggs, “Graven Images: A Guide to the Exhibition,” in Graven Images, 112.  
199 Luijten was especially critical of Marcantonio’s Galatea, “who looks like a whey-

faced frump with a squint, [while] Goltzius's protagonist is indeed a miracle of tone and 
subtlety;” Ger Luijten, “The Art of Italy, 118. 

200 In the life of Raphael, fol. 117r-121v; Miedema, ed., The Lives (Davaco 1994), 217.  
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prominence of Galatea’s thigh, though more subtly than his predecessors, and one 

wonders if he understood its point—that Raphael sought to depict the process of 

transforming sculpture into paint and to declare himself a Pygmalion, capable of creating 

a woman whose beauty and chastity surpasses any mortal.201  

Goltzius’s engraving of Pygmalion and the Ivory Statue (only named Galatea in 

the eighteenth century) [fig. 120] may offer a clue.202 The engraving bears the date 1593, 

one year after his Triumph of Galatea, and includes a Latin inscription written by Estius, 

which refers to the passage from Ovid’s Metamorphoses (Bk. X: 243-297) in which the 

story of Pygmalion takes place. As Walter Melion has shown, through this print, Goltzius 

responded to Raphael and to prevalent art theoretical discourses on colorito, especially 

ideas espoused by Lodovico Dolce.203 The printmaker demonstrated his ability as a 

sculptor to convey the suppleness and vivacity of sensuous flesh and other effects of 

painting, such as “sfumato, morbidezza, vaghezza, qualities that confer a desirable 

sweetness and delight”; and he did so with a sense of facilità or sprezzatura, hovering 

between artifice and naturalism.204 Melion revealed the Pygmalion print as an “explicit 

 
201 As I elucidated in Chapter 4. 
202 It was not until the eighteenth century that Pygmalion’s statue became associated with 

Galatea; Meyer Reinhold, “The Naming of Pygmalion’s Animated Statue,” The Classical Journal 
66, no. 4 (1971): 316–19. 

203 Walter S. Melion, “Vivae Dixisses Virginis Ora: The Discourse of Color in Hendrick 
Goltzius’s Pygmalion and the Ivory Statue,” Word & Image 17, no. 1–2 (January 1, 2001): 153–
76. 

204 Melion, “Vivae Dixisses,” 164-165. 
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homage to Raphael,” whose works Goltzius had studied closely and whom Dolce had 

praised over Michelangelo for his capacity in colorito.205  

Goltzius quoted the Belvedere Torso and sculptures of Venus and transformed 

them through his burin into fleshy, more naturalistic figures, albeit with black ink only.206 

Though his choices were popular references of the period, in this case they may suggest 

he recognized Raphael’s quotations of them at the Farnesina, in the figure of Galatea and 

the twisting triton to the left. Raphael depicted an idealized Galatea who appears more 

real than the figures surrounding her; at the same time, he called attention to his artifice, 

alluding to the sculptural remnants and process of restoration through odd juxtapositions, 

giornate seams, and the transition of color on Galatea’s thigh. Goltzius did so here by 

simultaneously conveying a sense of artifice and naturalism. He placed the artist’s tools 

adjacent to his creation while creating a lifelike figure who prepares to step off her 

pedestal.207 Her empty eyes belie her sensuous flesh.  

Estius also offered a guiding inscription drawn from Ovid’s tale, which 

emphasizes artifice as a theme.208 While we do not have the benefit of such an inscription 

in Raphael's painting, his certa idea letter reminds us that his creation is based upon 

several women, that through artifice he crafted an ideal woman who could not exist in 

reality, however real she may seem in comparison to her companions. Goltzius and Estius 

 
205 “Goltzius affirms his power of colorito, describing with the burin the properties that 

Dolce had discerned in Raphael's brush;” Melion, “Vivae Dixisses,” 164-165, and n. 61, p. 175. 
206 Melion, “Vivae Dixisses,” 157.  
207 Elizabeth Nesbitt, "An Artist Picturing Art: Goltzius's portrait of the Painter Hans Bel 

and Pygmalion and Galatea,' Hendrick Goltzius and the Classical Tradition, 54-55. 
208 Melion, “Vivae Dixisses,” 153. 
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emphasized the moral of Pygmalion’s story—a warning to the artist to avoid succumbing 

to desire for his own creation, even as he seeks to emulate and surpass nature, to deceive 

the viewer into believing the figure is real.209 Goltzius’s lifelike maiden turns her gaze 

toward the viewer, modest yet seeking to confront and stimulate desire in the beholder of 

the print; and the artist pictured is unable to separate himself from the “deceived 

spectator.”210 Her gaze is a departure from her predecessors in antique Venus statues, and 

from Raphael’s Galatea, as well.  

Desire, we recall, is an arousal emotion that stimulates sharing. Like the story of 

Polyphemus and Galatea, the roots of viral transmission lie in antiquity, and the story of 

Pygmalion continued to stimulate response in the Renaissance south and north, from 

Blosio Palladio to Karel van Mander. The latter referred to this story in his Schilder-

Boek, warning artists to remain aware of their artifice as Goltzius was, and to avoid 

falling victim to desire for their own creations.211 Goltzius’s print responded to Raphael’s 

Galatea, and he encouraged viewers to make connections between related prints, texts, 

ideas, and behaviors. We can imagine how, situated in a private space, a beholder might 

 
209 Nesbitt, "An Artist Picturing Art, 55.  
210 Nesbitt, 55.  
211 Nesbitt, 55; “The artist who feels this way should not stray from his path, as do 

Pygmalions who fall in love with their own products and who are less than they realize,” Karel 
van Mander, Dutch and Flemish Painters Translation from the Schilderboeck, trans. Constaat van 
de Wall (New York, McFarlane, Warde, McFarlane, 1936), 372; cited in Nesbitt, 52, 55, nn. 1 
and 16. In Miedema (1994), this passage reads: “I have also heard him say on several occasions 
chat he had never done anything with which he was entirely pleased or which satisfied him so 
chat he did not think chat it should have been even better or different; which is no bad habit or 
condition to be in; for such people will nor easily regress in an, as do some Pygmalions who fall 
blindly in love with their own creations and are often unwittingly further behind than they think.” 
Karel van Mander, “Life of Goltzius;” Miedema, ed., The Lives. fol. 286v.  
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compare this print to Goltzius’s own Triumph of Galatea, or to his predecessors related 

by subject or theme. The textual inscription reminds us that we are in a different space, 

one not only of viewing images but also of reading texts.  

 Again, we find a similar situation in the Triumph of Galatea. As noted above, the 

first inscription, the image address, identifies the work, artist and location, but then it 

reminds us we are looking at a print rather than the fresco itself. Modeled on book 

publishing practices, the address lent authority to the image. However, it also situated the 

print within the context of reading texts. The second inscription on the print is a poem 

that further resituates the print within a different kind of private space and viewing 

experience: the print evokes an illustrated book, and the viewer becomes a reader.212 As 

Anja Wolkenhaur demonstrated, although the image decontextualizes the work, the 

epigram written by Estius offers an intertextual literary interpretation that seeks to evoke 

the colors of the fresco, as well as the mythological and even social context of the 

 
212 Evelyn Lincoln has analyzed the interrelationship of image and text and illustrated 

books in Rome, arguing these kinds of objects inspired multiple styles of reading and 
interpretation (a reader becomes a viewer), aand showcased the relationship networks involved in 
creating such objects; Evelyn Lincoln, Brilliant Discourse: Pictures and Readers in Early 
Modern Rome (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2013). 
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work.213 Since Goltzius was both artist and publisher, he was complicit in the selection of 

text imposed upon his work, unlike many prints from the period.214  

The inscription seems to allude to both sculptural and literary sources, and at the 

same time, it conveys a sense of the musicality of the work and its emotional resonance. 

The passage points to specific mythological sea creatures, including Cymodice (another 

Nereid) and Glaucus; a melodious Triton; the sweeping dolphins; and the sea nymph 

Doris, (the mother of the fifty Nereids who is often seen riding a hippocamp in marine 

sarcophagi), who laughs at the exasperated Cyclops’s “covetous desires.” As 

Wolkenhauer pointed out, Estius also deliberately evoked the colors of the fresco through 

his choice of vocabulary and mythological names. From the milky-white Galatea to 

Glaucus (a blush-green sea god according to Ovid), while the use of Erythrean waters is 

meant to evoke the color of the red mantel in the viewer’s imagination.215  

 
213 Anja Wolkenhauer, “Genese und Funktion von Epigrammen,” in Künstler und Literat: 

Schrift- und Buchkultur in der europäischen Renaissance, ed. Bodo Guthmüller and 
Wolfenbütteler Arbeitskreis für Renaissanceforschung, Wolfenbütteler Abhandlungen zur 
Renaissanceforschung, Bd. 24 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2006), 327–43. On the role of paratext, 
and especially captions in early modern prints, see also Frank Büttner, “Das Bild und seine 
Paratexte: Bermerkungen zur Entwicklung der Bildbeeschriftung in der Druckgraphik der Frühen 
Neuzeit,” in Die Pluralisierung des Paratextes in der Frühen Neuzeit: Theorie, Formen, 
Funktionen, ed. Frieder von Ammon and Herfried Vögel (Berlin: Vögel, 2008), 99–132. 

214 Wolkenhauer, 329. She pointed out that inscriptions, often written by a publisher who 
is separate from the printmaker, are often erroneously assumed to complement a print rather than 
impose meaning to target specific audiences, or even compete with it; she further lamented how 
inscriptions often become suppressed, either cut off in publications or simply not translated. 
Estius offers an independent, but complementary literary creation (p. 337). 

215 Wolkenhauer, 337. Ovid described Glaucus as a mortal fisherman turned into an 
immortal sea god with bluish-green and fins; Metamorphoses, 8. 917 – 959. Raphael probably 
intended this identity and it could be another reference to Chigi as a sailor. 
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Knowledgeable collectors would have recognized the text as related to Ovid’s 

Metamorphoses, the most well-known version of the story in the period, as it refers to 

Galatea’s lover Acis, who lives after death. Goltzius was working on his own illustrated 

edition of Ovid’s Metamorphoses (never completed), so his own interests and motivation 

might have shaped this reading of its subject, and we recall that Karel van Mander 

published this story in his Schilder-boeck in the early seventeenth century. The 

inscription reminds us of Galatea’s moral virtue, and of her eternal love, while the 

reference to the Cyclops calls the giant to mind.216 At the same time, the print refuses to 

show him to us and does not mention Sebastiano. While the first inscription identified 

Raphael’s fresco as the source of the image we see, the second inscription identifies 

Ovid’s text as the main source for the giant.217 Resituated within a different private space, 

the print encourages the beholder to take the place of this wanton viewer. 

Finally, Estius evoked the magnificence of Chigi’s villa while demonstrating his 

knowledge of its underlying source in antiquity. The pairing of Cymodice and Galatea 

was rare in ancient texts and never mentioned in sixteenth-century descriptions; we find 

them paired specifically, however, in Statius’s Silvae, the first-century poem about the 

Villa of Vospicus.218 The author had praised his wealthy friend's villa in Sorrento as a 

kingdom of peace, and as we recall, Blosio Palladio used Statius’s poem as a model to 

 
216 Wolkenhaur argued it brings the adjacent fresco back into the picture; Wolkenhauer, 

338. 
217 As Ashley West observed (in conversation).  
218 Wolkenhauer, 339. 
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praise Chigi's villa.219 For erudite readers, the passage connects the idea of the antique 

villa to Chigi’s.220 As a knowledgeable distant insider, the engraver’s poet sought to 

clarify the meaning of this work and direct its reception, recalling the renown of the villa 

as the new eternal spring, home to the gods who would bathe in the grotto beneath the 

loggia. The poem demonstrates the poet’s erudition and situates the print within book 

publishing practices—it is an image to be read as well as seen. Just as Raphael competed 

with Poliziano (according to Lodovico Dolce), this print competes with the fresco, 

responses to it in printed image and text, and iterations of the story itself.  

 The quintessential shadow archive, this print demonstrates the effects of viral 

transmission as ideas traveled through space and time over the course of the sixteenth 

century. Goltzius responded to the remarkability and emotional appeal of Raphael’s 

Galatea and related ideas shaped by his own agendas. His print showcases the 

prominence and emotional appeal of Ovid’s version of this tale, with its themes of rivalry 

and jealousy, unrequited and eternal love, desire and chastity, and let us not forget,  

transformation—of gods and of matter: Goltzius transformed painted image and printed 

text into an engraving that claims its capacity to capture both. It conveys the awe of 

Agostino Chigi and his famous villa, and of Raphael’s penchant for interpreting antiquity 

with mastery in colorito, beauty and grace. The print seeks to foster Goltzius’ social 

currency and exhibits his social network, as well as behaviors that had formed about the 

 
219 As discussed in Chapter 2; see Quinlan-McGrath analyzed the relationship of 

Suburbanum Augustini Chisi to the early poem by Statius and Chigi’s desire to have his villa be 
understood as a descendent of the antique villa; Quinlan-McGrath, “Blosius Palladius,” 99–106. 

220 Wolkenhauer, 339. 
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use of monograms and other inscriptions as manifestations of social currency—a 

demonstration of Berger’s notion of public. Goltzius shared practical information about 

the fresco and its location, while further enhancing the autonomy of its design and 

concealing the complexity of its response, as well as his own, for distant viewers.  

Through the inscription, Goltzius positioned himself as an erudite distant insider 

and a reliable eyewitness, capable of recognizing the characters from antiquity and of 

capturing the coloristic qualities of Raphael’s fresco with his burin better than his 

predecessors in print. More broadly speaking, he displayed ideas formulating in the north 

about the appreciation for Italian masters with the brush, while emphasizing the capacity 

of northern artists in printmaking. Yet, like his predecessors, his visual representation 

focused upon the fresco alone, framed and set apart from his surroundings. The textual 

inscription refers to Chigi and the giant but does not represent them visually, hinting at 

and yet concealing their presence. All of the nuanced details of the collaboration within 

the space, of references to Chigi’s biography, were lost, while Goltzius engaged in an 

intermedial dialogue with his predecessors in print and with Raphael. Goltzius and Estius 

pieced together the essential messages that had risen to the surface. Yet written in Latin, 

the inscription provides its own kind of limited access. Recontextualized in the private 

viewing space of a learned reader-viewer, the print offered collectors an opportunity to 

showcase their own knowledge, not only of Latin, but of the mythological, humanistic, 

and social context of the print and the fresco.  

Response and Effect: Going Viral in Print 

This chapter has demonstrated how prints responded to the fresco and the space over the 

course of the century as part of a process of ‘going viral,’ amplifying the autonomy of the 
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fresco and Raphael’s mystification, while continuing the discourse about intermediality 

and intertextuality taking place inside. Beginning with the earliest responses, viral factors 

encouraged printmakers to produce engravings after Raphael’s works. We have seen how 

the awe of antiquity, desire for fame, and social networks drew Marcantonio, Marco 

Dente and Agostino Veneziano toward their collaboration with Raphael and shaped ideas 

broadly about printmaking practices and Renaissance art.  

Mysterious signatures within the school of Marcantonio suggest the printmakers 

targeted an exclusive audience. Examples from the Stanza della Segnatura and Loggia of 

Psyche demonstrate how these printmakers drew attention to the restricted spaces in 

which frescoes were held. In doing so, they sought to foster their social currency within 

this elite circle, showcasing their insider access while making claims for their medium. 

An examination of the engravings more closely related to the Galatea, as well as those 

related in subject, has reinforced this idea. The engravings that most closely “reproduce” 

the design for the Galatea showcase to knowing viewers the printmakers’ access to 

Raphael’s earlier ideas and the final fresco in this exclusive space. Despite uncertainties 

about the working method of this school and their seemingly unsystematic selection 

process, we can explain why these engravers selected Galatea—twice—and how the 

printmakers negotiated with Raphael about what to represent with respect to his fresco 

and his drawings, while demonstrating their own capabilities in engraving. They also 

participated in and extended the intermedial dialogue taking place between the frescoes 

into print, engaging in a meta-discourse that was sure to entice good courtiers to make 

comparisons. At the same time, by focusing on the autonomy of the fresco, these 

engravings decontextualized it and its demonstration of material transformation from this 
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space. They emphasized Raphael’s design, eliding Sebastiano and Peruzzi and concealing 

the depth of Raphael’s response from distant audiences, ultimately amplifying Raphael’s 

mystification and his certa idea. 

The examination of related engravings has shown how these printmakers 

responded further to the fresco and to each other, their works becoming triggers for reply 

and comparison. They participated in the intermedial and even intertextual dialogue 

taking place inside the loggia as they shared their printed stories. They offered 

interpretations of the subject and they simulated ancient bas reliefs: one that served as a 

source for Raphael’s fresco and others they imagined. Marco Dente showcased his ability 

to imitate stone as well as drawing, and he offered practical value for distant buyers, a 

faux bas relief that could be collected as an “antiquity” or even an erotic print. 

Simultaneously, he demonstrated his access to an exclusive space, pointing back to the 

frescoes and how the artists transformed their literary and artistic sources. His print may 

have caused confusion years later for an insider, Lodovico Dolce, whose memory was 

perhaps triggered and altered by looking at this print. Dente’s print stimulated copies and 

other replies, while other engravings-as-“ancient bas reliefs” in a similar style offer 

interpretations of related literature and resituate his engraving in a different context of 

private collecting, where they might be compared as modern interpretations of antiquity.  

After Raphael’s death, we find copies and later states that continued to transmit 

Raphael’s autonomous design decontextualized from the space, even as the prints became 

increasingly attached to the fresco. We find monograms repeated or removed and 

publishers’ signatures added, as various individuals sought to attach their identities to the 

increasingly renowned work. As Marcantonio’s reputation increased, his print became the 
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story to copy, not only in print but transformed into other media in completely different 

private spaces. A tiny niello print may offer proof that Raphael’s design and 

Marcantonio’s interpretation of it were worn as jewelry. Its transfer onto a maiolica vase 

recontextualized the design into a different type of domestic décor, paired with another 

mythological tale that enhanced its symbolic meaning related to chastity.  

Finally, at the end of the century, Hendrick Goltzius declared himself an 

eyewitness, claiming the authority of his firsthand observation in returning to the source, 

rather than another mediated vision of it. The Latin inscription increased its authority but 

also concealed meaning from less learned audiences. He sought to emulate the qualities 

of Raphael’s design in print, at once offering an homage to Raphael’s capabilities in 

colore, while demonstrating his own capacity for engraving. He further enhanced the 

autonomy of Raphael’s work and its separation from Sebastiano and Peruzzi, yet he 

added inscriptions that sought to recontextualize the work. He offered a literary 

interpretation (focused on Ovid), referred to the colors in the work, and alluded to the 

magnificence of Chigi’s noble abode. These were the factors that had risen to the surface 

over the course of the century. The relationship of the work to Chigi’s marriage 

negotiations and other exploits disappeared, along with the more nuanced intertextual and 

intermedial role of the fresco within the Gemsamtkunstwerk.  
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CHAPTER 6  

CONCLUSION 

This dissertation has demonstrated how we can apply the modern concept of going viral 

to deepen our understanding of sixteenth-century art and print culture. As defined by 

Jonah Berger (social currency, triggers, emotions, practical value, public, and stories), the 

concept of viral transmission provides a framework through which we can productively 

examine how various human behaviors, ideas and values drive sharing and ultimately 

shape response. We have seen how viral transmission played an important role in the 

creation and reception of the Villa Farnesina, and in particular, Raphael’s Galatea and 

the other frescoes in that loggia.  

We found the roots of the viral transmission in antiquity, carried through the 

creation of the frescoes, and then captured in the responses of writers, painters and 

printmakers throughout the century. As Chigi sought to foster his own social currency, he 

stimulated his audiences and artists to share stories, as they strove to enhance their own. 

The legacy of Chigi and his villa increased and audiences across time and place 

responded to triggers and emotions, shared practical value, and shaped public behaviors 

and ideas, as they shared their stories. The presence or absence of viral factors 

contributed to viral successes, shifts, and failures, and ultimately to the formation of a 

modern artistic icon. At the same time, we find the complex discourse on intermediality 

taking place inside of the space, which encouraged Raphael’s remarkable response, a 

competition and rivalry without which his success might not have been possible.  

Over time, many of the engravings became valued as records of Raphael’s 

invention or even the fresco itself, but they also offer evidence of a much more nuanced 
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process of transmission. The lure of antiquity and the growing fame of Raphael provided 

strong emotional motivators for sharing, while making public the invenzione of Raphael 

provided engravers with the opportunity to foster their own social currency (not only 

their identities but the capabilities of printmaking), as they created triggers, shared 

practical visual knowledge of Raphael’s design, and told stories in which Raphael’s 

remarkable invenzione and legacy ultimately emerged supreme.  

At the same time, they translated Raphael’s designs into another medium, on a 

much smaller scale, and devoid of color, decontextualizing the scene from the space for 

which it was designed and situating it within broader discourses about antiquity, 

invention, modern art and printmaking. The engravings were likely stored in drawers or 

pasted into albums adjacent to other mythological subjects, prints and drawings by the 

artist or other artists (even cameos or other small objects in different mediums), brought 

out on occasions in private spaces for viewing and comparison. In these spaces, 

engravings after antiquities could be compared with modern invenzione, placed a 

paragone with the artist’s sources in a sense.  

Perhaps initially intended as printed drawings, conveyors of the idea of the artist, 

they became, over time, a shadow archive of the memory and imagined experience of 

viewing the work in the space itself. In various ways, they pointed back to it—to the 

renown of Chigi and the moment of grandeur and decadence conveyed through word of 

mouth and published writings, to the conversations held between literati and powerful 

courtiers, to these early interpretations of mythological subjects, to the paragone and 

intermedial interactions of the works within the space and their sources, or even to the 

rivalry that developed between Michelangelo and Raphael that became attached to this 
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space. Like “whisper down the lane,” these prints represent links in a chain of varied 

responses. When studied together with the frescoes and ideas circulating in printed texts, 

they reveal a nuanced process of viral transmission, stimulated and shaped by human 

desires, behaviors, and values. 
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APPENDIX A: FIGURES 

 

Figure 1. Raphael, Galatea, c.1512-1513, fresco, 295 x 224 cm (9.7 x 7.35 feet), Loggia 
of Galatea, Villa Farnesina, Rome. Note: all works cited at the Villa Farnesina are located 
in the Loggia of Galatea unless otherwise indicated. 
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Figure 2. Nicolas Poussin, The Birth of Venus (or the Triumph of Neptune, or Galatea), 
1635-36, oil on canvas, 97.2 × 108 cm, E1932-1-1, The George W. Elkins Collection, 
1932, Philadelphia Museum of Art, Philadelphia. 
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Figure 3. Pietro da Cortona, after Raphael, Triumph of Galatea, c. 1620, oil on canvas, 
267 x 205 cm, Inv. 0210, Accademia Nazionale di San Luca, Rome.  
 

 
 
Figure 4. Beatriz Martin, Galatea after Raphael’s The Triumph of Galatea, 2018, 
gouache, included with permission of the artist © Beatriz Martin. 
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Figure 5. Marcantonio Raimondi, Galatea, c. 1515-1516, engraving (B.XIV.350), 40.8 x 
28.9 cm, 1985-52-1163, Philadelphia Museum of Art, Philadelphia. 
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Figure 6. Anonymous, copy after Marcantonio Raimondi, Galatea, 16th century, 
engraving (B.XIV.350A), 39.1 x 28.5 cm, Fondo Corsini 5115, ING, Palazzo Fontana di 
Trevi, Gabinetto Disegni e Stampe, Rome. 
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Figure 7. Anonymous, copy after Marcantonio Raimondi, Galatea, 16th century, 
engraving (B.XIV.350B, first state), 41 x 28.6 cm, 1895,0915.125, British Museum, 
London. 
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Figure 8. Marco Dente, Galatea, c. 1515-1527, engraving (B.XIV.351), 39.3 x 28.6 cm 
(sheet), RCIN 853841, The Royal Collection Trust, Windsor Castle, Berkshire. 
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Figure 9. Peregrino da Cesena?, The Triumph of Galatea, c. 1520, niello print (recto), 8.5 
x 6.1 cm (sheet), 1943.3.6695, Rosenwald Collection, National Gallery of Art, 
Washington, D.C. 
 

 

Figure 10. Photograph Demonstrating Scale and Verso of Fig. 9, Peregrino da Cesena?, 
The Triumph of Galatea, c. 1520, by author. 
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Figure 11. Hendrick Goltzius, after Raphael, The Triumph of Galatea, 1592, engraving 
on laid paper (B.III.270, state i/ii), 55.7 × 41.8 cm (plate), 2015.9.1, National Gallery of 
Art, Washington, D.C. 
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Figure 12. Marco Dente da Ravenna, Galatea Escaping Polyphemus, c. 1510 -1520s, 
engraving (B.XIV.224-I), 11 x 17.5 cm, 1985-52-1128, Philadelphia Museum of Art, 
Philadelphia. 

 

Figure 13. Anonymous, after Marco Dente, Galatea Escaping Polyphemus, c. 1510 -
1520, engraving (B.XIV.224-A), 10.8 x 17.4 cm, Private Collection (Willever), 
Philadelphia. 
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Figure 14. Marcantonio Raimondi, A Naked Man Pursuing a Naiad, c. 1515-1534, 
engraving (B.XIV.226-I), 11 x 17.5 cm, GLAHA:10239, The Hunterian (Glasgow School 
of Art). 

 

Figure 15. Marco Dente da Ravenna, Vulcan, Venus and Three Cupids, c. 1515, 
engraving (B.XIV.227-I), 10.8 x 17.8 cm, GLAHA: 20240, The Hunterian, University of 
Glasgow, Glasgow. 
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Figure 16. Marcantonio Raimondi?, Triton Carrying a Nereid, c. 1510 -1515, engraving, 
13.7 x 16.4 cm (sheet), WA1863.5324, Ashmolean Museum of Art and Archaeology, 
University of Oxford, Oxford. 
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Figure 17. Francesco Mezzarisa, workshop of (probably), after Marcantonio Raimondi, 
Vase / Jar, c. 1540 -1580, maiolica, view of the front, 1852,1129.1, British Museum, 
London. 
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Figure 18. Francesco Mezzarisa workshop of (probably), after Marcantonio Raimondi, 
Vase / Jar, c. 1540 -1580, maiolica, view of the back,1852,1129.1, British Museum, 
London. 
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Figure 19. Baldassare Peruzzi, Villa Farnesina, 1505-1509, modern view of the northern 
façade, Rome. 

 

Figure 20. Ambrogio Brambilla, attributed to, after Bramante, published by Claudio 
Duchetti, Vero Dissegno Deli Stupendi Edefitii Giardini Boschi Fontane et Cose 
Maravegliose di Belvedere in Rome, from the series Speculum Romanae Magnificentiae, 
1579, engraving, 33 x 47.5 cm (sheet), 41.72 (3.67), Metropolitan Museum of Art. 
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Figure 21. Anonymous Roman, copy after Heliodoros of Rhodes, Pan and Daphnis, 
marble, Inv. 8571, Cesi, then Ludovisi Collection, Museo Nazionale di Roma. 
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Figure 22. Battista da Sangallo gen. il Gobbo, Winged Niobid, known as the Psyche 
Chigi, second quarter of the 16th century, feather, light brown ink, 27.5 x 20.4 cm, 111v, 
Albertina, Vienna. 
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Figure 23. Martin van Heemskerk, Cythian Knife-Grinder, 1530s, drawing, Heemskerck 
Sketchbook, Album 1, fol. 57, 13.5 cm x 21.0 cm, Kupferstichkabinett, Staatliche 
Museen zu Berlin (SMBPK), Berlin; from Census, ID 61554. 

 

Figure 24. Jean Jacques Boissard, Codex Holmiensis, c. 1559, fol. 38v, drawing, inv. S68, 
Kungliga Biblioteket; from Census, ID 62767. 
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Figure 25. Etienne Dupérac, Map of Rome, 1577, detail; from Ehrle, ed. Roma prima di 
Sisto V, https://doi.org/10.11588/diglit.25721#0080. 

 

Figure 26. Sallustio Peruzzi, Plan of Rome, 1563-1564, drawing, detail, Vatican Palace 
Library, Vatican City; from Frommel, La Villa Farnesina, 1:28, fig. 16. 
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Figure 27. Giovanni Battista Naldini, View of Rome with Villa Farnesina (recto), c. 1560, 
ink, 33.4 x 22.9 cm, D.1955.WF.4642, The Courtauld Institute of Art, London. 

 

Figure 28. Giovanni Battista Naldini, The Cortile Del Belvedere, c. 1560, Brown ink with 
traces of black chalk on off-white antique laid paper, 23.5 x 34.2 cm, 1934.214, Fogg 
Museum, Harvard Art Museums, Cambridge. 
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Figure 29. Heinrich von Geymüller, Reconstruction Drawing, in Raffaello Sanzio 
studiato come architetto (1884), p. 27; from Gerlini, Villa Farnesina, p. 16, fig. 4. 

 

Figure 30. Ettore Roesler Franz, Remains of the Loggia on the Tiber, from the series 
Roma Sparita, 1880, watercolor, Museo di Roma in Trastevere, Rome; from Gerlini, 
Villa Farnesina, p. 17, fig. 6. 
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Figure 31. Baldassare Peruzzi and Sebastiano del Piombo, Vault and Lunettes in the 
Loggia of Galatea, fresco, 1510-11, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 

 
 
Figure 32. Domenico Beccafumi, Pilaster to the Right of Polyphemus, 1510-1511, detail, 
Villa Farnesina, Rome. 



404 
 

 

 

Figure 33. Sebastiano del Piombo, Polyphemus, c. 1511-12, fresco, approximately 295 x 
224 cm; shown in sitù alongside Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-13 (Fig. 1), Villa Farnesina, 
Rome. 
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Figure 34. View of Gardens from the Second Floor in 2018, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
 

 

Figure 35. View of Northern Entrance in 2017, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 36. Floor Plan of the Villa Farnesina After the Addition of the Axial Hallway in 
1860; from Gerlini, Villa Farnesina, p. 13, fig. 1A. 

 

 

Figure 37. Floor Plan of the Villa Farnesina Before the Entrance was Changed to the 
South Side; from Coffin, The Villa (1979), fig. 56, p. 92. 
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Figure 38. Baldassare Peruzzi, The Chariot, c. 1510-11, fresco, detail of the vault, Villa 
Farnesina, Rome. 

 

Figure 39. Baldassare Peruzzi, Perseus and Medusa, c. 1510-1511, fresco, detail of the 
vault shown in sitù with other scenes, from left to right: Venus in Capricorn; Apollo as 
the constellation Lyra; Sun in Sagittarius, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 40. Baldassare Peruzzi, Sun in Sagittarius, c. 1510-1511, fresco, detail of the 
vault, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
 

 

Figure 41. Anonymous, Roman copy of Hellenistic type, Apollo Citharoedos, with 
restored head and arm, marble, formerly in the della Valle collection, Villa Poggio 
Imperiale, façade, near Florence. 
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Figure 42. Baldassare Peruzzi, Venus in Capricorn, fresco, detail of a hexagon in the 
vault, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 43. Raphael, Three Graces, 1504, oil on panel, 17 x 17 cm, PE 38, Musée Condé, 
Chantilly. 
 

 

Figure 44. Anonymous, Roman copy of Hellenistic original, Three Graces, marble, 
Piccolomini Library, Siena. 
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Figure 45. Baldassare Peruzzi, Moon in Virgo (hexagon), c. 1510-11, fresco, detail of the 
vault, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 46. Baldassare Peruzzi, Head of a Youth, c. 1511, fresco, detail of the ninth 
lunette, Villa Farnesina, Rome.   

 

Figure 47. Baldassare Peruzzi, Medusa, c. 1510-1511, fresco, detail of the vault, Villa 
Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 48. Sebastiano Del Piombo, Tereus and the Daughters of the Athenian King 
Pandione (left), and Aglauros and Herse (right), c. 1511, fresco, detail of the first and 
second lunettes, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 

 

 

Figure 49. Sebastiano del Piombo, Daedalus and Icacrus (left), and Juno (right), c. 1511, 
fresco, detail of the third and fourth lunettes, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 50. Sebastiano del Piombo, Scylla, c. 1511, fresco, detail of the fifth lunette, Villa 
Farnesina, Rome. 

 

Figure 51. Sebastiano del Piombo, Perdix (Phaeton), c. 1511, fresco, detail of the sixth 
lunette, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 52. Sebastiano del Piombo, Abduction of Orithyia, c. 1511, fresco, detail of the 
seventh lunette, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 

 

Figure 53. Sebastiano del Piombo, Zephyr?, c. 1511, fresco, detail of the eight lunette, 
Villa Farnesina, Rome. 



416 
 

 

Figure 54. Marcantonio Raimondi, Quos Ego, 1515-1516, engraving, 42.5 x 32.5 cm, 
1910,0212.340, British Museum, London. 
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Figure 55. Baldassare Peruzzi, Aeolus? (Head of a Youth) and Sebastiano del Piombo, 
Perdix, Abduction of Orithyia, and Zephyr(?), c. 1511, fresco, details of the lunettes, 
Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 56. Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-1513, fresco, detail of putto in upper left, Villa 
Farnesina, Rome. 

 

Figure 57. Baldassare Peruzzi, The Chariot, c. 1510-1511, fresco, detail from the vault, 
putti trying to move the chariot with their breath, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 58. Sebastiano del Piombo, Polyphemus, c. 1511, fresco, detail, Villa Farnesina, 
Rome.  

 

Figure 59. Michelangelo Buonarotti, Sistine Ceiling, 1508-1512, fresco, 4,084 x 1,402 cm 
(134 x 46 feet), detail of ignudo above Joel, Sistine Chapel, Vatican Palace, Vatican City.  
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Figure 60. Raphael, Parnassus, 1508-11, fresco, 670cm wide (22 feet), detail of Apollo, 
Vatican Palace, Vatican City.  

 

Figure 61. Apollonios, signed by, Belvedere Torso, 1st century BCE, marble, 120 cm tall, 
side angle, Cat. 1192, Vatican Museums, Vatican City. 
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Figure 62. Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-1513, fresco, detail of Galatea, Villa Farnesina, 
Rome. 
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Figure 63. Raphael, after Leonardo da Vinci, Leda and the Swan, c. 1507, pen and ink  
over black chalk underdrawing, 31 x 19.2 cm, RCIN 912759, Royal Collection Trust, 
Windsor Castle, Berkshire. 
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Figure 64. Anonymous, Roman copy of Hellenistic original, Draped Female Figure in 
the Pose of Venus of Capua, marble, Museo Chiaramonti, portico of Braccio Nuovo, 
Vatican Museums, Vatican City; from Bober and Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and 
Antique Sculpture [B-R], cat. 13.  
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Figure 65. Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-1513, fresco, detail of foreground putto, Villa 
Farnesina, Rome. 

 

Figure 66. Raphael, Bridgewater Madonna, c. 1507, oil and gold on canvas, 81x 55 cm 
(painted area), NGL 065.46, National Galleries Scotland, Edinburgh. 

 

Figure 67. Michelangelo Buonarotti, Taddei Tondo, c. 1504-1505, marble, 107 x 107 x 
22 cm, 03/1774, Royal Academy of Arts, London. 
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Figure 68. Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-13, fresco, detail of circling putti, Villa Farnesina, 
Rome. 

 

Figure 69. Sandro Botticelli, Primavera, c. 1480, tempera on panel, 207 x 319 cm, with 
detail highlighted, 890 no. 8360, Uffizi, Florence.  

 

Figure 70. Jean Jacques Boissard, “Caesiae Daphne Dianae Inventianae Sanctissimae 
Conivgi Optimvs Maritvs,” engraving after antique sarcophagus, based on a drawing 
from the Codex Holmiensis (Fig. 24), I.[-VI.] pars Romanae vrbis topographiae & 
antiquitatum, 1597, fol. 82r, pt. 1-3, 599. 
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Figure 71. Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-13, fresco, detail of hippocamp, Villa Farnesina, 
Rome. 

 

Figure 72. Anonymous Roman, Nereids and Tritons: the Marriage of Neptune and 
Amphitrite?, The Aracoeli Sarcophagus, early 3rd century CE, marble, view of the front, 
inv. 34, Giardino della Pigna, Vatican Museums, Vatican City.  

 

Figure 73. Leonardo da Vinci, Neptune, c. 1504-1505, charcoal, after Anonymous 
Roman, The Aracoeli Sarcophagus (Fig. 72), 25.1 x 39.2 (sheet), RCIN 912570, Royal 
Trust Collection, Windsor Palace, Berkshire. 
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Figure 74. Anonymous Roman, Nereids and Tritons with the Triumph of Neptune, The 
Della Valle Sarcophagus, second half of 2nd century CE, marble, surviving fragment, inv. 
GI 144, Schloss Klein-Glienicke, Berlin; from Bober and Rubeinstein, Renaissance 
Artists and Antique Sources [B-R], cat. 100. 

 

Figure 75. Anonymous, after Anonymous Roman (Fig. 74), Codex Coburgensis, fol. 136, 
drawing with author’s highlights of significant details, inv. no. Hz 2; Kupferstichkabinett, 
Kunstsammlungen der Veste Coburg, Veste Coburg; from Bober and Rubeinstein, 
Renaissance Artists and Antique Sources [B-R], cat. 100b.  

 

Figure 76. Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-13, fresco, detail of centaur and Nereid in back 
right of the fresco, and triton on the far right, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 77. Anonymous, Codex Coburgensis, fol. 136 (Fig. 75), detail of Nereid with 
arched drapery. 

 

Figure 78. Andrea Mantegna, Battle of The Sea Gods, 1485-1488, engraving (right folio), 
28.6 x 37.5 cm, with detail highlighted, 1984.1201.4, Metropolitan Museum of Art.  

 

Figure 79. Raphael, Galatea, fresco, c. 1512-13, detail of embracing triton, Glaucus, and 
Nereid, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 80. Andrea Mantegna, Battle of The Sea Gods, 1485-1488, engraving (left folio), 
27.6 x 42.9 cm (plate), 18.12, Metropolitan Museum of Art. 

 

Figure 81. Baldassare Peruzzi, Medusa, c. 1510-1511, fresco, detail of horse frozen by 
Medusa, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 

 

Figure 82. Raphael, School of Athens, c. 1509-1511, fresco, 500 x 770 cm (15.4 x 25.3 
feet), detail showing faux bas relief sculpture, Stanza della Segnatura, Vatican Palace, 
Vatican City.  
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Figure 83. Apollonios, signed by, Belvedere Torso, 1st century BCE, marble, 120 cm tall, 
frontal view, Cat. 1192, Vatican Museums, Vatican City. 

 

Figure 84. Anonymous, Crouching Venus of Rhodes, 1st c. BCE, marble, copy after 
original from 3rd c. BCE. Archaeological Museum of Rhodes, Greece.   
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Figure 85. Diagram of the Giornate with Comparisons Showing the Relationship to 
Fragmented Antique Sculptures. Giornate; from Tantillo Mignosi, “Restauri,” fig. 9, 
other sculptures as in Figs. 74, 83, and 84.  
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Figure 86. Raphael, Galatea, c. 1512-13, fresco, detail of the color transition on Galatea’s 
thigh, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 87. Raphael, Drawing for the Putto in the Foreground of Galatea, c. 1512-1513, 
drawing, 27.6 x 41.5cm, inv. 4215, Recto, Gabinet des Dessins, Musée de Louvre, Paris. 

 

 

 

Figure 88. Anonymous, Sarcophagus Depicting Marine Thiasos, with Tritons, Nereids, 
Cupids, Animals and Marine Creatures, end of the 2nd century CE, large-grained gray 
marble, 51 x 201, 60 cm, Inv. MV_1029_0_0, Octagonal Courtyard of the Belvedere, 
South Portico 25, Pius Clementine Museum, Vatican Museums, Vatican City. 
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Figure 89. Marcantonio Raimondi, Man Climbing the Bank of a River [The Climber], c. 
1509, engraving, 22 x 13.7 cm 1868,0822.55, British Museum, London. 

 

Figure 90. Marcantonio Raimondi, The Climbers, 1510, engraving, 28.7 × 23 cm, 
17.50.56, Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. 
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Figure 91. Marcantonio Raimondi, Cleopatra Lying Partly Naked on a Bed, c. 1515-
1527, engraving, 11.5 × 17.6 cm, 17.50.16.30, Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. 
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Figure 92. Marco Dente, Galatea, c. 1515-1527, engraving (B.XIV.351), detail of the 
monogram “R” on Fig. 8. 

 

 

Figure 93. Marcantonio Raimondi, Galatea, c. 1515-1516, engraving (B.XIV.350), detail 
of the blank tablet, or tabula rasa, on Fig. 5. 
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Figure 94. Marcantonio Raimondi, Cupid and the Three Graces, 1518-1519, engraving 
(B.XIV.344), 31 x 20.6 cm, 1920.2397, The Art Institute of Chicago, Chicago. 
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Figure 95. Marcantonio Raimondi, Jupiter and Cupid, 1515-1520, engraving 
(B.XIV.342), 30.9 x 20.7cm, H,2.92, British Museum. 



439 
 

 

Figure 96. Marcantonio Raimondi, Mercury Descending from the Sky, 1517-1520, 
engraving (B.XIV.343), 30.9 x 20.6 cm, H,2.93, British Museum, London. 
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Figure 97. Marcantonio Raimondi, Portrait of Raphael, 1515-1520, engraving 
(B.XIV.496), 13.8 x 10.7 cm, 1983,U.2865, British Museum, London. 
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Figure 98. Marcantonio Raimondi, Parnassus, 1510-1520, engraving (B.XIV.247), third 
state, 35.8 x 47 cm, H,2.27, British Museum, London. 

 

Figure 99. Raphael workshop, Mercury Descending from the Sky, 1517-1518, fresco, 
Loggia of Psyche, Villa Farnesina, Rome. 
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Figure 100. Diagram Comparing Proportions, after Marcantonio, Galatea, engraving 
(Fig. 5) and Raphael, Galatea, fresco (Fig. 1), by author. 

 

Figure 101. Diagram Comparing Proportions, after Marco Dente, Galatea, engraving 
(Fig. 8) and Raphael, Galatea, fresco (Fig. 1), by author. 
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Figure 102. Sarcophagus with Nereids and Tritons, mid-2nd century CE, marble, 60 x 237 
x 97 cm, inv. MR 885, Musée du Louvre, Paris; from Bloemacher, Raffael und Raimondi 
(2017), abb. 183, p. 235. 

 

Figure 103. Anonymous, Polyphemus and a Greek, 2nd-3rd century CE, Greek (greghetto) 
marble, 157 cm, inv. MC0053, Capitoline Museums, Rome. 
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Figure 104. Sebastiano del Piombo, attributed to, Study for Polyphemus, pen and ink,  
inv. no. 556, Musée Wicar, Lille; from Hirst, Sebastiano del Piombo (1981), fig. 43. 
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Figure 105. Marco Dente da Ravenna, Galatea Escaping Polyphemus, 1510-1527, 
engraving (B.XIV.224-I, later state with “A” in lower left), 11x17 cm, 
1959.3679.000.000, Baillieu Library - Poyton Collection, The University of Melbourne. 

 

Figure 106. Marco Dente da Ravenna, Galateta Escaping Polyphemus, 16th century, 
engraving (B.XIV.224, later state with inscription of Antonio Salamanca in the lower 
left), 1963.30.3142, Achenbach Foundation for Graphic Arts, Fine Arts Museum of San 
Francisco, San Francisco. 
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Figure 107. Marco Dente da Ravenna, Galatea Escaping Polyphemus, 17th century, 
engraving (B.XIV.224 copy, later state published by Giovanni Battista Rossi [de 
Rubeis]), 10.9 x 17.4 cm, 1963.30.3143, Achenbach Foundation for Graphic Arts, Fine 
Art Museum, San Francisco. 

 

Figure 108. Anonymous, copy after Marco Dente, Galatea Escaping Polyphemus, 
c.1515-1600, engraving (B.XIV.224 copy, in reverse), 10.8 × 17 cm, 59.570.296, 
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. 
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Figure 109. Marco Dente da Ravenna, after Marcantonio Raimondi, A Naked Man 
Pursuing a Naiad, from the series Ancient Bas-Reliefs, c. 1515-1527, engraving 
(B.XIV.226-I), 17.5 x 11.2 cm, 1910-0001-1/9-80, Museum of New Zealand Te Papa 
Tongarewa, Wellington. 

 

Figure 110. Marco Dente da Ravenna, Vulcan, Venus and Three Cupids, c. 1515, 
engraving (B.XIV.227, later state published in the 17th century by Giovanni Jacopo 
Rossi), 1963.30.3144, Achenbach Foundation for Graphic Arts, Fine Arts Museum of 
San Francisco, San Francisco. 
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Figure 111. Marcantonio Raimondi, copy after, Galatea, 16th century, engraving 
(B.XIV.350B, detail showing pen inscription: “Galatea nympha marina a Raphaele 
Vrbinas in palatio Guisi depicta), 41 x 28.6 cm, 1871,0812.763, British Museum, 
London. 
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Figure 112. Anonymous, after Marcantonio Raimondi, Galatea, c. 1520-1600, engraving 
(B.XIV.250B, third state, (B.XIV.250B, third state, inscribed bottom left: Pauli Gratiani 
formis Romae 1582; and bottom right: Petri de Nobilibus Formis 1585), 39.5 x 28.5 cm, 
Fondo Corsini 5216, ING, Palazzo Fontana di Trevi, Gabinetto Disegni e Stampe, Rome. 
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Figure 113. Anonymous, Niello Plate, Part of a Buckle, c. 1450-1500, niello, recto, 3.4 x 
5.8 cm, 2004, U.4, British Museum, London. 

 

Figure 114. Anonymous, Niello Plate, Part of a Buckle, c. 1450-1500, niello, verso, 3.4 x 
5.8 cm, 2004, U.4, British Museum, London. 
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Figure 115. Federico Zuccaro, Taddeo Copying Raphael's Frescoes in the Loggia of the 
Villa Farnesina, Where He Is Also Represented Asleep, c. 1595, pen and brown ink, 
brush with brown wash, over black chalk and touches of red chalk, 42.4 × 17.5 cm, 
99.GA.6.13, J. Paul Getty Museum, Getty Center, Los Angeles. 
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Figure 116. Raphael and Workshop, Wedding Banquet of Cupid and Psyche, fresco, 
1518-1519, Loggia of Psyche, Villa Farnesina, Rome.  
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Figure 117. Hendrick Goltzius, Farnese Hercules, c. 1592, dated 1617, engraving 
(B.III.143), 42.1 x 30.4 cm, 17.37.59, Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. 
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Figure 118. Hendrick Goltzius, Apollo Belvedere, 1590-1594, and/or 1617, engraving 
(B.III.145-2), 41.5 x 30 cm, RP-P-OB-10.350, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam.  
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Figure 119. Hendrick Goltzius, Hercules and His Son Telephos [Commodus Imperator], 
dated 1592, published 1617, engraving (B.III.144), 41.6 x 30 cm, 1854,0513.105, The 
British Museum, London. 
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Figure 120. Hendrick Goltzius, Pygmalion and the Ivory Statue, 1593, engraving 
(B.III.138), 32.5 x 2.17 cm, RP-P-OB-10.114, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam. 
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APPENDIX B: COPYRIGHT AGREEMENT 

The following copyright agreement applies to Figure 4. 
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