
gracefully balances his analysis of a selection of drawings with a consideration of
Raphael’s theoretical writings—his meditations, for example, on the identities of the
painter and architect in light of Vitruvius. Thomas portrays an artist intent on privileg-
ing expression above all else; expression and affect are achieved, he argues, “through the
reiteration and variation of modules” (37). Rather than the idealist and Platonic Raphael
of previous generations, Thomas’s Raphael is a systematic practitioner who drew on
Alberti as well as on a Vitruvian construction of the “idea.” Raphael pioneered “a pro-
cess of inventing forms of expression through the arrangement of modules guided by
proportion and symmetry” (31). In her stimulating essay, Whistler, who is keeper of
Western art at the Ashmolean, embarks on an original and multivalent exploration of
“the eloquent hand”—“as an index of character and emotion, and his [Raphael’s] inter-
est in gesture as part of an evolving language of persuasive communication” (41). This
focus on one compositional element invites parallel interpretive models by which to
think about the constituents of figural rhetoric in early modern visual culture.

A unifying aspect of these essays is their meticulous and sensitive attention to indi-
vidual works alongside their tactful avoidance of generalization. Each author implicitly
shares the view that a drawing is an inimitable product of learning while also an object of
learning in its own right. Raphael’s drawings are testament to the imperatives of his
commissions, but they equally register the inspiration drawn from fellow artists, the
most intense observation of the antique and of nature, and the protean and mercurial
revelations of his imagination.

Meredith J. Gill, University of Maryland, College Park
doi:10.1017/rqx.2019.141

La giovinezza di Tintoretto. Guillaume Cassegrain, Augusto Gentili,
Michel Hochmann, and Valentina Sapienza, eds.
Venice: Lineadacqua, 2017. 232 pp. €50.

Geschichte der venezianischen Malerei, Band 5: Tintoretto und sein Umfeld.
Günter Brucher.
Vienna: Böhlau Verlag, 2017. 360 pp. €70.

In 1995 Robert Echols made a huge splash in Tintoretto scholarship by boldly erasing a
body of work from the artist’s oeuvre, which Rodolfo Pallucchini, in his authoritative
1950 study La Giovinezza del Tintoretto, had attributed to Tintoretto’s early career,
prior to the Miracle of the Slave, from 1548, with which the painter, apparently, had
finally arrived at his trademark style. Instead, Echols argues, most of these paintings
should be attributed to Giovanni Galizzi, an obscure Bergamasque painter who alleg-
edly provided incompetent imitations of Tintoretto’s style, which he seems to have
studied while working in what may have been a loose relationship in the latter’s studio.
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Echols thus cleaned up Tintoretto’s oeuvre, fabricating the image of a uniform and
coherent painter working throughout his entire career exclusively in the monumental
style of the Miracle of the Slave.

While much discussed in private, it took until 2015 for Echols’s sweeping argument
to be addressed at a public conference, the proceedings of which have now been pub-
lished. To be sure, several essays deal with questions of iconography and patronage, but
a large part engages with Tintoretto’s mode(s) and technique, his workshop organiza-
tion, and chronology, making the volume a significant contribution to this fundamental
controversy and, hence, to the analysis of Tintoretto’s identity as an artist, just in time
for his 500th anniversary, celebrated in numerous exhibitions all over the world.

In the first essay, Michel Hochmann critically reviews Echols’s argument, basically
agreeing with it while pointing to some inconsistencies and adding biographical informa-
tion toGiovanniGalizzi. In addition,Hochmannalludes tomethodological issues concern-
ing workshop organization and collaboration that are omitted from the straightforward
Morellian comparison of formal characteristics undertaken by Echols. It is, however,
Michele Di Monte who raises fundamental theoretical concerns about art history’s tradi-
tional approaches to attribution. Presenting (hilarious) structuralist formulas that art histo-
rians (subconsciously) use, Di Monte points to some ideological fallacies that inform their
choices. Ultimately, Di Monte deconstructs the naïve optimism that underlies such deci-
sions, which are always prone to fitting the artist into a prefabricated schema. In fact, while
paying lip service to Tintoretto’s style’s pluralism and his deliberate switching between
modes, scholars like Echols exclude certain modes simply on the basis of quality and
taste, theweakest criteria on account of being the least historical and, thus,most ideological.

Guillaume Cassegrain prefers to circumvent the entire issue by arguing that
Tintoretto’s style was deliberately eclectic. He draws attention to the banner allegedly
decorating Tintoretto’s studio, which stated the artist’s intention to combine the colorito
of Titian with the disegno of Michelangelo. According to Cassegrain, this eclecticism was
a programmatic strategy through which Tintoretto aligned himself with certain poligrafi
who opposed the hierarchy of literary styles deriving from the call for purity established
by classicists such as Pietro Bembo. (In his essay, Tom Nichols seems to agree, though
he considers the eclecticism Tintoretto had in common with the poligrafi a characteristic
of the painter’s Mannerist approach.) Ultimately, though, Cassegrain’s thesis is just as
ideological as those of the connoisseurs identified by Di Monte. In the tradition of Jean-
Paul Sartre and other materialist writers, he fashions Tintoretto’s style as a subversive
statement of resistance to the dominant order, a somewhat problematic line of argu-
ment because it runs the risk of reducing Tintoretto’s paintings to polemics and politics.
However, Cassegrain’s argument has the merit of being inclusive rather than exclusive,
and, importantly, of assigning a positive value to the eclecticism, which Echols and oth-
ers consider to be below Tintoretto, attributing it to the limited skills of a minor painter.

In a suggestive essay, Bernard Aikema turns against the notion that the style of these
paintings even is eclectic. Focusing on the Ecce Homo in São Paolo, Brazil, he underlines
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their quality and proposes a new explanation for their formal appearance. With their
bright colors and the arrangement of space in horizontal layers, Aikema argues, they
emulate the style of Paolo Veronese, who became Tintoretto’s rival after arriving in
Venice, in the 1550s. Aikema also identifies obvious weaknesses in Echols’s argu-
ment—such as characteristics that cause him to reject certain paintings but that appear
in other works he accepts—and points to the fact that assistants usually imitate the style
of the master and thus dissimulate their own aesthetic concerns, making it unlikely that
these paintings, which contemporaries accepted to be Tintoretto’s, were not by him.
Aikema therefore calls for a systematic investigation of Tintoretto’s workshop, similar
to the projects he has ventured and fostered for Titian and Veronese.

Indeed, one of the most eye-opening essays of the volume is Alessandro Gatti’s
report of the restoration of the Crucifixion in Padua. The painting is Echols’s primary
test case, which he uses to identify all the characteristics of the body of works that,
according to him, have been erroneously attributed to Tintoretto. Gatti, however, dem-
onstrates that the painting agrees in every detail with Tintoretto’s highly idiosyncratic,
multiple-step working process of the 1550s. Moreover, X-rays reveal substantial changes
from the underdrawing to the final painting, many of which are responsible for the awk-
ward appearance of several figures and the lacking elegance of, for instance, the horses in
the background, which Echols considers to be unworthy of Tintoretto. But even here
the painting corresponds to Tintoretto’s traditional working method. As Sonnenburg
and others have underlined in previous analyses of Tintoretto’s procedure, the master
prepared his paintings so carefully that assistants only had to add the final layer of paint.
As a consequence, what we see often may actually not be by Tintoretto’s hand, even
though he conceived the painting with great care. Is it acceptable in such instances
to eliminate a painting from Tintoretto’s oeuvre? This is ultimately a philosophical
question, in part dealt with by Di Monte. But a research project such as the one sug-
gested by Aikema would certainly facilitate the discussion.

By virtue of its title, Günter Brucher’s Tintoretto und sein Umfeld, the fifth volume of
his history of Venetian painting, promised to offer a step in this direction. However, it
includes no discussion whatsoever of Tintoretto’s circle or workshop. Even more per-
plexing is the fact that Brucher seems unaware of even the most fundamental literature.
To cite just one blatant omission, Brucher does not mention Echols’s article. This omis-
sion is particularly stunning because Brucher is interested in questions of chronology
and focuses on visual analysis and description, while conveying almost no interest in
issues of iconography and social context. In and of itself, this approach could be valu-
able, and it is to Brucher’s credit that he, for example, draws attention to Tintoretto’s
ornamental design—namely, the tendency to emphasize the plane as opposed to the
receding space. However, most of Brucher’s descriptions are inconclusive and support
no thesis. What is more, they are less precise and stimulating than those of Theodor
Hetzer or, more recently, Astrid Zankert, Stefan Neuner, and Wolfram Pichler.
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Thus, in contrast to the conference proceedings, very little may be gained from
Brucher’s study.

Benjamin Paul, Rutgers University
doi:10.1017/rqx.2019.142

Giorgio Vasari: La casa, le carte, il teatro della memoria. Atti del Convegno
Firenze-Arezzo (24–25 novembre 2011). Silvia Baggio, Paola Benigni, and
Diana Toccafondi, eds.
Biblioteca Storica Toscana: Serie I 74. Florence: Olschki, 2015. x + 266 pp. €35.

This book is an expansion of the proceedings of the conference of the same name, held
in Florence and Arezzo, Italy, on 24–25 November 2011. This invaluable collection of
archival records on Giorgio Vasari’s art and writings was associated with exhibitions in
Arezzo and Florence, where numerous documents were on view. The preface notes that
there were two aims underlying these events honoring Vasari. The first aim was to spon-
sor of an exhibition of archival data in the Casa Vasari, in Arezzo. The second intention
was to develop, using archival data, a theory of memory—a “macchina della memoria,”
employing Giulio Camillo’s theatrical formulation—creating an analogy with Vasari’s
documents, letters, writings, and imagery (Lina Bolzani, Il treatro della memoria: studi su
Giulio Camillo [1984]).

The first essay, by Diana Toccafondi, draws a parallel between Camillo’s theater of
memory and Vasari’s visualization of history in the decoration of his Venetian,
Neapolitan, and Roman commissions (1541–46) and his house in Arezzo (Casa
Vasari, 1542–68). The argument on personal visual memory (Vasari) and collective
visual memory (Pliny the Elder) is a provocative concept but is not fully elaborated.
The second essay, by Donatella Fratini, provides an important historical evaluation,
with significant archival support, of the personal archive of Poggi (1880–1961), a liter-
ato and curator of the Bargello, the Opera del Duomo, and the Galleria degli Uffizi.
Poggi’s quest was to compose a critical edition of Vasari’s Lives and its sources, and
the numerous appendixes reveal Poggi’s extensive etymological and philological study
of the Lives.

The third essay, by Paola Benigni, focuses on Vasari’s Libro delle Ricordanze (Book of
records) and Zibaldone o Libro delle Invenzioni (Hotchpotch or book of inventions) and
how they draw from the writings of Paolo Giovio, Annibale Caro, Vincenzio Borghini,
Cosimo Bartoli, and Pierfrancesco Giambullari. The fourth essay, by Nicoletta Baldini,
comments on Vasari’s will and testament and his works of art, deepening cultural
understanding of Vasari’s paintings through archival documentation. Baldini also
looks at the marriage of Niccolosa di Francesco Baci and Vasari, providing a new
view on this perplexing relationship. Both Benigni’s and Baldini’s articles address the
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