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n seventeenth-century Rome, ceiling painting was one of the most highly re-

garded art forms, and many of the most influental paintings of this period are

tound on ceilings. Annibale Carracci’s masterpiece adorns the ceiling of the
Galleria Farnese. Both Reni and Guercino painted their best-known Roman works,
their Aurora frescoes, on the ceilings of small g:irdf‘n palaces. Giovanni Lanfranco
revolutionised Roman painting with his fresco in the dome of 5. Andrea della Valle,
Pietro da Cortona’s most famous secular work in Rome is the ceiling in the Barbe-
rini Palace, while his most influential religious decorations are those on the ceilings
of 5. Maria in Vallicella. Andrea Sacchi’s most prominent work is his ceiling in the
Barberini Palace, and Baciceio’s ceiling decorations in the Gesi and Andrea Pozzo's
in S. Ignazio are far better known than any other of their paintings.

This prominence of ceiling decoration in Roman seventeenth-century art is to
some extent mirrored in art literature, as may be illustrated by a few examples, One
of the most accomplished descriptions of an art work written in the seventeenth
century is Ferrante Carli’s account of Lanfranco’s dome of 8. Andrea della Valle.!
Giovanni Pietro Bellori's accounts of the Farnese Gallery and Lanfranco’s dome,*
the latter perhaps inspired by Ferrante Carli’s text,” are among the most famous
sections of his Lives.

The case of Lione Pascoli is particularly revealing. When, in his proemium, he
wishes to convey to his readers the greatness ol sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
painting, he first invokes those on vaults and domes, and nn]},-' secondly tarns to
easel paintings.? In the same proemium, he promises that he will not write any
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‘boring descriptions’.® However, he breaks this promise in the second half of the
second and last volume of his Lives where Andrea Pozzo's frescoes in Rome are
described at elaborate length.”

The painter Ludovico David himselfl provided an extended account of his own
fresco decoration of the dome of the Cappella dell’Assunta (see Appendix),” once
part of the Collegio Clementino in Rome." The chapel, which was designed by Carlo
Fontana,” had a circular ground plan and was richly articulated by pilasters and
columns. The altar niche projected outward and had windows on either side, illumi-
nating the altarpiece (Pls 24-3).

The Collegio and its chapel were torn down in 1936 to widen the Lungotevere
Marzio. The loss of the fresco is particularly regrettable since the art historian Ugo
Donati had sought, and received, permission to salvage parts of it. None the less the
demolition Eﬂl't-'lpﬂl'l}" proceeded to destrov both the building and the fresco!”,
which is recorded in only one overall photograph (PL. 27).

Ludovico David's Dichiarazione della pittura della capella del Collegio Clementino di
Roma was issued by the publishing house of Giovanni Giacomo Komarek ‘at the
Trevi Fountain' in 1695, The same publisher had printed Andrea Pozzo’s short ex-
planation of the iconography of his fresco in the nave of 5. Ignazio in 1694." These
two texts seem to be the only independently published descriptions of Roman ceil-
ings written by their respective artists, Like Pozzo, whose Prospettiva de’ pattori e archi-
tefti'* was among the most influential books on the subject, David was a painter of
considerable intellectual ambition, though he was less successful both as an artist
and as a writer.

Ludovico David was born in Lugano in 1648, and trained by Francesco del
Cairo and Ercole Procaccini in Milan. In the late 1660s he studied the works of the
great sixteenth-century painters in Venice, and of the Carracci in Bologna. In the
latter citv he was the student of Carlo Cignani. David then setiled in Venice. He
undertook a study trip to Manma, where he drew the works of Giulio Romano. In
Modena he copied the paintings of Correggio in the ducal collections, and in
Parma he prepared drawings after Correggio’s domes, which were intended for
publication.™ In 1686 he took up residence in Rome, where he came under the in-
fluence of the art of Baciccio, a painter himself greatly influenced by Gorreggio.
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David’s intellectual ambition can be documented from as early as his Venetian
period. He set up an academy where prominence was given to debates rather than
to draughtsmanship.™ Such an emphasis is in accord with David’s later writing: in
his [amore dell’arte of about 1704, which survives in manuscript, he attacks the
Roman Accademia di San Luca for basing the teaching of painting on drawing after
the nude. David wants the study of mathematics, and in particular of Euclidean
geomelry, to dominate academic practice. '

One of the very few paintings which are preserved from David’s Venetian period
15 found in the Palarzo Albrizei near 5. Aponal in Venice (below).'” Given the artist’s
intellectual inclinations and the emphasis in his teaching, it is quite ironic that the

Ludovico David, Zeuxis and the Maidens of Crotom. Venice, Palazzo Albriza

author who first published a photograph of this picture, in 1957, considers it as
‘almost a symbol of Lodovico’s academic activity’, suggesting as one possible title
‘La Scuola del nudo’. To my mind there cannot be much doubt that this picture
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darte, iil), Rome 1979, pp. 48f. Already during his
period in Venice David had pursued the study of math-
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Milan 1981, 1, p. 280 and i1, pl. 941,
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represents Zeuxis and the maidens of Croton. ' It is thus a straightforward history
painting which does not give us any clues regarding David’s own art theory,

Of his most important lltfrrar} achievement only some short summaries and
statements of intent remain. In his [l disinganno delle principali notizie, e erudizioni
dell’arti poi nobily del disegno, now lost, David wrote a history of Italian art in which
Vasari’'s errors were, he claimed, to be corrected.! It is hard to assess the import-
ance of this work. David’s letters reveal that he undertook scrupulous research on
Correggio, investigating the circumstances of his life and the prices commanded by
his pictures, among other questions.*" The chapter on this painter was certainly one
of the most important sections of /l disinganno.

David also undertook studies on Leonardo. He painstakingly read the Codex
Gates (formerly Leicester and Hammer), then in the possession of Giuseppe Ghezzi
in Rome,*" and wrote a series of letters to gain information on the Leonardo manu-
scripts at that time preserved in the Biblioteca Ambrosiana. Disappointingly, he re-
ceived no useful information from Milan,** and it is today impossible to determine
how innovatory his discussion of Leonardo was,

No trace remains of David’s research on any other painter. In fact, his letters
as they have come down to us strongly suggest that his work on Correggio and
Leonardo was of much greater importance than that on any other artist. It is not
surprising that David was interested in Leonardo, whose studies of a wide range of
subjects, including geometry, conformed to his own ideas about art. David’s interest
in Correggio is similarly revealing. He considers Correggio the greatest of all paint-
ers.” In particular, he sees him as "the norm, the light, and the hero of those who
have undertaken to paint concave surfaces’,* that is, domes or apses. However,
David’s interest in geometry to a large extent determines his understanding of Cor-
reggio. In a short summary of his chapter on the artist at the beginning of L'amaore
dell'arte, he gives some indications regarding his re-evaluation of Correggio in the
Dhisinganno. He writes:

Then I comment on the principal artistic means which I have been able to detect in the
works of Correggio: in partcular the geometrical art taught [by him] of the proportional
increase of the concave surfaces of domes and apses, which is not applied by anvbody else;
and the enormous benefits of his works for all the arti del disegno. In doing so 1 prove that
those particular characteristics which are critucised by some writers as shortcomings of his
disegno, above all with regard to the above-mentoned dome of the cathedral, are in fact the

innermaost pertections of disegno. 1 also prove that the use of colour which attracts so much
praise is the least important characteristic of all his works.®®
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This interest in mathematics which shapes Ludovico David’s approach to Cor-
reggio also characterises his description of the Cappella dell’Assunta. Before August
1687 David had painted the Assumption of the Virgin on the altarpiece there (Pl.
24).% Since this work met with approval, in 1692 the decision was taken to com-
mission the same artist to decorate the dome. " As David himself writes, much of the
dome was painted in autumn and winter 1694.% Due to bad weather conditions,
natural light was scarce and the fresco was executed largely in the light of oil
lamps® and candles. After the completion of the work a buen fresco, in August 1695
the scaffolding was removed for the feast ol the Assumption, to invite critical com-
ments. Against the wishes of the painter, however, the timbers were disposed of, and
David could not retouch his work al secco as he claims is necessary. He therefore
complained that the decoration was not satisfactory.™

David’s description of the dome of the Cappella dell’Assunta allows some con-
clusions as to what was considered the norm in the decoration of domes, and at the
same time explains and justifies some departures from tradition. The opening para-
graph ol the Dichiarazione contains some extremely interesung information, provid-
ing answers to a number of questions which are frequently addressed in twentieth-
century studies of ceiling decoraton.”

The fathers of the Collegio Clementine commissioned David to depict the Cor-
onation of the Virgin in the dome of their chapel. Beyond this initial iconographic
choice, however, the painter was entirely free to paint whatever figures he wanted,
and however many. David specifically states that these last two decisions were left to
his own judgement. In specifying what his choice was, he continues with the phrase,
‘mi sono ingegnato’ (*I have tried hard’)—a choice of words which implies that he
did not seek help from any arnstic advisor. One could not hope for a clearer testi-
mony regarding the authorship of the iconography of a fresco.

In his own words, David had been commissioned to paint ‘la Storia dell’Incoro-
nazione della Santssima Vergine'. The ‘story” of the Virgin’s coronation is integrated
into what he calls "a summary mental image of the comprehensors of this tme’;* or

tutte 'Arn del disegno scaturring;, provando che quelle
particolarith, che di alcuni scrittori gli vengono pring
palmente nell'accennata Cupola del duomo a manca-
mento di disegno addossate, sono dello stesso disegno
le perfezioni pia recondite; e che la minore prerogativa
di tutte Vopere sue consiste nel colorito tanto decan-
tata.” 1. David, Llamere dell’arte: Rome, Archivio Storico,
Accademia Nazionale di San Luca, M5 55, p. 8 (dated
1704); compare David’s statements in Camport (as in
. 14}, p. 519, Dawvid may be referring to texts such as
D Fresnow's, where a mention of Correggio’s domes
appears in close proximiy o the assertion thart the
painter's draughtsmanship lacks correciness; here
quoted after the French edition: Charles Alphonse du
Fresnoy, LAri de peinture, 2nd edn, Paris 1673, p. 269
(for 268): A Parme Le Correge a peint deax grandes
Coupes a fresque et quelques Tableaus d’Aurel . Sa
Maniere est res-grande € de Dessein, et ode Travail,
quay que sans correchon.’ Generic praise of Correggio's
colour, and criticism of his draughtsmanship, are fre-
quent in 16th- and [ 7th-century are literature; see 5.
de Vito Banaglia, Corregrio ebfiografia, Rome 1934, pp.
1-14.

26 Hager (as in n. 7). pp. 2595 David himsell stales
that the altarpiece was painted in 1688; see n. 530 below.
For turther references to the painting see Dichiarazione,
p. 3, and n. 74 below,

#7 Hager {asinn. 7), pp. 283f.

* Dchiarazione, p. 5.

25 Thid.: ‘splendorn delle liquide alive’.

M Intanto nel [GAA gh riusci di dipingere upa gran
tavila dell’Assunta nella Cappella del Collegio Clemen-
ting,... e nel 1694 la cupola della capella del Collegio
Clementino, dipinta quasi sempre anco i giorno a
lume di candela per le continue plogeie, & fanala scop-
rire per la festa dell’ Assonta per sentire le censure, pol
ricoprirla ¢ ritoccarla, com & necessitd, a secco, furono
dissipati i ponti promessi, ot impicgat in altre tatiche,
onee & restata teta scordata, con altre emulazioni ben
note i pittori di Lombardia, che son venut ad operare
in Roma ..." Frat {(as in n. 14), 1907 p. 72, 1912 p. 127;
Hager (as in n. 77, p. 264,

U Dickigrazione, p. 3.

A2 Thid.
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in other words an image of those who, at the time of the Virgin's Assumpton, had
attained to full religious comprehension. This assembly of saints is in the next para-
graph called a ‘Paradiso’, a reference to a particular compositional type made up
primarily of celestial iigures.™ In a general discussion of the decoration of domes,
David also employs the word “gloria’,** a form of decoration characterised by light,
clouds, angels and saints, often surrounding one central figure or group of Aigures.®
These two ways of depicting the heavenly realm are not mutually exclusive: a dome
can depict a ‘storia’ within a ‘glorna’, and at the same time within a ‘Paradiso’.
since the dome depicts a story, it needs to be treated like any other history
paintung. David asserts that he wants the unity of time to be observed in the com-
position, and elaborates on this requirement in a discussion of which relatives of the
Virgin Mary should be included in the fresco. He adduces the notion of probability.
Accordingly one, but only one of the Maries is depicted. No other New Testament
figures are included, since there is not sutficient information as to who was in Para-
dise when the Virgin was crowned.?”

That domes representing a history should observe the unity of time seems to
have heen a common requirement. In his description of Lanfrance’s Assumplion of
the Virgin in the dome of 5. Andrea della Valle {1625-8), where the unity of time is
not observed, Ferrante Carli feels obliged to devise an elaborate justification in de-
fence of what he calls ‘anacronismeo’. He refers to poetic licence as much as to the
iconographic tradition of religious painting in his defence of the inclusion of New
Testament figures and Christian saints in the dome. ™

A particular solution was chosen by Pietro da Cortona in his decoration of the
dome and apse of S. Maria in Vallicella (1647-51, 1655-9),* which together depict
the Assumption of the Virgin. The Madonna is seen rising in the apse, and she is
being greeted by the Trinity in the dome. ™ Only Old Testament figures surround
the Trinity, observing the unity of time required by the narrative. The Virgin in the
apse, on the other hand, is surrounded by New Testament saints,?! following the
non-historical syntax of what we today call a Sacra Conversazione.

3 8ee N, Tommaseo and B, Bellini in Dzionano della
lingua taliana, i, Turin and Naples 1871, p. 756
"Diciamo nom solo "Gloria del paradiso” la beatdine
celestiale, ma gli spirit che ne fruiscono, anche gquarndo
1 rappresentano all’'vomo in visione terrestre; oncde al
lnguaggio dell’atfeto pio non disdice anco in prosa; “ll
paradiso che si mostra, che scende verso noi',

M Dichiarazione, p. 7, for a somewhat misleading at-
tempt to draw a hrm distiinction between a “glona’ and
other i:r:nlmgmphi:::il content in Poreo's 5. Ignazio fres-
coes see Ho Schadr, "Andrea Poreos Langhaosfresko in
5. lgnazio, Rom. Zur Thementradition der barocken
Heiligenglorie’, Doy Minstern, xxiv, 1971, pp. 153-60,

A Bee B, Bauaglia in (rande Digonaio defla lnoua
italiana, vi, Turin 1970, p. 951 ‘Rappresentazione di
'.mg-eji e di beati commornan da luce ¢ muvole o disposti
a corona intorno a Dio, alla Vergine o ai Santi’,

A Both terms are emploved in Sebastiano Resta’s de-
scription of Correggio’s designs for the dome of Parma
cathedral, where the Assumption 15 depicted. *.. [Cor-
reggio] rsolse per fine, di levar dal Tamburro le finte
Fenestre wnde ormate di putt e festoni, e calar al Tam-
burro medesimo gl'Apostoli, dove hebbe commuedo di

farlh di giganmesca misura per essere soli in watro che
sfuge per Valwezza onde vengono & coronare ila la
Glora della Couppola, che resto mitta spicciata e dird
capace d'un paradiso mandato incontro dalleterno
figlio alla glorificata sua Madre.” Padre Sebastiano
Resta, Correggio in Howag, ed. A, E. Popham, Parma 1958,
p. 48, This text was written after 1709 or 1711 see ibid.,
p. 17 n. 4, p. 70 n. 640,

3T Dichiaraziens, p. 5. On the notion of history painting
in ceiling decoration see Turner (as oo, 1), pp. 300§,
304, 307.

3 Kee Turner (asin n. 1), pp. 323f. See also p. 305,

¥ On these frescoes see G, Briganti, Peetro da Cortona e
defla pittira bavocea, Florence 1962, pp, 248F, 261,

W The lconographic unity of apse and dome was
observed in W, Schone, “fur Bedeoatung der Schriagsicht
fir die Deckenmalerei des Barock’, Festschrifi Kurt Hadl
mom siebzigsten Gefuristage. Beirame aus Kunst- wnd Ceedsies-
geschichte, Berlin 1961, pp. [44-72, esp. 1649 and in
Poensgen (as inn. 1), p. 101,

1 sanv of the Rgures in these two frescoes are speci-
fied in K. Strong, La Chigsa Nuova (hanta Mana in Valli-
cella), Rome 1923, pp. 117-19.
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Between 1681 and 1683 Baldassare Franceschini of Volterra painted the Assump-
tion of the Virgin in the large dome of 85, Annunziata in Florence. There is no indi-
cation that Ludovico David knew this fresco. However, he may well have known the
extensive and brilliant description of the work which Filippo Baldinucci published
in his Notizie dei professori del disegno.** David most probably used Baldinucci's text
during his work on his Disingannoe, and he specifically refers to a passage of Baldi-
nuccl’s Notizie in one of his letters.® Baldinucci, after his account of the Trinity and
of the Virgin in Franceschini’s fresco, introduces the description of the other fig-
ures as follows:

In the remainder of the pamung Volterrano had the noton of representing not only the
great number of angelic spiris, but all the souls of the sacred Fathers, and others who are
mentioned in the sacred seriptures, who up to the time of the glorious Assumption of the
Virgin Mary had earned eternal salvation.*

This affirmation of the unity of time may well have been among David’s sources
when he devised the decoration of the Cappella dell’ Assunta. In fact, he may have
taken inspiration from the rest of the description as well. The majority of the figures
depicted in David’s much smaller dome are also mentioned in Baldinucci's account
of the Florentine Assumpiion fresco.

Two sources which David specifically acknowledges are Dante Alighien and Cor-
reggio. Both are invoked in David's explanation of why he separated male and
female saints in his fresco.* Dante does so in his Divine Comedy,*" and Correggio in
the dome of Parma cathedral. In addition, it is apparent that David’s explanation of
who the innocent children are is closely based on Dante’s.*” We shall return to the
question of the importance of Correggio for David’s work at a later point.

A further remark in David’s opening paragraph justibies the very existence of his
description. He states that his fresco expresses concepts which may not be compre-
hensible at first glance, and which therefore require a written explanation.* Only
very few descriptions of individual fresco decorations were issued as independent
publications in the seventeenth century. Among the better known are the descrip-
tions of Pietro da Cortona’s Barberini ceiling,* Filippo Gherardi's ceiling fresco in
8. Pantaleo,” Andrea Pozzo’s S. Ignazio fresco,” and Ludovico David's dome. The
conditions of wvisibility for many large-scale decorations, and their iconographic

= F Baldinucei, Notizie det professon del disegno da
Caimabue in qua. ed. Fo Ranalli, 5 vols, Florenee 18457
(lacs, edn, with wo volumes of appendices, ed. P Bar
occhi, Florence 1974-5), v, pp. 185-0.

3G, Bouari and 8, Ticorei, Haceofte o letiere sulia
fitiurg sowliurg ed avchitetiura, B ovols, Milan 18225, iii,
p- 364,

W Nel rimanente della pinura ha avao conceto il
Volierrano di rappresentare, oltre alla gran copia di
spiriti angelict, e le anime de’ sano Padr, ed alm
nominati nelle sagre carte, che fine a guel empo della
gloriosa Assunzione i Maria Vergine si trovavano al
possesso dell’eterna salvezza,” Baldinucci (as in n. 42),
v, pr. 186
5 Inchiarazione, p. 4.

o Dante Alighieri, fferne, 084-102; Paradise, xooadi.
1=,
¥ Paradise, xxxii 40-8, 75-81.

W Dichiarazione, p. 3.

M Matua Rosichino, MMokiaralione delle fubture della saln
de’ sigmors Barbering, Rome 1640; repr. in i voltone di Pietro
da Cortona in Palazo Barbeind (Quaderni di Palazeo
Veneria, i), Rome 1983, pp. 1091 |0 B, Scow, fmages of
Nepotism. The Painted Cetlings of Palazzo Bavbevind, Prince
tan, M| 1991, pp. 216-19; for an analvsis of this text see
pp. 136-45 and passim.

W Francesco Fanoni, La muem friltaura e el sigmor
Filippo Chevards da Lueca, su fe volta, ¢ induna della choesa
di Sern Pantaleo de Chirema Regolan Povent della Madre di
{Mo delle Sewole Pie dil Roma. Seoperia Caonne MDCXC, Rome
16494,
°l See n, 11: on chis ceiling see also Breve deserittione
delle pittura fatta wella volta del Tempio di Sant lgnazio
seofieria Canno MIDCNCI Per la festa del medesimo Santo,
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richness, often make detailed viewing difficult (this has not changed much since the
introduction of electric light), and it seems legitimate to wonder why so few expla-
nations and descriptions were published.

The Barberini publicised Cortona’s ceiling in a lavish volume on their palace,
copies of which were probably employed as prestigious gifts.* However, they left it
to a certain Mattia Rosichino, who was emploved in the palace as sweeper but ap-
pears to have acted as custodian as well, to compile a short explanation which could
assist casual visitors in their understanding of the fresco.™

A sheet inserted into an account book of 5. Pantaleo states that the description
of Gherardi’s fresco in this church was printed “per sodisfattione del Pittore” (‘for
the satisfaction of the painter’).” This somewhat ambiguous remark may imply that
the publication had in fact been instigated by Gherardi. Pozzo's and David's de-
scriptions were written by the painters themselves.

These observations suggest that it was painters and viewers, rather than patrons,
who were principally interested in a detailed comprehension of all the details of
such [resco decorations. They also suggest that patrons thought it sufficient that the
principal subject should be comprehensible, and attached less weight to additional
artistic or iconographic choices made by the painter. This conclusion accords with
our earlier observation that the fathers of the Collegio Clementino specifically re-
quested no more than a Coronation of the Virgin, leaving all other decisions to the
painter,

Since David's dome depicts a narrauve, it has a main view, located so as to atford
optimum visibility of the protagonists, Mary and Christ. David calls this main view
the ‘principal veduta’.” This main view 1s not defined only by the figure compo-
sition, but also, highly unusually, by linear perspectve.

The introduction of linear perspective into a dome otherwise following the com-
positional type of the celestial glory is explained at length in David's Dichiarazione ™
He begins by discussing the problems posed by lanterns, which are described as one
of the ‘pernicious’ shortcomings of contemporary architecture, in disaccordance
with Vitruvian maxims.”” David notes that, in the domes painted by Correggio and
‘others of good taste’, lanterns were rejected even though architects as important as
Raphael and Bramante had introduced them into their buildings. As he explains,
for the painter lanterns pose insurmountable difficulties. If one of the persons of
the Trinity is depicted within a lantern {as is the case in 5. Maria in Vallicella), that
figure is separated from the others and looks imprisoned. If the lantern is left
empty, it looks inert. Furthermore, festoons and putti {as introduced into Roman
painting by Lanfranco)™ seem insufficient support for the lanterns whose bases
they surround.

32 Hieronvmus Tetius, Aedes Barberinge ad Cuirinalem... % Dichiarazions, p. 3 compare n, 62 helow.,

desevifatae, Rome 1642; on this work see Seott (as inon :"" Ihid., pp. 71.

497, pp- 43, V02, TATF, 195 and passim. 7 In fact, Vitrrovus does not vefer 1o lanterns at any
3% Om Rosichino's positiom in the Barberini Palace see  point ol his De avckitectura In a section on the domes of
Scou (as inn. 449), pp. 1561 round temples he refers toa flower, not a lantern, as the
M Owvaldo Tosti Sch. P, “Vicende architettoniche  crowning element (D archifeciurg, v .8.35).

della chiesa di 5. Panuales in Roma con particolare WGP Bernini, Giovanni Lanfrane (15382-1647), 2nd

riferimento all'altare maggiore’, Archivdun scholarum  edn, Parma 1985, pp. 74-6,
pricrwm, xiii, 25, 1989, pp. 179-224, esp. 195,
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David meets these difficulties with the ingenious device of incorporating an
image of the outside of the lantern, corresponding to its real interior. into his fresco.
Thus the lantern is transformed into a temple in honour of the name of Mary. Even
though David does not say so, his fempicito may be intended as a reference to the
Marian attribute of the “templum spiritus sancti’, ‘the temple of the Holy Spirit’.® It
is carried by angels whose physical size is equal to the load they bear.

Hellmut Hager has suggested that the formal IIlbpll‘dllf_H] for a lantern carried by
angels was prmlded by Antonio Gherardi’s Avila Chapel in 5. Maria in Trastevere
constructed in 1678=80.% The fact that David took up this motif is revealing. The
inclusion of a perspectival element allows a re-interpretation of the celestial glory
in perspectival terms. David brings to bear on the decoration of this dome his pro-
found concern with the mathematical sciences. His perspectival dome presents to
the viewer a spatial arrangement of a complexity unequalled in the decorations of
seventeenth-century Roman domes.

In David's composition, a {emfretto is carried in mid-air. Shaded groups of saints
at either side of the central axis and two angels carrying the temfnetio frame a view
into an area of light beyvond the building, The beholder’s glum:t* passes just under-
neath this small temple, meets Christ and the Virgin, and then rises to the luminous
zone where the Lord and the Holy "“:plrlt reside (Pl 26).

In perspectival images, the spectator’s ideal line of sight can be found by estab-
lishing the point of convergence of orthogonals. Thus, by extending the vertical
lines of the tempielto upwards, it can be shown that the “principal [point of | view’
is eccentrically placed (see diagram). The vertical lines converge on the right-hand
horse drawing Elijah’s chariot. This point of convergence defines the beholder’s
ideal station point. The beholder’s eye level is relerred to as *horizon’ in David’s
text.”! His eyve point, located by the horizon and by the point of convergence, de-
fines the ideal viewing position of the spectator with regard to the main figures
and the depicted architecture, and thus defines the ‘principal view’ in geometrical
terms,

David’s dome was not alone in suggesting the viewer should take an eccentric
viewing positon. All domes in which the main hgures are depicted on one side,
such as Correggio’s dome in Parma Cathedral™ and Lanfranco’s in S, Andrea della
Valle,™ to some extent do so. In fact, the relation between the Assunta in the apse

oo the attributes of the Immacolawe Virgin see P,
Eich, “Empfingnis Mana, unbetleckie’, i Realleckon zur
dentschen Kunstpesehichte, v, Smatteart 167, cols 242-5%,
esp. 258,

" Hager (as in n. 7), pp. 2630 on this chapel see T, C.
Pickrel, "Antonio Gherardi, Painter and Architect of the
Late Barogue in Rome’, Ph.D. diss., University of Kansas
1981, pp. 98-111, 217-28
SL Dichiarazione, pp. 4, B
82T think that Divid uses the terms “principal veduoa'
(e 30 and "Orizonte’ (P 4] to somme extent as synonymms.
In introducing the noton of a horezon, he speaks of
“detto Orizonte’; in the preceding text the word “deto’
can reler w nothing other than “principal vedua®, 1
therefore think that “principal veduta® means both
‘mann view” and Cmain point of view'. Since the overall
photograph of the dome (PLO27) was wmken Irom a

central position, it gives only a weak impression of what
the principal figures wonld have looked hike from the
main paint of view. The photographs showing sections
of the dome seen from the other side of the chapel (Fls
24=0) allow ns w assess how much greater the mmpact
ol figures along the margin of the dome muost have
been, when they were viewed Irom positions obligoely
opposite,

BY See | Shearman, Only Connect. . At and the Npeciator
it the falian Remaissance, Princeton, N| 1992, pp, 1H6-5.

Tt is most ikely that Ferrante Carlis phrase al
Prime aspetbo ... mese giorna’, at the beginning of his
description, entails an obligue view, that is the first ob-
ligue view onto the dome’s fresco for a viewer approach-
ing the crossing of 5. Andrea della Valle from the nave;
Turner (asinn, 17, p-A17
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and the Trinity in the dome of Cortona’s S. Maria in Vallicella frescoes is apparent
only in an oblique view onto the decorations.™ Like Pozzo's trompe l'oerl dome in
S. Ignazio," however, Ludovico David’s dome departed from this tradition in not
allowing a satisfactory view [rom a central position, or for that matter from any
position other than the principal point of observation. Nevertheless, the full read-
ing of David's dome depended on changes of the viewer's positon. Neither the
saints placed behind the observer, nor the name of the Virgin placed inside the lan-
tern," would have been visible from the ‘principal veduta’.

In addition to the construction of a sophisticated perspectival space, a second
focus of David's geometrical analysis is the behaviour of light. Throughout his de-
scription, the author insists on the importance of light, both in its metaphorical
meaning and its physical behaviour, such as its propagauon, its illumination of ob-
jects, and its reflection. The glory of the Trinity is expressed through hight, and
David describes this light as illuminating the other saints like a sun.™ In fact, the lu-
minosity surrounding the Trinity is treated as a light source of finite size, and the
fresco describes both the paths of this light and the shadows cast by opaque objects
(compare diagram}.

David specifies that the lantern is suspended between the divine light source
and the figures of Jonah and Job.™ Thus a pyramid of shadow is created which casts
Jonah and part of the figure of Job into darkness. In the fresco, further pyramids of
shadow caused by the angels surrounding the lantern cast darkness on the figure
croups at either side of the Coronation of the Virgin.

David’s study of shadow projection, and more specifically of pyramids of shadow,
could have been assisted by a variety of sources. Pyramidal shadows were discussed
or illustrated in the contexts of optics,”™ perspective theory,” and astronomy. ” Pyra-
mids of shadow are also shown in Leonardo’s Codex Gates (Leicester, Hammer) but
we do not know if David studied this manuscript as early as the 1690s.™ His use in
the Dichiarazione of the verb “to eclipse’ may suggest that astronomical literature in-
spired the very ‘;I_'lt’{_'iﬁlj rendering of shadows in his dome. Given the prominence of
pyvramidal shadows in elementary astronomical literature, still at this time a normal
component of mathematical education, David's knowledge of this subject would not
have depended on his access to Leonardo’s manuscript,

One further influence on David’s approach to the rendering of shadows may be
mentioned. A study of one of his earliest Roman works to have come down to us, his

A% The importnce of obligue views in general terms is

Costa Kaufmann, "The Perspective of Shadows: The His
discussed in Schone (as in no 405, However, regarding

wory of the Theory of Shadow Projection, this fewrnaf,

Schone’s interpretaton of Poseo’s frescoes m 5. Tgnaeno,
see Rerber (as inn. 1), pp. 94-8.

i Kerber, ibad., pp. 541, 921

W Dachigrazions, p. 8 David refers w the name of Mary
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68 Thid., p. 3.

59 Thid., p. 8.

I Kpp e, folin Peeham and the Science of Opiice: Perspec-
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and London 19710, e L5,
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Vinei della Bilblivdeca di Lowd Leivester in Halbham Hall, ed.
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G34f. In this letter, David refers o his reading of this

manuscript as happening in 