The Petrifying Art:

Marino’s Poetry and Caravaggio

ELIZABETH CROPPER

Professor of History of Art and Director of the Villa Spelman, The Johns Hopkins University

WENTY-FIVE YEARS have passed since

Luigi Salerno challenged the commonly

held conviction that there could be no con-
nection between “the concrete and realistic painting
of Caravaggio and the type of literature labeled
‘Marinismo.’”! Salerno’s arguments in favor of the
importance of Marino’s poetry for an understand-
ing of Caravaggio’s work have found little resonance
in more recent scholarship, and even as Caravag-
gio’s reputation as a revolutionary realist has grown,
so has Giovan Battista Marino’s reputation as an
overly sophisticated poet whose work epitomizes the
decadence of Italian letters in the seventeenth cen-
tury continued to decline.? Yet, as Salerno sug-
gested, Caravaggio and Marino had much in com-
mon, no matter how different their historical roles,
or the views of tradition that they each expressed
through the medium of style. A reconsideration of
the relationship between these two remarkable men
will, I hope, serve to show how a close reading of
Marino’s poetry may change the way we view a par-
ticular group of paintings by Caravaggio. Near-
contemporaries working within the same aristo-
cratic culture in Rome, Marino and Caravaggio
shared, and pioneered, a certain aesthetic view of
the power of art and especially of the relationship
of painting to the beholder.

The briefest summary suggests how closely inter-
woven the lives of the two artists were, and how sim-
ilar their stories. Marino was born in Naples in 1569,
and we now know that Michelangelo Merisi da Car-
avaggio was born, far to the north of him, two years
later.* Both men set out to make their fortunes in
Rome where, in the first lustrum of the new century,
they became friends and admirers of each other’s
work.4 Giovanni Pietro Bellori’s report that it was
Marino who introduced Caravaggio to Virgilio Cres-
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cenzi, persuading him to divide the commission to
decorate the Contarelli Chapel in San Luigi dei
Francesi between the poet’s two friends, the Cava-
liere d’Arpino and Michelangelo da Caravaggio, is
incorrect.> But it is true that painter and poet came
to know each other in the household of the Cres-
cenzi, Caravaggio’s important early patrons. Cres-
cenzio Crescenzi, son of Ottavio, owned two por-
traits by Caravaggio, one of himself and the other
of Marino. When he died in 1641, he left them as a
pair “in signum amoris” to his nephew Francesco
(who had himself painted a portrait of Marino for
the poet’s funeral celebrations at the Accademia
degli Umoristi in Rome in 1625). Marino had ded-
icated the first volume of his Rime to Crescenzio’s
brother Monsignore Melchiorre Crescenzi in 1602,
the same year in which he probably wrote his fa-
mous poem celebrating Caravaggio’s Medusa.” He
also composed a poem in praise of Caravaggio’s por-
trait of Melchiorre; lamentably, this, like the por-

traits of Crescenzio and Marino, is lost.® Marino.

eventually willed his own collection of pictures to
Crescenzio Crescenzi, excluding only his eleven
portraits of famous men.® These latter, together
with his collection of drawings, he left to Francesco
Crescenzi, the same aristocratic artist-dilettante who
was later to fall heir to the Caravaggio and Marino
portraits.'°

Fortune broke up this remarkable Roman society
as surely as she had created it. Marino left Rome for
Ravenna with Cardinal Pietro Aldobrandini in 1605
upon the death of Clement VIII and the subsequent
election of Leo XI.!!' Two years later he traveled with
his patron to the court of Maurizio of Savoia in
Turin. After using all his powers of flattery, he suc-
ceeded in 1610 in attaching himself permanently to
Maurizio’s court. There, the famous composer Si-
gismondo d’India set to music for two sopranos and
basso continuo eight stanzas from Marino’s then un-
finished epic of love, L’Adone (conceived already in
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the first decade of the seventeenth century, al-
though not published until 1623), and he included
them in his Musiche a due voci, published in 1615.12
That year, leaving behind many controversies, Mari-
no went to the court of Queen Marie de’ Medici in
Paris. When he returned to Italy as a pensioned
noble in 1623, he held his own court in Palazzo
Crescenzi before returning in triumph to Naples.
Marino died almost upon his arrival, never realizing
the permanent setting for his talents and his collec-
tion that he had always craved. His briefly ennobled
friend Caravaggio had died thirteen years before,
his life and possessions similarly scattered. Charged
with the murder of Ranuccio Tomassoni in a fight
over a game of racquets on May 31, 1606, Caravag-
gio had fled Rome, moving first to Naples and then
to Malta. After being made a “cavaliere di grazia” of
the Order of Knights of Malta by the Grand Master,
Alof de Wignacourt, whose portrait he painted,
Caravaggio was imprisoned on the island. He es-
caped to Sicily, and was immediately stripped of the
knighthood. In 1610, having made his way back to
Naples, where he was wounded in a brutal attack,
Caravaggio was set to return to Rome with a papal
pardon. Unlike Marino, however, he was never to
see the city again; on July 18, 1610, Caravaggio died
alone on the pestiferous beach of Porto Ercole.!?

In retrospect it seems that many of the similarities
between painter and poet that must have been ob-
vious to contemporaries in Rome became even more
apparent as their lives diverged. When Marino
settled in Rome, he was on the run from his second
prison sentence. He had served the first two years
earlier, reputedly as a consequence of a young wom-
an’s death from an abortion; the second was for for-
gery on behalf of a friend condemned to death.!* In
Turin Marino was shot at in the street by his rival
Gaspare Murtola, only to end up in prison yet again
(probably in retribution for his satires against the
duke), risking once more the loss of all his literary
property. Caravaggio’s criminal behavior, which in-
cluded charges not only of murder but also of slan-
der and disturbing the peace, was of a more aggres-
sively violent sort; but his fights, imprisonments,
and flights brought him notoriety as an artist similar
to that enjoyed by Marino. Not surprisingly, both
poet and painter, as we have seen, sought out ranks
of honor that might transform this notoriety into
fame and protect them from retribution.'s

With regard to their own art, both men are note-
worthy for polemicizing their originality. Caravag-
gio, for his part, flaunted his rejection of antiquity
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and Raphael as models for imitation, determining
never to be imitated himself.'¢ It was fear that this
might happen that led him to threaten to beat up
Guido Reni for attempting to steal his style in his
altarpiece of the Martyrdom of St. Peter.'” Marino,
on his side, conducted a duel on paper over his own
inimitable originality against anyone who would be
foolish enough to steal from him, a Neapolitan.'®
His challenge was more ironic than Caravaggioss,
perhaps, in that he also flaunted his own reliance on
highly recondite sources (claiming to locate his orig-
inality not in external nature but in his own fantasy
and intellect), but the two artists are distinguished
by their claims for the absolute originality of their
work. That neither, it now appears, was reluctant to
explore an original concept more than once should
not seem paradoxical. Repetition and variation tes-
tify to originality, serving to reinforce the novelty of
the original, to reinforce the notion of authorial
possession, and to confirm each artist’s mastery of
artifice.

Anti-social behavior and self-advertisement may
not have seemed so remarkable in Rome at a time
when independent, urban, artistic personalities
found themselves increasingly in conflict with the
courtly society upon which the majority of poets and
painters still relied for patronage. But Marino and
Caravaggio are outstanding for their aggressive
public assertion of their own value; it has often been
suggested that Marino took special interest in the
freedom that Caravaggio claimed as his. And both
men produced works that were sexually ambivalent.

When Marino befriended him, Caravaggio had
already completed the lateral canvases for the Con-
tarelli Chapel and had probably signed the contract
with Tiberio Cerasi for the decoration of his family
chapel in Santa Maria del Popolo, and so his public
career as a painter was launched.! But Caravaggio
was still best known among aristocratic collectors for
his half-length figures of secular subjects in the
Venetian manner and especially for his musical pic-
tures. Among these the Metropolitan Museum’s Mu-
sicians, painted for Cardinal Del Monte, is a prime
example (Figure 1).2° Marino was not the only poet
in the Crescenzi circle to celebrate Caravaggio, but
he contributed more than any other contemporary
poet, in Rome or elsewhere, to the musical and vi-
sual culture of the seventeenth century. It was in the
exciting, rapidly changing musical culture of the
early years of the century in Rome that the strongest
connections between the two artists were forged.?!

Marino’s importance for the new music coming to
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prominence at the turn of the century, beginning at
the very moment when Caravaggio was working for
Cardinal del Monte and Marchese Vincenzo Giusti-
niani and culminating with the musical settings of
his poetry by Monteverdi, cannot be overesti-
mated.?? No collection of poetry was more fre-
quently set to music than the Rime, first published
in Venice in 1602, in the very same year as Giulio
Caccini’s Le nuove musiche. Indeed, several of his poe-
sie per musica were published with musical settings
even before this.?* L’Adone, Marino’s epic of love,
also provided the material for numerous libretti, be-
ginning with La catena d’Adone, published in 1626.2
Sigismondo d’India’s early settings of ottave rime
from L’Adone have already been mentioned; these
include the famous description of the monstrous,

Figure 1. Caravaggio (1571-1610), The Musicians, ca. 1595. Oil on canvas, 34% X 45% in. (8

7.9 X 115.9 cm). The

marvelous song of the nightingale—an exercise in
onomatopoeia that, when performed, would have
become an impersonation. In the three books of
L’Adone devoted to the Garden of Pleasure, Marino
celebrates every aesthetic delight. One part of the
garden is dedicated to sound and taste, and it is here
that Marino recounts the deeply pathetic story of
the competition between the trilling nightingale and
the unhappy lover who sings to his own accompa-
niment on the lute. Each matches the other with
increasingly complex and virtuoso inventions; as a
result the poor bird dies from exhaustion. The re-
morseful musician, victorious because taught by
Love, buries the nightingale in his lute and records
the story with a quill taken from the little corpse of
his unwitting competitor.?> Marino also provides a
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poetic report in this part of the poem on the most
up-to-date discussion of the functioning of the ear,
and he celebrates two of the greatest female singers
of his day—Virginia Ramponi Andreini and Ad-
riana Basile—before going on to hymn the praises
of the taste of the fruits, plants, and herbs to which
Adonis is introduced in turn.?

Marino’s direct appeal to the senses, without re-
course to dramatic action, in the synesthetic poetry
of L’Adone provides the closest point of comparison
for the sensuality and suppression of significant ac-
tion that seventeenth-century Roman critics identi-
fied in Caravaggio’s early work.?” Furthermore, the
emphasis of Marino’s sparkling madrigals, which
are filled with references to Amphion and Orpheus,
on the power of music suggests the closest relation
to the specific imagery of the paintings Caravaggio
produced for Del Monte and Vincenzo Giustiniani.
Again, modern criticism has generally preferred to
oppose the two, treating Marino’s sensuality as a
symptom of his seicentismo, of the lack of substance
in his poetry.2® By contrast, the sensuality of Cara-
vaggio’s manner has been associated with realism
and with the painter’s radical rejection of tradition,
and it has even been identified as an aspect of his
modernity.

Marino’s work, especially his lyrical poetry, was in
wide circulation long before it was published. None-
theless, there is no reason to believe that particular
poems provided Caravaggio with texts for paintings
in the way that they provided the musicians he
painted with songs. Quite apart from the problem
of establishing the historical record, to suggest that
Caravaggio could have borrowed inventions from
texts in this way goes against the evidence of the
early works themselves, which were criticized by
contemporaries who were more attuned to the in-
vention of istorie, for failing to display precisely that
power of invention that bound painting and poetry
together. And it is, of course, the absence of dra-
matic action that also characterizes even the epic po-
etry of Marino. What rendered his ornamental,
starkly chiastic verses so attractive to musicians was
their affective sentiment; and it is in this that we find
the connection between Marino and Caravaggio.

The Lute Player from the collection of Vincenzo
Giustiniani (Figure 2) is probably the most mature
example of Caravaggio’s musical paintings and is
certainly the best preserved.? It has never seemed
reasonable to me that the extraordinary still life it
contains should be interpreted in terms of an older,
Northern European tradition of allegory, especially
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given Caravaggio’s and Giustiniani’s own statements
on the importance of still-life painting as painting in
its own right.®® Franca Camiz’s recent reclassification
of the image as a kind of informal portrait of a con-
temporary singer now renders emblematic or alle-
gorical constructions even less justifiable.! The
identification of all the music in The Lute Player,
furthermore, as well as the particular form of the
performance alluded to (in which the musician
plays the bass part of a madrigal in accompaniment
to his own voice), reinforces the implication of the
musician’s gaze: that whether a portrait or not, the
image belongs primarily within a lyrical, not an al-
legorical, tradition.32

From within that tradition, a madrigal by Marino
suggests an alternative way of accounting for the
prominence of the still life in The Lute Player. The
poem, addressed to a Bella Cantatrice and pub-
lished in the Lira in 1614, reads as follows:

Abbi, musica bella,

anzi musa novella, abbiti il vanto

dele due chiare cetre

che le piante movean, movean le pietre.
Che val pero col canto

vivificar le cose inanimate,

se nel tuo vivo cor morta ¢ pietate?

O chiari, o degni onori,

porger I'anima ai tronchi e torla ai cori!
O belle, o ricche palme,

dando la vita ai sassi, uccider I'alme!®?

(You have, beautiful music, new muse rather, you have
the power of the two famous lyres [Orpheus and Am-
phion] that moved the plants, moved the stones. What
avails it, however, to bring alive inanimate things with
song if in your living heart compassion is dead? O shin-
ing, o worthy honors, to give spirit to trees and take it
from hearts! O beautiful, o rich palms, giving life to
stones you kill souls!)

Caravaggio’s juxtaposition of the intensely appeal-
ing singer and the exquisitely natural, objectively
rendered natura in posa posits the same questions as
Marino’s madrigal. What is the value of this musi-
cian’s power to bring cose inanimate alive if he cannot
be moved himself? if he becomes in turn the still
life? if in bringing stones alive he is all stone in his
heart—cold marble like the table Caravaggio placed
(significantly) before him?

Marino’s relatively simple poem involves a further
paradox, for it is itself a song addressed to a singer
in an attempt to move her heart. In the process, as
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Figure 2. Caravaggio, The Lute Player, ca. 1595—96. Oil on canvas, 37 X

Museum

Alessandro Martini has said, it slips trickily from
being an encomium of the singer into an encomium
of the poet’s own power.3* Caravaggio’s lute player
appeals to us so directly that we return his gaze,
forcing the question of just what it is that seduces
our eyes.*® Was not the artist who claimed that it was
as difficult to paint a still life as to paint human
features here representing that very argument
through his juxtaposition of cose inanimate so natural
they decay with an impassive singer of affective mel-
odies who seems barely to touch his instrument? All
the senses of the Garden of Pleasure are present
here—smell, taste, hearing, the toccata, or touch of
the strings, and, of course, sight; but, as the madri-
gal insists, they are without love. The implicit pres-
ence of the power of music in The Lute Player, both

467 in. (94 X 119 cm). Leningrad, State Hermitage

in the form of written scores and as the perform-
ance of lyrical song, leads the beholder inescapably
to ask these questions.* And in the end, we are led
to query the ultimate value of painting’s power, like
that of lyric poetry, to make inanimate things seem
alive if it cannot move to pity. Within this question,
of course, as in Marino’s, is enfolded an encomium
of art.

Among the most original of Marino’s lyric poems
is a group devoted to games, specifically to pallone,
or football; rackets; dice; and the popular cardgame
known as primiera. Each in turn is a play upon the
game of love. These were entirely new themes for
Italian lyric poetry, and the parallel with Caravag-
gio’s equally original introduction of the themes of
cardplaying and dice in the painting known as The
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Figure 3. Caravaggio, The Cardsharps, ca. 1595. Oil on canvas, 36 X 50'%in. (91.5 X 128.2 cm). Fort Worth, Kimbell Art
Museum (photo: Kimbell Art Museum)

Cardsharps (Figure 3) has not gone unnoticed. But
after Alessandro Martini’s original observation of
the relationship between the two, no further impli-
cations seem to have been drawn for the interpre-
tation of Caravaggio’s painting.?” The invention has
again been associated with a Northern allegorical
tradition rather than with the sophisticated culture
of artifice and the rarefied celebration of sensual
pleasures in which Caravaggio actually worked.®
The publication of Marino’s poems postdates Cara-
vaggio’s painting, as did, undoubtedly, their com-
position; in this case Caravaggio may even have
prompted Marino’s invention. Like the “Bella Can-
tatrice,” however, the sonnets on games suggest how
Caravaggio’s image is to be read, or, more properly,
they help to define a certain relationship between
the work and the spectator.
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In the poem about dice, the “Giuoco di dadi,” the
poet is the beholder. Accompanied by Love he
watches as his beloved tirelessly shakes and tosses
the ivory dice in both hands. In the concluding ter-
cet, abandoning any interest in the outcome of the
game, he is moved to ask why his bones cannot be
buried in that same shining alabaster urn—which is
to say in his lover’s ivory hands.*® The “Gioco di
dadi” closes in this way with the macabre musing of
a detached spectator who never truly enters the
scene of the poem. In the “Gioco di primiera,” the
poem about the game of cards, on the other hand,
the poet-spectator enters the picture aggressively:

Con venti ¢ venti effigiate carte

(armi del’Ozio) il sol de’ miei pensieri
esercitando gia fra tre guerrieri

in domestico agon scherzi di Marte.



L’accogliean, le spendean confuse e sparte,
fatti di cieca dea campioni alteri,

e con assalti or simulati or veri,

or schernian I'arte, or si schermian con l'arte.

Quando ver me volgendo il guardo pio
(e gliele di¢ di propria mano Amore)
quattro ne prese il bell'idolo mio.

V’era col quadro e con la picca il fiore,
il cor non v'era gia; ma gli died’io
(per farlo apien vittorioso) il core.*

(With twenty and twenty pictured cards [the weapons
of Idleness] the sun of my thoughts was training with
three other warriors on a domestic battlefield at games
of Mars. They collect them up, they deal them out
shuffled and scattered, made proud champions of the
blind goddess [Fortune]; and with attacks now feigned
now true, now they mock art, now with art they fence
with one another. When turning toward me his pious
look [and Love gave the cards to him with his own
hand] my beautiful idol picked up four of them. There
he was with the diamond, and with the club, the spade,
the heart not yet there; but I gave him [to make victory
complete] the heart.)

Marino’s game of four players, with the cheater out-
side the scene, may have been inspired by Caravag-
gio’s famous picture, as Martini suggested; but the
sexual excitement of the concluding amorous trick
played by one man to win another finds no reso-
nance in this particular Caravaggio.*’ The poem
helps us to see, however, how Caravaggio also suc-
ceeded in painting the essence of a trick by involv-
ing us in it. Like Marino, he reveals to the spectator
everything that is supposed to be concealed if the
trick is to turn.

Marino’s virtuoso poem exploits the power of lyric
poetry, his medium, by calling attention to its arti-
fice. The heart, or cor, signifies both the card that
will give victory to his bell’dolo, and the heart, or
cuore, of the speaker, who also claims a victory with
the connivance of Love, dealer of the packs.*? Mar-
ino’s trick plays upon the fit between the numbers
four and three—the numbers of the players (three
plus the sol, or the one and only of his thoughts)
and of the cards (the three suits to which the heart
must be added)—and the quatrains and tercets of
the poem. In the end his trick gives him the victory
over chance, war, and his beloved, for he remains a
spectator. In Caravaggio’s represention of a trick,
the invisible had to be expressed through purely
pictorial means in a single space and time.*® The

young dupe has seen the ace (of spades?) and four
of diamonds on the table, but not the six of clubs
and eight of hearts hidden behind the cheat’s back,
nor the two fingers and thumb held up by his side-
kick. In representing this whole trick for the benefit
of the beholder, the fundamental trickery of paint-
ing to deceive through trompe l'oeil is also exposed,
and with it our complicity.

My last example of how a reading of Marino’s po-
etry may sharpen understanding of Caravaggio’s in-
novations concerns the Sleeping Cupid, painted in
Malta in 1608 and now in the Palazzo Pitti (Figure
4)-** This work, too, has been interpreted allegori-
cally, as an image of the conquest of carnal passion.
Its darkness and lack of flesh tone have been taken
to signify the death of love.* Associations between
Caravaggio’s image and ancient sculpture have been
noted, but the specific popularity of the Hellenistic
image of a sleeping Cupid in the early seventeenth
century has not been taken into account (Figure
5)-%6 In Marino’s Galeria, his anthology of poems de-
voted to works of art, ancient and modern, real and
imaginary, appear five poems devoted to such sleep-
ing Cupids, who have taken their ease in foun-
tains.#” In the most ambitious of the five Marino
warns that this Cupid can wound, even though he is
of marble and is asleep:

Guardati Peregrino,

non gli andar si vicino,

nol destar, prega, ch’egli

dorma in eterno pur, né mai si svegli.
Se tu 'l sonno tenace

rompi al fanciul sagace,

desto il vedrai piu forte

trattar quell’armi, ond’e

e peggior che Morte.*®

(Look out, Pilgrim, don’t get so close, don’t rouse him,
pray that he sleeps forever and never wakes up. If you
break the clever boy’s sleep, right away you’ll see him
take up more strongly those weapons that make him
worse than Death.)

In his sleep this cruel child dreams not of love but
of deceptions, massacres, robberies, and sufferings
(“Sogna dormendo inganni, / stragi, rapine, af-
fanni”): only when Love sleeps may lovers rest (“sol
quanto posa Amor, gli amanti han posa”).* Marino
urges the pilgrim not to gaze upon Cupid as his
mother, Venus, calls to him and the rosy dawn ap-
pears. But then he asks, in conclusion:
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Figure 4. Caravaggio, Sleeping Cupid, 1608. Oil on canvas, 28% X 41%in. (72 X 105 cm). Florence, Galleria Palatina,

Palazzo Pitti (photo: Alinari/Art Resource)

Figure 5. Sleeping Eros, Greek, grd to 2nd century B.c.
Bronze, L. 33%s in. (85.2 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Rogers Fund, 1943, 43.11.4
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Qual tu ti sia, che ’l miri,
temi non viva e spiri?
Stendi securo il passo:
toccal pur, scherzai teco, egli ¢ di sasso.*

(Whoever you are, who gaze on him; do you fear lest
he live and breathe? Lengthen your pace safely: touch
him even—1I was teasing you—he is of stone.)

Caravaggio’s Sleeping Cupid has been described
both as dead and as a sculpture, but he is truly nei-
ther. This figurative ambiguity was perhaps the
most popular of all artistic paradoxes in the Sei-
cento, and Marino’s poem relies upon it. The rela-
tionship between the painting and the poem is
much closer, however. Marino’s sculpture is of a
cruel god of love, tired by his work of attacking ene-
mies and causing all kinds of suffering. With none
of the thoroughly sweet charm of, for example, the
similarly concettoso sculpture then in the collection of
Vincenzo Giustiniani of a little statue of a sleeping



Cupid discovered by a bigger Cupid (Figure 6), or
of Guido’s lost Sleeping Cupid (Figure 7), Caravag-
gio’s Amor is also a cruel child, dark and tormented,
not cherubic.®! The livid quality of his flesh suggests
the very incarnation of malign envy. As, like Mari-
no’s Roman pilgrim, we gaze upon him in wonder
(Marino’s verb is always mirare), we sense both fear
at the presence of danger and death, and amaze-
ment at the artist’s power, like that of love itself, to
deceive us.

Poems about works of art were as common as
poems about love in the later sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries, and more than one poet wrote
about works by Caravaggio: Marino’s arch-rival Gas-
pare Murtola even dedicated his to Melchiorre
Crescenzi.’?? But Marino’s Galeria, which included
the five poems on the Cupid sleeping in a fountain,
must be assigned special importance in the recon-
struction of Caravaggio’s Roman world. The anthol-
ogy was first conceived in the years in which Cara-
vaggio and he knew each other.>® In emulation of
Bernardo Castello’s illustrations to the Gerusalemme
liberata, Marino planned to publish a collection of
drawings of mythological subjects accompanied by
appropriate verses. Gradually this was transformed
instead into a sort of musée imaginaire of poems
about works of art. The collection was published in
1619 and 1620, but many of the poems were already
widely known.

It was said by a contemporary that Marino’s great
epic, L’Adone, which was longer than Tasso’s Gerusa-
lemme liberata, was composed entirely of fifty words
arranged in different ways.>* The conspicuous, for-
mal conventions of Marino’s poetry that enable such
dazzling displays of ingenious variety also make the
identification of characteristic themes or emotions
difficult. Perhaps the most important, however, is
the power of art itself, the almost alchemical capac-
ity of poetry, music, painting, and sculpture to
transform matter into spirit and back again. As in
the poems on games, however, this power is always
shown to be dependent on Marino’s own creative
power to enchant and confound. In the Galeria the
theme is present almost everywhere, but it is espe-
cially prominent in the group of poems devoted to
sculptures. It is often treated in a straightforwardly
witty way, with none of the darkness of the “Sleep-
ing Cupid” (and indeed Marino sometimes betrays
poverty of invention). Amphion, for example, who
once brought stones alive, is now stone himself; but
he seems to breathe, to sing, to live, and so his song
celebrates the superiority of the chisel over the

Figure 6. Giovanni Valesio (ca. 1583—1633), Love Discovers a
Sleeping Infant Love. Engraving, plate 25 from Galleria Giusti-
niani (Rome, ca. 1631—35) I, pl. 25

Figure 7. Robert Strange (1721-12), Sleeping Cupid. Engrav-
ing after Guido Reni. Philadelphia Museum of Art, The Mu-
riel and Philip Berman Gift (photo: Philadelphia Museum of
Art)
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lyre.>> A statue of Helen laments that she had not
been made of stone when Paris seized her; but even
as a sculpture, she insists that she is worth carrying
off .56 Pasquino, the famous talking statue, tells pas-
sersby not to marvel that a lifeless stone without
hands and tongue can speak; there was a time when
not only did he talk, but as he spoke he exploded,
smashing the head and arm of the man who made
him speak but wanted him to keep silent.>” In one
of his least imaginative puns, Marino praises Gio-
vanni da Nola’s statue of St. Stephen, an image of
the saint who was stoned to death: “once cruelly
killed/now nobly carved/you died by stones, and
from stone you gained immortal life.”%® Other oc-
casional poems under the heading of Capricci cele-
brate a nest of bees in a statue of Cicero that returns
both sweetness and barbs to his lips; a statue of Sil-
enus is falling—but does he fall from wine or wea-
riness?; a statue of Nero actually falls and kills a
child, showing how cruel Nero is even as a statue;
Laoco6n, who has been tied up to prevent him also
from falling down, complains that struggling with
snakes is enough; a statue of Mucius Scaevola has
lost to time the hand that fire could not remove; a
cooler head has been restored to a statue of a be-
headed traitor who laments that it had not always
been his.>

These poems about antiquities must have been in-
spired in part by the intense repopulation of Roman
sculpture gardens that Marino observed around the
turn of the century. Equally topical are madrigals
and sonnets about famous modern sculpture, stat-
ues of both living people and mythological charac-
ters, as well as ephemeral figures made of snow,
sugar, and wax. Two poems are dedicated to a statue
of a beautiful woman, and one of these is outstand-
ing for its length, complexity, and originality.®® Out
of the conventional Petrarchan paragoni, in which
the artist’s image and the living woman are com-
pared and the impossibility of representing the per-
fect beauty of the beloved is then invoked, Marino
weaves a complex comparison in which the true sub-
ject is the effect of the sculpture, not the natural
woman:

La figura ritratta

Medusa mi rassembra.

La scultura é si fatta

ch’altrui cangia le membra.

Gia gia sento cangiarmi a poco a poco

di fuor tutto in macigno, e dentro in foco.
Con la vivace imago

disfogo il mio tormento.
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Con occhio ingordo e vago

v'affiso il guardo intento.

E si di senso lo stupor mi priva,

ch’io son quasi la statua, ella par viva.
Spira I'imagin bella,

quasi animata forma.

Spira, ma non favella,

o che pensi, o che dorma.

Forse il rigor che le circonda il petto,

passando al volto, irrigidi I'aspetto.
Mentr’ io contemplo eguale

or questo ed or quel volto,

né so discerner quale

sia ‘l proprio, e qual lo scélto,

dico con pensier dubbio ¢ mal distinto:

“Ambo son veri, o 'un e I'altro é finto.”

(lines 13—36)

(The figure portrayed seems like Medusa to me. The
sculpture is made in such a way that it changes the
limbs of others. Already, already, I feel myself chang-
ing little by little, outside all stone, and inside in flames.
With the lively image I let loose my torment. With a
covetous and desiring eye I fix my intent gaze upon it.
And stupor so deprives me of sense that I am almost
the statue, and she seems alive. The beautiful image
breathes, almost an animated form; it breathes, but
does not speak, neither what it thinks, nor what it
dreams. Perhaps the hardness that encircles its breast,
passing to the face, has stiffened its aspect. While I con-
template equally now this and now that face, I know
not how to discern which is the true, which the sculp-
tured, and I say with thought that is doubtful and
badly defined: “Both are true, or both are feigned.”)

So real indeed is the statue that only the soul and
the vermilion of the cheeks are lacking. But, Marino
continues, if Prometheus could give life to stone
with his fire and if wounded Venus could tint her
flower, his heart could endow this statue with the
color of its blood and with its ardor:

Vinta, vinta & da I’Arte
la maestra Natura.
L’una in ogni sua parte
fredda I'ha fatta e dura.
aspra, sorda qual ¢, piena d’orgoglio:
l'altra la fe’ di carne, ed ¢ di scoglio.
In questo anco emendata
da la falsa & la vera,
che quella I'ha formata
volubile e leggiera:
questa ha pur dato almeno a la sembianza
la fermezza marmorea, e la costanza.
(lines 49—60)



(Conquered conquered by Art is mistress Nature. The
one in every part has made her cold and hard, bitter,
unheeding as she is, and full of pride: the other made
her of flesh and yet she is of rock. In this, too, im-
proved upon by the false one is the true, in that the
former [Nature] made her voluble and gay: the latter
[Art], however, made her at least resemble the hard-
ness of marble, and its constancy.)

The marble and the real woman are then crossed
in this canzonetta, which is the longest poem dedi-
cated to a sculpture. Though the simulacro bello must
have been made by Love, he could not wound her,
for, though she seems to be of marble, she is in fact
diamante, or diamond; but Love cannot wound the
real woman, “I’Idol ch’adoro,” either. If there is no
lute, no sung melody, that can move this stone, and
if even Amphion, who moved mountains with his
plectrum, could not move her, then, sings the poet
to Love:

tu mirabile e novo

Pygmalion divino,

poi che pieta non trovo

in un porfido alpino,

muta a la bella efhgie il magistero,
e trasformala omai ne I’esser vero.
(lines g7—102)

(You marvelous and new, divine Pygmalion [Love];
given that I find no compassion in an alpine porphyry,
change the magistery of the beautiful effigy, and trans-
form it into a true being.)

Entwining the two figures ever more completely,
Marino addresses Love-as-Pygmalion with a final
substitution:

E s’informar non vuoi
di vivo spirto il sasso,
spoglia de’ membri suoi
questo spirito lasso,
pur che dopo la morte almeno sia
in questo sasso sol la tomba mia.
(lines 103—108)

(And if you do not wish to inform the stone with living
spirit, take away from its limbs this wretched spirit, if
after my death at least in this stone may be my tomb
alone.)

And entombed in the stone he will be if this woman
is indeed Medusa.

The antithesis of Medusa and Pygmalion, the one
turning flesh to stone, the other stone to flesh, was

obviously not Marino’s invention; as a conceit it was
especially favored by poets and artists in the seven-
teenth century. It is the theme upon which turns
Angelo Caroselli’s invention, for example, in the
painting he made for Vincenzo Giustiniani in com-
memoration of the publication of the Galleria Gius-
tiniana (Figure 8).6! Over a marble altar embellished
with a Medusa head, Pygmalion holds up a volume
of prints, comparing these to the living figure of a
woman beside him. In contrast to more straight-
forward representations of the Ovidian story of
Pygmalion, Caroselli’s allegory involves a complex
series of displacements. Beside the altar with its of-
fering to Venus, an already living beauty endowed
with the features of a classical original is compared
not to nature or to antique statuary, but to the en-
gravings of the Galleria. These swelling lines, as
lovely as Medusan marbles, provide the standard of
comparison for the lover of both nature and art.

Figure 8. Angelo Caroselll (1 585—1652), Allegory of Sculpture.
Destroyed

The effect of Caroselli’s concetto (presumably from
the early 1630s) in which all forms of art, including,
of course, painting, are subtly substituted for each
other, and all for nature, is indebted to Marino’s
complex manoeuvres to render all beauty artificial,
to create in his poetry a substitute reality.®> Marino
not only invokes the topos of the antithetical powers
of Medusa and Pygmalion in witty, playful poems
but also in serious contexts. These concern life—
conceived as sensation, movement, or transforma-
tion, but never as action or events—and death,
again conceived as a change in material state, but
not as leading to spiritual salvation. Predictably, his
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Figure g. Caravaggio, Medusa. Oil on canvas, mounted on
poplar shield, with gold leaf-on-black border, Diam. 21% in.
(55 cm). Florence, Galleria degli Ufhzi (photo: Alinari/Art
Resource)

admiration for Caravaggio, a painter of sensory
perceptions who was criticized for not painting fig-
ures in action and a painter who denied the exis-
tence of an ideal beyond painting and sense, fo-
cused on the artist’s powers to bring figures alive or
turn them to stone. Marino’s famous sonnet ad-
dressed to the Grand Duke of Tuscany in praise of
the parade shield bearing the image of Medusa
given to him by Cardinal del Monte and painted by
Caravaggio can be excluded from discussion no
longer (Figure g):

Or quai nemici fian, che freddi marmi
non divengan repente
in mirando, Signor, nel vostro scudo
quel fier Gorgone, e crudo,
cui fanno orribilmente
volumi viperini
squallida pompa e spaventosa ai crini?
Ma che! Poco fra I'armi
a voi fia d’uopo il formidabil mostro:
ché la vera Medusa ¢ il valor vostro.®

(Now what enemies will there be who will not become
cold marble in gazing upon, my Lord, in your shield,
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that Gorgon proud and cruel, in whose hair horribly
voluminous vipers make foul and terrifying adorn-
ment? But yet! You will have little need for the formi-
dable monster among your arms: for the true Medusa
is your valor.)

“La vera Medusa ¢ il valor vostro.” Whatever the
compliment to the Grand Duke, Marino celebrates,
as he does in the equally famous poem in honor of
Guido Reni’s Massacre of the Innocents (see Figure 10),
the power of the artist to kill and to bring alive
again, to méduser, and to enchant.

In a few brilliant pages Louis Marin has analyzed
Caravaggio’s Medusa as the image in which the art-
ist’s shocking destruction of painting as the art of
representation was perfected.®* Perseus’s trick to
catch the eye of the Medusa in the mirrored shield
gives him the power literally to turn figures into im-
ages that exist eternally in a coup d’oeil, in the mo-
ment of sculptural fixity that divides even the pres-
ent into instants. We see the Medusa at the very
moment that she sees herself, but already her blood
is congealing in lines that do not follow the illusory
concavity of the convex surface. Caravaggio trans-
fixes us with the fascination of simultaneity, of
doubleness—and not only in this painting. Destroy-
ing the distance between the model and its copy that
representation respects, he creates a simulacrum
comparable to Marino’s beautiful statue.5

Marino’s epitaph for Caravaggio, however con-
ventional, expresses this shocking power. Death and
Nature, he writes, conspired to kill Caravaggio, the
one because he brought the dead alive with his
brushes, the other because she was conquered in
every image that Caravaggio created rather than
painted (“da te creata, e non dipinta).”% Caravag-
gio’s figures, even in action, are creations, not imi-
tations; they are statues, models, simulacra. He may
have dismissed the canon of antiquity, pointing to
people around him as his models; but when Cara-
vaggio set figures up in the studio, lighting them
from above, painting them only in that moment,
Caravaggio was not only denying reality, as Louis
Marin has suggested, but he was also striving to find
and occupy the momentary gap between the effects
of Pygmalion and Medusa, between bringing images
alive and turning them to stone.®” In the process he
also places the spectator in the gap between the two,
and in this is to be discovered that marvelous quality
that caused spectators to be amazed, to be en-
chanted, to be transfixed.®



Caravaggio’s painting of petrification is quite dif-
ferent from that maniera statuina practiced by Vasari,
against which Caravaggio, like the Carracci, reacted.
In that hard manner, flesh and blood and figures in
movement were painted in such an unnatural way,
from memory and without reference to the model
or to the effects of natural light, that they resembled
statues tinted with pale hues.®® Caravaggio’s figures
begin in the flesh and indeed continue to appear to
exist in it rather than seeming to derive from mem-
ory or art; but they harden before us, and we before
them. As Marino wrote of the statue of the beautiful
woman: “stupor so deprives me of sense / That I am
almost the statue, and she seems alive.”

The association that I have outlined between Car-
avaggio’s and Marino’s conceptions of the power of
the image and their denial of representation does
not diminish the revolutionary quality of Caravag-
gio’s work as painting in any way. Nor does their fas-
cination with the Pygmalion/Medusa conceit lead to
any further associations with magical automata,
children’s games, or with involuntary sexual re-
sponses crudely defined. It is, in fact, of the utmost
importance to recognize that this conceit operates
entirely within the expectations of metaphor and
representation, not reality, in both Marinos and
Caravaggio’s work. Instead, by seeking to establish
how Caravaggio and Marino shared an aesthetic
viewpoint, I want to arrive at a reading of the early
works that extends beyond the frame, and beyond
the decipherment of individual images as allegories
within it, a reading that takes into account Caravag-
gio’s powerful demands upon our senses and our
feelings. The demands of Caravaggio’s paintings
upon the spectator, or more accurately upon the
amatore, or lover of painting, that a reading of Mar-
ino’s poetry helps to make visible belong to a lyrical
tradition. These kinds of demands are therefore
most conspicuous in the early works of Caravaggio,
but I believe them to be deeply important also for
the later “histories” in which narrative expectations
are subverted by lyrical address and stasis.

The example of Marino’s subversion of poetic
genre, by which he rendered both religious and his-
torical epics as lyrical poetry, argues (if arguments
are still needed) in favor of accepting Caravaggio’s
contemporary and equally radical reinterpretation
of familiar inventions as deliberate and deeply med-
itated also.” Marino’s undeniable thematization of
his own virtuosity, furthermore, lends support to
the view, often expressed but never fully explicated,
that Caravaggio also made the expression of the

power of his own art into a conscious theme of his
painting. Marino’s Massacre of the Innocents, a poem
full of beautiful images of gruesome events, pro-
vides the best point of departure here. In this long
poem, the space and time of dramatic action are
constantly repressed, as they are so often in Cara-
vaggio’s work, in order to force the eyes of the
reader to admire and to react to the horror of each
framed action. For example, in the midst of the
slaughter, Marino describes the murder of a single
child, born to a beautiful mother, as follows:

Figure 10. Guido Reni (1575-1642), The Massacre of the Inno-
cents, 1611. Oil on canvas, 105% X 667 in. (268 X 170 cm).
Bologna, Pinacoteca Nazionale (photo: Alinari/Art Resource)
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Figure 11. Caravaggio, Martyrdom of St. Matthew, 1599, detail. Oil on canvas, 10 ft. 7% in. X

11 ft g in. (323 X 343 cm). Rome, Contarelli Chapel, S. Luigi dei Francesi (photo: Alinari/Art

Resource)

Tacque la bella donna e non disciolse
Voce, pianto o sospir: tacque e sofferse,
Ma si pietosa in atto il figlio tolse

E voluntaria al mascalzon I'offerse,

Che, se non ch’egli altrove i lumi volse.
Se non ch’ella d’un velo i suoi converse,
Vincealo il dolce sguardo, e ‘1 ferro acuto
Fora di mano al feritor caduto.”

(Silent was the beautiful woman and let out no voice,
cry, or sigh: she suffered in silence, but so pitifully in
gesture did she take her son and freely offer him to the
scoundrel, that, had he not turned his lights elsewhere,
had she not covered hers with a veil, her sweet glance
would have conquered him, and the sharp blade have
fallen from the hand of the striker.)
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In response the poet exclaims, “Contro furor che
val bellezza?” or “Against fury what does beauty
avail?” The effect that failed because two gazes
never met was that of perfect beauty to soften the
heart, to disarm without words or force, which is to
say, the very effect of silent painting to conquer
without discourse in a single glance. The beautiful
Medusa would have succeeded.

In the opening verses of book g of the Massacre of
the Innocents (in which the massacre actually takes
place), Marino laments that he can neither kill nor
move to pity with words written in ink, and he seeks
to borrow the colors of the painter.”? But as the
poem unfolds, we see that despite the frequent ap-
peals of the colors of metaphor and of images of



works of art, beauty fails to stop events; and that it
is, in fact, the poet’s pen that succeeds in conquering
both the affects of horror and beauty and the effects
of assassins’ swords and mothers’ love.” Marino
thematizes his pen now as sword, now as brush,
throughout, but nowhere more shockingly than in
the description of the death of one infant at his les-
sons. As the child studies Hebrew, reading the lines
scattered on his little tablet, his severed head falls
on the “innocent pages”; upon them is written his
last deed “in living letters with vermilion charac-
ters.” 74

Guido Reni, who, like Caravaggio, was criticized
for not being able to compose figures in action, was
both the most perfect epigone of Caravaggio and
the greatest expositor of Marino’s theme.” In Mari-
no’s sonnet written in praise of Guido’s own Massacre
of the Innocents (Figure 10) it is not the writer’s own
ink but the painter’s brush that offers life and death:

Che fai GUIDO? che fai?

La man, che forme angeliche dipigne,
tratta or opre sanguine?

Non vedi tu, che mentre il sanguinoso
stuol de’ fanciulli ravivando vai

nova morte gli dai?

O ne la crudeltate anco pietoso

Fabro gentil, ben sai

ch’ancor Tragico caso ¢ caro oggetto,
e che spesso l'orror va col diletto.”

(What are you doing, Guido, what are you doing? The
hand that paints angelic forms now treats of bloody
deeds? Do you not see that while you are revivifying
the bloody throng of infants you are giving them new
death? O compassionate even in cruelty, gentle artifi-
cer, well you know that a tragic event is also a precious
object, and that often horror goes with delight.)

First (like Pygmalion) Guido’s brush brings the in-
fants alive and then (like Medusa) it kills them. Its
work is bloody indeed, enlivening forms with a ver-
milion hue, which then flows out of the little marble
bodies in daubs upon the ground. But in Guido’s
assemblage of living, dying, and dead forms, no
child is actually being murdered. The true psycho-
logical center of this painting of transformation,
close to the true, empty center of the canvas, is the
short dagger dipped in blood that is held up by
the bearded executioner, who so thoughtfully goes
about his terrible work, even as the startled little boy
he is about to Kkill cries out silently at the sight of it
and as his mother seeks to stay the blow.

That blow is stayed forever not by the deflection
of a sword but by the determination of the brush.
Guido’s brush is more powerful than the sword in
the Massacre, as he represents its power both to
bring alive and to kill through carmine tints. In so
doing he provided a different answer to the ques-
tion of what beauty could accomplish in the face of
horror. Unlike the executioners who are not moved
by what they see, we gaze upon the work and are
arrested by its beauty. As we do so, we turn what
Marino called the “tragico caso” into a “caro og-
getto” and back again. We are placed in that same
reflexive moment mastered by Caravaggio, which
Marino’s poetry represents in the form of paradox-
ical questions vividly reinforced by chiasmus, allit-
eration, and near anagrams. Once recognized, this
moment appears as a central theme in Caravaggio’s
work as well as in Guido’s, and Marino’s poetic ques-
tions help us to identify it. The problematic of rep-
resentation in Caravaggio’s early musical paintings,
as I suggested above, can be rephrased in the form
of the question “Che val bellezza senza pieta?” I
would now propose, and for the same reasons, that
the pained expression on the face of the self-
portrait of Caravaggio in The Martyrdom of St. Mat-
thew in the Contarelli Chapel (Figure 11) either sets
up or poses the question that so dominates painting
and poetry in the early Seicento, which Marino
poses so succinctly in this poem: “Contro furor che
val bellezza?” Caravaggio’s inscription of his own
name in the blood of St. John in the late Death of the
Baptist (almost inconceivable without Marino’s ex-
ample) demands an answer to the same question.”

Marino’s reputation among literary critics is not
the only factor that makes it difficult to argue for a
Marinesque reading of early Seicento painting and
of Caravaggio in particular. The relationship be-
tween painting and literature in the Renaissance has
been considered from the viewpoint of narrative
subject matter and of allegory but not of the special
relationships set up between the spectator and the
image in lyric poetry. However, I would suggest that
Caravaggio’s Lute Player bears a closer relationship
to works such as Titian’s Flora (Figure 12) than to
narrative or allegorical pictures, such as de la Hire’s
Allegory of Music.”™ Insofar as The Lute Player may be
a portrait, it resembles other portraits only to the
extent that they, like Leonardo’s Ginevra de’ Benci, or
even the Mona Lisa, demand, like the Flora, that we
love and admire them.” Such works belong ulti-
mately to the same Petrarchan tradition that in-
spired Marinos poem addressed to the statue of a
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Figure 12. Titian, (1488/go—15%6), Flora, ca. 1520—22. Oil
on canvas, 318 X 24% in. (79 X 63 cm). Florence, Galleria
degli Ufhizi (photo: Alinari/Art Resource)

beautiful woman. This tradition of painting derives
its power from the tension Petrarch voiced between
the absent beloved and the present representation.
Whether portraits or not, such pictures address the
spectator as lover.

Marino’s own poem about Guido’s Massacre, “Che
fai Guido che fai,” was itself surely written in con-
scious relation to Petrarch’s sonnet “Che fai? che
pensi che pur dietro guardi,” addressed by the poet
not to a painter of angelic forms, but to his own
soul.8> What is dead for Petrarch are not the images
the painter depicts, but the very things that the soul
once described and painted—the sweet words and
looks of his beloved. Where Marino praises Guido
for killing and bringing alive again in his images,
Petrarch begs the painter (his soul) not to make new
that which kills it (“Deh non rinovellar quel che
n’ancide”) but to look heavenward for beauty.
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The poem about Caravaggio’s Medusa also has a
significant Petrarchan subtext. In the final poem of
the Canzoniere, Petrarch celebrates the Virgin as his
“saldo scudo”—the firm shield not of his artistic vir-
tuosity, nor even of princely valor, but of the af-
flicted against Death and Fortune (“o saldo scudo
de le afflitte genti / contr’ a’ colpi di Morte et di For-
tuna”).®! The poet begs her to intercede on his be-
half:

no 'l mio valor, ma I’alta sua sembianza

ch’¢ in me, ti mova a curar d’'uom si basso.
Medusa et I’error mio m’an fatto un sasso

d’'umor vano stillante.8?

The sensuous beauty of Medusa and error have
made him a stone, and it is not his own wvalor
but Christ’s humanity that will move the Virgin to
pity him.

Petrarch claimed that he had come to see the se-
ductive mortal beauty he had loved, together with
earthly deeds and words, as encumbrances on his
soul.83 Marino’s choice of subtext in this case serves
to announce his own rejection of Petrarch’s strategic
denial of artistry; his poetry never ceases to cele-
brate the delights of sensual pleasure and his own
virtuoso transformation of reality into art.®* In the
course of his working life, Caravaggio’s view of his
own art, his attribution of worth to illusion and rep-
resentation, did not necessarily duplicate that of
Marino (and certainly not that of Petrarch). But
such early works as The Lute Player, The Cardsharps,
and the Medusa succeed in representing the em-
brace of sensual pleasure and the delight in trans-
lating the real into art and back again; this genre of
representation also distinguishes Marino’s poetry.®
Caravaggio’s early lyrical painting, petrified and
petrifying, addressed to the spectator as lover or co-
conspirator, belongs to the largely uncharted tradi-
tion of representation as an affective relationship in
the Renaissance.
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1. Luigi Salerno, Duncan T. Kinkead, and William H. Wilson,
“Poesia e simboli nel Caravaggio,” Palatino 10 (1966) pp. 106—
117; see p. 107.
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ed. (Turin, 1966); Giovan Battista Marino, L’Adone, Giovanni
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2 vols. (Padua, 1979); idem, Rime amorose, Ottavio Besomi and
Alessandro Martini, eds. (Ferrara, 1987%); idem, Rime marittime,
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tradizione nell’Adone di G. B. Marino (Padua, 1967).

3. For information on Caravaggio’ life and work, see Mia Ci-
notti, “Michelangelo Merisi detto il Caravaggio,” in I pittori berga-
maschi dal XII al XIX secolo: Il Seicento (Bergamo, 1983) I, pp. 205—
641. For the likely date of Caravaggio’s birth in October 1571,
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ited Venice and Emilia on the way. See Cinotti, “Il Caravaggio,”
pp- 209—216, 238—239.

5. Giovan Pietro Bellori, Le vite de’ pittori, scultori e architetti mod-
erni (1672) Evelina Borea, ed. with introduction by Giovanni
Previtali (Turin, 1976) pp. 218—219. In a note Borea points out
that the contract of July 23, 1599, between the congregation of
San Luigi dei Francesi and Caravaggio for the lateral paintings in
the chapel, which also referred back to Virgilio Crescenzi’s earlier
agreements with d’Arpino, predates Marino’s arrival in Rome.
Furthermore, Virgilio Crescenzi had died in 1592, leaving his son
Giacomo to execute Matteo Contarelli’s will; see Cinotti, “Il Car-
avaggio,” p. 238.

6. Cinotti, “Il Caravaggio,” p. 571, nos. 110, 111.

7. On the Crescenzi, see, in addition to Cinotti, “Il Caravag-
gio,” Anna Grelle, “I Crescenzi e I'Accademia di via S. Eustachio,”
Commentari 12 (1961) pp. 120—38; see further note 10 below. Cin-
otti, “Il Caravaggio,” p. 427, cites Giorgio Fulco’s observation that
Marino’s collection of poetry for the Galeria had begun already in
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the conventional date of 1608 for the arrival of the parade shield
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