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sometimes rather awkward, English version of
his very difficult Italian. While Puppi’s para-
graphs often extend for several pages and his
sentences are almost as long, Enggass opted
for more manageable lengths. A brief list of the
translator’s errors includes the following:
pages 25—26, “‘son-in-law” should be “‘brother-
in-law”; chapter 1, note 80, “bequest” should
be “archival section or category”; page 44,
“we could not remove only the last sheet con-
sidered from Francesco Badoer’s project and
nothing more,” should be, “‘we would scarcely
eliminate as easily the last sheet considered™;
page 46, “‘way of windows™ may be a misprint
for “play of windows,” which is the literal
translation of the Italian, but it would be more
successfully rendered as “‘a group of windows™
or “a trio of windows”; page 48 “‘joined in
perspective by the tympanum™ should be “their
fagades terminating in pediments”; chapter 2,
note 79, is lacking the phrase found in the
Italian text informing us that the correct iden-
tification of the building shown in the drawing
in question was made by G. G. Zorzi; chapter
3, note 7, “Palladio™ was inserted where the
author wrote “‘Andrea” (meaning Andrea, the
son of Francesco Badoer); the same error of
substitution occurs in note 16 in this chapter;
chapter 3, note 31, the term “giesiola™ is not
equivalent to *“chalk pits—it is a recognized
word for “‘church™; page 92 “In the central
hall there are half-length engaged lonic col-
umns,” should be ““In the larger room there are
engaged lonic half-columns™; also page 92,
“Carrying Off of Ganymede,” should be “Rape
of Ganymede™; caption to Scale Drawing I,
“surrounds” should be “surroundings.” A
number of typographical errors mar this vol-
ume, the most important being the reversal of
the captions to Scale Drawings V and VI.
CAROLYN K. LEWIS
University of New Orleans

J. R. Hale, Renaissance Fortification: Art or
Engineering? London: Thames and Hudson,
1977, 64 pp., 61 illus. $9.95.

Like civil and ecclesiastical building, military
architecture underwent profound changes in
form and vocabulary during the Italian Re-
naissance. These changes were necessitated not
by the revival of classical values, but by the
development of gunpowder, iron shot, and
limbered guns, which permitted the rapid de-
ployment and massing of artillery. The high
walls and square faces of earlier castles and
redoubts were no longer adequate to withstand
the flatter trajectories and higher velocities of
the new weapons and so were replaced in im-
portance by the bastion, which offered a much
reduced target to cannoneers and which pro-
vided cross and enfilading fire to the defenders.

These changes, together with a consideration
of the closely related role of artists and artistic
values, are briefly outlined by Hale in an essay,
which is the published version of the eighth
Walter Neurath Memorial Lecture.

The author describes his aim as one of re-
kindling interest in a neglected aspect of Re-
naissance artistic activity, for artists had a great
deal to do with the changes in military engi-
neering practice occasioned by the events de-
scribed. At least at the onset of the Renaissance,
says the author, no specialized experience was
required, only skill in disegno. Whatever tech-
nical information that was necessary could be
gleaned from the popular treatises (whose con-
tents were devoted either wholly or in part to
questions of fortification) by Vitruvius or Al-
berti, or from Christine de Pisan’s Le Livre des
faits d’armes et de chevalerie, which was prob-
ably the most widely read military handbook
of the 15th century. Among designers of forti-
fications and applicants for construction con-
tracts, one finds Brunelleschi and Bramante,
the Sangallo family and, of course, Michel-
angelo and Leonardo.

Early in the 16th century military construc-
tion needs exceeded the available civil archi-
tects and moreover, campaigning experience
and sophisticated mathematical talents were
becoming prerequisites for designers. Conse-
quently, military specialists replaced artists
skilled in disegno, but they lacked military
service or connections. Apart from showing
how artists came to be involved in and then
excluded from fortification projects, Hale sug-
gests that by considering an artist’s military-
related designs or work, some insight may be
gained into the character of his principally
artistic works.

Earlier, purely artistic aspects of fortifica-
tions contained ornamental details or fanciful
gates, such as the one drawn by Serlio, which is
included in the book, but the introduction of
high-velocity missiles with greater concussive
power led to their suppression. Later, artistic
qualities found their expression, observes the
author, in the geometry of the trace or plan.
Owing to the scale of some of these plans,
however, they would not be appreciated until
the appearance of the airplane and the heli-
copter.

The author discusses these developments and
points to some recent commentaries that seek
to explain the appearance of Renaissance for-
tifications from the standpoints of anthropo-
morphology, symbolism, and urban design.
Included also are numerous well-reproduced
photographs and drawings spaced appropri-
ately throughout the text with notes at the end.
Thus, given the deliberately limited format and
scope, the author has achieved his purpose of
providing a re-introduction to a relatively ne-
glected subject, but leaves the solution of the
question explicit in the title to future investi-
gators.

RAYMOND L. WILSON
Obhio University
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Leo Steinberg, Borromini’s San Carlo Alle
Quattro Fontane. A Study in Multiple Form
and Architectural Symbolism (Outstanding
Dissertations in the Fine Arts), New York and
London: Garland Publishing, 1977, xxii+473
pp., 203 illus. $27.50.

Here at last is Steinberg’s thesis. Written in
the late *sos but left unpublished, it has cropped
up in a handful of references in the growing
Borromini literature, but has never received
the attention it deserved as the first in-depth
study of a major baroque building, one that
overturned the accepted history of a famous
design and set out into an uncharted wood of
architectural symbolism. Later the author went
on to other things, achieving fame in Renais-
sance iconography and the interpretation of
contemporary art, but it appears that Borro-
mini taught him the value of a critical method,
particularly an insistence on the multiple mean-
ings of a work of art, that has borne fruit ever
since. In publishing the thesis Garland Press
has allowed the author to revise and retype the
text and to add dozens of new photographs,
including all the major drawings from the Al-
bertina; one expects these amenities from a
normal publisher but they are not hallmarks of
this particular series. In a witty preface Stein-
berg looks back on the 18-year-old manuscript,
and while he apologizes for its length and its
“relentlessly argumentative prose,” he reaf-
firms his confidence in its basic premise: that a
work of architecture can be polymorphous
and symbolic, and that to interpret that sym-
bolism is neither a luxury nor an unconscion-
able risk but the historian’s basic task.

Interpretation must rest on a scaffolding of
facts, and these Steinberg provides in abun-
dance. There are a great many precisioni on
the altarpieces and decorative sculpture, on
the long and drawn-out history of the fagade,
and on subsequent alterations (in fact defor-
mations) to the building. The important docu-
ment of 1650-1652 by Fra Juan di S. Bonaven-
tura, a relatione that recounts the history of
the order and of the commission, was tran-
scribed by Pollak with many errors and omis-
sions; Steinberg rectifies some of these, and
gives the long and interesting passage in which
a visit to the church is likened to the beatific
vision. There are classic discoveries about Bor-
romini’s sources. Steinberg shows how the
vault pattern of the cupola derives from the
mosaics of S. Costanza via a woodcut in Serlio,
and in an appendix he gives an idea of how
astonishingly common this pattern was in the
barrel vaults and coffered ceilings of the Re-
naissance. Another appendix traces the capital
with inverted volutes from antiquity to the
‘400; Steinberg’s sensible conclusion is that
Borromini, far from being a capricious eccen-
tric in using the motif, was “‘an artist with the
largest awareness of the total vocabulary of
possible forms.” There are very perceptive ob-
servations that link the basic imagery of S.
Carlo closely with St. Peter’s, not only in large
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features like the pendentives and crossing piers,
but in a number of small and brilliantly ob-
served details like Steinberg’s Fig. 186, which
shows Borromini borrowing directly from the
fagade of his great exemplar. There is also the
first analysis of the beautiful underground
chapel on the east side of the crypt, which
Steinberg connects with a document of 1666
in which the monks grant Borromini permis-
sion “‘to build a chapel and altar and to make
his tomb™ in the lower church. (My guess, on
the other hand, is that Borromini was thinking
not of this small chapel but of the high altar in
the crypt, which is redesigned on Albertina
180, Steinberg’s Fig. 127.)

Interpretation must also rest on a close anal-
ysis of the drawings, and here Steinberg has
cleared a good deal of ground, although his
treatment does not seem to me to be definitive.
When he started work, the Albertina collection
was difficult of access, and yet by sleuthing
around in the Hertziana archives and in for-
gotten publications he made two major break-
throughs. The first was that the group of draw-
ings commonly accepted as early plans was
not by Borromini and not for S. Carlo. Stein-
berg thinks of these drawings as vaguely *“Ma-
dernesque—1620s”"; I see them as projects by
Borromini’s nephew Bernardo of about 1665—
1667; in any case, once, as Steinberg puts it,
the imposters have been driven from the field,
an enormous amount of accumulated misin-
terpretation can be scrapped. The second
breakthrough was the rediscovery and analysis
of the authentic early plans for the church, in
particular Albertina 171 (Steinberg’s Fig. 38),
asmudged and dirty drawing which must surely
be one of the most important and difficult
documents in the whole history of Italian ar-
chitecture. One senses that the scholar who
unravels all of its mysteries will do so at some
cost to his eyesight. Steinberg makes a start by
diagramming what he sees as successive phases
of the design, from a Michelangelesque qua-
trefoil at the start to the various compromises
and adjustments of the final plan. He has some
very sensible observations on geometry, which
enters the design at a relatively late stage, one
might say as the armature around which the
plan is fixed rather than the genetic code out of
which it grows. Steinberg also examines briefly
the other major plans and throws in a few new
18th-century drawings of the finished church
and cloister. All this represents progress.

However, a number of points in the way
Steinberg deals with drawings make me uneasy.
There should have been a more precise defini-
tion of what constitutes the architect’s shop, not
merely for reasons of connoisseurship, but for
the purpose of determining where a drawing
comes in the sequence of designs. Perhaps it
does not matter much that drawings by the
assistant Francesco Righi (Fig. 87) or by the
incompetent hand of Bernardo the nephew
(overdrawing on Fig. 48 and Figs. ], 138, 164)
are not recognized when they occur, but impor-
tant and problematic autograph sketches (Figs.

45, 88) are dismissed without real analysis as
products of the shop. Often Borromini copies
one plan from another and in so doing leaves
clues to the exact sequence of the drawings; a
close study of the originals will still have to be
undertaken to see if such clues exist. Not every
drawing that differs from the actual building is
an early project; Borromini tended to continue
the process of revision even after his buildings
were finished, and there are drawings for the
Oratory and S. Ivo which at first glance look
like early projects but which in fact relate to a
publication enterprise of the architect’s late
career. | suspect that two of the plans for S.
Carlo, Albertina 168 and 173 (Figs. H and
41), may belong to this category. If so then the
whole question of the fagade will have to be
rethought: Steinberg’s arguments for an early
date for the fagade, formerly considered Bor-
romini’s last design, rest on assumptions
about the sequence of the drawings which are
far from proven; Albertina 187 (Fig. 44) seems,
contra Steinberg, to be a perfectly valid early
sketch; and Albertina 186 (Fig. 45). far from
being contemptible, shows the key principle of
the expanding fagade which is also at work at
the Oratory. Finally, it is often the case that the
heavy reworking of a Borromini drawing is
connected to a crisis in patronage; this happens
at the Oratory, and one wonders if Albertina
171 might not be an analogous case, that is, an
older plan resurrected and reworked during
the crisis of 1638, when the monks rejected
Borromini’s over-elaborate design and Fran-
cesco Barberini (tempted by the bribe of a
Barberini Chapel?) had to step in and persuade
them to accept a church costing five times the
amount they wanted to spend. In the end it
may turn out that on many of these counts
Steinberg was largely right; but the case is
hardly closed and I suspect that his positions
will take some buffeting.

The main contribution of the book lies in
Steinberg’s interpretation of S. Carlo as a sym-
bol of the Trinity. How did he come upon this
idea, and how does it work? In writing a for-
tuna critica of the church Steinberg realized
that 12 serious scholars had interpreted the
plan in 12 different ways, most of them by
positing a single primary shape which was
then distorted as the design progressed. Stein-
berg’s conclusion was that all of these men
were at least partly correct, each single inter-
pretation being a simple facet of a complex
truth, namely that the plan of S. Carlo is made
up of three geometrical figures all present si-
multaneously: the cross, the octagon, and the
oval (or circle). The cross comes from the sug-
gestion of a Renaissance church with four
equal arms, represented by the illusionistic
coffers of the four apses; the octagon comes
from the suggestion of the crossing of St.
Peter’s; the oval comes from the compression
of all of these forms into a shape that resem-
bles straightforward oval churches like Vig-
nola’s S. Anna dei Palafrenieri. The elevations
and the decorative detail go to reinforce the

three forms fused in the plan: the columns can
allegedly be read in three ways; the wall mass
behind them is divided into three horizontal
levels; each crossing pier has three niches; each
pendentive has three stucco angels; the cupola
is given a coffering pattern made up of crosses,
octagons, and circles (disregarding for a mo-
ment the many hexagons); and many of the
smaller decorative forms, with some squeezing
and stretching, show the same three figures. In
the last chapter Steinberg tries to show how
each of these three shapes is a symbol of the
Church, and how, fused in “‘simultaneous tri-
formity,” they achieve a “consubstantiality . . .
conceived as the Trinity’s symbol.” Not all of
Steinberg’s arguments are equally cogent, and
the language, which tends to be drawn from
the theology of transubstantiation, may put
some readers off, but the main Trinitarian idea
is clear enough, and 18 years later Steinberg
endorses it as “‘a proposition no one would
now contest, to wit, that the bravest baroque
architect made his first building structurally
contrapuntal in the service of a symbol.”
Well, it is a proposition I would like to
contest. Not the idea that S. Carlo contains
Trinitarian ornament: it is loaded with it, from
the piers to the lantern to the unexecuted
sketches inscribed “‘tre et uno assieme,” and
no one has unearthed more triplicity in the
design than Steinberg, who has an extraordi-
narily keen eye for details of this sort. What I
object to is more fundamental. First, I think
that this kind of architecture is perceived more
in terms of concrete images than of abstract
mental processes: the ordinary visitor to S.
Carlo would have seen a St. Peter’s abbrevi-
ated, to use Steinberg’s fine phrase; the more
imformed spectator would have seen a range
of allusions from Vignola and Raphael to the
late antique architecture of Tivoli and Milan;
the critic who was really au courant would
have detected a subtle strain of competition
with Cortona’s SS. Luca e Martina. But in all
cases the basic image is that of a four-armed
church; Iam not able to see fundamental Trin-
itarian symbolism, such as one does find later
in the Sindone in Turin, ingrained in the plan.
Second, it may be helpful to set up a clearer
model of how the iconography of architecture
works. An analogy I find helpful is the system
of Euler’s diagrams used by logicians, which
are sets of overlapping circles with some areas
shared in common and some areas not. In a
commission like S. Carlo one circle might
stand for the architect, another for the ordi-
nary unshod monk, another for someone like
Padre Giovanni della Annunciatione, procura-
tor of the house and driving force behind the
commission, a man with one foot in the world
of Spanish asceticism and another in the splen-
dor of the Barberini court. All shared a com-
mon culture and there were obvious areas of
overlap. But there were also issues on which
they were worlds apart, and the preoccupa-
tions of the architect, his need to make a state-
ment to the profession and to take a stance



toward the great Renaissance models, were
not necessarily the same as those of the monks
who passed their time contemplating the di-
vinity and devising incantations to keep light-
ning off their cupola. In the dynamics of a
commission the area of overlap between these
circles tended to grow artificially large at the
point when the architect was about to be se-
lected, and then to shrink as the design pro-
gressed, sometimes disappearing altogether
when the architect attempted to justify or to
publish his early work in late career. For Stein-
berg, all these circles are one timeless static
circle, and evidence from any quarter and any
date is taken as a valid indication of the work-
ings of the architect’s mind.

Third, one cannot entirely neglect the eco-
nomic and social dimensions of patronage.
Steinberg is interested in a symbolism which
emerged after elaborate formal analysis; what
counts for him is the fact that the order was
dedicated to the Trinity; he dismisses finances
with the remark that the church was built with
assistance from Cardinal Barberini and from
the Marchese di Castel Rodriguez. But how
much assistance, what attracted it, and what
was exacted in return? In fact the church was
built on debt financing; Cardinal Barberini
dodged the Trinitarians while at the same time
pouring money into SS. Luca e Martina; the
shadowy Castel Rodriguez was generous with
promises but tight with actual gifts. Borromini
astutely realized that the architecture would
have to lure its own patronage in a way that no
austere structure could ever do. Hence the ba-
sic lavishness of S. Carlo, not in size or richness
of materials, obviously, but in inventiveness
and in wealth of allusion to aulic models; and
hence also the element of bafflement, betrayal
of ideals, and conflict that repeatedly surfaces
in Borromini’s relationship with his monastic
patrons. To the already complex Euler’s dia-
gram of the commission we must add a num-
ber of invisible circles representing the poten-
tial patrons for whom the church was largely
designed but who for the most part failed to
appear.

In a sense it comes down to two different
Borrominis. Steinberg’s Borromini is a man
committed to complex conceits and multiple
meanings: “in an age much given to the traffic
of emblems and allegory . . . (he) outdid most
contemporaries in the role he assigned to sym-
bolic action.” His is an architecture for the
learned: its iconography resides in a complex
process by which plans are dismantled into
abstract components in the spectator’s mind;
its symbolic ornament is meant to be deci-
phered in the pages of emblem books. In con-
trast, | feel that there exists a quite different
Borromini, a man less intensely imbued with
theology and more concerned with the work-
ings of patronage and the psychology of per-
ception. His images are concrete and his archi-
tecture intensely allusive. He is a watershed
figure who consciously sidesteps the genera-
tion of Fontana and Maderno to draw, in a

way that is at once retrospective and radical,
on the great traditions of antiquity and the
16th-century Renaissance. He is deeply con-
cerned with questions of rank and status; his
early buildings are designed as lures for an
aristocratic patronage that never really comes;
his career is built on the fluidity of a society
that, in a great thaw following the Counter
Reformation, holds architecture to be the
means and the expression of social rise. The
“iconological” Borromini was indeed a bril-
liant construct, and Steinberg’s creation is still
more impressive than some of the paler ver-
sions of the same thing that haunt the litera-
ture of the past two decades. But even if it
opens our eyes to many facets of the buildings
it has never revealed the whole Borromini, and
I wonder whether pursuing it further might
mean barking up the wrong tree. The other
Borromini is just beginning to emerge, but he
promises to be a more robust and worldly
creature, and one more deeply rooted in the
social fabric of 17th-century Rome.

JOSEPH CONNORS

The University of Chicago

H. M. Colvin, J. Mordaunt Crook, Kerry
Downes and John Newman, The History of
The King’s Works, Vol. V, 1660-1782, Lon-
don: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1976,
443 pp-, 100 subjects on pls., 37 figs. in text.
£25.00.

J. Mordaunt Crook, H. M. Port; H. M. Col-
vin, gen. ed., Vol. VI, 1782—-1851, 1973, 682
pp., 104 subjects on pls., 29 figs. in text.
£12.50.

In reviewing these two splendid books I felt
as if [ were in a rowboat attempting a survey
and evaluation of the liner Queen Elizabeth,
but Colvin’s monumental enterprise has to be
brought to the attention of Americans. Now
that five of the six volumes are available (they
have not been published in numerical order
and Vol. 1v is still to come) the historiography
of British architecture and British building will
never again be the same. Dredged up out of
public records, the series represents 2§ years of
planning, research, and writing.

The last two volumes of the Works consid-
ered have densely written narratives for the
two centuries between the accession of Charles
IT and the emergence of the Office of Works as
a modern ministry under Parliament’s control
and, thus, no longer a department of the Royal
Household.

Volume v is divided into four parts, the first
is a general account of the bureau known as
“His Majesty’s Office of Works.” After the
death of Inigo Jones in 1652 and eight years
later, on the return of the Stuarts to the throne,
the Office was reconstituted with a mix of
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pre-Revolutionary veterans and new men of
known political loyalty. First, John Denham
was appointed “Surveyor” of the King’s Works
on 13 June 1660 over more qualified men. He
administered an organization made up of the
several Clerks of the Works and patent artisans
like the Master Mason, the Master Carpenter,
the Master Glazier, the Chief Smith, and the
Sergeant Painter, headquartered in Scotland
Yard. The latter (it was, of course, before the
time of Sherlock Holmes) included a wharf on
the river, store houses, work shops, offices,
and homes of officials, including the surveyor
himself.

Christopher Wren, the Oxford experimental
scientist, became the next Surveyor (1669); he
was to serve for 49 years and leave us the
brilliant architectural heritage celebrated to-
day. But when one learns of Wren’s official
problems—Iargely due to the haphazard book-
keeping of the times and to interference from a
host of politicos from the King on down—it
seems amazing that anything was built.

No very famous architectural names emerge
again until the accession of George III (1760)
when the Yorkshireman Thomas Worseley,
identified as “a civilized landowner, horse-
breeder and amateur architect,” was appointed
as surveyor general. He brought to the Office
Robert Adam and William Chambers as joint
architects. The architectural profession was
slowly rising and the Clerks of the Works
eventually became practitioners in the modern
sense.

A large section devoted to the Royal Palaces
—16 of them—follows. Americans may be
surprised to learn that the English generally
were apologetic about the royal abodes that
could seldom match the magnificence of some
private country seats:

“Is it possible,” wrote an anonymous architect
in 1832, “that the same nation which has
lodged the Marquis of Buckingham in Stowe
House, the Duke of Marlborough at Blen-
heim, the tax-gatherers in Somerset House,
her madmen in New Bedlam, and her super-
annuated seamen at Greenwich, should pro-
vide for the metropolitan residence of his Bri-
tannic Majesty, such a gimcrack as Bucking-
ham House?”

In our country, where the modest residences of
18th-century governors in Virginia, North
Carolina, and Kentucky were referred to as
“palaces,” few of us who have looked with
awe through the iron palisades at Buckingham
Palace realize that it was not accepted by the
contemporary champions of taste. To get a
truer picture of what the frustrated architects
of Britain really wanted to build, the reader
can refer to the many unexecuted palace proj-
ects reproduced in the plates.

To name a few of the royal abodes: those at
Lyndhurst, Hampshire, at Newmarket, Sus-
sex, and at Richmond, Surrey were only hunt-
ing lodges. Audley End, Essex was a huge pri-
vate house purchased in 1669 and barely kept
in repair until disposed of in 1701. Buckingham



