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The Building of Palazzo Pamphilj

STEPHANIE LLEONE

he Palazzo Pamphilj overlooks the Piazza Navona, one of the largest and most celebrated public spaces in

Rome that is situated at the heart of the historical centre (fig. 1).
The monumental palace stretches for eighty-five metres along the Western flank of the piazza from the Southern
corner toward the Northern end. The exceptionally long fagade is organised into a symmetrical sequence of bays
with a projecting central section and is buttressed, at the North end, by a distinet facade with 2 large serlians win.
dow (an arch with trabeated sides). The exterior boasts a profusion of ornament that enlivens the surface and
punctuates the horizontality of the building. Through sheer scale and abundance of form, the Palazzo Pamphilj
bespeaks grandeur and authority. Architecture serves the thetorical functions of communication and persuasion.
In the early modern period (ca. 1500~1800), palaces in particular became synonymous with the status of their
owners. Today, the Palazzo Pamphily houses the Embassy of Brazil in Rome, burt until the government of Brazil
purchased the palace in 1960, it had belonged to the Pamphilj family. In the late fifteenth century 2 man named
Auntonio Pamphilj moved to Rome from the small town of Gubbio in the hopes of improving his standing in the
wortld. Over the course of two centuries, he and his descendants employed architecture to communicate their status
as they ascended the social ladder. In 1644 the Pamphili’s long-standing strategy culminated with the election of
Cardmal Giovanni Battista Pamphilj to the papacy as Pope Innocent X, As the temporal ruler of the Papal States,
the Pope stood at the top of the secial and political hierarchy.* Innocent Xs decision to build the Palazzo Pamphil;
can be interpreted as the visual proclamation of his family’s success. The Palazzo Pamphilj conveys an imposing
impression to all who enter the Piazza Navona, but its unified fagade masks a complex history and a mulupant
strucnure inextricably linked to the story of the Pamphilj and Piazza Navona. The intertwining of family history,
architecture, and urbanism is the story of the Palazzo Pamphil;).

The Piazza Navona and the Pamphilj until 1600

The city of Rome 1s a palim psest with its oldest layers dating back to the very beginnings of the ancient world. The
story of Prazza Navona begins during the Roman Empire, at the end of the first century AD, when the emperor
Domitian (r. $1-96} erected a sumptuous stadium to house the musical, athletc, and equestrian contests called the
Agoni Capitolini. Several centuries later, as the Roman Empire disintegrated and the population of Rome congregat/
ed along the Tiber River, the 2bandoned stadium gradually fell into ruin.’ In the carly medieval period the isolation
of the area created the ideal conditions for a new function as a place of Christian piety. According to legend, the early
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Christian Saint Agnes was executed for her religious
beliefs in the Western flank of the ancient stadium. In
the eighth century the popularity of Saint Agnes’s cult
led to the establishment of an oratory on the location of
her martyrdom.* Other Christian groups soon joined
the cult, presumably attracted by the area’s seclusion
and the availability of Roman foundations on which
to build.” The medieval oratories and other buildings
constructed on the ancient ruins preserved the star
dium’s elongated shape with one rounded and one
straight end, and the central space, which had served
as the stage for competitions, remained unobstrucred.
But the modest medieval buildings faced ourward
onto the sutrounding streets, thereby reversing the oriv
entation of the pagan site.’ The site’s ancient history
also lived on in its medieval nomenclature. The area
was known as the campus Agonis in Latin and the cam-
po d’Agone in Italian, recalling the games that used to

/RBISROMA CVM OMNIBVS VIIS.

be played (agoni) and the ficld {campo) that overtook

the stadium’s interior after its decline, In the fifteenth

Fig. 1. View of the
gbitato with Plazza
Navona, deail from
Antonio Tempesta’s
map of Rome, 1563
{Bibliotheca Hertziana,
Max-Flanck-Instinue
fiir Kunstgeschichte,
Rome).

century the name mutated into variations of Nagone,
Navose, Naona and Navona, and by the carly years of the sixteenth century, the space was com-
monly called piszza 4 Navona. According to the Renaissance antiquarian Giacome Lauro,
the new name took hold because the piazza resembled a navona, or large boat.”

Although the narrow core of the former stadium did not serve as 2 gathering place for me-
dieval Romans, the character of the Piazza Navona reversed once again in the eatly modern
period, as the buildings rimming the perimeter gradually wrned tnward. This change in
orientation coincided with a new phase in the area’s history. For upwardly mobile, educated
Romans actively engaged in the business of the city, the location was ideal. It was halfway
between the religious and civic centres, the Vatican and Campidoglio respectively, and just
off the Via Papale, one of the three main passages in the ¢ity. The Via Papale wound its way
across the city, from St. Peter’s in the Vatican, over the Ponte Sant’ Angelo, through the abita-
to, passing through the Piazza di Pasquino, around the base of the Campidoglio, and finally
to S. Giovanni in Laterano, the cathedral of Rome {fig. 1).

It the late fifteenth and sizteenth centuries, the plazza Navona underwent a veritable
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building boom as noblemen, ecclesiastics, bureau | .,

crats, merchants, and artisans secded there. By the ?yfx ”wvw‘gﬁé i o

early sixteenth century the rione Parione (the district %;5’ {Z;Z:i:i:i:ﬁil;ggéééﬁ = Sl

of the city in which the Piazza Navona was located) e %é’@fﬁ% o

was home to more than a third of the Sacred College nggzgg : 2
of Cardinals, and the piazza Navona benefited from ggﬁé”gé? //’/5{»;5‘[/ i
the status of its new residents. These inhabttants trans. e %:;o A

formed some of the modest medieval dwellings into o gﬁ“%ﬁ%ﬁ?? ﬂ%/
grander Renaissance palaces with unified facades.® = Pazanavans .
Ciry statutes also improved the neighbourhood. As — — 5 voren
early as 1363, and again in 1442, city statures specifi- %:ﬁfw %gﬁ%gm - R
cally forbid the disposal of waste in the campo d’Ag- B s mammisn oo 7 caorens

none, suggesting that jts appeatance held meaning

and value for the residents and the city.? In a bolla of 148¢, Sixtus IV strengthened the power  Fig. 2. Schemasic plan
of properdes purchased
by Pamphil] from 1470
with regulating all building projects and ™[...] the restoration of the streets of the city pro Urbis 1646, incorporated into
Palzzzo Pamphily, and
superimposed on pians
occurred over the course of the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries. Through the construction g’éf{f Pim (d§ﬂ‘ﬁfiﬁg by
asan Leong ).

of the maestri aedificiorum et stratarum wrbis (masters of the streets and building), charging them
decore ef ornamento,”™ These statutes facilitated the renovatio Romae (renovation of Rome) that

of the palace, the Pamphilj played a role in the renovation of the city in one of its most vital

neighbourhoods.

Antonto Pamphilj was one of many men, Iralian and otherwise, who moved 1o Rome to
take advantage of career opportunities in the expanding papal administration and of the
refative mobility of Roman society. In her indispensable study of the Pamphilj and their
villa, Mirka Bened determined that generations of Pamphilj acted with intent in decisions
abour marriage, careers, and property, to ensure that they were among the success stories
of the papal city.” Antonio arrived with promising professional credentials: his training
as a lawyer had prepared him for the position of procuratore fiscale {a prosecutor of fiscal
cases) in the Camera Apostolica. In addition, he boasted a noble pedigree: in 1461 the Holy
Roman Emperor Frederick IIT awarded the title of Count Palatine to Antonio and his five
brothers.”? Nevertheless, in Rome Antonio lacked what counted most: Roman roots. The
Pamphilj used marriage to established Roman families as a means of integration. Whereas
Antonio had a wife when he moved to Rome, his son Angelo Benedetto married into two
esteemned families of the gentilhuomini romani (the class of untitled Roman gentlemen), the
Mellini and Porcar.” Angelo Benedetto’s nuptial alliances presumably had an immediate
effect on his social status because he was 2 Roman citizen by 14972 His only son, Pamphilio




Fig. 3. Detail of
Leonazdo Bufalini’s
map of Rome, 1541
{Romano and Partini,
1947).

(1500—1562), secured the family’s position in the
untitled nobility by marrying Orazia from the
venerable Roman family of the Mattei and par.

ticipating in civic government.” Between 1532

and 1559, Pamphilio was clected four times to
the prestigious office of conservator that was re-
sponsible for the administration of the city.'*

In addition to strategic matriages and careers, the
Pamphilj used property ownership as another
means of social integration, which was a common
strategy among newcomers to Rome."” The recon

struction of Pamphilj property acquisitions shows

that the Pamphilj carved out a sizeable presence
in the neighbourhood by following the method of purchasing contiguous buildings over
time (fig. 2).”® Antonio Pamphilj established a notable foothold by purchasing houses in
1470, 1471, 1472, and 1479, which were located on the backside of Piazza Navona, facing
Piazza di Pasquino and Via dell’Anima.” Although the expansion of property through
acquiring contiguous buildings was common enough, it is extraordinary that Antonio was
able to acquire so many properties with such speed, given the density of occupancy and the
desirability of location.” It is clear that Antonio was determined to establish his family in his
adopted city. In the next two generations the Pamphilj continued the policy of expansion to
increase significantly their presence in piazza di Pasquino. In 1497 Angelo Benedetto bought
a house next to the ancestral property for 600 gold ducats, and his son Pamphilio purchased
one additional casa in two sales of 1522 and 1527.* By this time the family owned a sizeable
residence with a prominent corner location facing the piazza di Pasquino.

In the first half of the sixteenth century, the piazza Navona was evolving into a major site of
public display for the mundane activities of daily life as well as the spectacular events that
marked special occasions. The Pamphilj ancestral house followed a similar transformation
from a singular orientation on Pilazza di Pasquino, through which the via Papale passed,
to a second presence on piazza Navona. This significant change occurred as the result of
fortunate circumstances rather than a deliberate decision on the part of Pamphilio Pamphilj.
To improve the street system around Piazza Navona, Julius III (1550—1555) ordered the
straightening of the via dell’ Anima and piazza di Pasquino and the alignment of the houses
and shops fronting them “[...] for the ornamentation of the city and the comfort of the citizens
living here [...].”*In his map of 1551, Bufalini records the irregular character of piazza di
Pasquino, with buildings projecting into the piazza (fig. 3). During the regularisation of the
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piazza the family Tost 2 portion of 2 house and shop. In 1554 the maestri di strade t:orrzpema:tVef;lew

the Pamphilj with the remains of a damaged house, a whole house, and three-hundred due-
ats.” Significanty, the donated properties extended the Pamphilj holdings to ptazza Navona
for the first time. Such generous remuneration suggests that the Pamphil enjoyed enough
prominence in Rome to influence the course of events. Perhaps it was not a coincidence
that Pamphilio was a corservator in 1554! The appearance of the Casa Pamphilj on Piazza
Navona was first recorded in 1592 (fig. 4).% For over a century piazza Navona had been un-
derg&ing a gradual process of consolidation, in which fewer, largesscale residences replaced
a greater number of humble medieval buildings, Parr decisively, and part unwitdngly, the
Pamphilj were agents of this change.

The First Plan of the Casa Pamphilj {1615 ) and Twe Pamphilj Brothers

The first plan of the Casa Pamphiij, dated 1613, llustrates the process of consolidaring exist
ing propertics into a larger, unified residence (fig. ). The plan of the piano nobile was made to
resolve a legal dispute berween two Pamphilj brothers, Pamphilio and Moensignor Giovanni
Bartista (the future Innocent X)), over their inheritance from their uncle, Cardinal Girolamo
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Fig. 4. Girolamo
Rainaldi, Eester
Procession in Piazzs
MNavopa, 1592,
engraving {Alberrina,
Viennsg).






This arrangement allowed Pamphilio to occupy the g;gm?mm
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entire paternal house as his family expanded. In the
same year, his wife, Donna Olimpia Maidalchini,
gave birth to the first of their three children.”® We will

hear more aboutr Donna Olimpia soon.

The Ecclesiastical Career of Giovanni Battista
Pamphilj

After renting the Casa Teofili, Monsignor Giovanni
Batuista Pamphilj spent much of the next decade our
side Rome, as his ecclesiastical career continued to fol
low the upwardly mobile path that had characterised it since his ordinarion as priest in 1597.
Earlier in his career, he had artained the positions of avvocato concistoriale at the Sapienza (1600)
and sditore di Rofa (1604), the latter of which was awarded to him upon the death of his uncle
Cardimal Girolamo Pamiphilj.™ Although the contemporary chronicler Teodoro Ameyden,
who knew Giovanni Bauista personally, credired the young man’s *ingegniotto,” for his
success,” it certainly helped to have a powerful elder relative in the Church hierarchy. In
the 16205 Monsigner Pamphily’s diplomatic career tock off. Pope Gregory XV (1621-1623)
sent him to Naples as papal nunzio, and in 1625 Pope Urban VIII (1623-1644) appointed
him datario in the legation of the cardinal nephew Francesco Barberini, to France and then
to Madnd. He recurned to Madrid in 1626 as papal nunzio and remained there until 1630.%
Such diplomatic posts offered a pathway to the cardinal’s har, and dhis was indeed the case
with Monsignor Pamphili.” In 1627 Urban VIII secretly promised him the cardinal’s hat,
retaining him i pectore, and his nomination was made public two years later.

Assured of success while still in Madrid, Giovanmi Battista Pamphilj must have been think-
ing about his living sitwaton back in Rome. Given his long.standing interest in this property,
we can imagine that he was already contemplating its purchase.” As the second member of
the family to enter the Sacred College, it was imperative for Giovanni Battista to achieve what
his uncle had faled to do, that 15, to convey the Pamphilj’s position in Rome through tangi.
ble and lasting means. Since the fifteenth century, cardinals pronounced their elevared status
as princes of the Church by building a sumptuous residence. In his treanse, De Cardinalatu
{1510), Paclo Cortest justifies the expenditure of cardinals and their conspicuous display, ne-
gating a contradiction with their religious role. He defends the phenomenon of cardinal’s pal
aces by interpreting a grand residence as the appropriate external expression of the status of the
oceupant housed within. Furthermore, sumptuous palaces protect the princes of the Church
because, “the ignorant mob will be deterred from threatening cardinals with harm [...] by the
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Fig. 6. Sowth end of
Piazza Navona with
Piazza di Pasquino,
detail from Maggy
Maupin.Losi’s

map of Rome, 1623
{Bibliatheca Hertziana
- Max-Planck-Instiue,
Rome).




il

ccala mightiness of the building and through admiration for
its opulence.” Cortest is part of a Renaissance tradition
of humanists who expound the virtue of magnificence
sala dei palafrenierj | 1N Wwhichexternal, physical appearance is directly linked
to incernal, intangible qualites. In other words, the ap-
propriate expenditure of riches matenialises one’s inner
dignity and magnanimous spirit.” Although Cortesi
prefers cardinals from the adstocracy, he offers advice

rima anticamera : : :
P on how one may acquire noble bearing. Cardinals must

ﬂ cappella demonstrate magnificence and liberality, live in-beautiful
L palaces, retain large houscholds, and partake m aristo-
seconda anticamera cratic activities like riding and hunting.” After return.
ing to Rome, and receiving the cardinal’s hat on 6 July
T 1630, Giovanni Battista Pamphilj fulfilled Cortest’s
) advice to cardinals to live in a beauaful palace.
camera d'udienza
; The Palace of Cardinal Pamphilj (1634—1644)
The urban context conditioned the development of the
camera - -
Palazzo Pamphilj. The Piazza Navona bordered the
1 Pamphily property on the East, and public thoroughfares
retrocamera P ]:p P CY. P, 5
bordered it on the South and West sides; the only room
for expansion was to the North. It Is this tajectory that
Fig. 7. Palazzo the building took during the construction of the cardinal’s palace and the subsequent expan-
Tamphil}, ideal plan of S , X . - .
(e o nle (Waddy, sze? into the p:?flace we see tot:(iag;f. On 138 Septambez: 1634 Cafdm:ﬂ P;}mphﬂj acquired the
1990). adjacent Teofili property consisting of the casa on Via dell’ Anima {which he had been rent.

ing for 15 years) and the Palazzo Teofili on piazza Navona {fig. 4).* The purchase doubled
the size of the Pamphilj property, providing the increased space that the family had needed
for some time.* Cardinal Pamphilj paid the substandal price of 22,000 scudi and did not stop
with the mere acquisition of the property. Sometime after September 1634 and before March
1636, he hired architect Francesco Peperelli to unite the Casa Pamphilj and the Teofili prop-
erties into a unified palace. A's recorded in the misure e stime, Cardinal Pamphilj speat an ad-
ditional 8,400 scudf on reconstructing the properties. The detailed character of the misure ¢ stime
{the documents that record the process of construction piece-by-picce and estimate its costs)
allows us to reconstruct precisely the nature of this commission and the resulting palace.
Since the cardinal’s palace essentially still exists, though incorporated o the later palace, its
architecrural design is eritical to our understanding of the palace as it stands today.

22



But before examining this building phase of the Palazzo Pamphily, let us consider what the commission of the pal-
ace meant for Cardinal Giovanni Bartista Pamphil] and his family. Building a palace was a significant and costly
act of patronage, and 1ts swift construction, completed in March 1638, shows great resolve on the part of the cardir
nal in achieving his goal.¥ Through building and decorating a palace, Cardinal Pamphilj scepped into the el
vated world of artistic parronage, becoming the first in his family to pardcipate in the compeutive consumption that
characterised the Roman court. Cardinal Pamphilj became an enthusiastic and determined architectural patron,
which he continued ro develop when he became pope. Mirka Benet has shown that even as a cardinal Pamphilj
had relatively restricted financial means in comparison to many of his peers and his income probably just cov-
ered his basic expenses.” Contemporary commentators and historians have long concluded that his sistersin-aw,
Donna Olimpia Maidzlchini, placed her wealth at the disposal of her brother-in/law.” Even though Cardinal
Pamphilj is named as the sole buyer in the Teofili purchase, Olimpia Maidalchini’s financial backing of the palace
is indeed plausible. Furthermore, Cardinal Pamphily’s legal ownership of the palace reveals much about interfa.
milial reladons. Because it was unusual for 2 cardinal racher than a matried brother to own the family property, his
ownership suggests 2 cooperative relationship between him and Donna Olimpia.® Contemporaries and historians
have long argued that brother- and sister-inlaw formed an alliance 1n managing famuly affairs that eclipsed the ole
normally held by the capofamiglia who was Pamphilio in the Pamphilj family.” According to Teodoro Ameyden,
Ciovanni Battista Pamphilj gave Donna Olimpta “[...] i governo della Cusa guasi assolutamente [ ... (almost certainly
gave her the administration of the house),”™ to be sure, they were kindred spirits sharing worldly ambitions and
genuine friendship. Convinced that Giovanni Bartista embodied the potential of the family, Donna Olimpia used
her astuteness, ambition, and wealth to advance his career. Both contemporaries and historians have ruminated over
the nature of their liaison, which provoked disapproving commentary and sometimes scandal in the papal court.™
Despite these troubles, as well as 2 brief esrangement in their later years, the alliance between Giovanni Batusta
Pamphilj and Donna Olimpia Maidalchini endured for four decades and played a decisive role in the realisation
of the Palazzo Pamphilj.

The task of aansforming three disparate structures into Cardinal Pamphily’s palace fell to the architecr, Francesco
Peperelli {c.1585-1641). The new palace had, from bortom to top, a ground floor with a mezzanine, a piano nobile,
another Mezzanine, a second floor, and a top floor under the roof. The fagade was destroyed in the subsequent ex.
pansion, and no acenrate contemporary representation exists although Israel Silvestre’s print of 16431644 provides
an approximation. The interior spaces of the palace largely survive, and reconstruction plans have been made. In
designing the new palace, Francesco Peperelli salvaged pasts of the old buildings {as was common in Rome) and
reconfigured the existing spaces into a unified plan that conforms to contemporary expectations of representation.
As Patricia Waddy has shown, 1n seventeenth-century Roman palaces the ritual of the papal coum, and in particu.
lar the ceremony of the visit, exerted 2 decisive influence on the organisation of the plan.” Each principal resident
of the palace had an individual apartment on the piano nobile comprising an established series of rooms that began
at the wp of the stairs: the sals def palafrenieri, two or more anticamere, the adjacent chapel, and the sala 4 wdienza
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where the meeting between host and guest took place.

VIA DELL'ANIMA

These rooms played a role in the reception of guests,
whereas the rooms that followed, the camera and retro-
s camera, were private in natute (fig. 7). The established
configuration of spaces provided markers to guide the

protagonists through the ritual of the visit, which was

predicated upon the respective ranks of host and guest.

Specifically, the gentleman attendant (cameriere) of the
host cardinal, and then the cardinal himself, met the

visitor at a point in the apartment commensutate with

their respective ranks.”

18b

Besides conforming to the standardised plan, the

Palazzo Pamphilj also responded to the needs of the

o Az7A NAYONA s family. To accommodate two separate houscholds

o — Cardinal Pamphily’s and his brothet’s — the pal-

Fig. 8. Palazzo
Pamphilj, ground floor
reconstruction plan,
1634-38 {drawing by
Susan Leone).

ace was divided into distinct quarters, one on piazza
Navona and the other on piazza di Pasquino, following the organisation of the old Casa
Pamphilj. However, the relative status of family members had changed — Cardinal Pamphil;
now superseded his married brother as the highest-ranking family member — so space was
redistributed.’® The cardinal moved to the privileged side facing the piazza Navona, where he
had an ample apartment that accorded with expectations for the architectural setting of a car-
dinal as described in the preceding paragraph. In contrast, Pamphilio and Donna Olimpia’s
transfer to the opposite wing on the P1azza di Pasquino resulted in the loss of their view of the
public stage.” Not surprisingly, Cardinal Pamphilj’s living quarters were readied first, and
most of the building work occurred in this area, whereas only lesser changes, repairs, and new
decorations were carried out in the opposite side.
The following description of Cardinal Pamphilj’s apartment moves through the spaces in the
order that seventeenth-century visitors would have experienced them.’® The spaces of entry
presented a familiar sequence to visitots since they accorded with the customary arrangement
of Roman palaces since the fifteenth century. The two grand portals that replaced the un-
obtrusive door of the Casa Pamphilj marked the entrances to the new palace (fig. 8). The
southern one (16a) was used for services, whereas the Northern one (18) was ceremonial.”
From the ceremonial entrance, visitors entered the new androne (18) and then the cross-vaule
ed loggia (19).” The large courtyard next to the loggia replaced a smaller court and some
rooms in the old Palazzo Teofili. This courtyard occupied a sizeable part of the new palace,
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underscoring its importance as a representational space as well as an area to accommodate coaches.” Following
convention, the courtyard presented a balanced appearance: the East and West fagades featured superimposed,
three-bay arcades supported by piers, with Doric pilasters on the ground floor and Tonic pilasters on the piame nobile
and the Pamphilj doves floating in the spandrels of the arches. These features of the countyard remain in existence
ioday. The arcades of the east facade were originally open, but those on the west side were closed forming rimesse for
the storage of carriages (42, §).% The south wall had fenestration but not the classical orders of che East and West
facades, and the north wall was left untouched because it belonged to the neighbouring Casa de’” Rossi.™

After entering from the prazza Navona, visitors turned left to reach the scalose in the Southeast corner of the court
(20). This new stair replaced a smaller stair in the Teofili house. The old structure was entirely rebuilt and enlarged
to the respectable width of twelve palmi, 2 mandatory sign of noble status.”? A beveled arch marks the entrance to
the stair, and just beyond to the visitor's righ, is the recess equipped with benches that served as a waiting room for
visitors.” Peperelli’s characteristic architectural vocabulary of the Doric order and ornament limited to a few focal
points is seen in the staircase. The doors of the first mezzanine landing are decorated with moufs of a carcouche, mask,
scrolls, and shell, and on the piane nobile landing the oval windows above the doors are embellished with four scrolls,
a shell, and flowers. Along with the ceremonial spaces, the ground floor housed services and commerce, as was cus-
tormary in Roman palaces. The spaces lining the piazza Navona and the pilazza di Pasquino were borteghe that were
rented to various merchamus: a fruit seller, flax maker, leather goods seller, barber, osferia, grocer, tailor, barber, and
lute maker.® A larger kitchen (22) replaced the smaller one in the old Casa Pamphilj (15) to service the expanded
palace. Other services were installed in the mezzanine above the ground floor: the credenza for storing foodstufis
and plates, the bottiglieria (room of the wine steward), and the dispensa for dispensing household supplies.*
Peperelli’s main concern must have been to equip Cardinal Pamphilj with an accommodation that conformed to
the etiquerte of the Roman court and reflected his position as a prince of the Church. The architect succeeded in
reconfiguring the existing spaces to create the expected sequence of rooms, and much of the construction focused
on this ransformation. Additionally, the orpament within this architectural framework conveyed the cardinal’s
magnificence. After arriving on the piano nobile landing of the stair, visitors entered the open loggia overlooking the
new court (19, in fig. 9). Although the design of the loggia reflects the one below, its treatment was more elaborate
in accordance with its privileged position on the pigno nobile.” In the original design, columns flanked the piers, and
the bases of the vault arches were embellished with stucco decoration of “[...] velute di d.o doi baccelli [...] et nel sue
mezzo fatto wna palmoba di mezzo velieve [...] con suo ramo d'olive in hocca.”™ Today, neither the columns nor the stucco
decoration remains.

From the loggia, visitors entered the apartment of Cardinal Pamphil) that began with the ample sals dei palafrenieri,
which was created by incorporating several smaller spaces in the Palazzo Teofili (18). Great labour was expended
to dismantle the existing rooms and to unite the two {loors into a tworstoried sala that recalls the sale in the Palazze
Farnese and the Palazzo Borghese in Rome.” Along with such lofty dimensions, the new sals boasted abundant
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illumination from morning to evening. In the East wall three
windows were enlarged, a balcony door replaced the fourth win-
dow, and four mezzanine windows were made above them. In
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FARPRILLE

APRRTHERT the West wall two windows were opened between the sole and
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GEREYT . theloggia. As we will see, the ceiling heighe of this roem was to
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be lowered during the next building phase of the palace.
To construct the remaining rooms of the cardmal’s apantment,

few major structural changes were needed; In many cases, exists
ing walls were repaired, replaced, or aligned.” A dividing wall
was built to separate the sals dei palafrenieri (18) from the firse autis
camera (17, and the second anticamera (16) was creared by incor-

1ieno porating a room in the Palazzo Teofili with the former vicolo (al

Fig. 5. Palazzo
Pamphil], plane nobile
plan, 163438 {drawing
by Susan Leone),

ley} on the site,” The exterior walls of the Casa Pamphil) were
raised to match those of the Palazzo Teofili, and the chambers on the piane nobile (except the
sala dei palafrenier) were increased to a nearly uniform height. All of the rooms were given new
wood-beam ceilings decorated with gilding. Further adjustments imparted 2 sense of unity o
the apartment; existing windows were enlarged to equal dimensions, and a balcony door was
opened i the space of the former vicolo in the second anticamera (16) w balance the balcony in
the sala dev palafrenieri (18). The doors between the rooms were enlarged and aligned forming
an uninterrupted visea through the piazza Navona enfilade. A fictive door was inserted in the
North wall of the sala dei palafreniers, at the border of the palace, to trick the visitor into thinking
the apartment continued. The impression of magnificence was heightened.

Cardinal Pamphily’s apartment has the minimum number of two anticamere recommended
for a noble apartment.” The decoration of pawerned, red-and-white brick pavements (no
longer extant} and painted friezes at the top of the walls were meant w impress visirors as they
passed threugh these rooms. Agestino Tassi and collaborators painted the frieze of twelve
seascapes and eight smaller landscapes in roundels in the fust anticamera and four narratives
from the Life of Moses in the second anticamera.” These frescoes that continue to exist today
are discussed in greater detail below. The new chapel (21) was in its expected position next
to the anticamere. Although the room remains intact today, the grated window that connected
it to the contiguous anficamera, which allowed the Mass to be heard from this room, has since
been removed.” The chamber to the West of the chapel (22}, which has been altered in later
renovations, probably served as the private oratory of the cardinal because there was originally
an image of the Madonna and 2 small grated window that communicated with the chapel.”
The location of the sola & wdienza, the critical representational space where the visit tock place,
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interrupted che linear sequence of rooms. Although we would expect 1o find the audience room in the enfilade after
the second anticamera, instead the “salotto dell’audienza™ (23) was carved our of preexisting rooms to the west of
the Piazza Navona enfilade.”® The result was a much larger, and therefore more suitable, chamber than the preex
1sting space on piazza Navona (15). Visitors reached the sala di sdienza from the second anticamera by traversing the
passageway along the chapel. Flexibility and adaptation characterised palace design, and this particular arrange-
ment of a chapel situated between rooms was also found in the Palazzo Borghese”” The decoration of Cardinal
Pamphilj’s sala di udienza was appropriate to its function. Ir was given marble doorframes and a new painted frieze
that has not survived the later changes to this room.

Visitors did not go beyond the ceremonial sals 4 wdienza because the remaining rooms in the apartment were for the
cardinal’s private use. Based on the typical sequence of rooms, one would expect to find the camera (15) in the enfi
lade after the sala di udienzg. Instead, it was located next to the second anficamera in the piazza Navona enfilade.” This
location offered the cardinal ease of movement. The camera communicated with both the second anticamera (16)
and the audience room (23), and two stairs allowed him to go up or down without passing through the ceremonial
rooms. The seala segreta connected the camera to the cardinal’s study on the second floor, and the scalerta descended
to the ground floor, allowing the cardinal to come and go in private.”” The refrocamera (14,) lacked decoration as
suited its use as a service room.®

The other wing of the palace, the Palazzo di Pasquino, belonged to Pamphilio and Donna Olimpia (fig. 9).* In the
grandest palaces of the period, such as the Palazzo Borghese, the apartments of husband and wife paralleled one
another or rested one above the other.” Such a luzurious arrangement was not possible in the more modest Palazzo
Pamphilj where the piano nobile of the “Palazzo di Pasquino™ was divided into rough halves, the Southern one for
Donna Olimpia and the Northern one for Pamphilio. In accordance with the {amily hierarchy, their apartments
were more humble in size and appearance than Cardinal Pamphili’s newly built and decorated living space, and
fewer interventions were made to improve them. Moreover, these suites did not conform to the linear sequence of
rectilinear rooms that characterised aristocratic apartments. Instead, cach apariment comprised a cluster of irregu-
larly shaped rooms that maintained the preexisting matrix of walls.

The location of the aparuments in the Palazze d Pasquine offers insights into the family hierarchy. The position of
the Donna Olimpia’s apariment next to the main stair supports the idea that she played a more prominent role in
the family thap her husband.®® La Sals Vecchis Verse Pasquino (1) was embellished with a newly painted frieze (no
longer extant) to make it suitable as her first teception room.™ The sale was {ollowed by Panticamera {2a), la Saletta
di do Appartamento della Signora (2b), and another sala (6).%° Either the salerta or sala could have been used for re-
ceiving and entertaining guests. The final room in Donna Olimpia’s suite was called the Cappells vecchia (7), but
the description 1s probably a holdover from the occupancies of the Pamphilj prelates.® No longer functioning as
consecrated space, the room probably served as Donna Olimpia’s bedroom, which was made more habitable by

the enlargement of the window “quale piglia lume dal Cantone di d.o Cortiletto.””
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“L.>Appartamento verso la Piazza di Pasquino et verso la Strada, che va all’Anima” belonged 1o Pamphilio
since the bmlding documents identify one room as the “stanzia df Sigluo]r Panfilio” (3).” The question: of access to
Pamphilio’s aparrmenc is problematic. If visitors entered from the only known staircase on piazza di Pasquino, they
would have passed through Donna Olimpia’s apartment, which was inconceivable, It would make sense if che via
dell’ Anima entrance (4b, fig. 8) offered access to his apartment directly above, but the building documents do not
record a staircase in this area. There might have been an existing staircase in the Teofili house that was reused for
this purpose. Pamphilio’s apartment required only one major piece of work — the dismantling of the decayed wall
facing the new court — while the remaining iterventions were limited 1o repairs and refurbishment.® Lit from
both sides, the rooms flanking the court were identified as the Salotro o Stanza grande (4) and the Stanzia nel Piano
Nobile accante la Casa dei Rossi (5).”° Their treatment suggests that they functioned as Pamphilio’s principal recep-
tion rooms: the window jambs were painted, a new frieze was made in the stanza next to the Casa de’ Rossi, and the
existing frieze in the next room was repaired. The stanza “[...] dove &l fregio dell’ Arpie” (8) was fully renovated with
a new fricze and a frame with an iron cortain placed around an image of the Madonna.”* None of these decorations
continue to exist today. As expected, doors in several rooms conneet Pamphilio’s apartment with his wife’s rooms,

The floors above the piana nobile, which include the mezzanine, the second floor and the third floor under the roof,
functioned as one would expect in a cardinal’s palace: they house the famiglia {houschold staff) and the children.”
The famiglia of Cardinal Pamphilj was modest for a man of his position, averaging twenty-five people. These men,
who occupied distinet posts with prescribed duties like maestro df camers and auditore, lived on the floors above the
cardinal’s apartment.” Also on the top floor was the guardaroba, the large storage room that typically occupied this
position for reasons of security.” The famiglis of Pamphilio and Donna Olimpia lived on the upper floors of their
wing, and the artendants and servants were appropriately separated by gender.” Although the small, low room
adjacent to the scalone on the piano nobile is next to Pamphilio’s apartment, the Stanzis dells rota (10, fig. 9) performed
a distinct function for the women attendants because it contained the turn/box used to deliver supplies to them
without exposing them to the outside world.” The scaletts in the stanza della rota offered passage to the women’s
quarters on the second floor where one room was identified as the low “Stanzia sotto detea verso la Strada che serve
per le Donne.” The three children of the couple {aged fifteen, twelve and five in 1634) were likely housed with
the women although the documents do not account for them. The male attendants lived on the third floor in rooms
above Pamphilio’s aparement.”

A rchitectural patronage represented a show of good taste and allegiance with other cultivated men. Pamphilj mod-
cled himself on his predecessors and peers in the Sacred College of Cardinals who built to articulate gains in social
status and glorify the family name. His palace fit inro the residential type belonging to men of the same social status:
the palaces of cardinals were imposing in size, unified in appearance, distinguished from their surrounds, and char-
acterised by traditional architectural design rather than innovation. They apily conveyed the important stature of
their owners and provided the appropriate archatectural setting for their occupants to enace their parts on the Roman
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stage.” In addition, the Palazzo Pamphilj was sitvated in one of the most desirable locations in Rome. According
to Torti’s guidebook of 1638, the piazza Navona with its beaurful architecture and ornament was repured to be
the most splendid in Rome, all of Italy, and possibly even beyond.'™ Furthermore, Cardinal Pamphilj was a dis-
cerning, interested, and involved patton with an impressive capacity for architectural design and decoration. The
building documents demonstrate that he was actively involved in the construction, frequently checking the pro-
gress, making recommendations down to the minutest details, and expressing his opinion about the decoration.'™
We are fortunate that his nascent proclivity for architecture was to have ample opportunity to mature.

Innecent X (v, 16441655 ) The Election of Cardinal Pamphilj to the Papacy

Papal eulogists heralded the election of Inpocent X, in 1644, as the start of a new era of peace and justice, and a
similar sense of auspiciousness cap be read in the pope’s initation of a new palace for his family.” Yet the reality
of mid-seventcenth century Europe and of the Pamphilj family irself allowed the leader litde peace.™ Concord was
much necded in the tumultuous political and religious world. Locally, the twenty-one-year reign of Urban VIII
had just concluded with the disastrous War of Castro.”™ On the continent the Thirty Years War (1618-1648),
which had begun as a religious conflict but evolved into a polincal struggle berween the two major European pow-
ers, France on the one hand and the Habsburgs of the Holy Roman Empire and Spain on the other, continued
to plague the continent, Although the Peace of Westphalia was signed in 1648, Rome had littde to celebrate, for
the protracied process and the terms of the peace had effectively diminished the authority of the Roman Catholic
Church in the international arena.'”

In a strange twist of fate, the international discord led to a promising moment in the history of the Pamphilj and
the Piazza Navona since the acrimony between the French and Spanish crowns was responsible, at least in par,
for Cardinal Pamphily’s election. During the conclave the Barberini nephews, Cardinals A ntonio and Francesco,
were positioned at one end of the polemmic, protecting the interests of France through their promotion of the franco-
phile Cardinal Sacchett. Although Cardinal Pamphilj had once been an intimate member of the Barberini court,
he now belonged to the opposing camp. It was the Spanish contingency that proposed his candidacy. The French
automatically opposed him because of his ties to Madnid, but through fate and clandestine alliances the tde slowly
turned in his favour. The first glimmer of hope came when the Spanish Cardinal Albornoz persuaded most of the
Sacred“(:’oilcge to abandon Saccherti, In the meantime Cardinal Pamphilj and Donna Olimpia initiated nego-
tations with the Barberimt nephews, proposing to ally the families through a marriage between his only Pamphily
nephew, Camillo, and Urban VIII's great-niece, Lucrezia. The union would have allowed the former papal
nephews to maintain preeminence in Rome and prevent repercussions following their uncle’s reign. Although the
Barberini cardinals were negottating with Pamphilj, the French Prime Minister Mazarin remained adamandy op-
posed to the purported Spanish sympathiser and wrote to the Barberini cardinals to implore them o maintain their
opposition. But Mazarin’s letter arrived too late. 'The Barberini had already accepted Cardinal Pamphili’s offer,
and on 15 September 1644 the Sacred College promoted him to the papacy.”™ The marriage between Camillo
Pamphilj and Lucrezia Barbetini, however, did not materialise.
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The pontificate of Innocent X was inaugurated with the usual events, yet on this occasion the celebrations high-
lighted Piazza Navona where the Pamphilj family had lived for generations and the new pepe was about to initiate
a major building program (fig. 10).”” After the solemn mass that marked Pamphilj’s creation,

Era vaga cosa il vedere la strada di Pavione, € la Piazza di Pasquino, ¢ quella di Navona, ambedue Piazze, che circondano il Palazzo
de” Signori Panfilj [...] poiche tutti i Palazzi circonvicini [...] posero alle finestre torce di cera Bianca [...]. Nel Palazzo de’
Medesimi Signori Orsini dalla parte della grande ¢ bella Piazza Navona si scorgeva sii la Loggia un gran Regno di rilievo, tutto

dorato, con le sue Chiavi, e sotto i tre Gigli, e la Colomba col ramo d’Oliva in bocea, Arme di Nostro Signore, il tutto illuminato

con bell'ordine &i lumini, che sembravano tante lucide Stelle *®

Following Innocent X’s coronation, on the night of 4 October, the Palazzo Pamphilj served as a stage for the
festivities: “Sopra la ringhiera del Palazzo de’ Signori Panfilij vi erano sei trombetti, i quali sonavano a vicenda con altri ch'erano
si la loggia de’ Signori Orsini,” and across from the Palazzo Pamphilj the Spanish nation honoured the new pope,
making a bid for his favour:

La natione Spagnola haveva ornata di lumi tutta la Facciata della lor Chiesa di S. lacomo; la quale veniva vesa piv luminosa con
molte padelle di fuoco, che ardevano in cima degli Angoli della stessa facciata: e nella lor loggia parata tutta di Damaschi rossi, oltre
a sei Tromboni, due Cornetti, quattro Violini, un Violone, @ un Organo, haveva un Coro di trenta Musici famosi, che cantavano

Compositione in lode di N.S [...]."

% The pope’s possesso on 23 November was especially charged with significance. After the Pamphilj had witnessed
‘ the parades from their home on Via Papale for almost two hundred years, one of their own was finally processing
along the route, The sumptuousness of the event provoked awe in the Englishman John Evelyn: “The Streetes were
this night as light as day, full of bonfires, canon roaring, musiq playing, fountaines running wine, in all excesse
of joy and triumph.” The biographer Ignazio Ciampi interpreted Innocent X’s personalisation of the parade
route as a show of affection for his family: the new pope detoured into Piazza Navona where his great-niece, the
baby Olimpiuccia, was held in the window of the Palazzo Pamphilj as a sign of the family’s future.” The gesture
expressed not only Innocent’s love for his family but also his attachment to his ancestral neighbourhcod where less
than a decade earlier he had constructed a prominent palace.

Despite Innocent X'’s determination to build a palace as a testament to his family, his ponuificate, as historians have
long noted, was marred with familial conflicts, often stemming from the awesome presence of Donna Olimpia
Maidalchini who acted as the pope’s partner in most things, including the family palace.”** In defiance of Roman
custom, Donna Olimpia, rather than a papal nephew, functioned as Innocent X'’s closest confidant. Although
a female relative might act as a pope’s consort, Donna Olimpia played a far greater role as the de facto cardinal
nephew. Over the course of the next decade, this influential woman was frequently found at the Vatican and the
Quirinal, disregarding the mores that prohibited women from the papal residences.'* In control of vacant offices
and benefices, Donna Olimpia occupied an enormously powerful positiori at the papal court, and noblemen, am-
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bassadors, and cardinals flocked to her audience room in the hopes of winning her favour.!*
As contemporary reports make clear, papal courtiers knew well who had the pope’s ear: ac-
cording to the Florentine envoy, “Olimpia’s influence grows daily [...] [she] visits the pope
every other day and the wholed world turns to her.”** Although the Venetian ambassador

praised her as “[...] dama di gran prudenza e valore [...],”"** he also wrote disapprovingly:

Donna Qlimpia Maidalchini cognata di Sua Beatitudine, unico scopo delli favori Pontificii, e che tiene
una somma autorita, ¢ Dama d'ingegno e spirito virile, e solo si fa conoscere donna per la superbia et ay-
aritia, onde & necessario che li pretendents alla Corte le tributino incessanti ossequii e continuati doni ™™

As the Pamphilj pontificate progressed, the commentary on Olimpia Maidalchini’s author.
ity grew increasingly scathing, damaging the image of the papacy at home and abroad. In
1651 the Venetian ambassador called her a “new Agrippina,” concluding that “[...] signora
donna Olimpia, che per sei anni e pia ha sostenuto le prime parti d'autoritd in questo Pontificato. [...] ¢
quello che rendeva nausea a tutti gli yomini onorati era il vedere che nelle grazie venivano preferiti quelli che
pia allargavano la mano nei donativi [...].”"** Her relationship with Innocent X fuelled malicious
rumours and disparaging comments. Capturing the Roman populace’s sentiment, a pas-

quinade mockingly questioned who was in charge: “Olimpia pontifex maximus. Olimpia prima,

31

Fig. 10. Isxael Silvestre,
view of Piazza Navona,
facing south end, 1643~
44, engraving. (Museo
di Roma, Rome).




papessa; Olimpia prima, pontefice non Massismo.”"™ The first biography of Olimpia Maidalchini, authored by Gregorio
Leti shortly after her death, ensured her lasting notoriety.' The slanderous account, which serves the dual function
of denigrating its subject and attacking the Roman Church, became an instant success. The author went so far as
to accuse Olimpia of romantic involvement with her brother-in-law whom he portrayed as helplessly in love and
subject to her'will. Even though the Venetian ambassador, who was a more reliable source, also writes “[...] che
detto affetto avesse fatte altissime vadici con piv che platonica simpatia [...],” it 1s difficult to separate fact from fiction due to

the vehement antagonism against her.'!

What lies at the cote of the enmity toward the protagorust of the Palazzo Pamphiljz Mirka Bene¥ concluded that,
“public opinion objected to 2 woman being allowed the role of Cardinal-Nephew in a government by definition
restricted to celibate male ecclesiastics.”'* Indeed, Donna Olimpia blurred the gender divide in her pubiic persona
and private interests. She eschewed female company in favour of male companionship and masculine pursuits like
power, hunting, and playing cards.'” In September 1647 Ameyden recorded that Archbishop Mazzarino went to
her house “to play” (presumably) cards.”™ Transposing genders, Olimpia Maidalchini was “[...] un maschio vestito
da femmina per la Citta di Roma, ed una femmina vestita da maschio per la Chiesa Romana.”™® Leti’s comment strikes at
the heart of the issue: Donna Olimpia was a powerful woman in a wotld reserved for men. The unknown authot
of a manuscript in the Biblioteca A postolica Vaticana condemns Donna Olimpia for ignoring accepted gender
definitions and concludes that women always bring danger.' Like papal relatives before her, Donna Olimpia
used her relationship to the pope to acquire exceptional influence and wealth and to raise her social status through
a noble title, a sure sign of preeminence.’” Soon after Donna Olimpia bought S. Martino al Cimino near Viterbo,
Innocent X raised the fief to a principality so that she became the principessa di San Martino.'® Marina D’ Amelia
placed Donna Olimpia’s actions within the norms of papal nepotism (the system of favouring relatives), conclud-
ing that she was condemned not for abusing accepted limits but for her gender.™ To be sure, in employing the
institution of nepotism, our protagonist was no worse than the Barberini nephews, and like her predecessors she
balanced her privileges with charitable acts, as was expected of someone of her station. Letters reveal a compassion
for her extended family and record the charity that she doled out to her less fortunate relatives.” In the story of the
Palazzo Pamphilj, it becomes clear that Donna Olimpia’s role as a patron of the palace did not enhance her repu.
tation, as it would have if she had been male.

Besides the controversial role of the papal sisterin-aw, the Pamphilj struggled with a second predicament:
Pamphilio and Donna Olimpia had two daughters but only a single son. As acknowledged by contemporaries
and scrutinised by historians, the Pamphilj lacked enough male children to fill the normal positions in a papal fam.
ily, that is, one son to serve as the cardinal nephew and a second son to carry on the family lineage.”* The dilemma
guided the story of Camillo Pamphilj and the Palazzo Pamphilj. Aware of the papal family’s dilemma, expect-
ant Romans awaited the decision of the new pope: would his only nephew be pressed into marriage or awarded
the second-most powerful position in the Church: In early October 1644 Innocent X appointed Camillo to the
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secular positions of General of the Church, supreme commander of the papal fleet, and gnard and governor of the
Borgo and other chief fortresses. ™ But less than two months later, on 14 November 1644, Innocent X teversed his
initial decision and made his nephew a cardinal. ™ Just days afrer the event, the diarist Giacinto Gigli summarised
the Pamphilj’s dilemma: “[...] i Card. Pamfilic Nepote del Papa, il quale per esser Cardinale non si curd di tirare avanti
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la sua famiglia, della quale vi somo solamente doi fighiole femmine.”™* Camillo was now to lead a celibate life with greater
income from the titles and benefices accorded with the position.” Normally, a cardinal nephew also enjoyed great
authority in the papal counre and participated in making the cenrral image of his family’s authority, the palace,
but Camille’s experience was less fulfilling. First, he had to contend with Cardinal Panciroli, whom Innocent
X appointed Secretary of State, which was a role usually occupied by the cardinal nephew.'* Second, and more
vexingly, he had to vie for influence with his mother who openly sought to weaken and discredit him.'” Thus,
members of the papal court were not entirely surprised when on 19 January 1647 Camille renounced his cardinal’s
hat to marry the most eligible woman in Rome, Olimpia Aldobrandini Borghese, principessa di Rossano, who hailed
from the papal family of the Aldobrandini and was the sole heir of her family’s enormous fortune. Despite these
desirable auributes, neither Innocent nor Olimpia Maidalchini attended the wedding on 10 February 1647, held at
the Aldobrandini estate of Toorrenova outside Rome. Moreover, the pope banned the newlyweds from returning to
the papal city.” In 1648 Camille and Olimpia Aldobrandini returned quietly to Rome, but the official reconcili-
ation berween them and the pope did not occur until early 1651, after the princess gave birth to a male heir.* These
tumultuous family relations had a direct effect on the Palazzo Pamphilj in Piazza Navona: Camillo’s continuous
conflict with his mother, and his official estrangement from his family from 1647 to 1551, resulted in his exclusion
from the expansion of the Palazzo Pamphilj. Instead, it was Donna Olimpia Maidalchini who managed the ex-
pansion of the family palace.

Building the Papal Family Palace (1644--1650)

Even before the ceremonies in honour of his election had ended, Tnnocent X undertook the building campaign
that saw to the expansion and renovation of his palace in Piazza Navona, which resulted in the building that we
see today. Constructing a monumental palace was the most significant representational act of a papal family in sev.
enteenth-century Rome. It was an expression of the farmaly’s status at the very pinnacle of Roman society. Innocent
X modelled his actions on those of his predecessors, Paul IIT (r. 1534~1549), Paul V (r. 1605~1621), and Urban
VTII (. 1623—1644) that had resulted respectively in the Palazzo Farnese, the Palazzo Borghese and the Palazzo
Barberini, Each of these palaces carved ourt a visible presence for the respective family in the cityscape; indeed, they
conunue to define the city today. Innocent X's swift initiation of the building project and its rapid realisation in time
for the Jubilee Year of 1650 expressed a sureness of authority that belied the dissonance in the international political
arena and the quarrels within his fanuly. The monumental Palazzo Pamphilj represented a statement of power and
control in a time of trouble and communicated the Pamphili’s preeminent position in Roman society, the Papal
States, and abroad. Built to immuortalise the family name, the palace was also a personal monument that embodied
Innocent X's enduring affection for his family.™ His frequent presence in Piazza Navona during his pontificate,
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whereas Camillo held a minor part even though he was the legal owner.'” He was mostly present in name only,
beginning with the acquisition of properties to form the site for the expansion.”™ On 1§ December 1644 Innocent
issued a brief o force two neighbours, Teodosio de Rossi and Don Carlo Cibo, Principe di Massa, to sell their
respective properties (fig. 11)."* Camillo was named as the purchaser in both the sale of the Casa de Rosst in May
1645 and the sale of the Palazzo Cibo in July 1646." But the expense account for the building works confirms that
Camillo participated little in building the family palace. Although his name appears at the opening of the account
in June 1645, and he made a series of deposits over the next twelve months, by August 1646 he was merely acring
on his mother’s orders as the entries of deposit indicate.™ In January 1647, Camillo’s name completely disappeared
from the account at precisely the moment he ruptured relations with his mother over his marriage. Despite his sub-
sequent exile from Rome, Camillo remained a legal presence at the palace; the properties purchased in 1647 for the
service building were acquired in his name. As the only male heir, Camillo retained ownership of the Pamphilj
Palace regardless of familial conflicts. Yet, he did not reappear in the expense accounts until 1652, after the con-
straction of the Palace had ended, to make two additional deposits for the final payments.!** More than anything,
Camillo’s absence from the building commission meetings confirms his nominal role in the papal family palace.
On the contrary, Donna Olimpia Maidalchini is inseparable from the story of the Palazzo Pampbhil;. Not only did
she use the Palace as her stage, but she was largely responsible for its realisation.’ Giovanni Battista Pamphilj’s
will, written during his cardinalate, reveals Donna Olimpia’s deep association with the family palace. In a clause
that was unuosual for indaws, the cardinal left his sistet-in-law an apartment in his portion of the palace.”” Her
identification with the Palazzo Pamgphilj was heightened when her brotherindaw was elected to the papacy.
Chiomenti Vassalli describes the palace as her theatre.™” To be sure, Donna Olimpia received an endless stream of
courtiers seeking her favour; her anteroom “[...] era piena [...] dei prelati pisi eminenti, dei ministri di palazzo pig qualificati
¢ della piv fiorita nobilité vomana, ¢ le sue stanze medesime occupate dalle maggiori principessi e dame [...1.77% As the de facto
capofamiglia Donna Olimpia also welcomed relatives into the Palace. In April 1646 she hosted a lavish dinner with
the pope, the Prince and Princess of Piombine, the Prince and Princess of Bassano, Cardinal Camillo Pamphilj,
Monsignor Segni {maggiordomo del Palazzo A postolice), and Marchese del Bufalo."”

The building records offer a more detailed account of Donna Olimpia’s contribution to the palace commission
and reveal that she funcuoned as a type of modern-day manager. She supervised the development of the project, the
building accounts, the property purchases, and the building licenses. Her hands-on role in controlling the purse
strings reflects financial and administrative acumen. She ordered the payments for property purchases and construc-
tion work and made most deposits until January 1647 and all deposits after this date.'® The history of the building
licenses also demonstrates that Olimpia was in charge of the project even though she initially acted through her
son. On 18 June 1645 the maestri df strade issued Camillo the concessione dei fili that gave him a portion of public
land on which to build the palace’s new fagade.’® The second building license was issued in Aungust 1647, but
this one named Donna Olimpia instead of her son. With Camille distanced from the building works, his mother
was no longer operating under his name and now appears in the written record as the administrator of the project.
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mind than a progressive one and he lacked good taste.™ This interpretation, however, fails to consider the reputa
tions of the architects in 1644, which presents a different picture.

When summoned by Innocent X, the seventyfoursyear-old Rainaldi boasted a distinguished career, much of
which had been spent designing architectoral projects for two noble families in Traly. He enjoyed a long standing
relationship with the Farnese for whom he worked in Rome, Parma, and Caprarola.'” In the 1630s the Farnese
recommended him to Duke Francesco I d'Este, who used architecture to reestablish his authority in Modena after
the exile of his family from Ferrara in 1598.2% Alice Jarrard has shown that Rainaldi’s plan to convert the old castle
into 2 noble palace provided an appropriate stage for the ceremonies of Francesco I that sought to establish his iden.
tity among European rulers.'® Back in Rome, Rainaldi received distinctions from his peers: the presidency of the
Accademia di San Luca {1640) and the position of Regent of the Congregazione dei Virtuosi al Pantheon (1640,
1650)." Rainaldi’s experience in constructing princely images for his patrons might have motivated Innocent X o
commission him the palace that was meant to communicate the Pamphilj’s newly acquired preeminence. Practical
considerations might also have motivated the pope. Innocent decided o retain his cardinal’s palace and 2dd on to
it, rather than redesign the whole. The expansion was in part a continuation of the earlier building campaign, and
no one was more familiar with the work of Peperelli, who died in 1641, than Rainaldi, who was a longtime friend,
colleague, and occasional collaborator.””!

Although the mechanism through which Borromini became involved in the design process 1s not known with cer-
tainty,”* Innocent X must have recognised that the forty-six-year-old Borromini had much to offer him: consuruction
expertise, an ingenious capacity for design, and a cutious intellect.'™ Although Borromini received few commissions
from the Barberini family during the long pontificate of Urban VIII, he had demonstrated his architectural ingenu.
ity in his projects for the reform orders of the Trinitarians and Oratorians and eventually 1a the papal commission
for Sant’Ivo alla Sapienza that came late in Urban VIII's pontificate.” But in 1644 Borromini was not an obvious
candidare for the job of building the Pzlazzo Pamphilj because he had not yet made a name in residential architec.
ture. He had received only one independent commission for a palace design, from Count Ambrogio Carpegna in
1638, for which he made innovative designs, but which was not realised due to the count’s death in 1643.7* Despite
this shortcoming, Borromini emerged as a significant figure in Pamphilj building projects starting with the palace.
Shortly thereafter, Innocent X entrusted Borromini with renovatng S. Giovanni in Laterano, the most prestigious
ccclesiastical commission of his pontificate, and the patron and architect developed a close reladionship.””¢ As Sladek
has argued, the papal family’s patronage of Borromini set 2 fashion in domestic architecrure, leading to commuissions
from other aristocratic families, the Falconiers, Del Bufalo, and Giusnniani.??

By involving Girolamo Rainaldi and Francesco Borromini in the design of the Palazzo Pamphilj, Innocent X
benefited from two worlds, tried and true experience and unrealised potential. But both architects had to contend
with the existing palace built when Innocent X was a cardinal. Comparing the plan of the cardinal’s palace with
the designs of Rainaldi and Borromini shows thar the existing building occupied abour half of the site and is lirtle
altered in the plans for expansion (figs. 9, 13). This knowledge of the earlier building significantly alters our percep-
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tion of Rainaldi and Borromini’s plans and
of the interaction between the architects.
Writing in 1924, Dagobert Frey established
an enduring polemic between the young in.
novative archirect (Borromini) and his elder

outmoded colleague (Ramaldi). In stud-

ying Borromini’s plans, Frey interpreted
the spaces drawn in graphite as Rainaldi’s
ideas and those in red chalk as Borromini’s
improvements upon them (fig.-13)."% In

this scemario Rainaldi conceived the mod-
est Southern half of the palace (left side),

whereas Borromuni was responsible for the

Fig. 13. Francesco
Borroraini, proposal for
piase robile of Palazmo
Pamphili, 1845 (BAV,
Vat, lat. 11248, fol.
172

innovatve features, the enormous selore and
the elongated gallery, in the Northern half (right side). The story of Rainaldi as “the creating
and leading architect” and Borromini as “the critical advisor” whe “pushed aside the older
rival and eventually took over” was launched.” But in light of the revised building history,
this scenario no longer holds true.

"The papal palace was conceived as a continuation of the earlier project rather than a complete-
ly new design problem. The archirects were charged with ransforming three disparate prop-
eries (Palazzo Pamphily, Casa de Rossi, and Palazzo Cibo) into a cogent plan that accorded
with the representational and practical needs of the papal family (figs. 9, r1). The pope’s
decision constrained both architects to work within the inherited framework of Peperelli’s en
tratice spaces, main stair, and disposition of rooms; furthermore, the existing structures in the
new site were partially reused. A close examination of the proposals for the palace, contained
in the Codex Spada at the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana and the Graphische Sammlung
Albertna, demonstrates that the architects were working concurtently on similar designs and
influencing one another as they worked toward the final solution™ A comparison between
two of these plans, one by Rainaldi and one by Borrominy, illustrates this artistic exchange. '™
Ramaldi’s plan of the piano nobile (Vat. lat. 11258, fol. 179) appears to be the carliest project
for the palace’s expansion (fig. 14).* The walls of the cardinal’s palace were retained almost
entirely. The only changes are seen at the border of the Casa de Rossi: the length of the Sala
was slightly reduced, from 67 % to 65 palmi, and one of 1ts windows was removed, thereby
aligning it with the wall berween the existing court and the large, new Salene, currently called
Sala Palestrina. The room at this same border on the via dell’ Anima side was incorporats




ed into the adjacent room n the Casa de
Rossi to create an ample Salofto, Similatly
guided by the existing spaces, Rainaldi es-

tablished aspects of the design that were re
tained in the succeeding proposals and the
final project. It is m this earliest planning

phase that he conceived the Salone, 2 defin
ing feature of the new palace. By incorpo.
rating several rooms in the Casa de Rossi
and the Palazzo Cibo, he established the
location and approximate dimensions (46
x 90 palmi) of the Salone,”® To its North

is the court of the Palazzo Cibo, which he retained but enlarged to 65 x §7 palmi, to 2 Fig. 14. Girolame
Rainaldi, proposal for
pione nobile of Palazzo
but the length was elongated in subsequent proposals unml it reached a final measurement  Pamphilj, lare 1644/
early 1645 (BAY, Var
lat. 11248, fol. 170},

nearly square plan. The width that he established was maintained in the final execution,

of 84 palmi. Finally, Rainaldi reconfigured the rooms to the East and West of the Cibo
court, respectively facing plazza Navona and Via dell’ Anima. He transformed these small

existing spaces into larger ones that extend the existing enfilades of the Palazzo Pamphil).

In a subsequent plan of the piano nobile (Vat. lat. 11248, fol. 172), Borromini developed as-
pects of Rainaldi’s proposal and proposed ideas of his own (fig. 13).%% First, he established
the definitive position and dimensions of the new salone and the surrounding spaces, which
is seen by comparing Betromini’s drawing to the reconstruction plan of the piano sobile. He
reduced the length of the existing sals (18 in fig. 9) from 68 to 62 palmy, as indicated by the
wall drawn in red pencil, to align it with the South wall of the new salone, and in doing so, he
established the measurements of the new room (25 in fig. 15) to the North of the old sala (18).
Borromini slightly shortened the length of the salone as proposed by Rainaldi, to 86 palmi, but
widened it more percepuibly t $6 palmi, creating dimensions that approximate its butle size
(89 % x 52 % palmi). The size of the salone was a significant aspect of the new palace. It was
designed in competition with the famous salone of the Barberini, whose measurements (Sal
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delle 4 Fondane, 65 palmi) were noted on another plan by Borromini.** The Pamphil] were lits

erally measuring their palace against the one built by their predecessors and tivals.

Borromini’s most significant contribution to the salore is its vault, which he illustrated in

184

several drawings.”®® In his brief treatise on the Palazzo Pamphilj, Spada underscores the sig-

nificance of the vault: “Se si fosse fatta & soffitts, oltreche anche in tal genere sarebbe riuscita bassa,
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havrebbe perso quell palazzo gran parte della magnificenza, che nasce da guel primo ingresso nell appartamento nobile;” indeed,
“[...] si piole conmymerare [il salone] fra le mevaviglie & Roma, non gid per la sua grandezza, essendovene delle maggiori, ma per
Panimositd, ¢ valore del Signor Architetto ...}

Spada’s praise alludes to Botromini’s stuctural feat: he defied previous rules of statcs, which allowed for greater
freedom of exprgession. In this new method of construction, Borromini placed iron chains above the vault that were
attached to stakes hidden in ornamented pilasters projecting above the roof.™ The system eliminated the need for
lateral buttressing, which allowed the height of the room to be increased to a spacious 66 palmi, without raising
the piano nobile walls to more than §2 palmi. Taller walls would have deprived the adjacent courtyards of air. The
contzast between the low exterior walls, seen upon entering the palace in the first court, and the expanse of its inte-
1I0r Was meant to awe visitors with a sense of magnificence,'™ Spada’s account, which emphasises disbelief in the
audacity of Borromini, was certainly intended to flatter the architect and perhaps also the patron, Innocent X, for
his perspicacious trust in the skill of his architect.

Borromini also contributed to designing the spaces to the north of the salese. His plan is the first evidence for the
organisation of space around the new court that comes close to the execution. Borromini first drew the Western
boundary of the Cibo court and the spiral stair nearby but then erased them and widened the court to its present
dimensions. But it is unclear if he was the first to determine the dimensions of the couzt because Rainaldi employed
the same measurements in one of his ground floox plans. What is clear is thar the architects were working on sim.
ilar sofutions. Another instance of this exchange is Borromini’s development of Rainaldi’s proposal to extend the
enfilades of the existing palazzo Pamphilj. His organisation of the rooms to the East of the new court — the two
large ones facing the piazza Navona and the three smaller ones with a square stair facing the court -~ that 15 found
in the executed palace.

Borromini’s most singular and innovarive contribution to the genesis of the palace is at its Northern border. Rainaldi
proposed to create a vicolo (alley) berween the palazzo Pamphilj and the neighbour’s propenty to the North, but
Borromini retained the existing living space of the palazzo Cibo and transformed it into something entitely new.
Influenced by the existing walls, he combined several rooms into a single space, creating an exceptionally long and
prominent gallery that stretches from the front to the back of the palace.* At this stage, he proposed a presentation
loggia at the end of the gallery facing Piazza Navona, which was built but then destroyed before the gallery’s com.
pledion by June 1647."" With this change, the width of the palace was unified into a gallery of singular dimensions
for the city centre.

The combination of talented architects and the formation of 2 committee to make design decisions resulted in the
swift completion of the project. The building account was opened on 8 July 1645, but work did not begin in car-
nest until after the new properties were acquired by July 1646. The greatest work occurred in 1647 when frequent
payments were registered to builders and decorators. In carly 1648, the fagade was in the final stage: the Pamphil;
coat-of-arms was hung and the windows were installed. During this same year payments were made to the frescoes’
painters Giacinto Gimignani, Giacinto Brandi and Andrea Camassei. The pace of building slowed in late 1648,
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and several builders received final payments in late 1649 and carly 1650. At the end of 1650
the accounts were closed; however, final payments were 1ssued in 1653 for decorative work
that occurred berween these dates, ™

Meaning and Use of Palazzo Pamphili

The completed Palazzo Pamphilj served as a suitable stage for the family’s cerernonial and
private life. The extended pano nobile enfilades 2long the front and back of the palace indicate
that the building was designed with two noble apartments (fig. 14).*”* Over the course of the
Pamphilj pontificate, these spaces remained fixed, but their use changed to accommodate un-
foreseen shifts i the family seructure. Much had happened since Cardinal Giovanni Bawista
Pamphilj enlarged the ancestral casq into the cardinal’s palace that he shared with his broth.
er.”” In 1639 Pamphilio died, and five years larer Giovanni Battista was elected to the papacy,
which meant that he left the family palace for the papal palaces of the Vatican and Quirinale.””
When Innocent X bestowed the cardinal’s hat on his nephew, Camulle {ollowed his uncle
to the papal palace where he lived for two years.”™ By December 1644 both of Camillo’s sis-
ters had married and moved out of the ancestral home.™ The plan of the Palazzo Pamphilj
indicates that it was designed to house two principal residents. The statf d'anime demonstrate
that Donna Olimpia was the only continuous occupant during the Pamphilj poatificare,™
The diarnsts Gigli and Ameyden made frequent references to her residency: for instance, in
February 1645, after celebrating Mass at S, Maria sopra Minerva, Innocent X “[...] rimace d
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praszare dalla Cognata””™ and on 3 February 1647, on his way back to the Vatican, the pope

iR DELL ANIMA

ViAPABQUING

PIAZZANAVONA

42

Fig, 15, Palazzo
Pamphilj, ground floor
plan, 164550 (drawing
by Susan Leone).




again dined with Donna Olimpia at the palace in Piazza Navona.”® Donna Olimpia’s influential position in the
papal city necessitated a commensutrate reception space on the piano nobile of the family palace. As the cardinal neph-
ew and owner of the palace, Camillo Pamphilj also required an apartment on the piano nobile even though he had
gone to live in the papal palace.

As the most privileged space in the palace, the extended suite along Piazza Navona provided an appropriately
impressive setting for the cardinal nephew, and the new entry point of the salone played a critical role in commu-
nicating his status.™ The ground floor approach to the apartment remained as it was in the old Pamphilj palace,
except that the shops were removed and the androne was enlarged to create a nobler impression. But on the pigno no-
bile, the route of movement changed. From the loggia at the top of the stairs, visitors now proceeded straight ahead,
through the door marked with the massive stemma of Innocent X into the monumental sala dei palafrenieri. (24)
Following the modest entrance spaces, this grand architectural gesture was essential for expressing the occupant’s
magnificence. The sheer size and the surprise generated by its height were characteristics of magnificence in seven.
teenth-century culture.?” Rather than the richly coloristic frescoes on the vault of the Barberini salone, the Pamphilj
salone impresses through architectural ingenuity and the restraint of its monochromatic stucco ornament. In typical
Borromini fashion, the stucco design features bold geometric shapes with robust floral and vegetal motifs and heral-

dic imagery, in this case, the Pamphilj dove with olive branch and the lily.

Contributing to the impression of magnificence was the extensive sequence of rooms; in the words of Spada, “[...]
le fughe delle camere, massime verso Piazza Navona non hanno simile [...].”** The door in the salone’s East wall led to
the first anticamera (25). The massive, ornate stemma on the ceiling immediately promulgated the family’s identity
to visitors. The doors embellished with richly coloured marble frames, in its North and south walls, signalled
visitors that the ceremonial route could proceed in either direction.”” This dual possibility makes it difficult to
identify the cardinal’s audience room. Although the old sals (18) is called the camera dell ‘andienza in the inventory
made after Camillo’s death in 1666, this arrangement would have allowed for only a single anticamera, which was
hardly appropriate in a noble apartment.?” Alternatively, the ceremonial sequence could have continued notth
into a second anticamera (26) and the audience room (27), the latter of which was fittingly equipped with a portiere
and a bust of Innocent X.* In this scenario the new chapel (28) and its adjacent oratory {29) ate in their expected
positions. The small square stair next to the new court would allow the cardinal to move in and out of his recep-

tion rooms without being observed.”””

With the new suite on Piazza Navona presumably serving for reception space, the old chambers of the southern
half of the enfilade could have been dedicated to private space. But this arrangement would have denied the usual
connection between the audience room and the bedroom. Another possibility for private space was the ground
floor apartment, directly below the new reception rooms and accessible to them via the small square stair (25-30,
in fig. 16). The ornate treatment of these rooms suggests a noble occupant. The vaults, one of which is visible

today, were embellished with stucco decoration that incorporated the Pamphilj emblems.”® The description of
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the rooms in the 1666 inventory implies that they functioned as leisure space. La stanza dell’or-
gano (25 or 27) contained “un organo finnite consne canne grandi alfo palmi venti incirca tutto dovaia
[...],” “una Fontana di rame dorato con cingue cannelli da giocar Lacqua di piowho,” “due wrne & siano
sepulture [...],” statues on pedestals, religious paintings, other objects, and three marble tables
used to display bas-reliefs and a sculprure.”™ The other chambers were similarly embellished
with paintings, statues, and few pieces of furniture. Another room (2§ or 27) contained an
armoire and a “wuna lettiera d'ehano negro tutta legata in vame dovato con sua testicra con powi ¢ balavstri
et adornamenti di rame dorato traforato con swol vasi ¢ tavole da scommetiere.”™ The elaborate deco-
ration suggests that the bed was a representational zampanare that was not slept in but used
for display.”™ The apartment’s location and appearance in 1666 imply that it was a summer
suite used for leisure and displaying arr, calling to mind similar apartments in Roman pajac.
es like the Casa Grande ai Giubbonari (1663-66), Palazzo Barberini aile Quattro Fontane
{(1670s), and Palazzo Borghese (b, 1671).%

Retuming to the piano nobile, the cardinal’s reception rooms terminate in “[...] una galleria longo
palmi 148, larga palmi 32. alta palmi go. ben luminata, competentemente sfogata, ¢ decentemente ornate con
ricche wicchie pev statue, e con wn bellissima, ¢ ben intesa prospeito verso piazza Navona opera dell’ Ar-
chitetto Francesco Borromine,” as Spada wrote (31, in fig. 15).*"” The gallery’s notable length (33
metres) distinguished it from others m the abitato and linked it to the singular example of the
Galleria delle Carte Geografiche in the Palazzo Vartican, built above one side of Bramante’s
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Pamphily, plene nobile
plan, 1645-50 (drawing
by Susan Leonel.




Cortile del Belvedere by Ottavio Mascarino for Gregory XIII {1572—1585).%"* The reladvely short galleries in the
Palazzo Capodiferro (13 metres) and the Palazzo Farnese {20 metres) represent the standard Roman type. Only
the Galleria delle Carte Geografiche in the Vatican, which was unrestricted by the space limirations of the abitato,
reached the exceptional length of 120 meters. The presence of the serliang enhanced the connection berween the
Pamphilj Gallety and the Palazzo Vaticano. In the Pamphily Gallery, the serfiana is used for the large window
overlooking Via dell’ Anima and the large window with balcony overlooking Piazza Navona that forms part of
a facade that stands apart from the main facade of the palace. At the Vatican the serliana appears in several places:
the loggia of the Tower of the Winds, the multistotied structure built above the Galleria delle Carte Geografiche,
the architecture of the pope’s audience room called the Sala Regia, and Raphael’s painting of the Fire i the Borgo in
the Stanza dell'Incendio of the papal apartment.”® The popes employed this architectural form to make a statement
about their authority. In antquity the serfiana marked the place where the emperor presented himself to his subjects,
such as the portico of Domitian’s palace at Spalato and the imperial boxes (kathisma) at hippodromes or circuses.
As the Christian successors of the Roman emperors, the popes appropriated the serfiana to signify the foundation
of their authority 1n the carly Christian period.”In reconstructing ancient circuses, Renatssance antiquarians im-
agined a viewing box with a serliana loggia, as in Antonio Lafreri’s reconstruction of the Circus Maximus (fig. 17).
The serliana was charged with significance in Piazza Navona because Roman legend held that an ancient cireus
had occupied the site (rather than the stadium).**” As Rudolf Preimesberger has convincingly argued, Borromini
grafted this form onto the Palazzo Pamphilj to declare the Pamphili’s authority as sanctioned by ancient Rome and

legitimised by contemporary papal rule ™

Today, the Pamphily Gallery is best known for the frescoes in the vault representing scenes from the Aeneid, paint.
ed by Pietro da Corrona berween 1651—1654, which 1s discussed in the nexe chapter. But the vault originally
had a different decorative scheme. On 12 June 1647 Giovanni Antonio Gaully, called Spadarine, was paid for
painting “in the vault of the Gallery six circular fields and one oval field with the deeds of Innocent X7 These
geometrical fields were framed with lavish stucco ornament. At the centre a large oval field was framed by “[...]
Vaggetto abozzatura, stuccatura della Stampa del Gusdio la fiori, con paternostro attorno d ovate [ ...], Laggetto cavato fuori, con
chiods, shozzatura et stuccatura del festone fatto la vose, ¢ fiori diversi [...], Vaggetto, abazzatura, et stuccatura del Braghettone
per di fuori stampato la Ovolo con suo listello [...].7*" On either side of the central oval, three circular fields were sur-
rounded by mouldings and festoons of roses. All seven fields were prepared for painting.®* Berween these large
framed areas were eight halfecircles filled with basreliefs, four featuring Pamphilj doves and four decorated with
roses and leaves. The entire pattern of geometrical shapes was set against a background of roses in stucco relief,
and the base of the vault was framed with mouldings and a frieze of flowers, lilies, and doves.” The concept
for the vault derives from a long tadition of guadri riportati programs, from Michelangela’s Sistine Chapel ceil
ing (1508~1$12) to Anmbale Carracci’s Galleria Farnese ceiling (1597-1600) and Francesco Albani’s Gallery
vault in the Palazzo Verospi {c. 1611—1612). The Pamphilj Gallery followed Albani’s type in which the frames
surrounding the painted fields were made of actual stucco rather than illusionistic painting simulating relief (fig.
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18).*# The walls were also embellished with stucco decoration.

There are twelve large rec.

tangular niches, six of which are filled with doors.?** The original stucco decoration of the

niches remains in the gallery today, but the gilding, monochromatic paintings, and busts in

the oval niches were added later.?®

Known only from the payment record, the iconography of Spadarino’s paintings was an un-

usual choice for this type of room that was normally used as leisure space and decorated with

lighthearted imagery like the amorous adventures of the ancient gods in the Farnese Gallery.”

Instead, the scenes from the life of Innocent X associated the Pamphilj Gallery with the formal

reception rooms of Italian rulers that displayed more serious themes. In the Palazzo Farnese

the large sala, prominently located near the main staircase and probably used as an anteroom,

was decorated with frescoes by Francesco Salviati that celebrate the praiseworthy deeds of the

Farnese family, culminating in the reign of Pope Paul III. The Farneses are presented as em-

Fig. x7. Reconstruction
of Circus Maximus,
engraving. From
Antonio Lafreri,
Speculum Romanae
Magnificentiae, c. 1550,
tav. 43 (Bibliotheca
Herziana — Max.
Planck-Institut,
Rome).







bodying the heroism of the ancient gods but dedicated to the defence of Christianity. Commissioned by Cardinal
Ranuccio Farnese shortly after Paul IIT's death, the cycle presents the family’s case for continued preeminence in
Roman society.?”” The specific episodes of Innocent X’s life painted by Spadarino are lost, but we presume the scenes
celebrated his praiseworthy deeds in much the same way.

The location, scale, and 1conography of the Pamphilj Gallery suggest that it mediated between the tradition.
al function of a gallery as an informal place of leisure and the less typical role of a formal, ceremonial space.”
Although the iconography of the deeds of Innocent X recalls formal reception rooms, it does not necessarily imply
that the gallery was used for receiving audiences. In fact, the size and shape of the room were unsuitable for visits
between two protagonists. On the other hand, the space was ideal for large ceremonies. Circumstantial evidence
suggests that the papal family might have used the gallery as a banqueting hall. In the late seventeenth century,
when Innocent X’s descendants rented the palace to tenants, the English ambassador, Lord Castlemaine, hosted
a banquet there.””® As depicted in a print recording the event, the gallery easily holds the dining table that accom-
modates eighty-six cardinals and prelates.”® Other rooms in the Piazza Navona apartment were also employed in
the festivities. The salone featured tables displaying delicacies, buffets of silver, Venetian glass, and crystal vessels,
and in the room before the gallery, the ambassador’s silver was exhibited in an impressive buffet.”* The location of
the stanza della pasta, “camera accanto segreta (cioe cocing ),” and “cocing commune” on the ground floor near the gallery
supports the idea that the gallery was used for dining (32, 33, 3§ respectively, in fig. 16).%* These service rooms
were close enough for easy access but far enough away to prevent food preparation from disturbing the festivities.
Food could have been carried from the kitchens through the loggia along the court, up the square stair, into the
piano nobile loggia, and finally into the gallery.”*® Contemporary accounts record that the Palazzo Pamphilj served
as a stage for festivities, such as the comedies of which Donna Olimpia was so fond.?** During Carnival in 1648,
“Donna Olimpia fece comedia, alla quale intervennero le Dame Romane amiche sue, e buona parte del Sacro Collegio.”™ A
year later guests like Cardinal Barberini and Cardinal Onrsini attended several evenings of delightful and some-
times immoral entertainment at the Palazzo Pamphil].* But unfortunately none of the references note the precise
location of the events. An anteroom could easily have been transformed into a theatre, as was done art the Palazzo
Barberini.*” Though concrete evidence is lacking, the gallery’s proximity to the reception rooms suggests that it
played some role in the entertainment.

Although the historical frescoes endowed the Pamphilj Gallery with greater gravity than normal, the room did
serve the traditional purpose of displaying art. During construction, hooks for tapestries or other hangings were not
installed, which implies that framed pictures were hung on the walls.”® Francesco Scanelli’s guidebock to Rome,
published in 1647, records that paintings by Guido Remi, Andrea Sacchi, and others hung in the gallery.” A few
years later, in 1662, it was described as “[...] covered with [...] exquisite pictures, ornamented with majestic carved
frames, gilded, under which with the needed distance one sees many statues, placed on carved and gilded pedes-
tals.” In 1664 Giovan Pietro Bellori wrote that the gallery held paintings by “Guido Reni, Guercino da Cento,
Giuseppino, Michele da Caravaggio, and other celebrated painters, with statues and sculptural ornaments,” and
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two years later the inventory made after Camillo’s death records paintings hanging on the walls.*" In merging the
traditional function with an atypical message, the Pamphilj Gallery was a unique space. Shortly afterward, the
concept was realised again in the notably long gallery at the Palazzo Colonna whose vault frescoes celebrate the
most illustrious family member, Marcantonio IT Colonna, the hero of the Battle of Lepanto.®*

3
The construction work in the other noble apartment, the “[...] Stanze vecchie verso la Strada dell’ Anima,” focused on
making the suite commensurate with Donna Olimpia’s influential role in the pontificate (fig. 9).2* She retained
the rooms that she had occupied since the 1630s and spread into the apartment of her deceased husband and the
rooms in the new site. The “Scala principale, dalle parte verso Pasquino,” a remnant from the old Casa Pamphilj, was
aggrandised with a larger entrance marked by a beveled arch, similar to the one in the Piazza Navona-stair, and a
statue niche in the ground floor landing. Repairs wete made to the brick pavements of the landings, and new traver.
tine steps were installed.** The Pamphilj arms were placed above the door leading to Donna Olimpia’s apartment
on the piano nobile. Her old chambers received similar improvements; walls were repaired and straightened, ceilings
were raised to make loftier spaces, ornate pavements of red and white bricks in geometric patterns were installed,
doors were aligned and embellished with travertine doorframes.* Freshened with a newly painted ceiling and a
marble fireplace, the original sala (1) continued to serve as the entrance to her apartment.”*
Specific improvements reflecting Donna Olimpia’s prominent position in the papal court were carried out in her
reception chambers. Two small rooms in her old apartment were combined to form a new anticamera (2a and 2b, in
fig. 9), whose spaciousness better conveyed a sense of nobility.”” Both this first anticamera and the second anticamera
(3) were embellished with new painted friezes, which 1s discussed in the chapter to follow.*® As the sister-in.law of
the pope, Olimpia was entitled to a private chapel, but none is mentioned in the building documents. Based on lo.
cation, the unlabelled room (8) next to the second anticamera could have served this purpose, and the adjacent space
(7) could have functioned as her private oratory.”” The location of the camera grande (4), as well as the iconography
of its new frieze of Hebrew heroines, accords with the room’s function as her sala di udienza.”*

Donna Qlimpia’s enfilade continued in the chamber that probably served as her bedroom (5) and two successive rooms
in the new site (32, 33). The construction documents do not reveal the intended use of the new rooms, but their posi-
tion beyond the principal reception chambers implies informality. The wood-beam ceiling and painted frieze of her

! whereas the following two rooms with cove vaults

bedroom connects it visually to the preceding reception rooms,
decorated in stucco have a different aesthetic appearance. The vault in room 33 — a central rectangular field framed
by mouldings, a frieze of olives branches, and Pamphilj and Maidalchini emblems — is similar to one of Borromini’s
vaults with Falconieri emblems in the Palazzo Falconieri, arguing in favour an attribution to the architect.”> With
the adjacent stair leading to the food preparation rooms below, the vaulted chambers would have been convenient for
dining. Donna Olimpia could have entertained her female attendants and friends here.”* The door connecting the
final room (32) to the gallery (31) implies that Donna Olimpia had access to this exceptional space, perhaps using it

to impress guests with the family art collection and the frescoes extolling her brother-in-law’s accomplishments.



Before the construction of the Palazzo Pamphilj was completed, a major shift occurred in the family structure, which
led to changes in the appearance and use of the palace. As discussed above, in early 1647 Camillo renounced his
cardinal’s hat to marry Olimpia Aldobrandini, principessa di Rossano. Initially, it seemed as though Camillo’s new
status would increase his presence at the family palace. In February Ameyden reported that the bride had requested
to live in the Palazzo Pamphilj because she knew it would please the pope. Innocent X personally attended to the
necessary arrangements; after dining in P1azza Navona, the pope “[...] disegnd l'appartamento che si fabrica per gli sposi.”**
Innocent envisioned the palace as embodying the Pamphilj dynasty physically and symbolically. The moment for
change was opportune. With construction underway the structure could easily be altered and the decoration tailored
to suit the new occupants. If the newlyweds moved into the Palazzo Pamphilj, Donna Olimpia Maidalchini might
be forced to relinquish her position on the piano nobile. Her purchase of a palace at the Trevi Fountain in September
1647 suggests that she was readying herself for this possibility.””” But, despite these developments, it is difficult to
imagine the powerful Donna Olimpia abdicating her position in the Palazzo Pamphilj to her daughter/in-law of
whom she did not approve. The diarist Gigli foretold the problems between the two Olimpias:

Ma guelli che pensano, che Don Camillo con la Moglie siano per tornari in gratia del Papa suo Zio, o per dir meglio della Madre,
s'ingannano al sicuto, perché Donna Olimpia Maidalchini, la quale hoggidi domina il Papato, non sopportard mai che wn'altra

Olimpia sia riverita in Roma, per timore di non vedersi scemare la potenza, et Uantoritd grandissima, et per tal gelosia si dimostra

crudele contro il proprio sangue.”*®

The two Olimpias did indeed become rivals, and although attempfs at reconciliation were made, in 1650 Ameyden
wrote: L aggiustamento che si sperava trd Paventi del Papa € molto affreddato [...].”*” Innocent X’s dream that his palace
house his dynasty was fast becoming a delusion.

The dramatic familial events of 1647 to 1650 occurred in the very years of the palace’s construction and decora-
tion. By mid-1648 it was clear that Camillo and his family would not become a presence in the palace, and on the
contrary, Donna Olimpia’s influence in the palace grew even greater. As the new rooms of the Piazza Navona
apartment were being decorated, she spread her presence into this most prestigious space. The incorporation of her
identity into the painted decoration of these rooms, both literally through the Maidalchini emblem of the tower
and star and metaphorically through choices in iconography, is discussed in the chapter to follow. Her symbolic
presence in the principal noble apartment argues for a physical one as well. Understanding that space could be
used to shape perceptions of social and political status, this astute woman created a setting that communicated her
leading role in the Pamphilj family and pontificate.”® Donna Olimpia employed visual imagery to adapt the new
chambers to her use.””

Although contemporary reports record numerous visitors, such as the high-ranking princes of Tuscany who came
in A pril 1650, not one mentions the precise location of the visit.”® But given Donna Olimpia’s position in the papal
court, 1t made good sense for her to utilise the most prestigious rooms in the family palace as the stage for these rituals.

Furthermore, the inventory made after Donna Olimpia’s death in 1657 confirms that at some point she altered the
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original arrangement of her apartment to take advantage of the entry on the Piazza Navona.® Her inventory moves
through her living quarters, beginning in the monumental salone (24) and continuing in the Anticamers (35), the
Prima stanzq contigna (), and the Stanza dell audienza seguente (4); the next room (3) 15 simply described as the Stanza
che segue, but the lettiera 4 ferro (iron bed) idennfies ic as the bedroom, as we would expect due to its position in the
enfitade.™ Except for the salone, all of these rooms had been part of Donna Olimpia’s aparement since the palace was
built. The only change is in orlentation. Donna Olimpia had reorganised her living quarters to take advantage of the
grander entry spaces on Plazza Navona. The shift presumably occurred after Camillo’s marriage, when it became
clear that she was to be the only resident of the palace with authority in the papal court. Her visitors now ascended the
main stair and entcred the magnificent salone before reaching her reception rooms.** Although the inventory does not
tecord that the Piazza Navona enfilade officially belonged to her, her appropriation of the principal entrance would
make it easy to use these rooms when she wished. In moving beyond the borders of her prescribed space, Donna
Olimpia defied the function of 2 noblewoman’s apartment, which was to separate her from the rest of the palace.

The Fagade of Palazzo Pamphili

Although the interior of the palace was designed to make a lasting impression on visiters, the fagade had a wid-
er reaching effect because one did not have to gain access to the palace (o see it. Everyone who entered the Piazza
Navona beheld the fagade, as countless passersby continue to do today. Its importance was made clear by the chro.
nology of the building: while the work of decoration continued inside the palace, the facade was already finished by
catly 1648, and the massive stemma with the Pamphilj emblems of the dove with olive branch and lilies was hung in
the central arch.” Indeed, the facade was designed to communicate the status of the occupants and to link the palace
visually to the history of its site. Both Rainaldi and Borromini made designs that contributed to the final solution,
and both had to contend with the fagade’s exceptional length, due to the long, narrow character of the site, in order
to avert the potential for monotony.™ In the first half of 1645, Borromini made three related drawings chac soughe
to counter the insistent horizontality of the building with an equally strong vertical emphasis, which differentiates
his designs from traditional facades on Roman palaces.® His idea was partially realised in the final solution by the
central section that projects above the roofline but it has less height than Borromini proposed. Today, this section
appears to project even less than originally because of the floor added to the palace in the nineteenth century, which
1s discussed below.” Nevertheless, even in 1650, the overall visual effect was horizontal mass rather than vertical as-
cent, which reflected Rainaldi’s drawings for the fagade thac lack vertical projections. Rainaldi’s contribution to the
final solution was two-fold: the organisation of the seventeen-bay expanse into a series of subdivisions that culminares
in the projecting central grouping of five bays framed by superimposed pilasters; and the character of the ornament.*®
Regarding the former, he satisfied Tnnocent X’s desire for an exceprionally long fagade that conveys magnificence
through the appearance of endlessness. Indeed, this character must have stwood out in such a densely buile neigh.
bouthood.”” Regarding the use of ornament by the architects, Joseph Connors has observed that Rainaldi applied a
liberal amount of decoration at traditional focal points like windows and doors, whereas Borromini used ornament
sparingly 1n 2 way that stressed the structural form of the building.”” His assessment holds tue for the Pamphily
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- fagade thar evinces affinity with Rainaldi’s aesthetic: the profusion of decorative forms is strewn across the entire

fagade with greater density of decorative motifs concentrated on the balconies and the central doors and windows.

According to architectural theorists like Leon Battista Alberti, Paolo Cortesi, and Vincenzo Scamozzi, ornament
contributed to the magnificence of a building and conveyed the impression of princely authority, distinguishing the
palaces of noblemen from the unadorned houses of lesser persons.”* The varietas of the Pamphilj facade — heraldic
imagery, shells, scrolls, cartouches, masks, clustered pilasters, and alternating triangular and segmental pediments
— signified the family’s arrival in the Italian aristocracy. Such abundance of ornament outdoes the facades on most
Roman palaces, making the Palazzo Pamphilj a novelty in the papal city. In elaborating upon the austere fagade.
type exemplified by the Palazzo Farnese and the Palazzo Borghese, the Pamphilj fagade offers a balance between
the characteristic conservatism of Roman palaces and innovation. And it re-conceptualises the novelty of its im.
mediate predecessor, the Palazzo Barberini alle Quattro Fontane. It is as though the wings of the Barberini Palace
have been unfolded to create a seemingly endless fagade and its arcaded corp de logés, which recalls villa architecture,
has morphed into a more appropriate form for the urban context. In sanctioning an unusually decorative fagade,
Innocent X adopted the architectural language of the Italian courts, such as the Palazzo Ducale in Modena, thereby

making a visual argument for his family’s preeminent position in Rome.

The coloration of the wall surface enhances the decorative character, as the ornament appears to float on the back-
ground of light blue. In the restoration of 1999—2000 undertaken by the Embassy of Brazil in Rome, the wall
surface was changed from an ochre colour, which has been popular in Rome since the eighteenth century, to its
original colour of white architectural members set against a background of color aria or celestino, which is seen in the
contemporary painting of Innocent X’s visit to Piazza Navona in June 1651.7% Ranging from tones of light blue to

gray, color atig imitates the continually changing hues of the sky. When applied to the wall, it makes the solid surface
appear ephemeral especially in contrast to the opaque white architectural elements. The renewed presence of this
two-toned palette clarifies the fagade design to reveal a sense of order and precision within the abundance of form.

The Urban Context of Piazza Navona

The uncommonly decorative fagade of the Palazzo Pamphilj returns us to the theme of the palace’s inextricable

connection to its urban context. The Piazza Navona had long been a major locus for festivals sponsored by difs
ferent constituents to celebrate a variety of occasions. One of the major protagonists was the Confraternity of the
Most Holy Resurrection at the church of S. Giacomo, located across the piazza from the Palazzo Pamphil}.?”?
Since the late sixteenth century, the confraternity staged the annual Easter procession in honour of the resurrected
Christ. Mixing religious and national iconography, the procession of 1596 has been identified as especially spectaﬁ:/
ular.”* After a two-hour mock sea battle in which the Spanish emerged victorious, an elaborately staged procession
through the piazza honoured the resurrected Christ, who was depicted life-size in the ephemeral decoration. The

event was an aural and visual spectacle comprising opulently dressed members of the Spanish community, choirs
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singing praises, fireworks that exploded intermittensily, and five hundred confraternity members holding flickering
torches. The fagade of the Palazzo Pamphil] is part of a Roman tadition of assimilating the ephemeral imagery of
festivals into palace facades by drawing upon the vocabulary of temporary architecture.”” The formal language of
the fagade — the abundance of ornament as well as specific motis, the heavy festoons of fruit adorning the stemma,
the masks, and the shields with doves — conveys the aura of festival decorations. In fact, Carlo Rainaldi hung a
similar shield on the baldachin erected in Piazza Navona for the Easter procession of 1650.7° The print of this pro-
cession demonstrates thar the Palazzo Pamphil] functioned as a viewing box with the balconies and projecting log-
gia offering opumal views of the festvities (fig. 19). The assimilation of ephemeral forms into the Pamphilj fagade
ties the palace to the urban site and enhances the image of Piazza Navona as a theatre. In 1651, one year after the
palace was completed, Cardinal d’Este, who was Living in the Palazzo de Cupis on the piazza’s Northwest side,
lamented the neighbourhood’s many flaws but was willing to endure them since “one couldn’t pay for the location
now that this prazza is kept like a theatre and it would bring great splendour if this most Serene House could have
such a beautiful site.”* Innocent X’s emphasis on the celebrated role of Piazza Navona m the public Iife of the city
was a natural development of his deep knowledge of his ancestral neighbourhood.

The Pamphilj had risen to the very top of the Roman social hierarchy through the pessistent efforts of generations
and especially the achievements of Giovanni Battista Pamphilj. Innocent X was not about to let these labouts go to
waste. During his pontificate, he tenaciously sought to ensure the fame of his family even when his own kin seemed
to be working against him. The pope had reconciled with his nephew Camillo and Olimpia Aldobrandini in
1651,7° but it was not undl 1653 that the marriage of Donna Olimpia Maidalchint’s beloved granddaughter, also
named Qlimpia, to Prince Maffeo Barberini united the family in a moment of reconciliation and celebration.?”
Understanding that only the thetoric of architecture could immortalise the Pamphilj name, Innocent X built the
palace that combines allusions to ancient imperial rule and papal authotity in order to promulgate his family’s preem.
inence in Roman society. The palace was the catalyst for further Pamphilj building projects that endowed the Piazza
Navona with its definitive Baroque appearance: the acclaimed Foastain of the Four Rivers by Gianlorenzo Berninu
{1648~1651); the monumental church of Sant’ Agnese in Agone (1651—1672); and the Collegio Innocenziano
that bookends the church on the North side.™ Innocent X made an indelible imprint on Piazza Navona that has
long survived his own demise. As Gigli reported: “E finalmente Giovedi a di 7. & Gensaro del 1655. ad hore 14. mori Papa

7% Donna Qlimpia’s dominance

Innocentio Decimo nell’ Anno della sua eta 82. havendo seduto anni 10. mesi 3. ¢t giorni 14.
over the papal city ended at the moment of her brother-in-aw’s death. Selt-exiled from Rome, she was never to return

to the Palazzo Pamphilj in Piazza Navona on which she too had left a lasting impression.”

Palazzo Pamphilj after the Death of Innocent X

Despite the pope’s intention to build a palace to house his heirs, no Pamphilj ever lived in the palace again, and be-
ginning in 1669, it was used as a rental property. For the first tenant, Cardinal Cibo, the palace was stripped of the
Pamphilj’s movable goods, such as the paintings in the gallery.™ The use of the Palazzo Pamphilj as a rental prop-
erty eventually led to more significant changes in the structure. From 1865 to 1875 Prince Filippo Andrea Doria
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Pamphil) undertock a substantal renovation of the palace under the direction of Andrea
Busiri Vicl (1818—1911), who as architect of the Doria Pamphilj carried out works at the
family’s vatious properties and as architetto della Fabbrica di S. Pietro executed many works at
papal properties in Rome. ™ Ar the Palazzo Pamphilj in Piazza Navona, the sopraclevazione
was constructed above the roofline that resulted in the addition of fifty rooms of medium and
large dimensions, thereby increasing the number of rental spaces. The main staircase built by
Peperelli in the 1630s was extended to reach this new top floor. Other means of communica.
tion weré also added: the small stair in the Northeast corner of the North court was extended
to the top floot, and the ferrezine consisting of a ground floor loggia and piano nobile gallery
was added to the North side of the North courtyard, i order to connect the rooms along the
Piazza Navoua and the Via dell’ Anima. Some changes to the facade were also carried out:
fictive ashlar was added to the surface of the ground floor, whereas the original fictive ashlar
on the ground floor of the gallery facade {fig. 19) was removed. Also the raising of the floor
above the gallery led to the redesign of the windows above the glant serfians window and
the addition of pilasters and architectural mouldings. Despite chese functional and physical
changes, the Palazzo Pamphilj continues to stand as 2 symbol of one family’s story of success
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in the competitive wotld of Papal Rome. More recently, however, new meaning has been grafted onto the palace as

the home of the Embassy of Brazil, including alsc the Consulate-General of Brazil in Rome, the Brazilian Mission

to the FAO and the Brazilian-Italian Cultural Center. Although the ownership has changed, the monumental

palace again plays a prominent role in the diplomatic affairs of the city.

! On the family’s strategy of social advancement, BENES 1989,

2 For a fuller account of this story, LEONE 2008.

¥ On the history of the stadium, CoLINI 1970; ROMANO and PARTINI
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On the position of procuratore fiscale, NUSSDORFER 1584, p. 60, 90-54.
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cently, BORELLO 2001, p. 31-32, has written about Pamphilio’s marriage as 2
mechanism of social advancement.

* Using new documents, BENES 1989, p. 43-52, reconstructed the precise de-
tails of Pamphilio’s cateer. Previously, DE GREGORI 1926, p. 112, noted thar
Pamphilio participated in city government. On the position of conservator,

54

NUSSDORFER 1992, p. 60-61, 79-80C.

7 BENES$ 1989, ch. 1. Using the documents of sale, Bene§ wrote a more precise
account of the Pamphilj acquisitions than previous historians, providing the
names of sellets and the purchase prices.

% In building upon Bene¥’s work, I have returned to the original documents,
ADP 838.33.1, to delineate the property borders and to reconseruct the precise
location of the properties. T

¥ BENES 1989, p. 36; and previously DE GREGORI 1926, p. 112; ROMANO
and PARTINI 1947, P. 49.

® On the practice of building by conselidation, CURCIO 1986, p. 706-32.

% On the 1497 purchase, BENE3 1089, p. 37; and previously, DE GREGOR!
1926, p. 112; ROMANO and PARTINI 1947, - 49. Prior writers (DE GREGORI
1926, p. 112; ROMANO and PARTINI 1947, p. 49; BENES 1989, p. 45) had not
noted the acquisition of 1522 and instead wrote that he purchased two separate
propetties in 1524 and 1527,

2 ROMANO and PARTINI 1947, p. 50-51, ranscribed part of the ordinance of 6
July 1554 and recorded the names of the proprietors listed in the tax document,
which includes the Pamphilj.

» BENES 1989, p. 45, found the deed in ADP, 88.33. 5 that autlines the compen-
sation and indicates the praperties given to the Pamphilj. Earlier, DE GREGORI
1926, p. 102-103, noted the destruction of Pamphilj propetty but did not discuss
the compensation.

¥ BENES 1989, p. 75.

# Ibid., p. 120-122, was the fitst to analyse the documents produced during the
dispute, ADP, 86.2.2: the inventory of Pamphilj possessions, the agreement di-
viding the family property, and the piano sobife plan of the Casa Pamphilj. I am
very much indebted to Bene$ for her generosity in sharing these documents with
me and allowing me to publish the plan (LEONE z004, p. 446-447; LEONE
2008, p. 88) in advance of her own publication of it.

% BENEZ 1989, p. 67-115 (esp. 67-70), was the first to discuss this strategy for
the Pamphilj. AGO 1990, p. 2234, 45-60, 8589, analysed the bilareral straregy
in the context of career building in the Roman court. HALLMAN 19835, p. 129~
130, noted the prevalence of elder relatives helping younger family members.
REINHARD 1991, P. 345+347, discussed the case of Domenico Checcini {1588+
1656}, who became Innocent X’s datary, to illustrate the critical zole of blood
ties and bonds of friendship for a successful curial career.

¥ BENES 1989, p. 75-76.

#1bid., p. 75+76, 118119, made this point and characterised the Casa Pamphilj
around 1600 as modest.

¥ Ibid., p. 121, 156-157 and 189 n. 13, clarified the date on which Giovanni
Battista first rented the Teofili property as on or before 9 September 1619, ac-
cording to the financial records in ADP 86.2.3, fol. 6v.

# Donna Olimpia was Pamphilia’s second wife; his firse had died childless.
Olimpia and Pamphilj mazried in 1612. CLAMPI 1878, p. 10; CHIOMENTI
VASSALLI 1979, P. 19-20; BENES 1989, p. 92.

1 On the eatly stages of Giovanni Bartista Pamphilj’s career: AMEYDEN,
BCasan., Cod. 1846, 398v; CIAMPI 1878, p. 15-16; PASTOR, 1940, vol.
XXX, p. 25; BENES 1989, p. 116-18. MCPHEE 2002, p. 83, clarified the
date on which Giovanni Battista became a consistorial advocate, based on D.
Marciani, Descrittione delle cerimonie fatte dentro ¢ fuori del Conclave avant, ¢ doppo la




Corentione del Somms Ponsclice Innccentie Dedimo..., Rome 1644 (BAY, Swame.
Bark. (3. VIH gy, ine. 1),

% avevpEn, BCaszn, Codl 1845, Bl 108y, Anssyden held 2 series of infler
ential positions i the Roman court including Juridical Agent for the Austrian
emperor, Beginning in 1641, he worked for the Spanith crows, writing aovic
# [news reponts) on events in Rome. For his relationship with the Pamphils,
AMETDEN 1510, p. 124 CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, po 214-120; BENES
1585, P 23724 His avvdsd aze preserved o BAY, Barb. Tan 4819; BAV, Barh,
lat, 5851 BAV, Barb, lat. 5863; BCasan,, vod. 1335 BCasan,, cod, 1832;
BCazman., cod. 1333, For an analysis of his writings, BASTIAANSE 1567,

B BEenES 19%9, po 517, emphasised the role that Cardingl Girolame Pamphilj
played in the carser of his nephew, AGO 1990, p. s1/60, discussed parentage
and social ties as instrumental in building a curial career, See also Fost and
VISCEGLIA 1998, p. 210-214.

# O Monsignor Pamphil’s diplomatic career, CIAMPI 1878, b 16157
PASTOR 1946, p. 26-27; and BENEY 1589, p. 123-134.

¥ AGO 1990, it passim, identified the pareern of a0 scclesiastical career, of which
the goal waz membership in the Sacred Callege.

¥ CraMer 1878, poois; PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. z7; CHiomsny:
YV ASZALLI 1979, p. 37; BENES 1980, p. 134 “In pectore” was ao intermediary
stage in becoming a cardinal when the pope indicated his intention ia private
before making the official somination in contistory; MOROHE 184077, vol. o,
7. 303308, Oathe use of this ssage 1o mediate secular pressuces for nominasions
irs the severteenth and sighieench conmury, WRIGHT 2000, p. 71,

¥ CouoMenTt VASSALLT 1979, p. 38, 2sserred thar Donna Olimpia made
atrangements to purchase the Casa Teofili prior o Glovanni Bardsta’s retuen
o Kome but she did net cite 2 source. This seems unlikely since Cardinal
Pamphil] did not bay the property sntil four years lates, in 1634, Chioments
Vassalli made the point thar the Pamphili's purchase of the Teofili propenty
was a fogical step that allowed them 1o expand the ancesteal case, BENES rofo,
p 156137, developed this idea in her discnssion of the Teofli property, in the
context of the Pamphal)’s longstanding interest in acquiring property io plazza
Navora.

* For analysis of Cortesi’s work, WEIL-GARRIS and D AMICO 1980, esp. 51~
sz, regarding cardinalks and wealth; quotation, p. 2o

¥ GOLOTHTAITE 10%0, 2. 77-83; 1593, . 204210, and BURKE 1987, . ¥337
154, are insgrumental in defining the notion of magsificence in Cental Ily.

B r-GarrIs and DY AMICO 1980, p. s1-52. In snalyung Cortesi’s advice
to cardinals, CHAMBERS 1966, p. 267 -264, argued that Cortest peresives cardi
nals according to the expectations for 2 lay prinee.

% PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 275 and Cramer 1878, p. 16,

* BENER 1989, p. 153454, 206 n. 95, was the fist to reference the parchase
documents in ADP, 28.23.1. She interpreted the paschase a5 the culmination
of Pamphili’s longstanding intersst in the Teofili prapenty. Previowly, DE
GREGORI 1626, p. 1T3/114, discussed the purchase and the two budldings of
the Teofili property, but without citing a seurce. PRETMESBERGER, 1976, P. 224,
foltewed D& Gragorl, GARMS 1972, p. 40 {00S. 144, 1442) cited the purchass
as recorded in the primoegeniture papess, ADP, $6.4.

** PREDMESBERGER 1976, P 224, noted that the putchase of the Teofili build.
ings doubled the Pamphilj property.

* Prior to my analysis of the building docoments (LEONE 2004; LEONE 2008,
che 4), historfans had notsd the existence of & palace belonging 1o Cardinal
Pamphilj, and some speculated abour whether be incorporated his bowses inw
5 pnified residence, but no one had discussed the matuse of the commission
ar the resaliing palace with any precision, Previons discussions of the palace
include: Satkrno, “Palazzo Pamphili storia ¢ archireruza,” 1970, p. 145
PREMESBERGER 1575, p. 224; BENES 1985, p. 14354146, 151182 Eliabakh
Sladek, in BosEL and FROMMEL 2000, po 174 (X1}, 177, Benet {1985) was
the first 1o cite the misere ¢ stime {206 1. 99}, but without analysing these building
document, and o suggest that Fraoneesco Pepraclh mught have been involved
wmthe palece (313 1 142). T have panially vassenbed the misare 2 stime: LEONE

200%, Appendix: Doc. 2, p. 325-25. For 2 sscfol explanation of micure ¢ stime,

HIBBARD 1962, p. 106-107.

® The misure ¢ stime provide the trrminas ante quem; LEONE 2008, p. 305.

“ BENES 1989, p. 138-743, 1$7/E60, 1835167, 177185, Benel estimated that

Cardinal Pamphilj had 2n annval inceme of 7,000-8,000 seedi, which included

the additenal supend given to “poor’ terdinaly. Cardinal Pamphilys revensies

came from Bis tide of Pamiazch of Antioch, his teular church of 5. Fusebio, an

annyal supend; and an addivanal sipend as a "poet” cardinal. On poeor cardis

nals, FERRARO 1954, E: 255, On a cardinal’s expenses in the catly seventeendh

cemury, SPEAR 2003, p. 312,

7 PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 33; CHIOMENTT VASSALLIL, 1979, P 26, 28/

29, $3-55; BENES 1080, p. 100101, 1394141, 363, who cited the Venetian am-

bassador’s report of 1648, which states that sinee Pamphili’s days as a nuncic,

Denna Olimpia’s dowry had supported his career amkbitlons {zepost published

tn BAROCZZI and BERCHET 1877, b 900,

* Yor normal ownorship pastterns, CAVAZZING 1968, . &5 CAVAZZING 2000,
.25

: Threughout her bingraphy of Olimpia Maxdalchim, CHionenT Vassanis

1979, argues that her sabject played 2 leading zoke in the Pamphilj family; re-

garding the period of Clovanni Barius's cardinalate 2nd the management of

the Pamphil] patrimony, ses ch. 7 {33-83). BENES 1o8y, likewise emphasizes

Donna Olimpia’s pivatal sole in the fmily and Tonocent’s pontificaes; for inv

szance, she argues thas Pamphilio’s will gave his wife and brother equal respon.

sibility for the couple’s thres children and demonstrates that Olimpiz managed

the household zecounts (p. 100, 171} and fnnocent X initially put Olimpia in

<harge of the Pamphiij primogenitare but then moved the responsibility buaek

and forth beeween: her and Camillo (3. 349-350).

# BCasan., Cod. 1848, fol. 299v.

A PALLAVICINO 1849, pv 180-103; CIAMPT 1878, p. T3, T42-148, 315-5345

PASTOR 1940, p. §4-23; CHIOMENTI VASSALLL 1979, p. 62, 124-124, 140~

143, I48, T$3-156, T6E-168, T1o4.1935; BENES 1989, p. 237-238, 239-240, 352~

354, 392, 3%6.

= WADLY 1950, esp. the “Tntroduction,”

¥ Regarding distinctions of rank, WADDY 1590, p. 5-6 and SESTING DA

Bramiena r6go, ch. XX NI, whe offers 2 detafled description of the protocs!

for a vizit paid to 2 cardingl, by persons of vasious ranks.

#* ACC 1598, p. 69, on the relationship berween family hierarchy and space in

the family palace.

# The misare ¢ stime du not exphickly idenuify the plazza Navona wing with

Cardinzl Pamphil, but 1 can be ifered {rom his involvement in the work

there and che identification of the paazza di Pasquino side with Donna Olimpia

and Pamphilio.

* The description of the palace in the misare  stine fallows he opposite panern,

as construction occurmed fom the top down; for the misure 2 stfme, Leone, zoo8,

324325

¥ 1.EONE 2008, Appendix: P2oc. 3, folr. 156.1¢8 {Norhern entrance), 158-159

{Sauthern entrance).

® Ihid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. 128-133, 141, 203-214, 272.

¥ Ibid., Appendix: Duc. 3, fols. 133v-142v, for the masanry work; fols. 214~

217v, for the stucco work.

#Ibid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. 153148,

# Ihid., Appendizz Dine. 3, fols, 142v0143, 2379218, The South wall wes

difficult to reconstrct becavse it was mote drastizally altezed. Iv sxtended only

te the present hird floor, which comained fve mezzanine windows that were

smalier than the present ones, and the second flaor had five larger windows of

waiform size (ualike the present five of differing sizef). The two arched win.

dows thar dluminare the wairease are recorded, bus the arched window on the

plans nobilz landing Is not mentioned and, thus, might be a later addition.

£1bid,, Appendiz: Doc. 3, fols. 1o2-114. FROMMEL 1985, traced the develop-

ment of the stair 1o the Renaissance.

® Or outdoor benches, ELer 2002; and CLARKE 2003, p. 173




® LeEONE 2008, Appendix: Doc, 3, fls. 167-169%, 176v-1o7v, 177v-180v,
181188,

% [bid., Appendix: Doc, 3, fols. 122-226,

# Ibid., Appendin: Doc. 3, fols. razv, 114-117v. See WADDY 1080, . 3615,
for a deseription of servics rooms.

# Thid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols, 71075, The new logia (62 % ¥ 19 1/6 palmi)
replaced a smaller loggiz on the site (40 % x 16 % palni).

# [hid., Appendix: Doc. 1, fols. 247vo249v (stonecutser’s wark ), fols, a11v0213
{stucco work). Four columns were made of b and twe of cipofline. The lacter
columns were reused from the old praparny, fter being cot to adjust theis heighs.
% Although the old Casa Pamphili kad a selacively farge solo veechio of ¢1 %
29 % pafmd, the room was located in the piazza di Pasquino wing. For the new
sala, ibid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. 6v, 45v-¢2 {masenry work), 20% {stucco
work, 230v-233 (stonecarter’s work). The bricks from the existing raoms were
re-cut and adjusied w0 make 2 new uniform pavement, On the Borghese sul,
HImBARD 1962, p. 49 WADDY 1990, p. 78, 85, On the Farnese ssle, Frommel,
1973, I 137-110; FROMMEL 1981, p. 1274224

T LEONE 2008, Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. g2vess (masonry work}, 235-234%
{stone work ).

2 Ibid, Appendix: Doc. 1, fols. sw6, 5558

" thid., Appendiz: Dox. 3, foks. s2v-58v.

7 The patnzer must have been dissansfied with the work in the second wnticam-
érs sance the frieze was re-plastered “..many and diverse times according io the
painger's wish” (Ibid., Appendix: Doc. 3, Bol. s7v.

¥ Ihid., Appendiz: Doc. 3, fols. 6364v, 6%, r11v. For the stuccn decoration of
the cove vaul, which vemains intact excepr for the cornuce, Ihid,, Appendix:
Doc. 3, fols. z1ov-azzv.

# Ibid., Appendiz: Doc. 1, fol. 78797, Room 2z is simply called the sfunzis
{room), and no indication of irs funcren is given. Although it is included in
the work of the “old aparuments,” it probably belonged 1o Cardinal Pamphili
becavse he intervened in is recomiznction,

" [bid,, Appendix: Doc. 3, fuls. §4ver1, 2357227,

TR ADLY 1990, P 102

7 LEOHE 2008, Appendix: Doc. 3, fols, sévesz,

7 Ihid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. e-70, an the secuer stair; 7o.70%, on the smal}
stalr; 25, 39%, on the sudy,

¥ 1bid., Appendix: Do, 3, fols. s2v-53, 240,

i Thid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fol. tex. The misure ¢ stfme of stonework descrbe
this side as “Nellltre Appartaminte d¢] Plan Notile &lie pme starize della Casa
Panfil;” Doc. 3, fal. 240,

BT ADDY 1990, Pr 150-194.

¥ { EoNE 2008, Appendix: Do, 3, fols. 1e1-102v. Unless 2 woman sexved as the
consorraf a pope, her apartment was notmally focated in a less prominent position
than those of her male wlatives; W ADDY 1990, p. 2830, On the place of women
1 the famuly palace, seealso CAVAZZING 2000, P 24428,

* LEONE 2008, Appendix: Doc. 3, fol. 102, The room’s identification was
repeated in the misure ¢ stime of the 1845-50 expansion.

¥ 1bid., Appendin Dac. 3, fols. 1012101v, 241v. T identified room 2b as the
saletta based on the misure & stime of stuceo work since it follows the “sanziz of
Panfilie.” which can be securely zdendfied as room 3. and work novmally pro-
ceeds im a lineat fashion.

¥1bid., Appendiz: Doc. 3, fol. rotv.

¥ ibid., Appendin: Doc. 1, fol.rory; it was enlarged 2 % pelmf on cach side,

* Ihid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fol. 143y {first quotation); fol. 241 {second quo.
tation).

¥ Ibid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. 148133,

" 1bid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. 145v-146v.

 Ibid., Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. g3v-95, 210,

%W ADDY 1990, p. 31-46, on the fancton of the spper floors of a palace

# Fagish records record sl persons living in the palace; ASVic., Siff damivre,
S, Lorenzo in Damase, 1633, 1633, 1634-348, 163738, According o WADDY

1999, p. 32, Cardinal Maffeo Barberini’s houschold of forry-cight persons was
moderate in size. The occupants of some of the rooms are idensified in the misure
e stime, LEONE 2008, Appendix: Doc. 3, fols. 26445, 237, 254-254v.

¥ Tbid., Appendiv: Doc. 3, fols. 8, 15-19, 30v.32. WADDY 1090, p. 19+40, a1
the Jocation and vse of the guerdaroby.

# Fos the members of the famislis, ASVic,, Siati dinime, S. Lorenzo in Damasa,
1634-36, 1637-39. Cn the sepazation of the genders, WADDY 1990, p. 32,

¥ LECORE 2008, Appendix: Dac, 3, fols. 597, 2520, WADDY 1590, p. 10,
describes the function of the rofa.

¥ LEOWE 2008, Appendin: Doc. 3, fols. sgv {fist ciraten), 144 (second ci-
tation).

* LEONE 2008, Appende: Doc. 3, fols. 143v/144.

# This social rank also included mid-level anistocrats who were often new 1w
the titled nobility; on palaces of this rank, CAVAZZIN 3000; LEONE 2008,
P $4755.

WTOTTT 1838, pe 231,

¥ LECNE 3008, Appendix: Doc. 3, fuls. 56, 5%, 57+, 210, 215 233v.

W PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 24, 31, commented on the association baween
the Pamphilj emblem of the dove and the pope’s peaceful nawure. Gijsbers,
1996, 297-299, discussed Innocent X's identicy as a peace bringer. McPuug
2002, p. 83, dizenssed the perception of fnnocent’s pantificase as 2 harbinger of
peace and sammarised the repors of his election: "With iz symboal of peace,
the dove with the alive branch, Innocent will extdnguish war and bring zbour
2 new golden age”

2 BEnES 198, ch. 236-241, notdined some of the political issues facing Tnnecent
X - the antagonism berween him and Mazarin, the rebellion in Naples {1547),
and the famine in Rome (364748} — slong with the personal problems thar
troubled his pontificate, especially the absence of a second Pamphilf son and the
unconventicnal inflnence of 3 woman in the papacy.

# NUSSDORFER 1984, p. 239-281, concluded thar Lirban VIIIs pontificate
was nnusuaily oppressive due tw che War of Castro, inereased taxes, and exces-
sive nepotissn, MCPHEE 2003, p. 83-84, also discussed the dite state of Rome
inherited by Innueent X. See also, CHIOMENTI VASSALLY 1979, P. 4032,

B PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 94-142; WRIGHT, 2000, 103, 74, 192, 166,
Wright asserted that Innocent X tried to minimiss the damaging effecis of the
prace reary by prowesting specific clauses.

¥ My aceours of the conclave is cufled from: CIAMPI 1878, p. 4-5; PASTOR
1950, vol. XXX, p. zgaq; CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, B 6069
MaoNuson 1936, I, p. 25; BENEY 1989, p. 219.220, 240-258. For the
propused marziage alliance berwesn the Pamphilj snd Barberini, see Clampi,
Chiomenti Vassalli, and Bened.

WP CHIDMENTT VASSALLE 1579, P 71, concluded that when Cardinel Pam-
phili became pope, the family’s ¥[..] palozzo & plazze Novana era venuto 4 trovarsi
ol centeo dolluniverse”

= BAV, Stamp. Barb (. VIiLoy, int 2: Aswonic Gerardi, Rome Frsteggiante
per I elettione del muove Posstefice Nostre Signere Innocentic X Romars, 1644, unpag-
inared. McPhes, 2002, §3-84, 308 nn. 6, 7, 9, 309 0. 10, 33, 14, £8, was the firgt
to 0s¢ this compendinm of panegyrics and descriptions of Innocent’s creation,
cotonation, and pessesso to discuss the imagery associated with his election, but
she did not cize shis parmicular passage.

WEBAY, Stamp, Barb.(Q. VIILyy, int. 4 Antonio Gerardi, Compito Rezeonte
delle Ceremanic Fatie pey Ulncoronatione 3 N.S. Innoctatio Papa Decimo Romane, 1544,
unpaginaced.

% Bvelyn, 1857, r18-120, previcusly cited by Magnuson, 1986, II: 26. For con-
wempotary descriptions of Ionocent X's pessesso, BAV, Stamp. Barb. Q, VIIL
%7, int. .10, Fistordans who discossed the passesso include Magnusen, 1586,
23-26; FAGIOLG DELLAZCO 1997, p. 135-337.

B Cramps 1878, . 113, followed by CHIOMENTI VASSALLL 1979, p. 73.
Ameyden reporeed the incident in his avwist BCasan. cod. 1832, fol. p8v.

¥ Concermng the difficulaes in the Pamphilj family and the problems cansed
by Donna Olimpia’s influence, CIaMpl 878, p. 136137, 128131, 138

56



148, 166-169, 315-334; PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 32435, 37447, 379;
CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, p. 76-79, 81, 86-87, 91-92, 106-114, 122-128,
T34-T44, 152, 155,165-173, 175-186, 194-916, 209, 221-226, 230-231; BENES
1989, ch. 6.

1 CraMPI 1878, p. 116117, asserted that Donna Olimpia must have under-
stood her role as equivalent to a cardinal nephew. This msue informs the studies
of CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, and BENES 1989, ch. 6. On her presence at
the papal palaces, CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, P. 106, 124; and BENES 1989,
p- 352, who emphasized that “I...] with her bi-weekly visits she completely
broke the rules governing the celibacy of the Roman court [...].” For the typical
role of women in the papacy, WADDY 1990, p. 26-28. Ago 19990, p. 37-4I,
60-71, concluded that women created important social ties and thar maternal
ties were instrumental in navigating the curia, but that women themselves rarely
held official positions of power. In comparing Donna Olimpia’s position to
earlier papal sisters-in-law, D’ AMELLA 20¢1, concluded that Innocent treated
her according to established conventions of nepotism {for instance, he allowed
her to have 2 relic), but as a woman her presence at the papal palace and the
extent of her influence were new.

4 For the homage paid to Donna Olimpia, Ameyden, BCasan. Cod. 1832, fol.
38; CIAMPI 1878, p. 76; CHIOMENTI V ASSALLI 1979, P. 79, 86, 114, 117-118,
1240325, 127-128, 139-140, 146, 156-157; BENES 1989, p. 352-354. BORELLO
2003, p. 120-121, interpreted the letters to Olimpia as a sign of her influence.

¥ Quoted in PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 34.

18 Quoted in BAROZZI and BERCHET 1877, p. 52. Alexander VIE's biog-
rapher, PALLAVICINO 1849, also commended her capacity for higher affairs.
7 BENES 1989, p. 352, quoted the Venetian ambassador. For the original,
Barozz1 and BERCHET 1877, p. 69.

Y8 BAROZZI and BERCHET 1877, p. 101,102,

1 Cited by Cramrr 1878, p. 143. For other negative commentarics,
PALLAVICINO 1849, p. 191; R0OsSI 1927; CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, p.
62, 122-128, 140-143; BENES 1989, p. 352-355. Innocent’s biographer Cramer
1878, 315334, defended the pope’s leadership of the Papal States, using con-
tempotary sources to demonstrate that the pope acted of his own accord, not
undes Olimpia’s influence. The biographer faulted his subject only for allowing
a woman, rather than a nephew, to accumunlate the family fortune.

120 Leti is a pseudonym for Abbot Antonio Gualds. The book was first pub-
lished in 1666 and reprinted in Rome as late as 1849; T have used the 1731 edition.
Regarding the biography, PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 34 n. 6; CHIOMENTI
VASSALLI 1979, p. 243-244. For a list of condemning accounts of Olimpia’s
life, BENOCCI 1996, p. 68 n. 31. Modern biographies of Donna Olimpia are
CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, and more recently in English, HERMAN 200p.
P LETI 1781, p. 5-10. For the Venetian Ambassador, BAROZZI and BERCHET
1877, p. 88: “[...] non senza opinione, che il defto affetto avesse fatte altissime radici
con pid che platonica simpatia [...].” The pope’s biographers disputed the claim;
Ameyden, BCasan. cod. 1846, 399"; PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 34.

122 BENES 1989, p. 396, based hex assessment on contemporary reports of Gigli
and Leti, which blame the difficulties in the Pamphilj pontificate on the pres
ence of 2 woman.

12 Regarding Olimpia’s passion for cards, TEMPESTA 1987, p. 90. On het
passion for hunting, C1amp1 1878, p. 18.

# BCasan., Cod. 1832, fol. 311.

& LET! 1781, Preface.

WBRAV, Vat, lat. 9729, fols. 263-88v,

W BENE$ 1989, p. 361-362, calculated thar Donna Olimpia received some
280,000 seudi by papal chirograph afone, and together she and her son collected
about 1.5 million seudf during Innocent X's pontificate.

1% For che papal brief, BENTIVOGLIO 1987, p. 47. See also, BENES 1989, p.
365, on. Donna Olimpia’s acquisition of a title,

9 D’ AMELIA 2001, P. 364-365. Much earlier, CIAMPI 1878, p. 332, made
z similar point, blaming the pepe for choosing 2 woman rather than a male
relative to amass the wealth.

¥ Olimpia maintained close ties with her own family, her relations from her
first martiage, and the Pamphilj branch in Gubbio; see JONES 1987, p. 117/
118, who studied Olimpia’s letters.

B A GO 1990, p. 47-40, discussed how families decided which paths their chils
dren would follew. On this problem for the Pamphilj, BAROZZ1 and BERCHET
1877, p. 72; CIAMP? 1878, p. 12¢; BENES 1989, p. 68-69, ch. 6.

B2 CIAMPI 1878, p. 122; PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 36; BENES 1989, p.
345746

1% C1aMPI 1878, p. 123-124; PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 36; CHICMENTI
VASSALLI 1979, p. 77; BENES 1989, p. 350.

14 GIGLI 1994, vol. 11, p. 435 {17 November 1644,).

¥ PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 36, wrote that upon Camillo’s appointment as
cardinal “[...] the full tide of papal favours poured itself over him.” On his posts
and benefices, BENES 1989, p. 363-65.

1 bid., 339441, analysed Innocent’s appointment of Panciroli as secretary of
stare, Previously, CIAMPI 1878, p. 118-119, and PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p.
35-36, noted that Innocent broke with his predecessors in appointing a sepasate
secretary of state. Contemporaties who recorded the appoinement of Panciroli
include: GIGLI 1994, vol. I1, p. 433; the Venctian ambassadors, in BAROZZI
and BERCHET 1877, p. §2. Pamphilj and Panciroli’s relationship began dur
ing Pamphil’s tenuze as a judge in the Sacra Rota, On cheir relationship, see
BAROZZI and BERCHET 1877, p. 52; CIAMPI 1878, p. 119; CHIOMENTI
VASSALLI 1979, p. 67; BENES 1989, p. 339.

¥ The Venetian ambassadors noted the conflicts between Camillo and
Olimpia, recognising that she deliberately tried to discredit hez son before the
pope; BAROZZI and BERCHET 1877, p. 71. CIAMPI 1878, p. 123, observed
that Innocent gave Camillo the title of carditial nipote, which was more modest
than cardinal padrone, PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 17, addressed the situation
briefly: “[...] Innocent X did not suffer him [Camillo] to have any influence
[-.].” Chioment Vassalli 1973, p. 76, 106-07, wrote that Camillo was over-
shadowed by his mother and Panciroli and suggested that he was more inter-
ested in poetry and leisure time than politics. Bene$ 1989, p. 350-62, expanded
upon these ideas in examining the factors that prevented Camillo from asserting
his authority. Traditienally, Camille has been cridcised as an incompetent car-
dinal nephew (for example, BAROZZI and BERCHET 1877, p. 51, 70; CIAMPI
1878, p. 123-24), but more recent historians have defended his character; BENES
1989, p. 354-67; BENOCCI 1986, 64-65.

¥ For comternporary accounts of these events, GIGLI 1994, vol. IL, p. 493, 495,
so7-508; Ameyden, BCasan,, cod. 1832, fols. 274-280. Historians who have
discussed the events surrounding Camillo’s resignation and marriage include:
CIAMPI 1878, p. 126.11; PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 18; CHIOMENTI
VASSALLI 1979, p. 107-1§; BENES 1989, p. 36973, 376. For Olimpia
Aldobrandini’s pedigree, Cramp: 1878, p. 127; CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979,
p- 108; BENES 1989, p. 373-74. That the couple received prominent visitors and
wedding gifts while in exile at Caprarola and Frascaci suggests that they did not
lose their social status. CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, noted the large diamond
that the Duke of Parma sent. Other gifts were a silver sexvice from the Duke
of Parma and beautful wall hangings from the Venerian ambassador; BAV,
Uth. lat. 1111, fols. 177v, 194.

¥ GIGLI 1954, vol. II, p. 628.25; PASTOR 1940, vol. XXX, p. 40.41;
CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, p. 171-72; BENES 1939, p. 302.

10 CIAMPI 1878, p. 115-16; BENES 1989, p. 372, 355.

1 For the cistation of 10 February 1645, BCasan., cod. 1832, fol. 127; for the
reference in April 1644, BAV, Urh. lat. 1109, fol. 9ov. For the pope’s other
visits to the palace, BCasan., cod. 1832, fol. 136v; BCasan., cod. 1833, fols.
22, 33V, 232, 327V, 354v; BAV, Barb. lat. 4819, foid. 36v, 96v; GIGLI 1994,
IL, in passim.

122 BCasan., Cod. 1832, fol. 192. Another visit was recorded six months later;
contemplating the details of the building project, Innocent X ordered the build-
ers to stop certain things that were not going well according to his judgment; see
BCasan., cod. 1832, fol. 230. For further examples, BCasan., cod. 1832, fols.

|




ZITV, 22C, 278,

¥ He followed a similar modis sperand? in hiy adminfsradon, insalling loy.
a2l backess like Cardinal Pancizolt a5 his seoremary of stase and Monsignor
Tlozsenico Cecchini as bis darary; PasToR 1949, voll XXX, p. 59-6; BEngs
198y, p. 341,

* Passert recorded the appoinment; HEss 1934, p. 217,

¥ The interzctions 4r¢ zecorded In meeting notes (BAY, Var lar 11238, fols.
250-557}, which werd first amalyzed by Dagobert Frey and later transcribed
by Furo Fasclo. Frey, 1324, 69-74, concluded that the meeting provided
Borromin: with the opperruniy to inzervenc in the planning process. For the
wranseription, FASOLO 1961, p. 30411,

Y Qotation from CONNORS 19%9, p. 76. Besides his official posts, Spada
suptrvised building projects for the Pamphili including the senovatien of S.
(Cdovanai in Laterano, Villa Pamphilj, and S, Marting 2l Cimino, On the
career of Spada, EHRLE 1927; CONNORS 1998, XIX and XLVIXLVIL
BENES 1989, p. 342-45; CONNORS 1580; GUTHLER 197¢; GUTHLEIN 1931
HEMBURGER RAVALLT 1977; KOCA DE AMICIS 1996; MCPHRE 2002,

7 In his sudy of Innocent’s project at 8. Gipvanni in Laserans, Roca De
AMICIS 1596, P. 24, asserted that Innocent X and Spads were well suited. At
a mament when the papacy was in 2 difficult financial sttuaden, Innocent X
skilfully found the funds for the renovarion and Spada compared prices o make
thie most of the wesourees.

" PREY 1924, p. 6%74; FASOLO 1967, . 304-308; Mamuson 1986, vol.
L p- 54

¥ In 1639 Camillo inherited his father’s portion of the palace, and in May 1845
Innocent X donared his share of the palace e his nepbew. For Pamphilio”s
tesamient in ADP, 93,681, Bengd 1989, vol. L, b yr1. GARMS 1572, p. 51
{no, 132}, published Giovana Batmsta’s dosation (ADP, 86,5, fals, 63v-72},
# Ungl my stedy of the Palace (LEONE 2008), PREIMESBERGER 1976, p.
22340225, offered the most thorough account of the developnient of the site. See
also Foey ro24, p. 46, HEMPEL 1024, p. 134; EtMER 1570, val. 1, p. 36. The
sule of the properties to form the site is recorded in: the expense zecount for the
Palazzo Pamphili (ADP, 88.3 5.5, fols. 66.72), which was partially rranscribed
and summarised by FASOLO 1961, p. 284-2012 and the primoegenitaze records
{ADP 86.5}, which weze wanscribed by GARMS 1972, p. 40742 {nos. 144,
T44a), 4959 {nos. 179, 180, 183} Adduional copies of the sale decumenss,
which provide greater detall thap the published sources, are in ADP, 38351
{1470-1646}) and ADP, 88.41.7 {1546-10).

FADP, $8.54.1.14. Two versions of the plan of the palazze Cibo tapse BAY,
Var, fat. 112358, fol. 1684, and ADP, 238.24.5; se¢ THELEM (987, 5. 2.

W ADP, 88.34.17.04 CARMS 1972, p. &7 (o, 2440

¥ ADP, 88152, unfolizeed; ADP, #8355, {6l 1 {1645 § Augus, 30
Aungust, 15 Seprember; 1646: 7 February, o Apsil, 4 June, 25 July), &l 5
{1644 20 Augast, 12 Ortober, 6 November).

#ADE, 883405, ol 5 {36522 2 November, ro November).

¥ Alhough scholars have acknowledged Donna Olimpia'’s involvemens s
building the Palazze Pamphilj and identified the completed palace with her,
prior to my work (Leope, 2008) no one bad delincated precisely how she cono
tribured to its constraction and influenced s functon. For the earlier scholat
ship, PREIMESBERGER 1976, P. 143, 224; CHIOMENTI VASSALLI 1979, P.
191533, 149-510; TEMPESTA 1987, p. ¢6; RUSSELL 1996,

7Y BEHES 1989, p. 167-69, interprered Giovaoad Bartists’s will, which she dated
between 1629 and 1639, as evidence of Donas Olimpia’s privileged posigion in
the family. For 2 parcal sranseription of the will, GarMs 1972, p. st (nio. 184)
(AP, 2663, Pamphilia’s will [ADP, 93.55.1) left his wife the righs ro live
in the Bamily palace: "1} {habitatione fn casq con dorri misd fightoll hevedi ef successori,
Ja carvomze of gl alimendd con decenti pev se, sevve of altve cose necessovie conforme of grode
wsa, et he ghrdicrers {nfatto essecatore 1. 17 E1MER 1990, vel 1, p. 36 n. §; BENES
1989, 162, For the rights ypically awarded 0 wives, FERRARO 1994, wol. |,
P o245

HCHIOMENTT VASSALLI 1979, p. 141452,

B RBarozE! and BERCHET 1877, p. 140,

PBAY, Uk, law. 1110, 1377 {week of 14 April 1658},

#ADP, 88.35.2 ADP, 82.35.5. The pape made cwo divect donations 1 the
palace: 10,000 saad in Movember 1448, and “dodicf miglhara & Ferro™ from Cawmel
Sant’Angelo in Diecember 1847 {ADP, 283517, and ADP, #i.3¢01.9%
GARMS 1972, p. 57 (Do, 2345 ), 101 {nos. 448, 450}

¥ Scholars who have discussed the drawing in ADP, $8.35.1.7 and 2 ares
HEMPEL 1924, P. 134: SCHIAVC 1656, p, 6; SALERNC 15702, 128; EDMER
1970, vol. I, p. 3¢; PREIMESBERCER 1676, p. 225. FASOLO 1981, p. 281, first
published the drawing. The st reads: “Noi Lorenze Mancini, et Gregarie Serlapi
Mastri di Strada di Rowa, et swo distresta Concediar licenza all’ Eminentiss.to et Romo
Sig. v D. Camille Cardinal Pamphillj, che possa nel suo Palazzo posto, in Flazza Neona
Jabricare ael sito publico, fuori della facciata df detio Palazzo, con resalti, doi resalti nelle
cantonare, ct an altro resalta, netl mezzo con forme alle wisure, votaie mella Plants, gui soit,
colortti & rosso, futta, ef firmata dal w.re sotte.ro, cosi, do roi, ordinatoli, of che passa once
Jare, e Ringhfere, sopra allf Portars, ot, & tweeto Je altee fonestre, dells wmed o foccita, per
tantaT, Dato nells wva eesidonza i1 & 18 4 Gingne 1645 [signarnres 5f Mancind and
Serupil],” and "fa Firrenin Rofngldi Architetto, et sottomastea di strada” On the
significance of appropriating property in Rome, CONNORS 1082,

¥ ADP, 88.35.1. FASOLO 1961, p. 282, published the terms of the license bue
net the drawing, snd he incamrectly transeribed the year as 1646,

2 CrIOMENTT VASSALLY 1979, p- 130

M RuUSSELL 1996, LEOHE 2008, p. 21829, See the discassion of the frescoes
in this book.

*® Survey books on the Barogue have codified the categorisetion of Rainaldi
and Borromini. Noegally, 2 chaper is devoted 10 sach High Barogue archis
tect, while architects before and afeer them are gronped into single chuzptersy see
WITTEGWER 1982 {15t edl. 1938}, and VARRIANO 1986, Alibongh Beenim,
Bormemini, and Corena cetainly menit singular treatment, and the very namire
of a survey book requires redveron, i is problematic that the same approach
has clouded the inguiries of specialised studies. Fasoro 1961, is the only mon-
ograph on Rainaldi, and even it is incomprehensive and half-devoted w the
architeet’s son. Howeves, in the past thixty years scholars have paid increasing
zmention to Girolamo Rainaldi's work: ADORNI 1974, p. 65-9; GUTHLEDS
1978 GUTHLEIN 1983 GUTHLEN 1985 ANDANTY 1987; BICND: 1987
BoOser 1688, ROCa DE AMICIS 18y, PACCIANE 1992, GUTHLEIN 1563
GUTHLERN 1954 SANCHETTIN I999; JARRARD 1095 JARRARD 2003, ch.
3. Through a vollectivn of publicanens, Paolo Portoghest was instrumental in
redefining Bomomin's esgwrr, snd today die bibliography on the architect is &+
tensive. For 2 historiography of Borromini’s erirical reception, see PORTOGHES
1964, p. 93-140. The cazlogues for the anniversary exhibis, Bovromind ¢ lonivesss
bgroceo, edited by Béstr and FROMMEL 1899, 2000, ase uscful sonross for secent
schalarship and provide dhe earlier biblisgraphy.

45 EREY 1924, P. 68, 74; PORTOGHEST 1867, p. 180-81; SCHIAVO 1967, p. 60}
MacnusoN 1086, vl I, p. 48,

*F For & summary of his career, GUTHLEIN 1983, p. 263. On Rainaldi’s work
in Parma, ADORNE 1974, p. 65-69; ZANCHETTIN 1959.

% A ceording to the chronicler Spaccini, Francesco I cailed Girolamo Rainaldi
and Gaspare Vigarani 1o Modena because be was unhappy with the existing
plans for the palace and ks wife, the daughter of Duke Ranuccie Famnese, was
familiar with Raisaldi’s work 2nd accustomed o living in 2 grander seting;
PaCCrany 1982, p. 267; JARRARD 2003, P. 100-101.

¥ Following PACCIART 1987 and 1592, JARRARD {1099; 2003, ch. 3} devel-
oped the idea that the evolution of the ducal palace plans responded o Francesco
I's growing political and social positen.

Y0 The Distfonary of An, vol. 25, p. 860461, s, “Ramaldi” (Edward 1
Olszewskd).

“t Regarding the relationship berween Peperelli and Rainaldi, see Lonco
1950

72 For discassion of this bsug, LEONE 2008, p. 16191,

72 Borromunl’s collection of man-mads and natural objecs and bis dgmbicant
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Tibraxy atest 1o his intellectsal corosioy; COMNORS 1908, p. 15,

# had.

¥ On Borromini's experience with palace architecruze, Elisabeth Sladeks catar
fogue eniry in BOSEL and FROMMEE 2000, p. 1525 and SLADEK 2000, Onthe
Palazzo Carpegna, TAFURL 1967; BLUNT 1979, p. 16865 CONNORS 158e,
p- 233+45; BOSEL and FROMMEL 2000, p. 19592, 34954

Yt Borromini was invelved in the Gasino del Beliespizo under dwe direction
of Camillo and the work ar S. Martine al Cimino for Donna Obmpia;
PORTOCHEST 1964, P $7-58 HEMBURGER RAVALLI 1597, p. 25174
CONNORS 7899, p. 13-15. On 5. Glovanai in Laterano, ROTA 0f Axrcs
1986, P 2525, G162,

Y SLADER 2000, esp. 86.

V8 FREY 1924, p. 74-77. Although Borramini rasely used red chalk, he did use
it in his presentation drawing for 8. Ivo alla Sapienza (1642) and his plans for
the Palazzo Carpegnz (1638-40); sce CONNORS 1996, p. 47,

P FREY 1924, p- 68, 74.

# Virgilio Spada preserved the proposals in rwo volumes, which were lat-
er divided between the two instinutons; en the history of Spada’s volumes,
HemaURGER RAVALLI 1977, p. 245,

Y have analyzed the enore series of drawings in LEQNE 2008, p. 164201,

¥ Rainaldi resained the three windows in woom 17 and proposed 2 sinereen-bay
fagade, both of which were reduced in subsequent plans. The projeet likely
dus w the ptaiod following his nominadon a3 smxchiteet of the Pampluli on 1
Movember 1644 and cerainly prior to June 1443 whes the facade design was
established . THELEN 1967, p. 26 n. b, dessrmined chat this plan esrablished dhe
scale for all subsequent projecss, both plans and elevations,

¥ Frpy 1924 G268, and HEMPEL 1g24, p. 134, attrihoted the sefor w©
Borromini, Alwernately, CoNnozs 1908, XLV, n. 2, stibured it to
Rainaldi, ciring the beilding committes totes from 26 A pril 1646,

B THELEN 1967, p. 23-24 cat. no. 13, dawed the plan to the first half of 1645,
PRrEIMESBERCER 1676, p. 229, discussed it as Borromini’s decisive idea.

¥ PREIMESBERCER 1976, p. 231.

¥ For the drawings, LEOKE 20068, p. 17375,

W GUTHLEN 1979, p. 21819, CONNORS 1998, XL VI, noted the arention
given 1o the sefens 10 the oreatiss.

 Borromint’s method was revealed in che Opus Architectnivam, which was
preduced jointly by Spada 2nd Borromini; CONNORS 1998, XLVILXLVII
and 1¢4. The construction documents confirm that this wehnique was used,
LEOHE 2008, Appendiz: Doc. 4, fols. roq0v, 132verys. WaDDy v, p.
22423, notedd the impontance of chains in building many rooms at the Palazzo
Barberin, including the salone, the dlliprical sefe and the hbrary.

¥ "The sifece was lost in the nineteenth cencury when 2 foor was added above
shg salone; ADD, Cartella s, im. 92,

32 FREY 1924, b 82-68, and HEMPEL 1324, p. 134, aunbuted the gallery o
Borromind. PREIMESBERTER 1976, p. 229-30, added that Boromind’s prapes-
zl of a gallery here represents 2 logical development in the planning process,
since he kad proposed 2 gallery of notable size 1 an earlier plan fur the palace.
FASOLO 1983, p. 128, unconvincingly awsibuted the galfery, excepr for the
daoorframes and serfizna, to Rainaldi.

¥ The construction of the gallery is dated by the payment in June 1647 to
Spadarino for the fiescoes in the vaul; see FASOLO 1961, p. 287.

¥ For the building account, FASOLO 1961, p. 284-91.

B Writing before historians had exploted the function of Roman palaces,
R 8 £ AMPOS 1970, arxeneously characeerised the Via defl) Anima rooms
as private and the Pizzza Navona snfilade as representational,

¥ According to the sfaif damime, Cardinal Pamphill, Olimpia Mardslchin,
Canmdlls, 2nd Costanza were resident in the palace fom 1843-44; ASVic, Staf
damimr, 5. Lotenzs in Damare, 1842.44, Bl 83v.

¥ Tnnocent X preferred the Palszzo Quirinale for irs healthier air; Ameyden,
BCasan,, ced. 1833, ol 84; PASTOR 1940, wol. XXX, p. 176,

B The stett Lanime tecord Camillo’s absence from the Palazzo Pamphily

ASVic, St fanime, 3. Lovewzs i Damass, 1645-46, Bl 15v. CHIOMENTI
VASSALLI 1e79, p. roy, claimed that as cardinal nephew Camills continued
to Uve in the Palarze Pamphili with his mother and dar Panciroli occupied
the aparrment for the carding] nephew at the Palazze Quirinale. However, she
did not cite 2 source, zad the archival record instezd snggests thae Camillo lived
in the papal palace. He hosted 2 banquer for the Spanish ambassador at the
Palezzo Quitinake in May 1646; BAY, Ush lac 1r10, &l 155 and Ameyden
reposted chat after Camillo married. the pope gave his nephew back bis 1ooms =
the Palazzo Vaticano, implving that he had already lived there; BCasan,, cod.
1832, fol, 282,

¥ Maria moved oue upon her mardage to Andrea Glostiniand m 163y, and
Costanza left the anceseral home afer marrying Prince Ludovisi in Decernber
1644.

8 In 1645 the stafi danime (ASVic., Stasf danime, 5. Lamzo in Cisptaso} list
Donna Olimpia as the only resident of the “Palazza &f N fostro] S [ignere " In
1647 she and her fifty-member fomiglic are recorded there. Although che Palazzo
Pamphilj is listed in the index of the 1649052 stati danime, it is not fonnd in the
actwal Hst of houses, Olimpia and her famiglis arc again recorded in the st
danime of 1593434

¥ Ameyden, BCasan., Cod. 1832, fol. 136v.

8 The dinner took place on 3 Febroary 1647; (aGLT 1994, vol. TL, p. 494,

¥ These rooms are deflined as an apasweent in the minere £ stime [LEONE 2008,
Appendiz: Doc. 4, fols, 46v) shhough they are not specifically idenafied with
Camiilo,

B SCAMOZZE 1EYS, B 347, praised spacions rooms. On merapigliz as chanewr.
istic of the Baroque, KeNsaTH 1951,

2 For the quetation, GEOTHLEN 1979, p- 238 The meric of an exensive s
quence of rooms was echoed by Cardinal Rinaldo &Este in his search for a
residence in Rome; JARRARD 1993, p. 301,

W ADDY 1999, p. 22, interpreted the location of docrftames as an indication
of direction. The stone used for the Pamphil frames, called mischie in the docu.
ments, i probably a type of Breecia; LEOWE 2008, Appendix: Doc. 4. fols. 50,
§2: 54 55, 57, 59, 61, 61V,

G ARMS 1972, p. 390-424, published the inventory (ADP 86.23).

6 Thid., 434 (" Stanza contigug aceante alla galleria™

7 For the making of the stair, which exiends throagh the palace, LEOKE 2008,
Appendix: Doc. 4, fols, 35v-010.

B Thid., Appendis: Do, 4, fols. 143v-150v.

T GARMS 1975, p. 431,

“Ibid., az2z2.

1 On the zempanare, WADDY 1999, p. 34 For an example, see the print in
W ALKER and FLAMMOND 198, p. 14043 {cat. no. 21},

MW ADDY 1990, p. 11218, 171, 251054, 259460, 308,

B COTHLEIN 1973, p. 215,

W% PREIMESEERGER 1976, p. 234. On the Galleria defle Carte Geogeafiche,
COURTRIGHT 2003, . $4745-

# Although FrEMESBERGER 1976, associated the Pamphilj serliana with the
Palazzo Vaticano, especiatly the Sala Regiz, be did nor specifically conneet &t
to the Tower of the Winds. On the Tower of the Winds, COURTRIGHT 1940;
COURTRIGHT 2003, 5865,

6 On the serliana, WILINSKT 1969; CONNORS 1982, p. 18; COURTRIGHT
2003, p. §6455. On the empexor’s appearance at the circus, in partcular
Constantine at hiz hippodrome in Constaritinople, KRAUTHEIMER 1983, p.
45-30.

7 PREIMESBERGER 1974, P 96-100; RASPE 1998, p. 36{»65

W PRETMESSERCER 1976, . 239242

¥ For the payment documents (ALIP, 28.34.5, fohs. 9, 175, FASGLO 1981, .
28687, GARMS 1972, p. 108 {no. 4615

L EONE 2008, Appendix: Doc. 4, fols. 62,

B hid., Appeodix: Dor, 4, fols. 620649,

#FIhid., Appendix: Doc. 4, fals, 63-85v.




% On the Verospl gallery, PUGLISI 1099, p. 13,

B¢ { EGHE 2008, Appendix: Doc. 4, fols. 75v24.

% 1hid., Appendix: Doc. 4, fols. 71v75.

% PREIMESBERGER 1976, p. 243, made this point, which can be developed by
considering the comparative examples in greater detail. For the iconography of
the Galleria Farpese, DEMPSEY 1988,

& CHENEY 1981, 4

3 PR EIMESBERGER 187%, was the first to argue tha the representational value of
the Pamphil) gailery was raised.

¥ In 1669 Giovanni Bastista Pamphi) {Camilic’s son} decided to rent out the
palace. The inventory made on the occasion 15 contained in ADP, 88.50.5. The
fiest cenant was Cardinal Cibo whose family palace had been incorporired ince
the Pzalazze Pamphil).

# Amneld van Westerthout’s engraving illusteates the descriprion of the festive
iries by Jobo Michael Wrighy, 1488; se WALKER and HAMMOND 1999, p.
224 vat. no. 81,

# Ind., p. 224 cat. no. 8%,

1 EONE 2008, Appandix: Doe. 4, fols, 182v.186, 187188,

B For the construction of the pione robilz loggia {83 % x 8 % pelmd), Thid,,
Appendix: Doc. 4, fols. 7878w,

B CHIOMENT] VASSALLY 1979, p. 150, discussed Olimpia's love of theatre
and asserted that the gallery was used for spectacles bor did not furmsh evidence.
BB Casan., Cod. 1833, fols asv-24, On Ameyden’s comedies, see ADEMOLLO
1969, p. 42.47 {46-47, on the 1648 production staged in the Palazzo Pamphilj}.
4 Qe nighe, the gaests were asked to become the actoes, and on znother ocr
casion the entertainment was described as licenrious; see BCasan., Cod. 1833,
206V, 269V, Z11.

¥ Cardinal Franeesco's first anteroom was tied for theatrical preduations be.
fose 2 separate theatre was buil; WADDY 1990, p. 57, 246-47.

B8 LEONE 2008, Appendix: Doc, 4, fols. 62.78.

T HCANELLI 1066, p. 258, 354

M The document 5 locared ameng the papers of the notary Jacobus Simoneellus
in the ASE; see DEL P1azzo 1968, p. 101 {no. 1463

*# BELLORI 1976, p. 42. For the inventory of 1656, (GARMS 1972, p. 41417,
The paintings were removed before the foventory of 1669; ADP, 88.40.5.

M STRUNCK 2007, P, 15456, 2007k, p. 2, 5496, and 2010, p. 223, bas iden-
dified the gallery of the Palazzo Colonna, initially designed by Antanio Del
Grande but enfarged uoder Bernini, a5 2n eardy cxample of a new type in which
the gellery serves a represontational role surpassing &ts eradirional function as a
placs for lefsure and am and equaring o with the fancties of the selane,

# LEcs 2008, Appendex: Doc. 4 fol. 248v. The aparment is also identified
as “[...] Appertamento verso Is Figzas & Pasquino;” 1bid., A ppendix: Doc. 4, fol.
274,

# 1bid., Appendix: Dac. 4, fols. 285-204, 118,

¥ Struerural changes including the raising of the ceilings were also made on
the uppsr floors; for the zeconstruction of this area and the embeliizshment of the
plana nebife rooms, Ibid., Appendix: Doc. 4, fols. 248vea50v, 253ve247, 274«
275v, 282285,

# 1bid., Appendix: Doc. 4, ols. 274-75v.

*7 The misare ¢ stime identify the room’s funcion and record it measurements
(43 % x 24 % = 25 % palmi; [bad., Appendiz: Doc. 4, fols. 296.247, 284-284%.
¥ Thid., Appendix: Doc. 4, fols. z56-257.

8 Neither room is mengioned in the misyre ¢ stime. In 1782, room 7 functioned
es 2 chapel; ADP, 38.40.9.

 The reom 15 sonamed in the miswre ¢ stime; Thid., Appendix: Doc, 4, fol.
254. Axthe stant of my surdy of the Palazzo Pamphil, [ sdennified she woom as
Donna Olimpia’s andiencs room, independent of RUSSELL 1996, who drew
the same conclusion.

B L EONE 2008, Appendin Doc. 4, fols. 182-182v,

“2Thid., Appendix: Doc. 4, fol. 779781, The scaffolding for the painter indi-
cates that the central ficld of the vauk in room 12 was meane 1o be painced. For

éo

the Palovzo Falconieri vauly, HowarD 1981, p. 14043,

3 The structure of the stair was built during the comsizuction of the walls for
the new rooms facing Via def’ Anima; LEONE 2008, Appmdix: Doc. 4, fols,
1804194

¥ BCasan., God. 1832, 274, 278-278v.

¥ The palace was purchased on 18 September 1647; GARMS 1972, p. 32 (no.
razh

FECIGLY 1964, vob IL p. 526 {24 June 1648}

¥ BCasan., Cod. 1833, fol. vy3v; see also BAY, Barb. lar. 4810, fols. oov, 142,
A contemporary of Olimpls Maidalchini, the English noblewoman Asnne
Clifford (1550-1676) similacly psed property to articulare hey leading role in her
family; CHEW zo03.

¥ For a comparative example, see the case of Archduchess Margarer of Ausia
{1480.1530), governorgeneral and megent of the Burgundian-Habsburgian
Netherlands, whose palace was in Mechelen; BICHBERGER 2003,

|MBAYV, Barb. laz. 4819, Bl 39, Upon arciving in Rome, the Tuscan princes
immaodiately paid a visit o [nnocent and then Donna Qlimpia, According to
SESTINT A BIBBIENA 1660, p. 82-83, che ambassadors of the grand duke of
Tuscany were second only 1o cardinals, Venetdan doges, and ambassaders of
kings.

%L The inventory & the first written evidence for the palace’s use afier its cone
striction. CRARMS 1072, p. 26743, partially tanseribed the inventory (ADE,
86.7, fols. 197-282v; 243-245v), but I have used the original document becanse
Garms did not record the complere contents of the rooms.

#ADP, 86.7, fols. za3v.

#* 1a papal family palaces the shazed use of 2 str by noble residents 5= snpres.
edented, but the citcumstances of the Pamphil] were unique because the second
resident had mot moved i The Palazzo Borghese and Palazzo Barberini rep-
tesent mote typical stair armangements; WADDY 1890, p. 75, 179-80. But the
Palazze Barberini provides 2 precedens for 4 single, shared sals def palafrenient;
WADDY 100, p. 18c.

# The payment for the stemma 1 rzeorded o the exprase secount; ADP,
88.25.5, fol. 11.

#FREY 1924, P §7-48, B0, artvibuted the complered facade to Rainaldi but obs
served that the architects werg aware of each sther's designs. FASOLO resy, p.
12230, attributed “the formel meanings” of the palace to Rainaldi. The miyn
¢ s#ime attest o the fagade’s original appearance. The exterior walls of the cas
dinal’s palace and new properdes were laxgely retsined, and new architectural
clements made of brick and mureo were added w this susface; LEONE 2008,
Appendix: Doc. 4, fols. 10z-178.

# The drawisgs sxe in BAV, Vat. lar, 11258, fols. 276, 177, 180, For analysis
of the drawings: TREY 1924, p. 77-80; THELEN 1867, p. 24-26 €at, nos. 14, 15,
18; PORTOGHES! 1947, p. 178; BOSEL and FROMMEL 2000, p. 182-83 cat.
nos. 315217, SLADEX 2000, p. 92403 LEONE 2008, p. 156-94.

* The original appearance of the fagade is recorded in the missre ¢ stime; Thid,,
Appendix: Doe, 4, fols. s07v-309v

# Rainaldi’s drawings ate in BAV, Vat, lat. 11258, fols. 173, 174 FREY 1924,
P §8, analysed Rainaldi’s plans a traditonal in design 2nd close to the execur
tion.

2 As nored by COMNORS 1598, XL VI, Innocent’s wish s recorded in
Spada’s weatise an the palace {ASR, Asrchivio Spada, vol. 186, {ls, 1075
108z). For the manscribed meatise, GUTHLEIN 1979, p. 21820

8 CONNORS 1980, p. 30. ROCA DE AMICTS, 1989, described Rainaldi’s o
nament as having the effect of disintegrating the architectural srocture, FA30LO
1967, in passin, defined Rainaldl’s style as calligraphic wath minute divisions of
ornament ard chromatic vatiery.

L TARRARD 1993, p. racszX, made the point in connecdon ro the Pafazze
Ducale in Modena,

# Besides the painting, evidence for the fagade’s original eoloration includes
the miswre ¢ stime {LEONE 2008, Appendix: Do, 4, fols, so7v309v) and the
scientific analyses carried out by wesorer Sugnata Cyrillo Gomes, 2000, On
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