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Protectorship or patrocinio?  
The Accademia di San Luca, Its Cardinal 
Protectors, and Institutional Hybridity, 
1577–1800

Römisches Jahrbuch der Bibliotheca Hertziana 48 | 2025

Arnold Witte

Abstract

RJBH

What role did a cardinal play in an early modern institution after having been 
appointed to the position of its protector? And how did this custom of protector­
ship relate specifically to the Accademia di San Luca as the organization respon­
sible for the production and cultivation of the fine arts in Rome? From 1577 
onwards, when Pope Gregory XIII joined the painters’ guild with a newly created 
religious confraternity to create the Accademia, a number of cardinals were 
directly involved in its affairs. Especially Francesco Maria del Monte had a large 
impact on its development during the 1620s. However, the study of these cardi­
nal protectors has until now focused predominantly on their private interests in 
the arts and has failed to examine how this position was redefined and evolved 
in response to the way in which the papal authorities repositioned the Acca­
demia within the complex bureaucratic landscape of Baroque Rome. This article 
therefore focuses not on the involvement of individual cardinals in the Roman 
art scene but instead seeks to clarify what their formal position within the acade­
my was and what was expected of them by the Church authorities. This approach 
will also throw new light on the hybrid organizational identity of the Accade­
mia, how connections with high-standing cardinals served the members’ own 
desire for social prestige, and how they attempted to balance this desire with 
efforts to minimize interference from both civic and ecclesiastical authorities.
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This paper is based on a presentation given at the conference Storie e Controstorie delle 
Accademie del Disegno, organized by Vita Segreto at the Accademia di San Luca in Rome, 
26 – 27 September 2019. The author wishes to thank Peter Lukehart, Pamela Jones, and the 
two anonymous peer reviewers for their relevant suggestions, which that have greatly im
proved this article, and Elisa Camboni at the Archivio Storico dell’Accademia Nazionale di San 
Luca for her kind assistance during the research that went into it.
1	 Jones 1993, pp. 26 – 27; Waźbiński 1994, vol. 1, pp. 219 – 244; Marzinotto 2015, pp. 165 –  
716.
2	 Rossi 1984; Whitcombe 2009; Grossi/Trani 2009. The recent study of the later Seicento 
in Ventra 2019 does not discuss the organizational issues that are the subject of this article. 
3	 De Dominicis 2009, p. 19 only provides the name of Francesco Barberini junior for the 
Accademia di San Luca. 
4	 Alberti 1585, pp. 1– 4, esp. 3, and Whitcombe 2009, p. 111. 
5	 Alberti 1585, p. 3: “Mon. Alfonso Gesualdo Cardinale di Santa Chiesa Protettore del 
Regno di Napoli”. See Wodka 1938, p. 93.

Biographical studies have acquainted us with cardinals Federico Borromeo, 
Francesco Maria del Monte, and Francesco Barberini and familiarized us with 
their involvement in the affairs of the Roman Accademia di San Luca, thereby 
illuminating the role they played in the intellectual discourses on the arts and 
how this was linked to their own activities as patrons and collectors.1 This focus 
on individual cardinal protectors and their artistic interests has left undiscussed, 
however, the more generic issue of protectorship over this institution and, as a 
result, the influence these cardinals exerted on its organization. In order to shed 
light on the latter two issues, this article compares the Accademia’s relation with 
its cardinals to the generic responsibilities of the cardinal protector. This study 
will not only enhance our insights into the power of the protector over the Acca­
demia, it will also help us to rethink the position occupied by this artistic insti­
tution in the larger bureaucratic landscape of early modern Rome. This, in turn, 
will enable a new perspective on another long-standing issue, namely the rela­
tion between confraternity, Universitas or guild, and Accademia, an issue that has 
been dealt with by previous authors. Although Sergio Rossi and Christopher 
Whitcombe discussed the evolution of the organization prior to the creation of 
the Accademia in 1593, and although Monica Grossi and Silvia Trani examined 
its history in the period up to 1635, later developments in the seventeenth cen­
tury have not yet been explored.2 A clearer picture of the protectorship of the 
Accademia obtained on the basis of a number of archival documents will thus 
also enable us to elevate our view from the biographical to the institutional and 
understand to what extent the cardinals were actually protectors – and thus were 
(or were not) responsible for clerical oversight of the arts in Rome.

Who Were the Accademia’s Cardinal Protectors?
As a first point, it is necessary to note that a comprehensive list of all cardinal 
protectors of the Accademia di San Luca does not exist.3 Even the earliest prima­
ry sources raise fundamental questions as to who actually was protector of the 
Accademia. For example, Romano Alberti’s 1585 Trattato della Nobilta della 
Pittura, commissioned by the new “compagnia […] et academia” in the preface 
addresses Cardinal Alfonso Gesualdo as “mio Osservandissimo Protettore”, but it 
remains unclear whether he was formally cardinal protector since this is not 
supported by any archival source.4 In fact, the heading addresses him not as pro­
tector of the academy or confraternity but of the Kingdom of Naples.5 The latter 
qualification seems to have little to do with either the author of the book or the 
Accademia as an institution, although a recent publication argues that Gesualdo 
was actively involved in the reform of the arts, but then only after his nomina­
tion as archbishop of Naples in 1596 – which has no relevance for the Roman 
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6	 Biographies of Gesualdo do not mention his function as the Accademia’s protector; see 
Feci 1999. For his later involvement in the arts, see Fontana 2019, pp. 146 –157.
7	 Missirini 1823, p. 23, and Lukehart 2009, p. 170. 
8	 Missirini 1823, pp. 93, 119, 129, 194, 206.
9	 Lukehart 2009, pp. 177 –178; Waźbiński 1994, vol. 1, p. 229, also noted that there is no 
archival documentation on the direct intervention of Del Monte as protector of the Accade-
mia; see also Lafranconi 2004, pp. 39 – 40.
10	 Salvagni 2008, p. 41.
11	 ASR, TNC, uff. 11, 1606, pt. 3, vol. 70, fol. 340  v: “ab ead[em] Cong[regatio]ne et Insti-
ter[unt]p[er] eu[m]de[m] Ill. Mu[m] et R. mu[m] D Car[dina]lem Panphiliu[m] tamq[ue] 
d[ict]i Collegii et Academiae Protectore[m …]”.
12	 Ventra 2019, pp. 40 – 43.
13	 Salvagni 2008, pp. 41– 74; Whitcombe 2009, p. 109; Cavazzini 2011, p. 80.

Accademia.6 Moreover, for the same period, archival sources as well as later 
publications mention Cardinals Jacopo Savelli and Girolamo Rusticucci as in­
volved with the academy, but not explicitly as protectors – and this then raises 
the question about their actual relation to the organization.7

Melchiorre Missirini’s 1823 historical account also fails to provide a com­
plete chronological list, instead mentioning only the more famous cardinals 
who fulfilled this function: Cardinals Bartolomeo Pacca (protector in Missirini’s 
own day), Francesco Barberini senior, and Carlo Barberini; in passing he also 
mentions Gaspare Carpegna, but not as protector.8 Later literature has also failed 
to achieve clarification and completeness on this point. These omissions and the 
general unclarity might simply be due to the incompleteness of archival material 
(and/or its only partial availability to researchers); Peter Lukehart did observe in 
the Accademia Seminars that “The documentation regarding the early years of the 
Accademia di San Luca provides little trace of the direct involvement or the au­
thority of the cardinal protectors”.9 As any student of the Accademia’s history 
knows, the material in the institution’s archive is lacunose and lacks a clear struc­
ture – but the same can be said of many other Roman institutions, secular and 
religious alike.10 This is aggravated by the difficulty of interpreting the archival 
documents; the Accademia di San Luca project, which has made documents 
from the Archivio di Stato in Rome concerning the academy’s history between 
1590 and 1635 digitally available, lists other cardinals not mentioned in the ex­
tant literature as protectors, such as Cardinal Girolamo Pamphilj, but leaves 
open what kind of formal relations were entailed by their connection.11 

It is important to realize that this lack of clarity pertains to other aspects as 
well; in particular, the relation between the confraternity, the guild, and the 
academy seems to have been a recurring issue, resulting in a dearth of clear pro­
cedures and discussions about who could become a member of which part of the 
organization.12 Furthermore, the position of the Accademia with respect to the 
municipal and papal authorities was a fundamental issue from 1577 onwards. 
When Gregory XIII issued the brief with which he restructured the existing or­
ganization from a guild into a confraternity and educational institution devoted 
to training young artists, he effectively moved it from the secular to the religious 
context. However, ecclesiastical approval of the regulations for the fledgling in­
stitution seems to have not been forthcoming.13 This has elicited surprise from 
scholars, who presumed the cardinal protector to have been responsible for such 
matters. However, this omission can be taken as a starting point to look more 
closely at the precise nature of the cardinals’ position vis-à-vis the Accademia. 
Maybe the vagueness of the sources reflects more fundamental complexities of 
this institution? As a result, this article will not seek to serialize all identified 
cardinal protectors; instead, it aims to contextualize their position vis-a-vis the 
Accademia by comparing their position with the generic authority of a cardinal 
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14	 Alberti 1604, p. 5, suggested that Borromeo had appointed Paleotti and De Monte after 
his departure to Milan; see also Lukehart 2009, p. 177.
15	 Bernardino 1940; Sanfilippo 2018.
16	 Black 1989, pp. 72 – 74; Faber 2005, pp. 373 – 375; Witte 2020, pp. 124 –143.
17	 Faber 2005, pp. 373 – 375.

protector in the early modern period. In other words, the main question is why 
there is this uncertainty about who the Accademia’s cardinal protectors were and 
what this uncertainty tells us about how the institution was embedded within 
broader structures of governance.

The ‘Standard’ Cardinal Protector in the Early Modern Period
Since assumptions have been voiced in the literature about both the position of 
and the right to nominate protectors of the Accademia (such as whether the 
protector was appointed by his predecessor or by the pope)14, it is important to 
establish what the function of a cardinal protector entailed within the Catholic 
Church. First, the early modern period saw protectorships over various types of 
entities: from states to cities, from monasteries or convents to religious orders, 
and from orphanages to archconfraternities. Such duties could have a larger or 
smaller remit, and the way this worked in practice also showed significant varia­
tion. The origins of the function are habitually traced back to Saint Francis who 
included it in the 1223 rule of his Order since he desired to have a cardinal as 
“gubernator, protector et corrector”, meaning that this cardinal would first func­
tion as an external governor of the Franciscan Order; second, he was to represent 
the Order at the papal Curia and promote its interests; and third, he was expected 
to keep an eye on the way the friars observed the rule, making sure they remained 
orthodox in their faith.15 This function was subsequently confirmed by the papal 
authorities by appointing cardinal protectors for other religious orders as well.

Protectorships over social organizations that were (partly) religious in char­
acter but run by laymen (called luoghi pii in contemporary sources), such as the 
Accademia di San Luca after the brief issued by Gregory XIII, arose as a form of 
institutional oversight and honorary post after the return of the papal court to 
Rome in 1420. The growing population of the city and its increasing social needs 
led to a network of confraternities partly serving devotional aims, partly provid­
ing welfare.16 During the Catholic Reformation and its enhanced awareness of 
the need for supervision over the orthodoxy of brotherhoods, archconfraterni­
ties were created to guarantee the religious orthodoxy of a wider Italian or even 
European network of brotherhoods. From then on, cardinal protectors became 
standard especially for archconfraternities, though much less for brotherhoods 
that did not stand at the head of a network. 

A religious order or archconfraternity would normally select or elect its own 
protector, and, in the case of orders, then seek approval for its choice from the eccle­
siastic authorities by means of a breve. This confirmed the nomination of the protec­
tor and indicated exactly which powers a protector would have over the institution. 
Luoghi pii also selected their own protectors, but official approval of this appoint­
ment by the ecclesiastical authorities was not required since their statutes indicated 
the kind of authority allotted to the cardinal as well as what they were expected to 
do and in which matters they were allowed to interfere. In most cases, and for all 
types of organizations, the protector had ample powers and privileges, which could 
even be expanded if the reigning pope issued a bull or breve to that effect.17

In the case of a formal protectorship, once a cardinal had been chosen by the 
general and/or secret congregation of an order or luogo pio, representatives would 
go and implore the cardinal in question to accept his nomination. If this was 
refused – some cardinals were very much sought after due to their social or 
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18	 Witte 2020.
19	 Matteucci 1969, pp. 128 –166; Witte 2020, pp. 131–134.
20	 Pecchiai 1953, p. 53; Witte 2021, pp. 237 – 241.
21	 Witte 2021, p. 244.
22	 Bernardino 1940, pp. 107 –109; Giannini 2005, pp. 298 – 290; Faber 2005, pp. 433 – 435. 
For the ‘web of jurisdictions’ in conjunction with the clerical authorities, see Nussdorfer 1992, 
pp. 45 – 50. 
23	 De Dominicis 1996.
24	 Black 1989, pp. 63 – 68.

political standing and exercised discretion in accepting appointments offered to 
them – a new election should take place. If, on the other hand, the cardinal 
accepted, a formal ceremony called possesso would be held.18 This ceremony pub­
licly manifested the relation between the organization and the prelate and 
carried juridical consequences in that the cardinal became the highest legal 
authority for the organization in internal and external affairs. This was expressed 
in the changes in dress of the cardinal during the ceremony, in which his rocchet­
to, signifying the status of a judge, would be made visible to the gathered com­
munity. During the ceremony, a copy of the statutes would be handed over to the 
cardinal in which his rights and duties were defined. In other words, the possesso 
was a public visual confirmation of the formal agreement between the brother­
hood and the cardinal. The earliest indications of formal possesso ceremonies 
date to the early Seicento; it was probably first enacted as an event with pomp and 
circumstance by Cardinal Francesco Barberini senior. In 1633, he became protec­
tor of the archconfraternity of the Sacre Stimmate di San Francesco in Rome, 
which was celebrated with an impressive visual spectacle.19 

The possesso probably owed its existence in the late sixteenth century to the 
reinforcement of the juridical status of the cardinal protector of archconfraterni­
ties. A number of cardinals – Alessandro Farnese junior, Enrico Caetani, and, 
relevant for our context, Francesco Barberini senior – obtained particular privi­
leges from consecutive popes to intervene in the daily affairs of lay sodalities to 
which they were affiliated, and more importantly, they were allowed to act as 
judges and overrule all other courts, including that of the cardinal vicar.20 From 
the early seventeenth century onwards, this juridical position was usually ex­
pressed in the form of a portrait of the cardinal hanging either in the boardroom 
of the sodality – manifesting him as the highest instance of authority for the 
governors – or in the sacristy of their church, indicating this authority to out­
siders. His coat of arms would be applied to the façade of the church or confra­
ternity buildings for the same reason.21

This exceptional legal status of the cardinal protector led to a complicated web 
of jurisdictions that hindered the reformation of monastic institutions, and in 1694 
Pope Innocent XII abolished such unlimited cardinalitial powers with the bull 
Christifidelium.22 After that, cardinal protectors could still act as mediators in inter­
nal affairs of religious orders, but no longer had jurisdiction extending beyond such 
matters. They could provide access to the ecclesiastical authorities in order to obtain 
favours and, apart from being able to ‘open doors’ in this manner, functioned as 
‘social ornaments’ indicating the organization’s status. This obviously remained rel­
evant since the institution of the cardinal protector of orders continued to thrive 
during the eighteenth century.23 However, Christifidelium did not alter anything in 
the jurisdiction of cardinals over lay confraternities; it continued to depend on what 
the organizations themselves defined in their statutes. At the same time, the Council 
of Trent provided bishops a certain jurisdiction over lay sodalities and obliged them 
to vigilantly ensure their orthodoxy.24 Only archconfraternities in Rome or else­
where continued to reside under the protection of a cardinal, but the latter’s remit 
was limited by the augmented power of the episcopal authorities. 
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25	 Moroni 1840 –1861, vol 55, p. 339.
26	 Bellini 2007, esp. p. 117; Bacciolo 2015, p. 272. 
27	 Wodka 1938; Marceau 2020, p. 200.
28	 De Dominicis 1985; De Dominicis 2009; De Dominicis 2019.
29	 Emich 2016, p. 254.
30	 De Luca 1673, pp. 344 – 345: “Et in oltre, vi è ancora in Roma un gran numero di chiese, e 
di Collegi, e di monasterij, e di altri luoghi pij, liquali hanno i Cardinali protettori, con la piena 
giurisdizione in tutte le cause, civili, e criminali, cosi spirituali, come profane, per lo che deputa-
no i giudici, anche nell’altre istanze in grado dell’appellazione ò del ricorso; Come per esempio è 
il Collegio Germanico il quale hà quattro Protettori; e con un Protettore solo ono [sic]; il Colle
gio dei Neofiti; la Compagnia della Santissima Annunziata; il Monte della Pietà; l’Ospedale della 
Santissima Trinità dè convalescenti; L’altro ospedale ivi anneso di S. Sisto de vecchi mendicanti; 
L’ospedale di Santo Spirito; e molti altri monasterij, e luoghi pij in numero molto considerabile”.
31	 Vocabolario 1612, p. 660; Vocabolario 1729 –1738, vol. 3, p. 499: “Che protegge, difen-
sore, che tien protezione. Lat. Protector”.

In the case of educational institutions – a category within which the Acca­
demia also (partially) fell – cardinal protectors could be, but were not automati­
cally involved. Moroni briefly discussed the possibility of “colleges, academies 
and universities” having protectors, but his discussion intimates a rather diffuse 
situation – there seems to have been little consistency in what such a position 
entailed in the legal context.25 Schools run by religious orders were subjected to 
the cardinal protector of the order itself; schools run by confraternities fell un­
der the jurisdiction of the protector of the archconfraternity (if this system 
applied), and schools run by other types of organizations in Rome would be su­
pervised by the cardinal vicar, who represented the pope in his duties as bishop 
of the eternal city. In the later sixteenth century, new seminaries were erected in 
Rome for the education of priests from particular countries, and in some cases, 
existing national brotherhoods or affiliated hospitals were converted into col­
leges.26 These organizations were indirectly supervised by the protector of the 
confraternity or that of the respective nation.27 Only in the eighteenth century 
do we find cardinals becoming more widely and frequently mentioned in the 
sources as protector of seminaries and academies, but the legal status of these 
positions is quite unclear.28 In sum, the Accademia in its new status as confrater­
nity with an educational function – but not an archconfraternity – was not ex­
pected to have its own protector. However, exceptions were always possible since 
the ‘standard’ protector did not exist, and furthermore the Accademia did not fit 
neatly into one of the standard categories of organizations. This already created 
a certain ambiguity, which, as will be discussed below, was reflected in the posi­
tion of its cardinal protector.

Protectorship or Patronage?
In order to critically assess the situation at the Accademia di San Luca, it is fur­
thermore important to underline that the epithet of protector was not always 
used in primary sources in the strict sense of the word. Even authors familiar 
with ecclesiastical hierarchy deployed the term when it formally did not apply, 
such as with titular churches or cities.29 This was due to situations in which more 
than one cardinal could be affiliated to one institution, as, for example, could 
arise if convents were attached to titular churches; such an attachment could 
lead to conflicts about juridical primacy. Invoking the term of protector en­
hanced their respective claims.30 At the same time, in everyday language the 
word carried a broader significance. The Dizionario of the Florentine Accademia 
della Crusca, in its various editions between 1612 and 1738, defined protettore as 
one “who protects, advocate, who offers security”.31 All of this could also indicate 
patronage, as a form of support and informal influence, without the connotation 
of legal responsibilities.
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32	 Witte 2021, p. 243; see also Gambassi 1992, pp. 31– 34 for the request to Ottoboni and 
pp. 137 –193 for the various early modern statutes. The 1716 statutes, published as Statuti 
ovvero costituzioni 1721, do not contain a formal description of the protector’s task.
33	 Gambassi 1992, pp. 44 – 46.
34	 Reinhard 1979; Gundersheimer 1981, pp. 3 – 26.
35	 Emich 2016, p. 250.
36	 De Dominicis 2009; De Dominicis 2019.
37	 Vocabolario 1623, p. 587.

Patronage masked as protectorship was especially relevant for cultural in­
stitutions in the early modern period. Music academies, being neither truly reli­
gious organizations nor completely secular institutions, often conflated the two 
terms. The Bolognese Accademia Filarmonica, founded in 1666, obtained the 
right to oversee and regulate the performance of music in all Bolognese church­
es, but it was not subject to ecclesiastical supervision. Its statutes therefore did 
not conform to those of religious sodalities, focusing instead on the professional 
qualifications of its members.32 Nevertheless, in 1713 the academicians solicited 
Cardinal Pietro Ottoboni to become their protettore since the Accademia was in 
decline and needed external support. He agreed to their request but did not pur­
sue the definition of this function in the new 1716 statutes, approved by Pope 
Clement XI Albani and published in 1721.33 Neither did the statutes drawn up 
later in the eighteenth century acknowledge the formal position of protector. As 
a result, we are not dealing with a protector in the legal sense, but with a patron 
according to the early modern phenomenon of clientelism described by Wolf­
gang Reinhard and Werner Gundersheimer.34 As discussed by Birgit Emich, the 
latter represented a less formalized relation in which the patron was not con­
strained by regulations and the client remained dependent on the patron’s 
whims.35 The gradual loss of its formal character with respect to religious orders 
after 1694 – a result of the papal bull Christifidelium – led to its much broader 
adoption in other contexts, even where legal formalities were completely ab­
sent.36 In other words, what was called protectorship in the sources in reality of­
ten referred to more informal relations of patronage, which could be indicated 
with another Italian term of that period, patrocinio.37 

The Accademia and Its Protectors: Formal and Informal Relations
So let us now consider the situation at the Accademia di San Luca and see what 
kind of protectorship applied here. As stated before, the literature remains vague 
on most points; even though Zygmunt Waźbiński has a paragraph in his bio­
graphy on Cardinal Del Monte regarding “the function of the cardinal protector”, 
this deals less with organizational aspects and primarily focuses on the cardinal’s 
ideas on art and how these related to the discussions within the Accademia. So, 
we need to consider those aspects that are crucial for the position and function 
of a cardinal protector and see how they apply in the case of the Accademia. Four 
criteria will be used here to determine the extent of their formal relations: defi­
nition and use of the term in official documents, the process of selection, the 
ceremony of the possesso and the display of portraits, and finally the practical 
exercise of authority.

1. Statutes and Archival Sources 
First, the function of cardinal protector is usually described in formal docu­
ments, amongst which the statutes (for luoghi pii) or papal bulls (for religious 
orders) are crucial. The earliest, 1478 statutes of the Compagnia di San Luca, 
predecessor of the Accademia, clarify that it essentially constituted a civil organiza­
tion with the functions of a guild, even though the community clearly regarded 
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38	 Rossi 1984, pp. 371– 373; Grossi/Trani 2009, pp. 25 – 26; the 1478 statutes are reprinted in 
Müntz 1882, pp. 101–111.
39	 Rossi 1984, p. 372; Nussdorfer 2009, p. 57.
40	 Rossi 1984, p. 380-81; Grossi/Trani 2009, p. 27. 
41	 Waźbiński 1994, vol. 1, pp. 239 – 240. On the earliest rules, see Prinz 1999, pp. 295 – 299; 
see also Rossi 1984, pp. 383 – 385, and Hoogewerff 1917, pp. 4 – 5.
42	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 7 (1607), fol. 31  v: “Vogliamo che facendo 
il Pontefice, il Populo Romano, Il Protettore della Cong[regatio]ne et Compagnia N[ost]ra”. 
For a detailed discussion of the statutes of the Accademia and the confraternity, see also 
Cavazzini 2011, pp. 83 – 86; Grossi/Trani 2009, pp. 31– 32.
43	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 8 (1617), fol. 3  r: “Ill[ustrissi] mo e R[e-
verendissi]mo Sig[no]r Il S.le Cardinale Fran[ces]co Maria del Monte. // Fioriscono sotto li 
ombra di V.S. Ill[ustrissi]ma Le n[ost]re discipline, e gl’ordini p[rese]nti haveranno lume, et 
autorità dall’ombra med[esi]ma”. See also Salvagni 2008, pp. 54 – 55, for these revisions.
44	 Salvagni 2008, p. 72, n. 112, citing AASL, vol. 2  a, fol. 22: “come ad effetto elessero, e de-
putarono di novo p. l’unione di d.a Accademia e Compagnia, e secondo l’ordine hauto à boccha 
dall’Ill.mo et R.d.mo Sigr Card.l Protettore”.
45	 See also Salvagni 2008, pp. 55 – 56, for these statutes.

religious celebrations (and consequentially the need for its own chapel) as im­
portant.38 Any legal issues regarding this organization, subject to the municipal 
authorities, were to be handled by the Roman conservators.39 This perspective 
makes it understandable why there is no mention of a cardinal supervising this 
specific Università (i.e., guild). The draft statutes of 1546, in which the organiza­
tion defined itself as a guild, with the religious and charitable activities still rele­
gated to the subordinate compagnia or brotherhood, did not alter this.40 The si­
lence about the cardinal protector continues in the brief of Gregory XIII (1577), 
which formally created the confraternity, and the bull of Sixtus V (1588), which 
instituted the Accademia but left in place the confraternity.41 The 1577 breve did 
determine that from that moment on legal matters were subjected to the papal 
authorities, specifically the office of the cardinal vicar. Under Sixtus V this ar­
rangement was not changed. We do have the preface to Romano Alberti’s 1604 
Origine et Progresso, in which cardinals Borromeo, Paleotti, and Del Monte are 
mentioned as “protettori”, but the statutes of the Accademia listed in this book 
still do not refer to the position of the cardinal protector. So, the formal position 
of the cardinal protector had not been determined by the start of the seven­
teenth century, and cardinals indicated as such were, I would argue, rather what 
we now would call patrons. 

The next version of the statutes, namely that from 1607, distinguished the 
Compagnia in an organizational sense from the Accademia, and the former is 
mentioned as having a protettore, although he is not explicitly indicated as a car­
dinal.42 These statutes do not make further mention of this official, the way he is 
appointed, or what his role encompassed. This is echoed in the 1617 proposal for 
new statutes of the Accademia, preceded by a preface addressing Del Monte as 
“most Illustrious and Reverend Lord Cardinal Francesco Maria del Monte”; it 
continues: “Our disciplines will flourish under Your Lordship’s shadow and the 
present organization will receive light and authority from that very shadow”.43 In 
this citation he is not formally addressed as protettore and the statutes remain 
silent on the authority over the Accademia granted to him. What did happen, 
however, is that he was consulted in the preparations for these new statutes – 
which agrees with the normal role of a cardinal protector.44 

In contrast to those of 1607, the 1617 regulations of the Accademia were 
followed by separate Ordini della Compagnia; in other words, the statutes of the 
brotherhood. This body was subjected to and administered by the Accademia, and 
the same regulations seem to have applied.45 There is, however, the provision at the 
end that “[i]f there is a need to add some new rule or chapter to the said regulations 
as established by the Accademia, and after having involved the honourable Lord 
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46	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 8 (1617), fol. 29  v: “fosse bisogno aggiun-
gere qualche nuovo ordine o capitoli alli sud[ett]i quello stabilito nella Congreg.ne Accademi-
ca, e fattone partecipe l’Ill.mo S.re Protettore si possa aggiungere, et ascrivere a questi senza 
altro beneplacito”.
47	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 19 (1714), fol. 1  v: “Dovra la nostra Acca-
demia, siccome ha sempre havuto sin hora, così anco avere per l’avvenire un Em[inentissim]o 
Card[ina]le che sia Protettore sì dell’Accademia, come degli Accademici appresso il Sommo 
Pontefice, et appresso ogn’altro per li bisogni, che potessero occorre”. See also the published 
Ordini et statuti 1716, pp. 3 – 4.
48	 Notizie 1721, p. 108.
49	 Moroni 1840 –1861, vol. 99, pp. 64 –104; Cuggiò 2004, pp. 77 – 89.
50	 Statuti 1796. 
51	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1633, pt. 4, vol. 138, fols. 461  r–v, 462  r–v.

Protector, they can be added to these without further approval”.46 In the 1619 stat­
utes, this additional set of rules concerning the confraternity, including the power 
of the protector to approve changes, is repeated, but without any definition of his 
formal position elsewhere in the document. All in all, this suggests that a protector 
was assigned (though without formal regulations) to the confraternity, but because 
of the symbiotic relationship with the Accademia, he was possibly also expected by 
the academicians to exert influence over the latter.

It was only in the statutes drawn up in 1714 that an explicit description of 
the position of the cardinal protector can be found. As customary for the regula­
tions of archconfraternities (to the category of which the Accademia, of course, 
did not belong), the first chapter mentions that the Accademia (and not the 
confraternity!) should have, “as has always been the case”, a cardinal protector; 
thus, customary rights were used here as an argument rather than legal anteced­
ents.47 From then on, this position was also inserted in the Notizie per l’anno, the 
official vade-mecum of the ecclesiastical government.48 According to these stat­
utes, the protector’s only task was to ensure that the regulations of the Accade­
mia were followed, but all other matters, especially those of a legal nature, fell 
under the jurisdiction of the cardinal vicar, the papal representative in the affairs 
of the Roman diocese and formally the supervisor of its courts (which in practice 
was delegated to the vicegerente).49 The surprising fact is that this 1714 definition 
did not settle this matter for the eighteenth century. To the contrary: the position 
of the cardinal protector was abolished again by the end of the century as can be 
inferred from the fact that the 1796 statutes no longer included this point.50 
Thus, the omission of any description of the function in the statutes of the Acca­
demia, except for the period between 1714 and 1796, suggests that we are not 
dealing a formal position here, but with an informal mode of support. 

In the archival material produced by the Accademia until the late 1630s, the 
epithet of protettore can be found quite frequently, which means that in practice 
the members and the notaries who recorded these meetings accepted the protec­
tor’s power. These occasions pertain to Del Monte and especially Francesco Bar­
berini senior; as such, they accord with the latter’s general approach to protector­
ships of religious orders, luoghi pii, and other organizations. But it also leads to 
more names and questions about the persons mentioned. An interesting occa­
sion is the meeting of 20 November 1633 when Giovanni Giacomo Panciroli 
(called Panziroli in the document) is mentioned as “vice protettore dell’accade­
mia” and as being present at this meeting in order to read a breve obtained 
through Barberini – which might be about taxes (see the discussion below).51 If 
indeed the reading as vice protector is correct (it has also been deciphered as 
‘vice prorector’, but such a function did not exist within the Accademia), there 
seem to be no further documents that confirm this nomination, at least not in 
the Accademia’s archives or in the documents at the Archivio di Stato. Panciroli 
is mentioned on only two earlier occasions, first in July 1633, as representative of 
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52	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1633, pt. 3, vol. 137, fol. 261  r–v, where he is mentioned as “Ill.mus et 
R.mus D. Io: Iacobus Panfirolus ab ecc[elentissi]mo et R[everendissi]mo D. Franc[cesc]o 
S[anc]ta R[omana] C[hiesa] Card.li Barberino dicte Accademie Protectore des.to”; and ASR, 
TNC, uff. 15, 1633, pt. 4, vol. 138, fol. 554  r–v.
53	 Menniti Ippolito 2014. 
54	 Noehles 1970, p. 337, citing from ASR, uff. 15, vol. 112, fol. 323  r–v. See also Bissell 2011, 
pp. 60 – 62.
55	 Carlo Barberini was elected in 1679 and confirmed in 1680, see AASL, Archivio storico, 
serie 2.1 (Registri), vol. 5, (Congregazioni 1674 –1712), fol. 31  r (17 December 1679): “Essen-
do passato a migl[io]r Vita l’Ill.m s.r Card. Franc. Barberini Protettore della nra. Accademia fu 
detto di […] ad altra elez[io]ne, conf[erito] viva voce detti s.ri G.i Congr. fu eletto il Em. S.r 
Card. Carlo Barbarini, […] dargli parer dell elez[io]ne in p[er]sona di S.S.r.” and idem, fol. 32  v 
(21 January 1680): “Havendo Pro.no s.r Card.l Carlo Barberini in risposta della richi[esta] 
fattola dalla no[stra] Accad[em]ia di Protettore, accetato del carico, fu letta questa risposta 
in piena Cong[regation]e e data ord[in]e al s.r Gius.e Pr[incip]e di lec.rio della risposta  
p. ringratiare s. E[minenza]”.
56	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 2.1 (Registri), vol. 5 (Congregazioni 1674 –1712), fol. 41  r 
(1 February 1705): “Fatta questa conferma il s.r Prencipe disse esser necessaria l’elettione del 
nuovo Protettore, stante la Morte della fel[ice] me[mori]a del S.r Card[ina]l Carlo Barberini, 
e che concordono al debito e’l merito nella p[er]sona del Cardinale Franc[esc]o Barberini 
Nepote del Defonto, disse parergli doversi venire all’Elett[io]ne si come tutti i sud[ett] ss.ri 
Congregati senza alcuna discrepanza a viva voce e con applauso elessero in Protettore della nra 
Chiesa et Accad[emi]a S[ua] Em[inentissi]mo I.o Cardinal Francesco Barberini, non solo in 
questo ma in ogni altro miglior modo”.

Cardinal Barberini, and then on 30 November of that year when the meeting 
decided to solicit Panciroli about the requested brief.52 In these other two cases, 
he is referred to as auditor of the Apostolic Tribunal of the Roman Rota. But 
most importantly, Panciroli was not yet a cardinal in 1633 – he was elevated to 
this rank only in 1643 – and thus his position formally cannot have been that of 
vice protector.53 He probably acted as Barberini’s representative towards the 
Accademia, and this was perceived, or might even have been presented, as a vice-
protectorship. In other words, the archival documents also regularly refer to car­
dinal protectors, and as discussed above, the wording agreed more with the loose 
definition of patrocinio, or the exercise of influence on its organization, rather 
than with the strictly legal concept.

2. Electing the Protector
During the Seicento, the Accademia followed a procedure (notwithstanding the 
absence of formal regulations) for the election of cardinals as protectors, imitat­
ing the practice of other (arch)confraternities. This can be assumed from a 1627 
document, which informs us that during the Congregatione Segreta, Simon Vou­
et, director or principe of the Accademia, reported that Del Monte had died and 
that Barberini had accepted the request to become protector, after having con­
sulted Urban VIII.54 Then those present expressed their unanimous approval by 
voice vote, and thanks were sent to the pope. In 1679, Francesco senior was suc­
ceeded as protector by his nephew Carlo Barberini, and the minutes record how 
this election was conducted during a general assembly, by general acclaim, not 
by ballot.55

When in 1705 Cardinal Carlo Barberini died, the minutes reported in detail 
about principe Carlo Maratta’s announcement that all members present at the gen­
eral meeting could vote. Cardinal Francesco Barberini junior was chosen, again by 
‘viva voce’ and with applause, as “protector of our church and academy” (the word­
ing of which again shows the rather loose application of the concept in the docu­
ments).56 Barberini accepted the nomination and had the definition and tasks of 
the cardinal protector inserted into the 1714 statutes, as discussed above, which 
formalized his position. It was also here that the method of election was described: 
“The said Cardinal Protector should be elected during the general congregation 
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57	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 19 (1714), fol. 1  r: “Il detto Emo. Protet-
tore dovrà essere eletto dalla Cong[regazio]ne Accademica con due terzi di voti, e sarà sua 
lode, che egli procurassi la totale, et esatta osservanza si de nostri Statuti, come de nostri 
Privilegi”.
58	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 2.1 (Registri), vol. 10 (Decreti 1739 –1751), fol. 4  v (31 Au-
gust 1738): “Per la morte della fe[lice] me[moria] del sig. Card[ina]l Francesco Barberini già 
n[ost]ro degnissimo Protettore dovendo la nostra Accad[emi]a a tenore del cap[itol]o 
p[rimo] de statuti venire all’elettione di altro Porporato, che assuma la protettione della me-
d[esim]a Accad[emi]a […] la formalità prescritta da d[ett]o statuto, e propostasi per Protet-
tore l’Emo sig. Car[din]al Annibale Albani, si è corsa la bussola et a voti pieni è ne stato eletto 
d. sig[nor] Card[ina]le per Protettore, mossosi li p[rese]n[t]i Accad[emic]i e della bene-
ficenza dimostrata dalla fe[lice] me[moria] di Clem[ente] XI suo Zio, e dall’altri Beneficij rice-
vutasi da esso sig[no]r Card[ina]le che sempre si è mostrato prontiss[im]o a sostenere 
quest[a] Adunanza delle Belle Arti et a mantenere il decoro delle med[esim]e con aver coope-
rato all’estinzione de debiti dell’Accad[emi]a. Per dimostrar dunque verso S.E. tutta la grati
tudine, che professe l’Accad[emia] e tutta la prontezza nell’eleggerlo Protettore nell’occa
sione, che si è aperta, si dovra concepire una lettera”.
59	 See Notizie 1740, p. 172, and Notizie 1748, pp. 84 – 85, both without reference to the 
Accademia di San Luca.
60	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 2.1 (Registri), vol. 10 (Decreti 1738 –1751), fol. 16  v.
61	 Statuti 1796.
62	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 6.2 (Entrate e delle uscite del camerlengo), vol. 33 (Libro 
delle entrate e delle uscite del camerlengo 1627 –1671), fol. 106  v.: “e cinque giullii al festarolo 
p[er] il festone e atrezzatura […] p[er] mandarsi spedito sotto li 20 di marzo 1628”. 
63	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 6.2 (Entrate e delle uscite del camerlengo), vol. 33 (Libro 
delle entrate e delle uscite del camerlengo 1627 –1671), fol. 41  r (1 February 1705): “A dar 
parte a S[ua] E[minenza] di tale elettione furono deputati li SS.ri Cav. Carlo Maratti e Cav. 
Franc. Fontana e me Giuseppe Ghezzi seg[reta]rio, et a dare il Possesso”.

with two thirds of the votes, and it will be laudable if he ensures the complete and 
exact observance of both our statutes and our privileges”.57 

Francesco Barberini junior, in turn, was succeeded by Cardinal Annibale 
Albani, elected during the board meeting of 31 August 1738. This procedure was 
carried out according to the statutes and thus legally binding. Since Albani was 
not in Rome at that moment, a letter was sent to inform him about his election, 
asking him to accept the position.58 Subsequent board meetings reported no re­
sponse from Albani, yet this did not prompt the election of another cardinal. 
Moreover, none of the Notizie per l’anno of these decades mention any cardinal 
as the Accademia’s protector.59 Furthermore, when Albani participated in the 
1739 festivities of the Concorso, there is no reference to him as the institution’s 
protector.60 Thus, even though the rules of 1714 had determined that the Acca­
demia should always have a protector and had defined his authority, they effec­
tively had no such figure after 1738. When Albani died in 1751, no new election 
was organized. This must have been the reason why the new rules, discussed 
from the 1780s onwards but only confirmed in 1796, did away with the function 
altogether.61

3. Possesso and Portrait
Any cardinal protector needed to be installed by formally inaugurating his tenure. 
It is difficult to say if a possesso ever took place in the case of the Accademia – on 
this point, the sources remain scarce and unclear. Payments in the Accademia’s 
archive from March 1628 document a festarolo being paid for decorating the 
premises, customary for a ceremonial possesso, which in this case must have been 
for Francesco Barberini who had been elected the year before.62 No further docu­
ments confirm this ceremony or give insight into what went on. Another mention 
of a possesso was made in February 1705, after the election of Francesco Barberini 
junior, when the minutes of the board meeting recorded how the deputies Marat­
ta, Fontana, and Ghezzi were to go to him in order to “dare il possesso”.63 Although 
this suggests that the ceremony did not take place in the church of SS. Luca e 
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64	 AASL Archivio storico, serie 6.2 (Entrate e delle uscite del camerlengo), vol. 33 (Libro 
delle entrate e delle uscite del camerlengo 1627 –1671), fol. 47  r.: “avvicinandosi la Festa di 
S. Luca fù risoluto […] conforme al solito et in specie si metti in ordine la Sala Acc[adem]ia 
p[er] dare il possesso all’Emo. S.r Cardinal Francesco Barberini in quell modo più decoroso”.
65	 Witte 2020.
66	 AASL 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 7 (1607), fol. 28  r: “La stanza Accad.ca si terrà adornata con 
quadri et rilievi et in particolare s’accomodarà nel mezo l’Imagine di S. Luca Avocato dell’Acca-
demia et sotto questo ve si collocheranno il retratto della fel. Mem. Di Gregorio XIII de Sisto V 
et di N.S. Papa Paolo V”. The same formulation can be found in the 1617 and 1619 statutes.
67	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1624, pt. 4, vol. 102, fol. 211  v, cited after Accademia Seminars 2009, 
p. 371: “Il retratto dell’Ill.mo S.r Card.le del Monte protettore”. 
68	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1627, pt. 3, vol. 113, fol. 27  r: “Item un altro quadro con l’arme di Papa 
Paulo di Cherubino Alberto / Item un retratto della bon. Mem. Del Card.le del Monte che stà à 
sedere con la cornice”; ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1633, pt. 1, vol. 135, fol. 516  v: “Item un ritratto della 
bona memoria del s.r Card.l del Monte con sua Cornice negra […] It[em] un arme della bon[a] 
mem[oria] di Paulo quinto”.
69	 AASL, Archivio Storico, serie 10.11.1, fasc. 3 (Inventario delle stanze dell’Accademia 
fatto l’Anno 1729 con moderna aggiunta de varij cuadri ed anco un inventario della Sagrestia 
del 1728), fol. 4  r; for the inheritance of Pietro da Cortona left to the Accademia, see Missirini 
1823, pp. 110 –111. An earlier inventory was made in 1679, kept in AASL, Archivio Storico, 
serie 10.11.5. reg.  1 (according to the 2025 reordering), Altro Inventario della Chiesa e 
Sagrestia del 1679, but, apart from the first folio, this document is lost. 

Martina or the Accademia’s premises (and therefore had no or only limited legal 
status), it probably entailed a conferment of authority in private. The feast day of 
Saint Luke was more apt for a formal, public ceremony, and on 27 September 
1705 it was reported that, with this feast approaching, it was decided that, “in ac­
cordance with custom, the Accademia’s meeting room will be arranged for the 
possesso of the Eminent Cardinal Francesco Barberini in the most decorous way”.64

After the possesso, it was customary to put on display a portrait of the cardi­
nal in the organization’s buildings – preferably the board room or a public space 
such as the sacristy if they had their own church – together with a portrait of the 
reigning pope.65 The Accademia statutes did not require this; those of 1607, 1617, 
and 1619 do refer to portraits of the pope on display in the main hall of the Ac­
cademia, but without an indication of the cardinal protector’s pendant.66 The 
1624 inventory of the premises of the Accademia, situated above the old church 
of San Luca, does, however, describe “the portrait of the most illustrious Cardi­
nal Del Monte, protector”, hanging close to a painting with the escutcheon of 
Pope Paul V – suggesting this had not yet been substituted by a portrait of 
Urban VIII.67 The 1627 inventory still mentions this portrait of Del Monte (but 
now without the reference to his protectorship), “che stà à sedere”, and in 1633 
this portrait of the deceased cardinal (again not described as former protector) 
was still hanging in the Accademia’s main room – again together with the coat 
of arms of Paul V.68 Displaying the portrait of a deceased protector was unusual 
and, legally speaking, devoid of meaning. Later inventories kept in the Accade­
mia’s archives are scarce and/or incomplete and provide little evidence whether 
portraits of living cardinal protectors were on display. The 1728 inventory does 
refer to “N.o 3 ritratti di Papa Urbano, Clem[ent]e 9.o, e del Card[ina]l Bar­
barini”, but these come from the inheritance left by Pietro da Cortona to the 
Church of Santi Martina e Luca, and again the indication of the latter’s protec­
torship is absent.69 The further 1728 inventory of the church and sacristy does 
not refer to a portrait of the then cardinal protector Francesco Barberini junior 
on display, or any other cardinal for that matter.

However, in 1628 the coat of arms of Francesco Barberini senior had been 
mounted on the façade of the church of San Luca (as payments indicate) – a 
practice which was also customary in the context of a possesso.70 His portrait was 
even displayed at the Accademia, although not permanently; it was carried to the 
institution for specific occasions, as suggested by payments from 1634 (when 
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70	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 6.2, vol. 33 (according to the 2025 reordering), Libro delle 
entrate e delle uscite del camerlengo 1627 –1671, fol. 106  v (20 March 1628): “Arme del Pro-
tettore a sua spesa: Paghati scudi doi a mr. Bastiani possanza cioe giuli quindici p[er] l’arma del 
cardinale barbarino che sta attaccata sopra la porta della chiesa e cinque giullii al festarolo 
p[er] il festone e atrezzatura […] p[er] mandarsi spedito sotto li 20 di marzo 1628”.
71	 For Leonardo de Sanctis, an art merchant dealing in paintings and together with his 
brother producing numerous copies of paintings, probably including cardinal’s portraits, see 
Calenne 2013, pp. 51– 79. 
72	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 6.2, vol. 33 (Libro delle entrate e delle uscite del camer­
lengo 1627 –1671), fol. 123  r (13 August 1634): “Che portono le robe del Emi.mo Cardinal 
Barbarino e riportono a s. Pietro et alla Cancelliera et a Farnese paghati venti nove giuli – 2.90 / 
A un altro fachino che portò dui ritratti di N.S. et dal Card[inale] Barberino da Casa di S.r Lio-
nardo de Santi – .10” and idem, fol. 155  r, 15 October 1657: “Al fachino che portorno il Ritrato 
di N.S. e’l E[minentissi]mo Bar[bari]no. - .7”.
73	 Alberti 1604, pp. 1– 3, 9 –10.
74	 Waźbiński 1994, vol. 1, pp. 219 – 223.
75	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 2.1, vol. 1 (Congregationes 1618 –1622), fol. 19  v, notes of 
the meeting on 13 December 1618.

portraits of both Urban VIII and Francesco Barberini were lent by art dealer 
Leonardo de Sanctis)71 and 1657 (when portraits were carried from the cardinal’s 
residence at the Cancelleria and back).72 In both cases, this was in the context of 
Sant Luke’s feast day, which falls on October 18. The Accademia did not own 
these portraits and so could not show them on a permanent basis. So again, some 
aspects of a typical protectorship were followed at the Accademia while others 
were not, indicating the hybrid and informal situation of cardinals vis-à-vis the 
institution. It also suggests that the cardinals involved, including Francesco Bar­
berini senior, did not donate their own portraits to the Accademia as a way of 
documenting and commemorating their involvement.

4. Exerting Authority
The absence of a formal definition of tasks and privileges of the cardinal protec­
tor in the Accademia’s (and/or compagnia’s) statutes between 1478 and 1714 did 
not automatically mean that no authority could be exerted. This figure was still 
capable of intervening either in the affairs of the Accademia/compagnia or inter­
ceding with the papal authorities or both, and resulting actions could be even 
approved by the pope on a case-by-case basis. In practice, and for all actors in­
volved, this might have given the impression that this constituted a normal pro­
tectorship comparable to that of (arch)confraternities. And, as discussed above, 
cardinal protectors could obtain particular privileges from the pope. 

Archival documentation remains completely silent about the early cardinal 
protectors mentioned by Alberti in 1604 – Borromeo and Paleotti – and their 
involvement with the organization. This is surprising since the minutes of the 
first meeting of the Accademia on 14 November 1593, printed in the 1604 Ori­
gine et progresso, refer explicitly to Federico Borromeo’s involvement in the elec­
tion of Zuccari as its first principe and his instruction to Alberti as its secretary to 
document the organization’s meetings, which is what can be expected of a cardi­
nal protector.73 Borromeo and Paleotti do not appear at all in the notarial docu­
ments or the historical archive of the Accademia, which suggests they did not 
further engage in organizational or legal matters. 

While Del Monte is not mentioned in the notarial documents until 1624, 
Waźbiński has shown how involved he was in the Accademia’s government, 
which had become problematic due to the constant discussions between repre­
sentatives of the various artistic disciplines.74 In 1618, for example, Del Monte 
admonished the quarrelling painters and sculptors to come to an agreement.75 In 
a further attempt to resolve the issue, new Statuti were confirmed the following 
year by the pope, and the introduction started with the following formulation:
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76	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti) vol. 9 (1619), fol. 2  v: “Si sono con consenso e 
volontà dell’Ill.mo Sig.re Card. Del Monte Protettore, et con decreto di tutti li Pittori, et Scult-
ori di Roma li VI di Gennaro MDCXIX come al libro del n.ro Segretario risoluti, e formati gl’ordi-
ni presenti approvati”.
77	 Waźbiński 1994, vol 1, pp. 219 – 223, speaks of the dissolvement of the institution as a 
“violation of the autonomy of the Accademia”, which, however, was within the normal jurisdic-
tion of a cardinal protector. 
78	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1624, pt. 4, vol. 102, fol. 186  r. 
79	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1624, pt. 4, vol. 102, fols. 209   v and 22  r: “Fù resoluto ancora a viva 
voce che si supplicasse l’Ill.mo S.r Card.le del Monte a degnarsi intercedere da N[ostr]o Sig
nore l’aggiustame[n]to di tutti li negotii della Cong[regatio]ne et Accademici in par[tico]
l[ar]e il passare il Breve acciò d[etto] S.re Card.le […] protettore habbia la Iurisd[itio]ne 
ord[ina]ria nelli negotii pub[li]ci e privati dell’accademia e Cong[regatio]ne e […] con le fa-
coltà solite e consuete a darsi alli Card[ina]li protettori de luoghi pii”.
80	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1624, pt. 4, vol. 102, fol. 221  r: “facoltà passi in perpetuo in tutti li Car.li 
protettori che protempo l’elegeranno dall’ Accademia e Congregatione e che in cio se li dii piena 
ampla potesta e facoltà che la Congregatione et accademia de Iure e de facto li puol dare”.
81	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1624, pt. 4, vol. 102, fols. 293  r–v and 310  r: “Nella quale Congregatione 
fu proposto et risoluto viva voce nemine contradicente in esecutioni di quello fù stabilita nell’ul-
tima Congregatione generale sopra l’otten[ere] il Breve da N’ro Sig.re per la giurisditione ord[i]
naria dell’Ill.mo Sig.r Cardinal Protettore pro [t]empore che li Sig.ri Prencipe et Rettori et di 
Congregatione, et [Con]siglieri assieme con il Sig.r Pompe[o] Lazzari Procuratore unitamente, 

With consensus and at the request of the Reverend Lord Cardinal Del Monte, 
Protector, and with the decree of all the painters and sculptors of Rome, on 
the day of 6 January 1619, the present regulations have been decided and 
approved, as indicated in the book of our secretary.76 

Significantly, the papal brief itself does not mention Del Monte as cardinal pro­
tector, which confirms how his authority was accepted by all parties but not re­
flected in formal documentation. In other words, the Curia did not consider him 
a full-fledged cardinal protector, but did accept his mediation for the institution.

Since these 1619 statutes did not resolve the internal strife, in 1624 Del 
Monte decided to restructure the Accademia, for which he obtained special 
permission from Urban VIII.77 This means that without this papal privilege Del 
Monte had no formal power to intervene, since his authority had not been 
defined in the statutes. His request was granted, and he thus signed a letter of 
19 October 1624 to the Accademia as their protettore, ordering them to call for a 
meeting during which the principe and other officials should be elected.78 When 
Del Monte had resolved the conflict, the principe and governors of the Acca­
demia desired to prolong this configuration with the necessary jurisdiction. A 
document of 24 October 1624 that discussed the incorporation of the guild of 
the embroiderers into the Congregazione – shortly after the restructuring of the 
Accademia – reported the following: 

It was unanimously decided that the Reverend Lord Cardinal Del Monte 
would be asked to intervene with the Pope […] that in particular the brief 
would be published so that the Lord Cardinal protector […] will have the 
normal jurisdiction in the public and private affairs of the Accademia and 
the brotherhood […] with the usual powers that cardinals of luoghi pii are 
awarded.79 

They also wished that these powers would be confirmed for all consecutive car­
dinal protectors.80 

This request was repeated in November 1624, indicating that these faculties 
had still not been confirmed.81 In this case, the document itself does not name the 
protector – then still Cardinal Del Monte – and it was Barberini who acted as 
mediator between the Accademia and the pope in order to buttress the Accade­



RJBH 48  |  2025	 Witte | Protectorship or patrocinio?	 133

o, divisamente Supplichino à N’ro Sig.re per la Concessione del Breve, o, moto Proprio di detta 
giurisditione dell’Ill.mo Car[dina]le Protettore in quel modo ch’alle Signorie loro meglio parerà, 
et supplichino l’Ill.mo et R.mo Sig.r Car[dina]le Barberino acciò proteghi la dimanda appresso 
N[ost]ro Sig[no]re con l’Ill’ Sig.r Marcello Sacchetti et che trattino con altri ch’a essi Sig[no]ri 
Deputati parerà espediente per l’esecutione di quanto sarà sopra di ciò necessario”.
82	 Other concessions were confirmed, however; in 1633 the permission for a tax to be 
levied by the Accademia was granted by a breve, see ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1633, pt. 4, vol. 138, 
fols. 461  r–v, 462  r–v: “Fù exibito in publica Congregatione da monsig[nore] Ill[ustrissi]mo 
Panzirolo vice protettore del accademia il Breve ottenuto dal em. mo et R.mo Sig[no]r Car
d[ina]l Barberino Pro[curato]re et Protettore della Accademia quali publicam[en]te da me 
letto et bene inteso Ringratiandosi da essa Congregat[ion]e S[ua] E[ccellenza], come anco 
Si[gno]ria Ill.ma fu risoluto viva voce che si ponghi in esecutione quanto in esso si Contiene”.
83	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1627, pt. 2, vol. 112, fols. 323  r–v: “Item furno deputati viva voce et 
nemine discrepante li Sig.ri Simone Vuett. Prencipe et Lorenzo Gonzales Ca[merlengo acciò 
riscotino] et piglino dalli S.ri Raccamatori li d[e]nari per far la spesa del novo Breve d[a] spe-
dir[si]”.
84	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 17 (1675).
85	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1629, pt. 2, vol. 120, fol. 2  r–v; ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1632, pt. 1, vol. 131, 
fol. 296  v; ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1629, pt. 4, vol. 122, fol. 835  r–v. 
86	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1630, pt. 1, vol. 123, fols. 6  r–v, 17  r.
87	 Black 1989, pp. 219 – 221.
88	 ASR, TNC, uff. 15, 1632, pt. 1, vol. 131, fol. 296  v.
89	 Missirini 1823, p. 128: “facendo uso delle facoltà demandate da Nostro Signore”; see also 
Ordini e Statuti 1716, p. 52. 

mia’s request. Notwithstanding this illustrious support, this brief was never grant­
ed, which prompts the question why this was not the case. Since the promulgation 
of a breve required a payment, maybe the sticking point was financial; on the 
other hand, protectors of luoghi pii were hardly ever confirmed by papal brief.82 

When in 1627 Del Monte was succeeded by Francesco Barberini, who by 
means of special permissions obtained enormous powers over a large array of 
Roman sodalities, the new protector also never took steps to arrange a papal 
confirmation of his position as the Accademia’s protector, even if as papal ne­
phew he had every chance to do so. The archival document reporting on his 
nomination does mention a brief to be requested from the papal authorities 
(and the finances necessary to obtain it) – probably in confirmation of Barbe­
rini’s nomination.83 The brief was not granted or maybe not even requested – no 
supporting documentation can be found in the Accademia’s archive. Neither 
were new statutes drawn up during his protectorship that might have assigned 
formal powers to the cardinal protector; those of 1675, a year before he died, do 
not mention or define the cardinal protector.84 

This informal legal position did not hold Barberini back from operating as 
a real protector. He partially did so through representatives. Panciroli acted as 
such, as discussed above, in 1633, and before that, in late 1629, Cassiano del 
Pozzo acted as the Cardinal’s spokesman expressing the latter’s desire to see 
Bernini appointed principe for 1630.85 Upon his confirmation in that role, Bernini 
nominated a number of officials, again according to Barberini’s wishes; in fact, 
in the following years the cardinal effectively dictated the composition of the 
Accademia’s board.86 Other matters were also arranged by the cardinal or through 
an intermediary. In April 1629, for example, the general congregation approached 
Barberini to obtain permission from the pope to have a prisoner released (such 
acts of clemency had become a regular phenomenon in early modern Italy)87; in 
1632, the board decided to ask him to procure papal confirmation of the chapter 
in the Accademia’s statutes regarding taxes.88

In some cases, Francesco Barberini senior was acknowledged as having for­
mal powers from the pope to intervene in particular issues, such as another 
dispute in 1670 on annual taxes to be paid by the Accademia’s members.89 The 
resulting bull signed by Pope Clement X mentioned Francesco Barberini first as 
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“commissary judge for the venerable church, confraternity, and academy of 
Saint Luke”; but at the end of the notarial document (cited verbatim in the bull) 
he himself signed as its protector.90 In this manner, the arrangement as described 
in the 1617 and 1619 statutes was prolonged, in which the Accademia regarded 
a cardinal as their protector, and notaries did the same, while the papal author­
ities considered these cardinals rather as advocates or legal representatives of 
'the organization, substituting the epithet ‘protector’ for ‘judge’ or a similar 
term. It goes to show that during the seventeenth century, the concept was 
applied with quite some flexibility and its interpretation could vary depending 
on the context.

Cardinal Protector vs Cardinal Vicar
If the cardinal protector of the Accademia had no formal power during most of 
the Accademia’s history, who did have legal authority over this organization in 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries? As discussed above, in normal cir­
cumstances a protector acted as the highest judicial instance for internal matters 
and, for example, could decide which judge would handle a case in which an 
order or confraternity was involved as plaintiff or defendant with external par­
ties. As far as the documents go, this was the case only in a number of situations 
with the Accademia di San Luca, involving cardinals Del Monte and Francesco 
Barberini senior. But most of the time, legal affairs concerning the Accademia 
were dealt with by the cardinal vicar of Rome or his court.91 This was even the 
case when there was a cardinal protector – in 1606, Girolamo Pamphilj, cardinal 
vicar, appointed a judge of his own court, Guazzino Guazzini, to solve any legal 
matter, whether civil or criminal, concerning the Accademia or its officials, and 
this decision was confirmed by the Accademia’s general meeting, thus sidetrack­
ing Del Monte.92 As Laurie Nussdorfer has discussed, in 1609 a group of mem­
bers of the Accademia approached Guazzini to punish Gaspare Celio and de­
clare his position as principe to be illegitimate.93 And this situation persisted; 
even in the statutes of 1714, it was expressly declared in the paragraph on the 
protector that “in all legal controversies of the Accademia and its church, the 
judge will be the most eminent Cardinal Vicar pro tempore”, so this reduction of 
the tasks of the protector was prolonged even when his position was formally 
confirmed.94

Also illustrative is the situation of the 1675 rules, which were not submitted 
to the authorities by Cardinal Francesco Barberini senior – an act which could 
have been expected as part of his role as protector – but by Gaspare Carpegna, 
then cardinal vicar of Rome. This procedure was discussed in the preface to these 
new statutes: 

90	 Magnum Bullarium 1673, p. 496: “Eminentiss. & Reverendiss. D. Card. Francisco Barberi-
no Iudice Commissario pro Venerabili Ecclesiae, Confraternitate & Accademia S; Lucae Urbis” 
and p. 497: “Franciscus Cardinalis Protector”.
91	 Moroni 1840 –1861, vol. 99, pp. 64 –104; Micheletti 1988; Cuggiò 2004, pp. 77 – 89.
92	 ASR, TNC, uff. 11, 1606, pt. 3, vol. 70, fols. 340  r–v, 351  r: “ab ead[em] Cong[regatio]ne 
et Institer[un]t per eu[m]de[m] Ill. Mu[m] et R. mu[m] D Car[dina]lem Panphiliu[m] tam-
q[ue] d[ict]i Collegii et Academiae Protectore[m] deputari et Confirmari eu[m]de[m] D. 
Guazzinum de Guazzinis In Iudice[m] ut s[upr]a [...] Ide[m] Ill.mus ac R.mus D. Car[dina]lis 
audisset petitione[m] per ipsu[m] facta[m] fore et esse Iusta[m] et r[ati]oni Consonam 
existen[tem] in eius Cam[e]ra in solito Palatio ubi residere solet eu[m]de[m] D Guazzinum 
de Guazzinis in Iudice[m] ut s[upra] deputavit”.
93	 Nussdorfer 2023, referring to ASR, Miscellanea artisti, b. 2, fasc. 100. See also Accademia 
Seminars 2009, p. 365.
94	 Ordini e statuti 1716, p. 4.
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And one could not hope for more than the good fortune that one saw under 
the sponsorship (patrocinio) of Cardinal Gasparo Carpegna who, already 
busy with many other favours, as Auditor of the Roman Rota, in the same 
cause of the taxes, now with such vigilance and effort, as Vicar of Our Lord, 
is happy to advance this work and bring this to conclusion with the revision 
of its statues and the reconfirmation of its privileges, and with the following 
pontifical brief.95 

Just as Guazzini in the early 1600s, Carpegna proved to be crucial in quite a few 
other legal decisions regarding the Accademia. He had been involved with the 
institution already prior to his elevation to the cardinalate, acting as their judge 
in 1664 and arranging the election of a new principe that same year.96 When Car­
pegna died, his role was taken over by Carlo Maria Sacripanti – who was never 
invested with the role of cardinal vicar or worked at the Vicar’s court, but who 
did play an important role in the juridical structures of Rome and likewise had 
acted in support of the Accademia.97 The latter’s involvement was probably also 
related to his collecting activities since he amassed a respectable collection of 
paintings during his lifetime.98 In other words, legal issues of the Accademia and 
Compagnia were mostly dealt with by the cardinal vicar, as the highest authority 
of the Roman diocese, or other prelates within it. This meant that they fulfilled 
most of the legal functions of a ‘standard’ cardinal protector, making a formaliza­
tion of the latter redundant. 

Accademici d’onore
Interestingly, relying on informal patrocinio rather than formal protectorship 
agrees with another tendency that gained traction in later seventeenth century. 
Instead of privileged relations with one cardinal at the time, a broader support 
base was deemed more useful. In the minutes of the Accademia’s meetings there 
are regular reports on appointing cardinals as ‘honorary academicians’ (accade­
mici d’onore). For example, on 25 June 1743 Cardinals Ruffo and Bolognetti were 
admitted in such a capacity, together with a range of other high-ranking individ­
uals.99 The fact that already in 1680 the list of members contained a separate 

95	 AASL, Archivio storico, sezione 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 17 (1675), fol. 16  v: “E può tanto più 
sperarli, quanto dalla buona sorte vedesi condotta sotto il Patrocinio del Sr. Card[ina]l Gas
paro Carpegna, che impegnato già con altre caparra di favori, come Auditor di Ruota nella 
med[esi]ma Causa dell’ultima Tassa, hoggi con tanta vigilanza, e fatica, come vicario di S. S[an-
ti]tà ci compiace tirar avanti quest’opera, e piantarla in modo con la revista di tutti suoi statuti, 
con la riconferma di tutti i suoi privilegi, e col seguente Breve Pontificio”.
96	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 2.1, vol. 3 (Congregationi dell’Accademia di San Luca 
dall’anno 1664 a tutto 1674), fol. 3  v (2 April 1664), and idem, fol.5  r: ‘Monsig.r Carpegna nro 
Giudice” and fol. 47  r (6 May 1664): “Fu decretato d’andare da Mons[ignor] Ill[ustrissi]mo 
Carpegna ad effetto di fare avanti di lui uno Congregat[io]ne”.
97	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 2.1, vol. 6 (Congregationi accademiche e generali dall’anno 
1700 a l’anno 1717), fols. 38  v (24 August 1704), 39  r (28 December 1704), on the prepara-
tions for the feast of St. Martina: “col parere et approvat[io]ne dell Emo. S.r Cardinal Car
pegna Vicario et [gnle] di nostro Acc[ademia]”, and for example AASL, Archivio storico, serie 
2.1, vol. 10 (Decreti dell’insigne Accademia di San Luca dalli primo giugno 1738 a tutto li 
3 ottobre 1751), fol. 57  r (23 September 1742), which reports on a meeting of the Accademici 
Deputati with Sacripanti; see also fols. 121  v, 139  r, 188  r, 195  r, for his involvement in the Acca-
demia’s affairs. For Sacripanti, see Tabacchi 2017.
98	 Luis 2009, pp. 182, 188 –191.
99	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 2.1, vol. 10 (Decreti dell’insigne Accademia di San Luca 
dalli primo giugno 1738 a tutto li 3 ottobre 1751), fol. 100  r: “Essendo stati ammessi p[er] 
Accad[emi]ci di Onore alcuni Emi[nentissimi] Porporati, et altri personaggi, il sig. Seg[greta]
rio ha fatto le lettere secondo il solito, quali sono stati stabiliti a presentargleli dalla Cong.e 
l’inf[rascritt]i SS.ri Accademici, cioe// All’Emo Ruffo Decano […] Al Card[ina]l Bolognetti”.
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100	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 6.11.2, vol. 172, (Accademici d’onore, di merito, di giustizia 
dal gennaio 1680). A later separate volume in AASL, Archivio storico, serie 12, Raccolta To-
massetti, vol. 28 (according to the 2025 reordering): Accademici d’Onore, compiled from 
1731 onwards, contained only the names of honorary members, including the names of hono-
rary members from the late seventeenth century onwards.
101	 On the role of amateurs at the Accademia, see Gage 2009, pp. 247 – 288.

section to record these honorific members, who could come from the interna­
tional high nobility or could be high-ranking clerics, suggests that it had become 
standing policy of the institution.100 In this way, the Academy became informally 
affiliated with a whole range of high-profile individuals amongst whom were 
quite a few cardinals, who turned up at the Concorsi or supported the institution 
in other ways. They could use their position to help the Accademia in their deal­
ings with the papal authorities. In contrast to amateur members in the early sev­
enteenth century, as discussed by Frances Gage, who were often of relatively low 
social rank, these honorary members were not primarily useful for the Accademia 
because of their contribution to intellectual discourse but as social ornaments 
and as a point of entry for accessing ecclesiastical, political, and administrative 
networks.101 In other words, in the eighteenth century, when the cardinal protec­
tor’s position had finally been formalized, it had already been substituted by 
other, more informal networks including many cardinals, which might explain 
the redundancy of the former position and its abolition in the statutes of 1796.

Conclusion
We can draw a number of insights from the comparison between the generic 
cardinal protector and the way things were arranged, formally, unofficially, and 
in practice, at the Accademia di San Luca. Until the end of the seventeenth cen­
tury, its cardinal protectors only functioned in an informal manner, but with the 
consent of all parties. Only when exceptional occasions arose were they granted 
particular powers by the pope. Their authority thus remained restricted in dura­
tion and range, also since they exercised no jurisdiction outside of the Accade­
mia, as would have been usual for a cardinal protector, and even within the 
organization their authority remained rather limited. In other words, the Acca­
demia might have thought they had protectors and have even mimicked the 
customary procedures such as election and possesso, but the elected prelates had 
no official position and did not conform with the duties of a ‘standard’ cardinal 
protector. Even in the early Settecento, when protectorship was formalized in the 
statutes, it had no bearing upon the organization; in practice, the position had 
become devoid of significance and consequently had fallen into disuse by 1796. 

This subsequently raises the important question as to why the function of 
cardinal protector was never formalized in the seventeenth century. Firstly, the 
Accademia had an unclear institutional identity in the early modern period: it 
was a religious sodality, but it was subsumed under a secular organization akin 
to a guild, which was also responsible for the training and apprenticing young, 
upcoming artists. The reluctance of the papal authorities to answer the request 
from the Accademia’s board or to apply the terminology of protectorship sug­
gests that they never considered it a real (arch)confraternity. For that reason, suc­
cessive popes never confirmed a cardinal protector for life, since no control 
above the level of a diocese was required. Rather, they saw the Accademia and 
Compagnia di San Luca as a hybrid organization with characteristics of a guild 
that also fulfilled important religious duties – even though the bulls of 
Gregory XIII and Sixtus V enhanced its character as a confraternity. This institu­
tional ambiguity explains the papal confirmation of the Accademia’s 1619 stat­
utes, which called it an ‘Universitas’ or guild, and not a brotherhood.102 The or­
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102	 AASL, Archivio storico, serie 1.2 (Statuti), vol. 9 (1619), fol. 2  r.
103	 Missirini 1823, p. 94: “la protezione delle buone arti”.

ganization itself also created this hybridity by assuming that the cardinal was 
supposed to act as protector of the Accademia, which did not conform at all with 
ecclesiastical practice. And even if the papal authorities would have considered 
the Accademia to be a confraternity, then papal confirmation of a cardinal pro­
tector would still have been anomalous since only archconfraternities were ha­
bitually supervised by cardinal protectors. Furthermore, if that had been the 
case, the statutes should have provided the formal rights – which in the case of 
the Accademia they did not.

Secondly, the actual historical situation, which saw cardinals intervene in 
the affairs of the Accademia only by means of special papal privileges, indicates 
that an informal regime of supervision was preferred by all involved actors. It 
was especially at the behest of the academicians themselves – in parallel with the 
case of the Accademia Filarmonica – to have a cardinal as their ‘protector’, be­
cause it elevated them above the level of other civic and economic organizations. 
This status actually lent them an aura of importance which reinforced their 
self-esteem as artists. The interventions of Popes Gregory XIII and Sixtus V fur­
ther encouraged the artists’ ambitions. Such institutional murkiness might also 
explain the attitude of the Accademia’s board, whose members requested confir­
mation of the cardinal protector from the papal authorities when they could 
have decided upon this themselves; it would predominantly cement their privi­
leged access to the papal court and elevate them above other civic organizations. 
And when they finally did appoint a formal protector in 1714, they granted al­
most no powers to this person, thus suggesting that they prided themselves on 
this important support, but in reality might have been reluctant to hand over 
real power to the protector.

Therefore, since the Accademia as an institution did not fit into the normal 
civic and ecclesiastical frameworks of supervision, the position of its cardinal 
protector could not be modelled according to one of these categories. As a result, 
the cardinal protectors of the Accademia remained ‘amateurs’, who would help 
the Accademia because they recognized the importance of the arts for the 
Church. For all actors involved, a system of flexible patronage was preferable to 
formal protectorship. As Missirini stated in 1823, cardinal protectors of the Acca­
demia were most of all expected to “protect the fine arts”, not the institution as 
such. To this end, the informal relation of patrocinio proved to be more than 
sufficient for all involved parties, but calling it a protectorship provided it with 
much more prestige.103 
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Abbreviations

AASL	  
Archivio dell’Accademia Nazionale di 
San Luca, Rome. NB: The historical 
archive is currently being reorganized 
(2025); the references to the archival 
materials in the footnotes refer to the 
structure of the archive as defined by 
Grossi and Trani (2010), unless other-
wise indicated. 

ASR	  
Archivio di Stato, Rome

DBI	  
Dizionario biografico degli italiani,  
ed. Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana, 
100 vols., Rome 1960 – 2020.
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