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Notes on the Text

A Note on Dates

Dates are given as day/month/year in the notes. Florentines began the year on the
Feast of the Annunciation, March 25. Dates will be given in the modern style in the
text and both styles of dating will be given in the notes; for example, a letter dated
11 January 1525 in modern style will be written as 11/1/1524/5. Pisa began its year
on the same day as the Florentines, but was a year ahead; eg. 25/5/1472 (modern
style) was 25/5/1473 (Pisan style). Rome began its year on January 1st therefore all
letters from Rome are dated in modern style.

A Note on Names

To avoid confusing women with the same first name, I will adopt the following
method of identifying individual women of the Medici family. Those who marry
into the family will also be identified by their natal surname (for example Lucrezia
Tornabuoni), while women who were born into the family will also be referred to
by their married name (for example Lucrezia Salviati). The exceptions are: (a)
Luisa de’ Medici, Lorenzo’s and Clarice Orsini’s third daughter, who died before
her marriage and (b) Caterina de’ Medici, daughter of Lorenzo de’ Medici, Duke
of Urbino, the future Queen Regent of France, where she is referred to before her
marriage to the Duke of Orléans.

A Note on Translation

All translations are my own, unless otherwise indicated.
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Introduction

‘O do not be born a woman if you want your own way’, wrote an exasperated
Nannina Rucellai, sister of Lorenzo de’ Medici ‘the Magnificent’, to her mother
Lucrezia Tornabuoni in July 1479 after losing an argument about their children’s
education with her husband Bernardo Rucellai. Faced with having to dismiss the
children’s tutor on his order, Nannina cleverly chose to resolve the situation by
asking her mother if the man could be placed in the household of Lorenzo for two
to three months until an outbreak of plague in his hometown of Figline subsided.!
Lucrezia would have had to use considerable influence to convince her son to take
in the hapless man, suggesting that Nannina was well aware when she asked her
mother for assistance that her own situation did not apply to all women in all
circumstances. But Nannina’s lack of influence with her husband exemplifies the
general situation that many historians have argued was the lot of Florentine women
(particularly of the upper class) during the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries.?
Indeed, it has even been suggested that Florence was possibly the worst of all
places in Renaissance Italy to be born a woman.?

It is probably for this reason that historians writing about powerful women in
Renaissance Italy in recent years, have generally focussed on the women of the
princely courts. Eleonora of Aragon, duchess of Ferrara; her two daughters,
Isabella, marchioness of Mantua and Beatrice d’Este, duchess of Milan; Bianca
Maria Visconti Sforza; Lucrezia Borgia, duchess of Ferrara; Caterina Sforza, ruler
of Imola; Battista da Montefeltro; Ippolita Maria Sforza, duchess of Calabria; and
Barbara of Brandenburg, marchioness of Mantua, are just a few of the names that
spring immediately to mind.* Women of ruling families in republican regimes
(such as the Medici) have not received much attention since it is generally agreed
that they had fewer options, able to exercise only informal power through their
connections with influential male relatives in contrast to the more formal power
often exercised by women in courts or kingdoms.®

However, it is well known that in medieval and Renaissance Europe all females
were presumed to be naturally subordinate and morally and intellectually inferior
to males, with the consequence that men were deemed to be suited to the position
of ruler and women to that of the ruled.® So the nature of women’s power and/or
the matter of women as rulers were vexed issues to contemporaries, regardless of
the type of regime. Most women rulers had to exert considerable effort to
legitimise their position. Therefore, women, and their apologists or advisers, tried
to predicate their right to rule on the construction of images that stressed their
chastity, maternal nature and intercessory powers.” Certainly, women’s
opportunities to demonstrate their political skills and abilities were different and
greater in monarchies and seigneurial regimes than in republics. But in republics
too, women were able to act decisively in the political sphere since the informal
networks they utilised were themselves an integral part of the political process.

1



2 THE MEDICI WOMEN

Therefore, although an important factor, the type of regime alone (monarchy,
princely court or republic) did not determine whether women in ruling families
could or could not be involved in politics.

I would argue that the relationship between gender and power and how that was
understood by contemporaries was a much more significant influence.® How, and
under what circumstances, such women came to exercise that power and to what
extent they and their male supporters were able to justify successfully their actions
in terms that did not subvert the existing gender order, were equally important
factors in influencing the extent to which women in ruling families could get their
own way.” The Medici women provide an outstanding opportunity for us to
examine the possibilities for positive and purposeful action as well as the pitfalls
for powerful women in Renaissance Italy. Over the century between Cosimo de’
Medici ‘the Elder’’s assumption of de facto power in 1434 and Duke Alessandro
de’ Medici’s assumption of de jure power in 1532, the Medici went from being the
chief family in an oligarchic republic to hereditary dukes in a principate. The
assassination of Duke Alessandro in 1537 saw Duke Cosimo I elected to succeed
him and he consolidated and strengthened Medici power so that the family’s rule
of Florence and later, all of Tuscany, continued on until the male line became
extinct in 1737. Hence the women’s involvement in the Medici regime between
1434 and 1537 forms an illuminating series of case studies through which to
explore the negotiations of gender and power in both oligarchic republics and
hereditary principates.

Their gender was a crucial determining factor in the Medici women’s access to
influence, power and authority how that was perceived at the time.!® This book,
then, investigates when, how, and why certain women members of the Medici
family were able to utilise power and influence, and sometimes even authority, in
fifteenth and early sixteenth century Florence and how that exercise of power was
viewed and represented by contemporaries and near contemporaries.'' It is also
primarily concerned with their contribution to the gradual shift of the Medici from
being first among equals in an oligarchic republic to absolute rulers of a principate.
This investigation involves examining the actions of the women of the family in
the political arena, and how their modus operandi altered over time. Throughout
this book I will argue that we cannot hope fully to comprehend the process of
Florence’s change from a republic to a principate and the domination of the Medici
in the life of the city unless we analyse the activities and contemporary
representations of the women in the Medici family. This present study therefore
seeks to investigate their continuous and changing contribution to the character,
development and strengthening of the Medici regime over the course of the century
between republican and ducal rule in Florence.

Hidden From History?

The Medici were the most famous Florentine family of the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries. Their name has long been linked to the history (and myth) of Florence’s
celebrated political, intellectual and artistic achievements — stemming from the
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classical revival of Greece and Rome that later writers have called the
‘Renaissance’. The role of the leading men of the family has been the subject of
both popular and scholarly work on the contribution and impact of the Medici on
Florentine political, economic, religious, social and cultural life. The history of
Renaissance Florence is often written in terms of the Medici men’s successes and
failures over the course of roughly a century between Cosimo ‘the Elder’’s
assumption of de facto power in 1434 and the consolidation of Medici ducal rule in
1537 with the accession of Duke Cosimo I. (Medici control during this period was
not unbroken as the family was in exile between 1494 and 1512 and 1527 and
1530.) In this story of Renaissance Florence and the Medici, Cosimo de’ Medici,
‘the Elder’ (1389-1464); Piero di Cosimo, ‘the Gouty’ (1416-1469); Lorenzo ‘the
Magnificent’ (1449-1492); Pope Leo X (1475-1521); Pope Clement VII (1478-
1534); and Duke Cosimo I (1519-1574) are some of the best known names."

In stark contrast to this plethora of historical interest in the Medici men, there
has been virtually no scholarly study of the women in the Medici family for more
than sixty years either as a group or individually, with the notable exception of
Lucrezia Tornabuoni. Earlier studies focussed more on providing biographical
detail about individual Medici women rather than any critical analysis of their
position as women and how and why their gender affected their access to power.'®
Lucrezia Tornabuoni alone has received significant attention in recent years, in part
because of her writing of religious poetry.' I want to place the women of the
Medici family in the centre of the historical frame rather than at its edge. Now I
want to focus on questions of gender and to explore the ways in which Renaissance
concepts and expectations of masculinity and femininity affected the ways that the
Medici women understood and exercised power.

A number of women will be referred to in this study, namely: Contessina Bardi
de’ Medici (c.1400-1473); Ginevra Alessandri de’ Medici (died after 2 August
1478); Lucrezia Tornabuoni de’ Medici (1427-1482); Clarice Orsini de’ Medici
(1450-1488); Bianca de’ Medici Pazzi (1445-1488); Lucrezia (called Nannina) de’
Medici Rucellai (1447-1493); Maria de’ Medici Rossi (died before March 1473);
Lucrezia de’ Medici Salviati (1470-1553); Maddalena de’ Medici Cibo (1473-
1519); Contessina de’ Medici Ridolfi (1476-1515); Luisa de’ Medici (1477-1488);
Alfonsina Orsini de’ Medici (1472-1520); Clarice de’ Medici Strozzi (1493-1528);
and Maria Salviati de’ Medici (1499-1543)." (See Figure 1 for genealogical
relationships.) All the individual members of the Medici family were able to
achieve influence by virtue of possessing or acquiring the surname Medici, but
while the men who had that surname were able to exercise authority in their own
right, the women could not. Their ability to exert influence, power and sometimes
authority, derived from their various positions as daughters, sisters, mothers,
wives, and/or widows of key men in the Medici regime. In all cases, the Medici
women needed not only to claim family membership similarly to the men, but also
to demonstrate that they sought and were using power and influence because of
their interpretation of their feminine duties.

However not all of the women in the Medici family will receive equal attention.
Of particular interest are Lucrezia Tornabuoni, Clarice Orsini, Alfonsina Orsini,
Maddalena Cibo, Lucrezia Salviati and Maria Salviati. Their lives are the best
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documented of all the women under study, and cover the range of possible familial
relationships to the Medici men. Together they span the whole period under
consideration. Their differing understandings of power and how it should be
employed elucidate the continuities as well as the changes in Medici control of
Florence as well as in contemporary attitudes towards and perceptions of the
Medicean regime and of women of power.

Power Through the Family

It is true that their position as members of Florence’s chief family gave the Medici
women a position of influence generally not available to other women of the city.
Such familial connections were of great importance. Political power was lost or won
generally throughout Europe at the time because of familial connection, so this type of
power held by the Medici women — that is, power through the family — cannot be
under-estimated or trivialised. They were able to use their traditional duties and
responsibilities as wives and mothers to justify their actions in the political sphere.
Their exceptional status thus did not subvert the existing gender order. As a
consequence of their position of privilege, women in the Medici family during the
fifteenth century were frequently called upon by Florentines and others from all
strata of society to intercede with their husbands, brothers, or, when widowed, with
their sons. This intercession took place in order to obtain government offices, jobs,
legal redress, charity and a multitude of other items either for the petitioners
themselves, their relatives, and friends or for the Medici women’s own clients.
Their ability to act as intercessors with the men of the family on behalf of
supplicants gave these women the capacity to exercise legitimately a considerable
degree of influence, even power, through their participation in an under-
government (sottogoverno), which was fundamental to the way in which politics
(outside of the formal government processes) worked in Renaissance Florence.'®
argue in Chapter Two that even though women were excluded from the formal
political processes of government and office holding, and therefore denied the
opportunity to exert power and influence officially, the Medici women could
negotiate significant space for themselves within the Florentine sottogoverno
through an alternative feminine model of patronage by intercession, which was
premised on their authority as wives, widows and mothers.

Therefore it would be a mistake to discount the importance of these informal
networks of influence in republican Florence. Nannina had in fact, asked her
mother to do for her what many other people — rich and poor, male and female,
Florentine and non-Florentine, lay and clerical — had been asking Lucrezia
Tornabuoni, successfully, to do for them for several years: that is, to intercede
with her eldest son, Lorenzo di Piero di Cosimo de’ Medici. At the time Lorenzo
was — like his father and grandfather before him — the de facto ruler of the city.
Despite the fact that she could not hold any public or political office, Lucrezia, as
the widow of the previous head of the family and mother of the current one, could
instead exercise successfully substantial power and influence.
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The discussion in Chapter Three suggests that the Medici women’s patronage
of culture provided a further opportunity for them to exert much power and
influence through their choice of patronage projects. These projects both served to
advance the Medici regime’s political agenda and were also considered appropriate
for women to undertake because most of them were religious or culturally
conservative in nature. Alfonsina Orsini’s building works at the Medici villa of
Poggio a Caiano and her palace building in Rome are exceptions that point indeed
to the extraordinary nature of Alfonsina’s power in the mid-1510s, since such
patronage usually was the prerogative of men. The patronage process itself was
gendered.

Women of the family in the early sixteenth century were able to employ great
power and influence in Florence and beyond. Lorenzo ‘di Piero di Cosimo de’
Medici’s marriage strategies were designed to heal political rifts within Florence
and, more importantly, to assist the launching of the Medici onto the broader
Italian stage. Thus from the late 1480s onwards, Lorenzo’s daughter Maddalena in
Rome and daughter in law Alfonsina from Naples also often arranged patronage
connections that spanned the area from Florence to Rome. Furthermore, after the
Medici were expelled in 1494 all the Medici daughters and Alfonsina were called
upon to exert their influence. Crisis necessitated their involvement in the political
arena, as Chapter Four demonstrates. Indeed, their influence stretched from
Florence to Rome with the accession of a Medici Pope in 1513. Chapter Five deals
with the unusual phenomenon of the Medici women’s presence at the all-male
bastion of the Curia during the pontificates of the two Medici Popes, Leo X and
Clement VII. Lorenzo’s eldest daughter, Lucrezia Salviati had extensive
involvement in the management of the household of her son, Cardinal Giovanni
(1490-1553), from the mid-1520s and her protection and extension of Salviati
family interests in Rome was a successful strategy that adapted traditional means
of exercising power and influence in a very non-traditional environment without
incurring any negative press. The last part of that chapter documents her daughter
Maria’s support of her husband’s and then, more importantly, her son Cosimo de’
Medici’s interests in both Rome and Florence, using every opportunity possible to
advance both their respective causes with the leading figures of the Medici regime.
Maria was later instrumental in ensuring that Cosimo was chosen to succeed the
assassinated Duke Alessandro de’ Medici as Florence’s hereditary ruler in 1537, by
predicating her right to be involved in deliberations to choose a new ruler on her
authority as the young man’s mother.

Much more than the men of their family throughout their period of de facto
rule, the Medici women always had carefully to negotiate the extent of political
space they allowed themselves if they were not to incur severe censure and even
vilification for exercising the power of a ruler. Alfonsina Orsini’s influence was
unprecedented in a republic and representative of the style attributed to influential
women of the Renaissance courts; thus many Florentines despised and vilified her.
Chapter Six examines in detail these views of Alfonsina as well as her position and
activities as the ‘ruler’ of that city.

Of great import is the fact that the scope of the activities of these women in the
Medici family, as well as the gradual increase in their power and authority over
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this hundred-year period, are major indicators of changes in the nature of Medicean
influence. Lucrezia Tornabuoni and Alfonsina Orsini, for example, had differing
methods of exercising power that reflected the very different conditions facing the
two Medici regimes. These very differences in their methods of operation and in
contemporary reactions to these two women provide a greater understanding of
Medici strategies to achieve increasingly greater power and continuity of rule.
Each woman had the agency to negotiate her own forms of influence and the
ability to make the best use of the opportunities available. I argue that a study of
the Medici women and the gendered nature of their power is crucial to
understanding how the Medici family eventually became hereditary rulers of
Florence. What I wish to explore is the continuities and changes over time of the
Medici women’s power and its relationship to the power and authority of the
Medici regime between 1434 and 1537. Where then was the locus of their power?
That is the subject of Chapter One.
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8 THE MEDICI WOMEN
Notes

1 ASF MAP 80, 69 12/7/1479. (All references are to the ASF unless otherwise indicated.)
‘O pure non si vole nascere femina chi vuole fare a suo modo’. The full letter is printed in
G. Pieraccini, La stirpe de’ Medici di Cafaggiolo v. 1 (Florence: Vallecchi, 1924; repr.
Florence: Nardini, 1986), p. 147. A complete English translation of this letter is found in Y.
Maguire, Women of the Medici (London: Routledge, 1927), p. 115.

This is probably because of the influence of Joan Kelly’s groundbreaking article, ‘Did
Women Have a Renaissance?’, which was overwhelmingly concerned with women in the
Northern Italian courts rather than the republics. It was originally published in 1977 and
reprinted, posthumously, in her collected essays Women, History and Theory (Chicago:
Chicago University Press, 1984), pp. 19-50. Negative views of women’s position in
Florence can be found in C. Klapisch-Zuber’s collected essays Women, Family and Ritual in
Renaissance Italy (Chicago & London: University of Chicago Press, 1985); I. Chabot,
‘Widowhood and Poverty in Late Medieval Florence’, Continuity and Change 3 (2) (1988),
pp. 291-311; 1. Chabot, ‘““La sposa in nero”: La ritualizzazione del lutto delle vedove
fiorentine (secoli xiv-xv)’, Quaderni Storici 29 (86) (1994), 421-462; 1. Chabot, ‘Lineage
Strategies and the Control of Widows in Renaissance Florence’, in S. Cavallo & L. Warner
(eds) Widowhood in Medieval and Early Modern Europe (Harlow, Essex: Longman, 1999),
pp- 127-144; 1. Chabot, ‘Seconde nozze e identita maternale nella Firenze del tardo
medievo’, in S.S. Menchi, A.J. Schutte & T. Kuehn (eds) Tempi e spazi di vita femminile tra
medioevo ed eta moderna (Bologna: Mulino, 1999), pp. 493-523; S.K. Cohn, ‘The Social
History of Women in the Renaissance’, in his Women in the Streets: Essays on Sex and
Power in Renaissance Italy (Baltimore & London, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996),
pp- 1-15. An equivocal view is provided by E. Rosenthal, ‘The Position of Women in
Renaissance Florence: Neither Autonomy nor Subjection’, in P. Denley & C. Elam (eds)
Florence and Italy: Renaissance Studies in Honour of Nicolai Rubinstein (London:
Westfield Publications, 1988), pp. 369-381. More positive views can be found in H.
Gregory, ‘Daughters, Dowries and Family in Fifteenth Century Florence’, Rinascimento n.s.
27 (1987), pp. 215-237; F.W. Kent, ‘La famiglia patrizia fiorentina nel Quattrocento: nuovi
orientamenti nella storiografia recente’, in D. Lamberini (ed.) Palazzo Strozzi, meta Millenio
1489-1989: atti del convegno di studi, Firenze, 3-6 luglio 1989 (Rome: Istituto della
Enciclopedia Italiana, 1991), pp. 70-91; S. Strocchia, ‘La famiglia patrizia fiorentina nel
secolo XV: la problematica della donna’, in ibid. pp. 126-137; S. Strocchia, ‘Gender and the
Rites of Honour in Italian Renaissance Cities’, in J.C. Brown & R.C. Davis (eds) Gender
and Society in Renaissance Italy (Harlow, Essex: Longman, 1998), pp. 39-60; N. Tomas, ‘A
Positive Novelty’: Women and Public Life in Renaissance Florence (Melbourne: Monash
Publications in History 12, 1992). From a legal point of view, see T. Kuehn, Law, Family
and Women: Toward a Legal Anthropology of Renaissance Italy (Chicago & London:
University of Chicago Press, 1991); T. Kuehn, ‘Understanding Gender Inequality in
Renaissance Florence: Personhood and Gifts of Maternal Inheritance by Women’, Journal
of Women’s History 8 (2) (1996), pp. 58-80; T. Kuehn, ‘Person and Gender in the Laws’, in
Brown & Davis (1998), pp. 87-106. For a detailed case study of one upper class Florentine
woman, Alessandra Macigni Strozzi, see A.M. Crabb, The Strozzi of Florence: Widowhood
and Family Solidarity in the Renaissance (Ann Arbor, Mich.: University of Michigan Press,
2000).

3 Cohn (1996), p. 15.

4 On powerful women in Italian courts, see M.L. King, Women of the Renaissance
(Chicago & London: Chicago University Press, 1991), pp. 157-164 and ch. 3 with full
bibliography; W.L. Gundersheimer, ‘Women, Learning and Power: Eleonora of Aragon and
the Court of Ferrara’, in P. Labalme (ed.) Beyond Their Sex: Learned Women of the
European Past (Chicago & London: University of Chicago Press, 1980), pp. 43-65; B.



INTRODUCTION 9

Edelstein, ‘Nobildonne napoletane e committenza: Eleonora d’Arogona ed Eleonora di
Toledo a confronto’, Quaderni Storici 35 (104) (2000), pp. 295-330; S. Kolsky, ‘Images of
Isabella d’Este’, Italian Studies 39 (1984), pp. 47-62; R.M. San Juan, ‘The Court Lady’s
Dilemma: Isabella d’Este and Art Collecting in the Renaissance’, Oxford Art Journal 14
(1991), pp. 67-78. On Bianca Maria Visconti, see E.-W. Swain, ‘Il potere d’un amicizia:
iniziative e competenze di due nobiledonne Rinascimentali’, Memoria n. 21 (1987), pp. 7-
23; G. Lubkin, A Renaissance Court: Milan Under Galeazzo Maria Sforza (Berkeley & Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1994); E.S. Welch, Art and Authority in
Renaissance Milan (New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 1995). A brief
introduction to Lucrezia Borgia — including her notorious historical reputation — is
provided by N. Rubinstein, Lucrezia Borgia (Rome: Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana,
1971), and for her patronal activities, see W. Prizer, ‘Isabella d’Este and Lucrezia Borgia as
Patrons of Music: The Frottola at Mantua and Ferrara’, Journal of the American
Musicological Society 33 (1985), pp. 1-33. A modern biography of Caterina Sforza is E.
Breisach’s, Caterina Sforza: A Renaissance Virago (Chicago & London: University of
Chicago Press, 1967). On the women of the Montefeltro family, see now C.H. Clough,
‘Daughters and Wives of the Montefeltro: Outstanding Bluestockings in the Quattrocentro’,
Renaissance Studies 10 (1) (1996), pp. 31-55; M.G. Pernis & L.S. Adams, Federigo da
Montefeltro and Sigismondo Malatesta: The Eagle and the Elephant (New York: Peter
Lang, 1996), 43-57. On Ippolita Maria Sforza, Duchess of Calabria, see the insightful article
by E.S. Welch, ‘Between Milan and Naples: Ippolita Maria Sforza, Duchess of Calabria’, in
D. Abulafia (ed.) The French Descent into Renaissance Italy: Antecedents and Effects
(Aldershot & Brookfield, VT: Ashgate Publishing Co., 1995), pp. 123-136; On Barbara of
Brandenburg, there is Swain (1987), and her ‘“My Most Excellent and Singular Lord”:
Marriage in a Noble Family of Fifteenth Century Italy’, Journal of Medieval and
Renaissance Studies 16 (2) (1986), pp. 171-196. Chapters 1-4 of L. Panizza (ed.) Women in
Italian Renaissance Culture and Society (Oxford: European Humanities Research Centre,
2000), are devoted to women in courts. For the particular situation of mistresses, see H.S.
Ettinger, ‘Visibilis et Invisibilis: The Mistress in Renaissance Court Society’, Renaissance
Quanerly 47 (3) (1994), pp- 770-792.

N.Z. Davis, ‘Women in Politics’, in N.Z. Davis (ed.) Renaissance and Enlightenment
Paradoxes (Cambridge, Mass. & London: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
1993), pp. 167-183 at pp. 169-170. The specific circumstance of the wives of the Republic
of Venice’s elected leaders (the dogaresse), has just recently been addressed by Holly S.
Hurlburt who has observed that ‘... the position occupied by [the Doge’s ...] wife was
unlike that of any other woman of the ... ruling elite in Italy or elsewhere’. According to
Hurburt, her oath of office (like that of the Doge’s) prevented her from employing political
influence for either herself or her family, but at the same time she became Venice’s supreme
matriarch and had an extremely important ceremonial role. See her ‘““La Serinissima
Domina Ducissa”: The Dogaresse of Venice, 1250-1500’, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation,
(Syracuse University 2000; Ann Arbor Mich.: University Microfilms International, 2002),
Ep. 80-84, quotation at p. 80.

P. Maddern, ‘Origins of the Normative Citizen: Body, Household, Kingdom and
Cosmos in the Middle Ages’, in P. Crawford & P. Maddern (eds) Women as Australian
Citizens: Underlying Histories (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 2001), pp. 13-47
provides a useful overview of this issue for medieval Europe. See also C. Casagrande, ‘The
Protected Woman’, in C. Klapisch-Zuber (ed.) Silences of the Middle Ages (Cambridge,
Mass. & London: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1992), pp. 70-104; For
Renaissance and Early Modern Europe, see I. Maclean, The Renaissance Notion of Woman:
A Study of the Fortunes of Scholasticism and Medical Science in European Intellectual Life
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), pp. 6-27; 47-67; J. Schiesari, ‘In Praise of
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Virtuous Women?: For a Genealogy of Gender Morals in Renaissance Italy’, in R. West &
D.S. Gervini (eds) Women’s Voices in Italian Literature (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina Press, 1989), pp. 66-87; O. Hufton, The Prospect Before Her: A History of Women
in Western Europe v. 1 1500-1800 (London: Harper Collins, 1995), pp. 25-58 with an
extensive bibliography; M.E. Wiesner, Women and Gender in Early Modern Europe
(Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press, 1993; 2™ ed. 2000), pp. 13-47 with a
comprehensive bibliography.

L. Fradenburg, (ed.) Women and Sovereignty (Edinburgh: University of Edinburgh
Press, 1991), p. 1. For a recent review of literature on women rulers in the medieval and
early modern periods and the issue of the complexity of gender images, see P. Stafford,
‘““More than a Man or Less than a Woman?”’: Women Rulers in Early Modern Europe’,
Gender and History 7 (3) (1995), pp. 486-490. The centrality of her role as an intercessor
with her husband (or son) to the legitimacy of a queen’s rule is discussed by L.L. Huneycutt,
‘Intercession and the High-Medieval Queen: The Esther Topos’, in J. Carpenter & S.B.
MacLean (eds) Power of the Weak: Studies on Medieval Women (Urbana & Chicago:
University of Ilinois Press, 1995), pp. 126-146; and by J.C. Parsons, ‘The Queen's
Intercession in Thirteenth Century England’, in the same volume, 147-177. Queen Esther as
a model of moral womanhood and female power for Queen Elizabeth I, is discussed by M.
Ephraim, ‘From Jewish Monarch to Virgin Queen: Elizabeth I and the Godly Queen Hester’,
Women Studies: An Interdisciplinary Journal 30 (5) (2001), pp. 605-622, esp. pp. 609-610,
619.

8 The key theoretical works that have influenced my understanding of the historical
relationship between gender and power are: D. Riley, ‘Am I That Name?’: Feminism and the
Category of ‘Women’ in History (London: Macmillan, 1988), esp. ch. 1; J.W. Scott, ‘Gender
a Useful Category of Historical Analysis?’ in her collected essays, Gender and the Politics
of History (New York: Columbia University Press, 1988), pp. 28-50. Critical discussions of
Joan Scott’s work and its reception with full bibliography, are found in K. Canning,
‘Feminist History and the Linguistic Turn: Historicizing Discourse and Experience’, in B.
Laslett et al., (eds) History and Theory: Feminist Research, Debates, Contestations
(Chicago & London: Chicago University Press, 1997), pp. 416-452, esp. pp. 420ff; and the
Journal of Women’s History 9 (3) (1997), pp. 113-136, articles by Bunzel and Zinsser. My
understandings about gender and power have also been profoundly shaped by feminist
anthropological discussions. See the classic work, M.Z. Rosaldo & L. Lamphere (eds)
Woman, Culture and Society (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1974), esp. articles by
Rosaldo, Collier & Lamphere. For Rosaldo’s own critique of her earlier view, see M.Z.
Rosaldo, ‘The Use and Abuse of Anthropology: Reflections on Feminism and Cross
Cultural Understanding’, Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society 5 (3) (1980), pp.
389-417; For more recent understandings, see S.J. Yanagisako & J.F. Collier, ‘Toward a
Unified Analysis of Gender and Kinship’, in S.J. Yanagisako & J.F. Collier, Gender and
Kinship: Essays Toward a Unified Analysis (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1987), pp.
14-50, esp. pp. 38ff; M.J. Maynes et al. (ed.) Gender, Kinship and Power: A Comparative
and Interdisciplinary History (New York: Routledge, 1996), ‘Introduction’, pp. 1-23. Useful
sociological understandings of the relationship between gender and power are provided by
K. Davis, M. Leijenaar & J. Oldersma (eds) The Gender of Power (Thousand Oaks, CA &
London: Sage Publications, 1991), pp. 1-18; H.L. Radkte & H. J. Stam (eds) Power/Gender:
Social Relations in Theory and Practice (Thousand Oaks, CA & London: Sage Publications,
1994), pp. 1-15. An interesting philosophical discussion of the term gender and its uses,
which emphasises the need to analyse gender in its various historical contexts, is L.
Nicholson, ‘Interpreting Gender’, Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society 20 (1)
(1994), pp. 79-105, esp. pp. 101ff. Early modern European understandings of the
relationship between gender and power are perceptively analysed in the context of recent
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feminist theoretical developments by Wiesner (2000), pp. 288-317, with appropriate
bibliography.

This issue is discussed more fully in Chapter 6.

Some recent works building on theories of gender and sexual difference in reference to
the Italian Renaissance are S. Chojnacki, ‘Comment: Blurring Genders’, Renaissance
Quarterly 40 (4) (1987), pp. 742-751; S. Strocchia (1991), pp. 126-137; M. Migiel & J.
Schiesari (eds) Refiguring Woman: Perspectives on Gender in the Italian Renaissance
(Ithaca, N.Y.: Comell University Press, 1991), pp. 1-15; J.C. Brown, ‘Introduction’ in
Brown & Davis (1998), pp. 1-15; S. Chojnacki, Women and Men in Renaissance Venice:
Twelve Essays on Patrician Society (Baltimore & London: Johns Hopkins University Press,
2000), esp. pp. 1-24.

"' I am using the following working definitions of influence, power and authority:
Influence is the ability to persuade others to agree with and/or to do as one asks. Power is
the ability to exert informally authority over others, including the recognised ability to make
important decisions. Authority involves the use of more formal power, which can have the
force of official command. Often the terms are interchangeable.

2 Onthe origins of the Medici family and its history prior to 1434, see G. Brucker, ‘The
Medici in the Fourteenth Century’, Speculum 32 (1) (1957), pp. 1-26. The bibliography of
studies about the Medici after 1434 published prior to 1960 is well covered by S. Camerini,
Bibliographia Medicea (Florence: Olschki, 1964). The following list of works published
from 1960 covers many of the main studies of these men, but it is not exhaustive. See the
various studies in E.F. Jacob (ed.) Italian Renaissance Studies (London: Faber & Faber,
1960); R. de Roover, The Rise and Decline of the Medici Bank 1434-1494 (Cambridge,
Mass: Harvard University Press, 1963); N. Rubinstein, The Government of Florence under
the Medici (1434-1494) (Oxford: Clarendon, 1966, 2nd ed. 1997); N. Rubinstein, (ed.)
Florentine Studies (London: Faber & Faber, 1968) especially the articles by Holmes and
Rubinstein; R. Hatfield, ‘The Compagnia de’ Magi’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld
Institutes 33 (1970), pp. 107-160; A. Brown’s collected essays, The Medici in Florence: The
Exercise and Language of Power (Florence & Perth, W.A.: Olschki, 1992), chs 1-5; F.W.
Kent & P. Simons (eds) Patronage, Art, and Society in Renaissance Italy (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1987), articles by R. Gaston, D. Kent and L. Polizzotto; D. Kent, The Rise
of the Medici: Faction in Florence, 1426-1434 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978)
covers Cosimo de’ Medici’s rise to power. A sociological analysis of Dale Kent’s work on
Cosimo’s networks is J. F. Padgett & C. F. Ansell, ‘Robust Action and the Rise of the
Medici, 1400-1434°, American Journal of Sociology 98 (6) (1993), pp. 1259-1319; See now
D. Kent, Cosimo de’ Medici and the Florentine Renaissance (London & New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2000); A.D. Fraser-Jenkins, ‘Cosimo de’ Medici’s Patronage of
Architecture and the Theory of Magnificence’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld
Institutes 33 (1970), pp. 162-170. A. Molho, ‘Cosimo de’ Medici: Pater Patriae or
Padrino?’, Stanford Italian Review 1 (1979), pp. 5-33. F. Ames-Lewis (ed.) Cosimo ‘il
Vecchio’ de’ Medici, 1389-1464 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1992). On Cosimo’s son, Piero, see A.
Beyer & B. Boucher (eds) Piero de’ Medici ‘il Gottoso’ 1416-1469: Art in the Service of the
Medici (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1993) for several important studies. The bibliography on
Lorenzo ‘The Magnificent’, after 1960 is massive and so only the most recent important
studies will be specifically cited. Archivio Storico Italiano 150 (2) (1992) was devoted to
Lorenzo de’ Medici to commemorate the 500th anniversary of his death. Further
commemorative volumes, which contain many valuable studies, are G.C. Garfagnini (ed.)
Lorenzo de’ Medici: Studi (Florence: Olschki, 1992); G.C. Garfagnini (ed.) Lorenzo il
Magnifico ed il suo tempo (Florence: Olschki 1992); F. Cardini, (ed.) Lorenzo il Magnifico
(Florence: Olschki, 1992); B. Toscani (ed.) Lorenzo de’ Medici: New Perspectives (New
York: Peter Lang, 1993); G.C. Garfagnini (ed.) Lorenzo il Magnifico ed il suo mondo

10
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(Florence: Olschki, 1994). See now, M.M. Bullard’s collected essays, Lorenzo il Magnifico:
Image and Anxiety, Politics and Finance (Florence: Olschki, 1994); M. Mallett & N. Mann
(eds) Lorenzo the Magnificent: Culture and Politics (London: Warburg Institute, 1996).
Lorenzo’s letters are progressively being published as L. de’ Medici, Lettere (ed.) N.
Rubinstein et al. 9 vols to date (Florence: Giunti Barbéra, 1977- [2002]). On the Medici men
from 1494 until 1530, see H. Butters, Governors and Government in Sixteenth Century
Florence, 1502-1519 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985); J. Stephens, The Fall of the Florentine
Republic, 1512-1530 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1983); and L. Polizzotto, The Elect Nation: the
Savonarolan Movement in Florence, 1492-1545 (Oxford: Oxford University Press &
Clarendon, 1994), esp. ch. 6. J.R. Hale, Florence and the Medici: The Pattern of Control
(London: Thames & Hudson, 1977) is a general overview that covers the family until its
extinction in 1737; N. Rubinstein, ‘Dalla repubblica al principato’, in Firenze e la Toscana
dei Medici nell’Europa del ‘500 no ed. v. 1 (Florence: Olshcki, 1983), pp. 159-176. This
article has useful bibliography on Duke Cosimo I and several other articles in this book are
relevant to research on the duke. See also J. Cox-Rearick, Dynasty and Destiny in Medici
Art (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984); K. Eisenbichler (ed.) The Cultural
Politics of Duke Cosimo I de’ Medici (Aldershot & Brookfield, VT: Ashgate Publishing Co.,
2000).

13 Most of the studies on the Medici women belong to the first half of last century. For
studies of individual Medici women, see B. Felice, ‘Donne Medicee avanti il Principato’,
Rassegna Nazionale I: ‘Contessina de’ Bardi, moglie di Cosimo il Vecchio’, 146 (1905), pp.
631-645; II: ‘Lucrezia Tornabuoni, moglie di Piero di Cosimo’, 146 (1905), pp. 645-660;
III: ‘Clarice Orsini, moglie di Magnifico Lorenzo’, 149 (1906), pp. 52-73; IV: ‘Alfonsina
Orsini, moglie di Piero de’ Medici’, 150 (1906), pp. 3-25; and [V]: ‘Maria Salviati, moglie
di Giovanni delle Bande Nere’, 152 (1906), pp. 620-645. On Lucrezia Salviati, see C.O. Tosi,
‘Lucrezia Medici Salviati’, Arte e Storia n. 32 (1913), pp. 147-152. On Maria Salviati, see
C.O. Tosi, Maria Salviati-Medici’, Arte e Storia n. 27 (1908), pp. 74-75; L. Pratesi, ‘Maria
Salviati’, Rivista Fiorentina n. 1 (1909), pp. 9-17. For studies covering more than one
Medici woman, see E. Allodoli, ‘Le donne dei Medici’, Atti della Societa Colombaria di
Firenze (1930/40), pp. 437-458; Pieraccini (1986), v. 1. A selection of letters by and to the
Medici women and commentary in English can be found in J. Ross (ed.) Lives of the Early
Medici as Told in their Correspondence (London: Chatto & Windus, 1910) and in Maguire
(1927). More recent, popular general surveys which go beyond 1537 are P. Bargellini et al.
Donne di casa Medici (Florence: Arnaud, 1968; rev. ed. 1993); E. Micheletti, Le donne dei
Medici (Florence: Sansoni, 1983). Micheletti’s is the better researched and analytical of the
two, and includes a bibliography. But similarly to Bargellini, she does not document her
sources. See now M. Vannucci, I malsposati: primato di casa Medici: in appendice:
esperimento per un matrimonio (Florence: Le Lettere, 1995), pp. 15-34, which has a
discussion of Medici marriages until the family’s extinction that is entertaining but is not
based on original research.

4 Lucrezia Tornabuoni’s political and cultural activities have been attracting popular and
scholarly attention since the nineteenth century. For example, see G. Levantini-Pieroni,
‘Lucrezia Tornabuoni’, in Studi storici e letterari ed. G. Levantini-Pieroni (Florence: Le
Monnier, 1883), pp. 1-83. M. Bosanquet’s, Mother of the Magnificent (a Life of Lucrezia
Tornabuoni) (London: Faber & Faber, 1960) is a novel for children broadly based on her
life. The most recent scholarly studies are F. Pezzarossa, I poemetti sacri di Lucrezia
Tornabuoni (Florence: Olschki, 1978), which includes two of her sacred poems; L.
Tornabuoni, La istoria della casta Susanna ed. P. Orvieto (Bergamo: Moretti & Vitalli,
1992) with an excellent introduction to her life and her literary work at pp. 11-37; L.
Tornabuoni, Lettere: con una scelta di lettere a lei inviate ed. P. Salvadori (Florence:
Olshcki, 1993) with a extensive introduction and bibliography at pp. 3-45; M. Martelli,
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‘Lucrezia Tornabuoni’, in Les femmes écrivans en Italie au moyen dge et a la renaissance
(Aix-en-Provence: Publications de la Université de Provence, 1994), pp. 51-86; M. Martelli,
Letteratura fiorentina del quattrocento: 1l filtro degli anni sessanta (Florence: Le Lettere,
1996), pp. 11-20, 47-57; F.W. Kent, ‘Sainted Mother, Magnificent Son: Lucrezia
Tornabuoni and Lorenzo de’ Medici’, Italian History and Culture 3 (1997), pp. 3-34; L.
Tornabuoni, Sacred Narratives ed. & trans. by J. Tylus (Chicago: Chicago University Press,
2001), which has a very insightful introduction at pp. 21-53. Alfonsina Orsini has very
recently begun to attract historians’ interest, see N. Tomas, ‘Alfonsina Orsini de’ Medici and
the “Problem” of a Female Ruler in Early Sixteenth Century Florence’, Renaissance Studies
14 (1) (2000), pp. 70-90; S.E. Reiss, ‘Widow, Mother, Patron of Art: Alfonsina Orsini de’
Medici’, in S.E. Reiss & D.G. Wilkins (eds) Beyond Isabella: Secular Women Patrons of
Art in Renaissance Italy (Kirksville, Mo.: Truman State University Press, 2001), pp. 125-
157. As this book was about to go to press, the following article came to my attention that
publishes a letter of Alfonsina Orsini’s not previously known. A. Petri, ‘Una lettera di
Alfonsina Orsini allo Spedalingo della Misericordia’, Archivio Storico Pratese 40 (1973),
. 289-290.

k I will not discuss the French royal wives of either Lorenzo’s youngest son Giuliano de’
Medici, Duke de’ Nemours (1479-1516), or of his grandson Lorenzo de’ Medici, Duke of
Urbino (1492-1519), in any more than passing terms because we currently know very little
about their respective brief stays in Florence. Giuliano’s wife, Filiberta of Savoy (1498-
1524), was widowed within a year of marriage and left Florence shortly after her husband’s
death, while Lorenzo’s wife, Madeleine de la Tour d’ Auvergne (c.1501-1519), died a little
more than a year after her marriage. Lorenzo and Madeleine’s daughter, Caterina de’ Medici
(1519-1589), the future Queen Regent of France, is only briefly referred to prior to her
departure from Florence in 1533 to marry Henri, Duke of Orléans. I will also not discuss in
any significant detail Duke Alessandro’s wife, Margaret of Austria (1522-1586), as she
spent only a few months in Florence between her marriage to the duke in 1536 and his
assassination in January 1537. Brief biographical sketches of Filiberta of Savoy and of
Madeleine de la Tour d’Auvergne are found in Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 pp. 226-227 and pp.
279-282 respectively. On Caterina de’ Medici before her marriage, see ibid. v. 1 pp. 451-
453; J.N. Stephens, ‘L’infanzia fiorentina di Caterina de’ Medici, Regina di Francia’,
Archivio Storico Italiano 124 (2) (1984), pp. 421-436. I will, however, refer to Caterina de’
Medici in my discussions of contemporary representations of powerful women in chapter 6.
In this context to avoid confusion, I will refer to her as Catherine de’ Medici. A recent
biography of Queen Catherine de’ Medici with bibliography is R.J. Knecht, Catherine de’
Medici (London & New York: Longman, 1998). On Margaret of Austria, see R. Lefevre,
‘Madama’ Margarita d’ Austria (1522-1586) (Rome: Newton Compton, 1986).

16 The term sottogoverno and women’s involvement in it is discussed in F.W. Kent & P.
Simons, ‘Introduction’, in Kent & Simons (1987), pp. 1-21 at pp. 7-8.



CHAPTER ONE

The Locus of Power

Humanist treatises about wives and their domestic and familial responsibilities
were sometimes associated with the women who married into the Medici family.
The Venetian humanist Francesco Barbaro wrote De Re Uxoria (On Wifely Duties)
in the Winter of 1415/16 to celebrate the occasion of the marriage of his friend, and
Cosimo de’ Medici’s brother Lorenzo di Giovanni de’ Medici, to Ginevra
Cavalcanti.! Barbaro — who was concerned to ensure that a man should choose a
spouse with noble breeding and virtue, who was obedient to her husband, modest,
an appropriate educator of her children and a good household manager’ — praised
Lorenzo for choosing Ginevra as his wife. She was ‘a young virtuous, beautiful,
honourable woman with a noble lineage and very great wealth [...whose] fidelity,
continence, intelligence, modesty and prudence...” were universally admired.> The
death of Piccarda Bueri, wife of Giovanni di Bicci de’ Medici and mother of
Cosimo de’ Medici, in 1433, and that of Bice de’ Medici, mother of Nicola di Vieri
de’ Medici, in early 1434, resulted in the writing of consolatory letters to their
surviving sons by two of Florence’s celebrated civic humanists: Carlo Marsuppini
and Leonardo Bruni respectively.* Marsuppini spoke of Piccarda’s beauty, skill in
domestic management, her devotion to her spouse as well as to her children and
their families, and emphasised her serene and tranquil nature;’ comparing her
activities, in true classical style, to those of her son Cosimo de’ Medici.® In his
eulogy, Bruni began by describing Bice de’ Medici as possessing all the attributes
of ‘[an]...excellent woman and best of mothers...’. He later continued: ‘The
excellences of a woman’s life are reckoned to be (unless I am mistaken), good
family, a good appearance, modesty, fertility, children, riches and above all virtue
and a good name’. But Bice was even more worthy of praise because of her
exceptional character and abilities for a woman.

Yet the gifts most visible in this woman were the gifts of her mind: her marvelous
uprightness, her signal humanity, her nobility, her outstanding liberality, and most of all
a lofty spirit attuned to the seemly and the good.... The greatness of her prudence can be
estimated from the way she governed a very large household, a large crowd of clients
and a vast and diversified business enterprise for more than thirty years after the death
of her husband.”

These women were being cast as role models for future generations of brides who
entered the Medici House.

They certainly seemed to embody the qualities generally expected of upper-
class Florentine wives namely: lineage and nobility of blood; fertility; wealth; (that
is, a large dowry); youth; a pleasing physical appearance; modesty; high moral
virtue; an honourable and virtuous reputation; obedience to their husbands;

14
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devotion to their children and good skills in domestic management.® Some of the
qualities, abilities and skills attributed to this early generation of Medici women by
Barbaro and Bruni, however, were more usually attributed to men, namely:
prudence; liberality; intelligence; constancy and moral uprightness, or viewed as
men’s specific area of responsibility, skill and authority: that is, business acumen
and the ability to meet the needs and competing demands of a large group of
clients.? In light of the fact that civic humanists were experts in the art of using
hyperbolic rhetoric and their works were designed to flatter and appeal to
influential patrons and friends who could further their careers, excessive lauding of
the recently departed to the letter’s recipient was to be expected.”” But even so,
this was high praise indeed for Ginevra and for Bice who had effectively been
gendered male in order to explain their exceptional abilities as women. !

Such role models suggest that the Medici women, either as wives or widows,
sometimes had an opportunity to negotiate significant space for themselves beyond
the traditional expectations of upper class women. Their locus of responsibility,
influence and power was supposedly the household and familial realm. However it
was not as restrictive as might be thought. The boundaries between the public and
domestic spheres in traditional pre-industrial societies, such as Renaissance
Florence, were fluid and women were able to use their authority in the domestic
sphere to gain much influence and sometimes power beyond it.'> This stretching of
their allowable bounds of activity could occur as long as they placed the interests
of their marital family and its patrilineage above any interests of their own.
Moreover, widows could take on additional responsibilities traditionally seen as
men’s business if they did so to support the interests of their late husband’s family.

The extent of the women of the Medici family’s participation in the political
arena reflected the changing character of the regime at the time. As time wore on,
and Piero’s and Lorenzo de’ Medici’s influence and power within the Florentine
government increased (despite some setbacks), both Lucrezia Tornabuoni and
Clarice Orsini, as their respective spouses, were able to extend the boundaries of
their permissible sphere of action. The de facto rule of Cosimo, Piero and Lorenzo
de’ Medici ensured that their wives and widows had an opportunity to extend their
horizons and exert influence, and sometimes even power, beyond the conventional
sphere of patrician women in fifteenth-century Florence.

The dividing line between the political and domestic sphere for the Medici
women became more permeable from the later years of Cosimo’s de facto rule
onwards as the focus of political power and influence shifted more towards the
Medici Palace away from the political heart of Florentine republicanism and the
supposedly male-only space that was the government palace (the Palazzo della
Signoria).”* This trend towards a more seigneurial, princely form of government
was not however fully completed until Florence ceased officially to be a republic
in 1532, after which time the well being of the regime was identified with the
actual person of the Medici ruler and the seat of government was based at his
court.” The Medici women certainly worked within traditional boundaries and
were neither autonomous nor, during our period, able to exercise the power
attributed to some women in Italian courts. Nevertheless, the Medici women’s
actions and activities from the beginning of the family’s de facto rule in 1434 until
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the Medici’s expulsion in 1494, point to the very beginnings of this process. By the
mid-1480s when Lorenzo began the task of arranging the marriages of his own
children, the Medici were clearly more powerful than they had been at any point
since Cosimo’s assumption of de facto power. Lorenzo’s choices at this time reveal
his longer-term political ambition for himself and his family to exercise political
power on the broader Italian stage. The choice of spouses for their children helps to
illustrate how the Medici were able to become such a powerful force in Florence
and beyond as they strove to acquire nobility, wealth, prestige, relatives, friends
and powerful political and military allies in Florence and elsewhere in Italy.

Marriage Alliances

Barbaro’s reference to the nobility of Ginevra Cavalcanti’s lineage, her youth and
large dowry, reflect what many Florentines thought were among the chief qualities
one should look for in a bride.'® Despite the fact that their position in a patrilineal
family structure was ambiguous, through marriage women provided a crucial link
between families.'® Indeed a marriage was viewed as an alliance between two
families (a parentado) rather than the choice of two individuals. These marriage
alliances could be used to strengthen existing ties between two families, to reward
friends and allies for their support or to forge new ones. Marco Parenti
congratulated his brother in law Filippo di Matteo Strozzi in April 1469 on the
birth of his daughter, reminding him that since he already had a son he should not
be disappointed that this one was a girl because ‘you will begin to draw advantage
sooner than with a boy, that is you will make a fine marriage alliance [sooner] than
if it were a boy..."."” Sons may have ensured the continuity of the patrilineage but
men often delayed marriage until at least 30 or more, so it was their daughters,
usually marrying in their mid to late teens, from whom their families drew earliest
advantage because they strengthened cognatic ties.'®

The Medici followed this general pattern. Cosimo’s mother Piccarda Bueri,
who was from a noble lineage, married Giovanni di Bicci de’ Medici at about the
age of 18 in 1386, bringing with her a very substantial dowry for its day of 1500
florins.!” The Medici, who were prominent wealthy bankers and money lenders,
drew even greater long-term advantage from Cosimo’s marriage to Contessina
Bardi which took place in about 1415.° The marriage alliances between the
brothers, Cosimo and Lorenzo di Giovanni de’ Medici and the Bardi and
Cavalcanti families respectively, gave the Medici access to much additional wealth
and the prestige of noble blood. The very nobility of these lineages was, possibly,
an early indicator of the Medici family’s long-term ambition to connect themselves
eventually through marriage with an older, non-Florentine, aristocracy.

Indeed, the Bardi were a noble, feudal (magnate) family barred from political
office.?! Contessina was the daughter of Alessandro di Sozzo Bardi, count of
Vernio. Her mother, Cammilla, was the daughter of Raniero di Guido
Pannochieschi, count of Elci.”?> The Bardi had links with several noble families in
Tuscany, and the Medici later relied upon their Bardi relatives for military
support.”® As magnates, they lacked political power but were extremely wealthy,
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acting as key business associates and financial partners in the Medici bank prior to
1434.2* The Medici derived additional benefit from the alliance during the years
immediately prior to Cosimo’s accession to power in 1434, when Contessina’s
paternal line of the Bardi di Vernio was one of only two of the many lines of the
huge Bardi family to support Cosimo in his battle for power with the rival Albizzi
faction. The other Bardi were key members of the Medici opposition.” The loyalty
of particular Bardi to the Medici was rewarded in 1434, when Cosimo restored the
political rights of the Bardi along with twenty other magnate families, except for
those members who were particularly prominent anti-Mediceans.” In 1444, the
men from the three principal lines of the Bardi of Vernio were exempted from the
payment of several taxes.” The pivotal nature of this relationship for both the
Bardi and the Medici is illustrated by the fact that both families continued to
maintain it in the years after Contessina’s death.?®

Piero’s marriage on 3 June 1444 to the seventeen-year-old Lucrezia di
Francesco Tornabuoni repeated the pattern of prestigious marriage alliances of the
previous generation of Medici men. An added advantage for the Medici was the
not inconsiderable dowry of 1200 florins that she brought with her.” The
Tornabuoni, who first appeared in the fourteenth century, were descended from the
noble, magnate lineage of the Tornaquinci, with whom they never completely
severed ties, despite the political disadvantages of familial connections to magnate
families.®® The Tornabuoni alliance also reaffirmed already existing strong ties
between the family and the Medici, as Cosimo’s marriage to Contessina had also
done in relation to the Bardi. The Tornabuoni, like the Tornaquinci, and the
Popoleschi, which were another family offshoot of the Tornaquinci lineage, had
earlier made several marriage alliances with the Medici.*’ Lucrezia’s father,
Francesco, was one of Cosimo’s staunchest allies prior to his accession to power.*
Members of the Tornabuoni and Tornaquinci families had worked in the Medici
bank from the early fifteenth century.*® Tornabuoni loyalty to the Medici continued
even after their expulsion in 1494. A member of the Tornabuoni family was among
the five men executed for being part of a failed conspiracy to return the Medici to
Florence in August 1497

We know little about Maria Ginevra di Niccolo Alessandri (called Ginevra),
whom Cosimo’s youngest son Giovanni married in 1452.> We do, however, know
something about her paternal family. They were wealthy and politically prominent
wool manufacturers, who had originally been part of the Albizzi family until
Alessandro and Bartolommeo di Niccolo Albizzi took the name Alessandri in
1372.3¢ Unlike the Bardi and Tornabuoni, the Alessandri were not traditional
Medici allies. Niccold Alessandri declared himself a Medici partisan only after
Cosimo’s exile in September 1433, though he was one of the men whom the anti-
Mediceans wished to eliminate from the political arena.’’” The marriage of his
daughter Ginevra to Cosimo’s second son was probably Niccolo’s reward for his
support for the Medici. The Alessandri continued to find favour with the Medici
regime throughout the fifteenth century, with one of their number being knighted
and at least two others occupying key political offices in Lorenzo’s day.*®

Lorenzo’s older sisters, Bianca and Nannina, each married into a distinguished
Florentine family, namely: the Pazzi and Rucellai respectively.*® Both Guglielmo
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Pazzi and Bernardo Rucellai were youthful intimates of Lorenzo, members of his
brigata or company of friends. Guglielmo’s friendship with Lorenzo, as well as his
marriage to a Medici, explains why he and his immediate family suffered
comparatively little as a result of the failure of the Pazzi conspiracy of April 1478,
in which Lorenzo was wounded and his younger brother Giuliano was murdered.
Guglielmo, who did not participate in the conspiracy, was nevertheless confined to
his villa outside Florence in its immediate aftermath, a light punishment, however,
when compared to the exile, banishment and execution of other men of his
family.* For the Rucellai, Nannina’s betrothal to Bernardo di Giovanni Rucellai in
1461, seemingly initiated by Cosimo de’ Medici, followed by their marriage in
1466, marked the Rucellai family’s coming in from the political cold.*! Bernardo’s
father, Giovanni, had been politically suspect since the Medici ascendancy in 1434,
because of his marriage to Iacopa Strozzi, daughter of one of the Medici’s chief
political enemies: Messer Palla di Nofri Strozzi. Unfortunately, both Bianca and
Nannina have left behind comparatively little evidence of their lives when
compared to the next generation of Medici daughters.”? Even less is known about
Lorenzo’s third sister, Maria Rossi, who is hardly mentioned by the Medici and
may have been a natural child of Piero’s. She married Leonetto Rossi, who with his
wife spent his time in Lyons managing the Medici bank there.** Pope Leo X made
their son Luigi a cardinal.

The stark difference between modern conceptions of marriage, with its
emphasis on mutual compatibility and affection between the spouses as well as the
importance of individual choice, and those of Renaissance Italy, is nowhere better
underscored than in a series of letters between Lucrezia Tornabuoni and Piero de’
Medici between the 28th of March and the 3rd of April 1467, in which they
discussed their eldest son Lorenzo’s prospective wife.* It was common for
mothers to scrutinise their son’s prospective brides and so Lucrezia met the fifteen
or sixteen-year-old girl and her mother at St Peter’s Basilica in Rome. She
described her dress as ‘in the Roman style’ and the girl as someone ‘who seemed
to me to be very pretty, fair skinned and tall...”.** The next day, she got a better
look and described Clarice as having ‘a sweet manner, not however as refined as
ours [in Florence], but she is very modest and could soon be led to adapt to our
ways...".* Lucrezia was pleased with her but added that ‘... she does not compare
to Maria, Lucrezia [Nannina] or Bianca...”.* She then goes on to give Piero a
description of her ancestry, family’s wealth and property, mentioning that one
brother, a cleric, was close to the pope and another was a mercenary soldier.*® All
of these factors were advantageous to the Medici, so she was acceptable to
Lucrezia as long as Lorenzo was satisfied. In actual fact, Lorenzo seems to have
had little influence or interest in the choice of his bride. He wrote in his diary,
composed in March 1473, that he had taken as a wife, Clarice, the daughter of
Jacopo Orsini ‘or rather she was given to me...”.* Lucrezia, herself, only referred
to the girl’s name once she had been chosen as Lorenzo’s wife, whereupon
Lucrezia informed her husband that: ‘Her name is Clarice’.*

More importantly she was an Orsini. They were a noble and powerful Roman
lineage with significant military expertise. Clarice’s father, Jacopo, was from the
Monte Rotondo branch and her mother, Maddalena, was from the Bracciano
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branch of the family. They had extensive land holdings in the Papal States to the
north and west of Rome, in southern Tuscany and large estates in the Kingdom of
Naples.” The decision to marry Lorenzo to an Orsini girl was a major departure by
the Medici from their previous practice of marrying into Florentine families to
whom they were closely allied by virtue of business, personal and/or political ties.
But it took one step further their general practice of marrying into wealthy nobility.
By the late 1460s the Medici were without doubt the first family of their native
city. Indeed, Cosimo, Piero and Lorenzo de’ Medici sometimes acted as marriage
brokers, being vitally interested in proposed marriage alliances within the
Florentine patriciate; while their approval was often sought before marriages went
ahead.”? This alliance with a Roman family also ensured that they did not offend
most of the Florentine élite by preferring one family to another as in laws.

Marriages by citizens with non-Florentines were indeed rare. This fact was
noted by the Milanese ambassador to Florence who wrote to Duke Galeazzo Maria
Sforza in February 1468, saying that this marriage ‘will give the mob and the
leading citizens plenty to talk about ...".** Lorenzo’s bride being foreign-born (that
is, a non-Florentine) was not the only novel aspect of the alliance. His marriage at
the age of 20 to a woman only a year or two younger than himself, followed the
pattern more common in Northern Italian seigneurial courts, rather than the general
Florentine pattern that we have already noted of upper class men aged 30 or more
marrying girls in their teens.>* But unlike other Florentine men, Lorenzo did not
have to worry about conserving his family’s patrimony and/or being able to
provide adequately for a wife and family. More important to Lucrezia and Piero
was the opportunity to acquire political and military allies as well as powerful
relatives beyond Florence and its environs by marrying their eldest son to a noble
Italian girl as soon as possible. Obviously this would have furthered the family’s
status in their native city as first among equals as well as enhanced the Medici’s
political standing among the other Italian rulers. The lavish wedding festivities that
took place in early June 1469 lasted for four days, and were, indeed, much talked
about throughout Florence and the Italian courts.’® This was the beginning of many
such noble, non-Florentine marriages for the Medici family. Their status as
Florence’s chief family made them exempt from the usual norms and put them at
the top of the marriage tree, where the Medici were able to control and manipulate
the marriages of those below them. At the same time, the Medici were able to use
this vantage point to search for advantageous marriage alliances beyond Florence
for themselves.

Lorenzo de’ Medici’s choice of spouses for his children (Lucrezia; Piero;
Maddalena; Luisa and Contessina) both continued the traditional marriage
strategies of the Medici and also took them off in a new direction. His contracting
of marriages for his children during the 1480s was contemporaneous with the
steady increase in his personal influence, authority and control over the machinery
of government.*® It signalled Lorenzo’s own desire to launch the Medici onto the
wider Italian stage and provide opportunities for them thereby to advance their own
interests. He had a two-pronged marriage alliance strategy designed to further this
goal: firstly, to regain and improve his access to the papacy and its sphere of
ecclesiastical patronage in the aftermath of the Pazzi conspiracy of 1478 and the
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subsequent war with the papacy and Naples and, secondly, in time honoured
Florentine fashion to heal rifts as well as to silence critics within Florence.”
Lorenzo’s decisions regarding his children’s marriages were made in the full
knowledge of the social and political significance that other members of the
Florentine patriciate would attribute to these marriages.

The average Florentine dowry for the period 1475-1499 was 1430 florins.”® In
contrast, in 1488 Piero’s Neapolitan bride Alfonsina Orsini, brought an enormous
dowry of 12,000 ducats. Lorenzo gave 4000 ducats to his daughter, Maddalena,
who married Pope Innocent VIII’s son Francesco Cibo and 2000 florins each for
the dowries of his daughters, Lucrezia and Contessina, who both married
Florentines, namely: Jacopo Salviati and Piero Ridolfi respectively.*

The marriage of his eldest son Piero to Alfonsina Orsini, the daughter of
Roberto Orsini, count of Tagliacazzo and Alba and his second wife, Countess
Caterina di Sanseverino, reaffirmed and extended Lorenzo’s ties with the Orsini
and was part of his strategy to maintain peace with Naples.® Alfonsina’s father,
Roberto, was apparently a favourite of King Ferrante of Naples and she was named
for either his father or son, both called Alfonso.®! The size of the dowry itself
confirms the nobility and wealth of the family. The marriage negotiations were
conducted by Lorenzo’s brother in law and friend, Bernardo Rucellai, who was
ambassador to Naples, and Virginio Orsini, Alfonsina’s cousin, and Lorenzo’s
close confidant.” Bernardo reported having seen the young girl and he seemed
satisfied with her if not particularly enthusiastic about her appearance, which he
described as ‘neither good nor bad’. Bernardo then added: ‘I am only offended a
little by her throat which seems to me a little bit thick from the front’.®® Clarice’s
description was even more cursory: ‘I have seen my Alfonsina whose manner
satisfies me...”.* Her brevity on the physical features of her future daughter in law
(particularly when compared with Clarice’s own mother in law’s lengthy earlier
description of her) does not mean that all concerned did not consider it a very
significant match. The importance of this marriage to the Neapolitan Court was
underscored in Bernardo Rucellai’s description of the marriage ceremony in
February 1488, which took place in the presence of the King and Queen of Naples,
‘with the greatest of honour, celebration and joy of everyone’.%

Lorenzo’s decision to marry his second daughter, Maddalena, to Francesco
Cibo, was part of an initiative that he began in late 1486 to make peace with the
pope and was also designed to benefit Florence’s League with Milan and Naples.%
Pierfilippo Pandolfini, the Florentine ambassador to Rome, told Lorenzo in a letter
of late February 1487 after the announcement of the betrothal that ‘all the Roman
Court were overjoyed about it, that the daughter of Florence had been made the
daughter of His Holiness ...”.* Because Maddalena was only 13, the marriage
itself was delayed until January 1488.% This parentado with the pope bore almost
immediate fruit for Lorenzo. It reinforced his popularity in Florence, made him
spokesperson for the League, and re-established political ties between Florence and
Rome. In the longer term, he was able to acquire rich benefices for his son
Giovanni as well as the ultimate prize of a cardinal’s hat for him. The Medici bank
re-acquired the contract for the papal alum mine in Tolfa and Florentine banks in
general profited from this alliance. Florentines were also able to use Lorenzo and
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the Florentine ambassador as conduits for requests for the lucrative benefits of
papal patronage. As a result of this alliance, Lorenzo was able to further his
dynastic ambitions and claim that he brought ‘honour and profit’ to Florence.%

Lorenzo married his other daughters to Florentines. As his grandfather Cosimo
had done before him when Lorenzo’s own sister Nannina was betrothed to
Bernardo Rucellai, he chose to heal rifts by betrothing them to the sons of former
enemies. His eldest child, Lucrezia, was betrothed to Jacopo di Giovanni Salviati
in 1481 and married him in early February 1488.° The purpose of this marriage,
according to the Commentari of Lucrezia’s own son in law, the historian Filippo
Nerli, was to make peace with the Salviati, who had been involved in the Pazzi
conspiracy.” In a similar fashion, Lorenzo betrothed his ten-year-old daughter,
Luisa, in April 1487 to Giovanni di Pierfrancesco de’ Medici, in a bid to heal the
rift which had occurred between the two branches of the family.” Unfortunately,
this marriage never took place as Luisa died in May 1488.” At about the same
time, Lorenzo announced the betrothal of eleven-year-old Contessina to Piero
Ridolfi.” His motive for these two final betrothals was explicit. ‘I think I will
decide quickly and marry them here [...Luisa and Contessina]. Because having
made these marriage alliances [... Maddalena’s and Piero’s], outside of Florence,
these citizens should not believe however that I wish to forget them or think them
unworthy...”.” And Lorenzo was sure to announce them immediately following
the announcement of Maddalena’s betrothal.”®

All of Lorenzo’s children, then, were effectively married to their particular
spouses for reasons of state. These alliances were part of a deliberate strategy on
his part to maintain a delicate balance between the need to maintain a strong
Medici power base in Florence and the requirement to further the family’s interests
in Rome, Naples, and on the broader Italian political stage. Lorenzo’s maintenance
of this ‘balance of power’ signalled the Medici family’s increasingly seigneurial
ambitions. Even though the women who married into the Medici family may not
have been involved in choosing their own spouses, once they entered the family
they could expect, for the most part, to be able to have eventually a considerable
degree of authority in the domestic sphere.

Domestic Authority

In his humanist dialogue Della Famiglia (On the Family) written in the 1430s,
Leon Battista Alberti suggested that older, mature men seek out young brides
because young girls were thought to be more easily taught good and industrious
habits as wives than their older sisters who were viewed as more set in their ways.
A much older husband could effectively ‘mould’ his young wife’s character as he
wished, educating her in how she was to manage the household according to his
specific instructions. Her responsibility was to supervise the affairs of the
household, including management of the servants and the care and rearing of the
children, so that her spouse could attend to business and political affairs outside the
home.” The maintenance, protection, and increasing of household goods were
matters of vital importance to the Florentine patriciate, who saw them as markers
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of financial prosperity and wealth as well as of social and political standing.” Thus
the activities of a wife as the guardian and manager of household goods cannot
have been considered at all trivial, particularly given that it was a subject much
written about by Florence’s civic humanists such as Alberti. Not surprisingly, in
the surviving correspondence of the Medici women in the fifteenth century the
management of the Medici household and the responsibility for providing food,
drink, clothing, and linens for its members, was a subject to which they often
referred. Such domestic duties were on a large scale, involving not only the care
and management of the domestic space in Florence but also that of several Medici
villas dotted around the Tuscan countryside. This domestic management and
childrearing were not only their areas of responsibility and duty; they were also in
their domain and thus the locus of their authority within the family.

Contessina Bardi’s correspondence provides particularly good examples of the
importance of such responsibilities to the women in the Medici family. For
instance, in a letter to Cosimo in Ferrara of March 1428, she mentions Antonio
Martelli’s having sent her ‘nine bundles of our linens’ from their villa at Careggi,
just outside Florence, adding that she had them dried so as not to ruin them.”
Contessina told Ginevra in late 1457 about the quality of the oil which had recently
been extracted from olives at another Medici villa at Cafaggiolo.®® Lastly, in 1467,
as if to remind her family of her skills in household management, Lucrezia
Tornabuoni was informed by her mother in law that the spices she had asked for
were being sent and that she had received the knives Lucrezia had dispatched
which would be dealt with as requested. Contessina then added: ‘Concerning
Ginevra, do not give it a thought, since I have anticipated [her need] and will
provide everything appropriate for her household’.®" Some years later, when she
was staying at Gagliano in the Florentine countryside, Clarice Orsini, too, was
preoccupied with her family’s domestic needs. She asked Lucrezia to send her
household goods from Florence because nothing had arrived as expected from
Cafaggiolo and so she could not provide for her family.*? Clarice was also
responsible for the management of domestic affairs at the family’s villa of Poggio
a Caiano, as illustrated in a letter by Lorenzo of 16 September 1485 in which he
assured his secretary, Niccold Michelozzi, that: ‘On the matters at Poggio I will
answer Clarice’.®

Domestic responsibilities could also extend to oversight of a building project in
the absence of one’s husband, as occurred for Ginevra Alessandri in relation to
Giovanni di Cosimo de’ Medici’s villa at Fiesole. The villa was constructed
between 1453 and 1457 and Ginevra was one of the people, along with an agent
named Macingi, who reported to Giovanni on the progress of the building and any
problems with construction.?* As Giovanni’s wife, it was highly appropriate for
Ginevra to take on this important reporting role as she had a duty to monitor and
protect her husband’s interests. But Ginevra’s role was limited, as the actual
management of the project and the finding of solutions to any problems was
beyond her purview. In Giovanni’s absence, the ultimate responsibility for fixing
structural problems, such as those pertaining to one particular retaining wall,
belonged to Piero de’ Medici. ‘Via Agniol Tani, I am advising you that Piero has
sent several masters to Fiesole to see if anything can be done about that wall...’.,
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Ginevra told Giovanni in August 1455.% The building of villas and palaces in
fifteenth century Florence was the province of male citizens seeking to glorify both
their lineage and their city, and consequently was a gendered process that excluded
Ginevra.* However, the oversight of domestic matters and the receipt of reports
from Medici factors on such issues were well within her realm.*’

Husbands and Wives

There is no available evidence to suggest that Contessina was involved in the
political intrigues of the early 1430s, which resulted in Cosimo’s imprisonment and
subsequent exile in September 1433. This was followed by his triumphant return to
Florence exactly a year later, to begin what effectively became 60 years of de facto
Medici rule by Cosimo and his descendents.®® No correspondence between
Contessina and Cosimo survives for his period of exile to Venice; however, we do
know that as Cosimo’s wife, she was permitted to bring him food in prison.*
Contessina was not affected by the exile decree, for it was rare indeed for women
to be included among those formally exiled from Florence. Her situation contrasts
sharply, as we shall see, with that of the Medici women’s experience in the
aftermath of the exile of the men of the family in late 1494. In Contessina’s day,
the time had not yet come for the women of the Medici family to be involved in
political intrigue.*

In her earliest surviving letter, written to Piero on 17 May 1446, Lucrezia
Tornabuorni begins ‘Lord and master mine’.*! Accordingly, she tells her husband,
in relation to their infant daughter, Bianca, that: ‘...concerning a husband, I will
leave it up to you ...",”2 and ends the letter with ‘whatever pleases you pleases
me’.” This letter, written two years after their marriage, reflects Lucrezia’s youth
and sense of duty, rather than the character of the relationship as a whole. Her
marriage was based upon mutual affection, and was truly a partnership of two
companions, which was comparatively rare at the time.** In the spirit of that
partnership, Lucrezia and Piero visited Rome in 1450 as pilgrims for the Jubilee.*®
At that time it was rare for a woman to visit the papal court, but even so they both
had an audience with Pope Nicholas V who granted them the right to have a
portable altar in the Medici family chapel on which divine offices could be
performed.’® With regards to the political education of their eldest son Lorenzo,
Piero may have taken the major responsibility but his request to his wife in July
1469, when their eldest son was sent to visit the Duke of Milan, that she should
‘say to Lorenzo not to step out of line in any respect, and not being the
ambassador, he should not act as if he were, because in my judgement the young
should not teach their grandmothers to suck eggs’, suggests that Piero discussed
their son’s political education with his wife as he would have domestic issues.”’ He
obviously trusted that Lucrezia would convey the message and we know that
Lorenzo relied on his mother for much advice and support after he, in turn, became
the de facto ruler of Florence upon his father’s death, a few months after this letter
was written.”®

Unfortunately, Lorenzo and Clarice’s relationship was not such a happy one,
with Lorenzo’s letters to his wife, unlike those of Piero to Lucrezia, being
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infrequent and sometimes terse.” His absence from her funeral, held two days after
Clarice’s death on July 30 1488, was probably unfortunate timing, as indicated in a
letter written by two of his secretaries, who defended Lorenzo’s absence on the
grounds of his ill-health requiring him to take a cure at baths near Lucca, but it was
also telling.'® A chronicler recorded the events.

On the 22nd [sic] of July 1488, Mona Clarice, wife of Lorenzo de’ Medici, died ...
and Lorenzo was not there at the time of her death, he had gone to Lucca at that time to
speak to Signore Lodovico [Gonzaga] about important matters and then went to the
Baths. And on the first day of August 1488, a funeral was given for the said Mona
Clarice and Lorenzo had not yet returned....'"

Lorenzo told the pope shortly after Clarice’s death that she was his ‘most dear and
beloved wife’, whose death was so grievous to him, ‘having been deprived of such
a sweet manner and company’, that he could find no peace.'” But such seemingly
sorrowful sentiments echoed the conventional humanist language of consolation
and grief, rather than necessarily being an expression of Lorenzo’s true feelings
about his wife’s passing.!®

In fact he did not seek his consort’s companionship or her advice regarding the
upbringing of their sons. This is illustrated by the well-known quarrel between
them in the spring of 1479 over the dismissal of the humanist poet Angelo
Poliziano by Clarice because of a dispute over the education of her sons,
particularly Giovanni di Lorenzo, who was destined for the priesthood.'® The
dispute began in the summer of 1478, a terrible time for the Medici family in
general, when Clarice and the children were at the Medici villa of Cafaggiolo after
the Pazzi conspiracy. Angelo wished to teach the Medici boys Latin and Greek as
part of a humanist education, while Clarice wished them to be taught the scriptures
in Italian.'® (A cleric from Castello, possibly wishing to ingratiate himself with the
Medici, could not have picked a more perfect gift for Clarice when he wrote to
Lorenzo in April 1477, asking that he accept ‘a brief compendium of confessional
prayers that I have newly composed and written for Mona Clarice and for your
little Piero’.!®) The situation was made worse by Poliziano’s rather difficult
temperament, his isolation from Florence, and Clarice’s desire to assert her
domestic authority. In October 1478, Poliziano informed Lucrezia that he was
unable to return some books to the library of the Badia as he was not able to get
someone to take them to Florence: ‘Because Madonna Clarice has forced this upon
me’.'7

Matters came to a head in May 1479, when Clarice threw Poliziano out of the
villa at Cafaggiolo because he had replaced the priest whom Clarice had charged
with her children’s education and re-instituted his own curriculum while she was in
Florence, Poliziano wrote on the sixth of that month to Lorenzo. ‘I am here at [the
villa of] Careggi, I left Cafaggiolo by order of Madonna Clarice’.'® Lorenzo was
extremely angry with his wife but could not force her to rescind her decision.!®
Clarice, in turn, was furious at her spouse for having allowed Angelo to remain ‘in
your house to spite me’, fearing that he would make her an object of ridicule.!'
Clarice, here, asserted her right as the mother of Lorenzo’s children — and the one
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most responsible for their religious education''! — to demand the respect from
Lorenzo that she thought was her due. Eventually, Piero di Lorenzo and Giovanni
were taught by Martino della Commedia, the man of his mother’s choice, with
Piero also being tutored by Bernardo Michelozzi.'"?

This solution to the quarrel illustrates Clarice’s ability, in difficult
circumstances, to take decisive action to maintain overall authority within her
traditional sphere of the household, including the management of her children’s
religious education, even in the face of her husband’s extreme displeasure.' It is
ironic that only two months later, as we have seen, Lorenzo’s sister, Nannina
Rucellai, complained furiously to her mother about her husband’s decision to send
away their children’s tutor in spite of her protests: ‘O do not be born a woman if
you want your own way’.!"* Nannina, it seems, had years earlier been regarded as
a woman who would not be likely to give in so easily. At the time of her wedding
to Bernardo in June 1466, a contemporary observer considered the couple ill-
suited. He described Bernardo as ‘very weak’, while Nannina was, in contrast,
‘most vigorous and lively’.'"> Perhaps Clarice’s position as an Orsini, and as
Lorenzo’s wife, gave her more authority in her own sphere, including with Lorenzo
and with Medici employees, than other women of her day enjoyed, even her own
sister in law.

Mothers and Sons

The duty and responsibility of mothers to care for, advise and educate their
children could extend into their sons’ adulthood when, in addition to receiving the
respect and reverence due them as a parent, they could also exert a degree of
authority in the relationship through the giving of advice. Therefore, the women in
the Medici family who had adult sons had the opportunity sometimes to act and
advise on matters outside the domestic sphere, even those of a political nature. On
April 20 1438, Contessina Bardi told her son Giovanni di Cosimo:

Antonio degli Strozzi has been to see me and has bothered me a lot about the matter; he
has to come over there [Ferrara] in these holidays, tell him what you like. And if he tells you
that I promised him anything, don’t believe him, because he has not been able to get
anything from me of [your] intent. Therefore, be cautious in how you deal with him.''¢

Antonio had probably visited Contessina to ask for assistance in his dealings with
her son. But in this instance, her loyalty to Giovanni precluded this possibility. Yet
Contessina was not loath to advise her younger son on how to deal with this
situation, or with other difficult political affairs in which he found himself. She
warned Giovanni ‘look now to yourself” when Cosimo resigned his membership of
the committee of the Otto di Guardia (the Eight on Security) in late August 1460
and put his nephew, Pierfrancesco, in his place — for such was a mother’s duty,
responsibility and even her right.'"?

The ability to exercise this maternal authority extended beyond the walls of the
Medici Palace for Contessina Bardi, who seems to have become a figure of some
significance as a Medici dowager following Cosimo’s death in 1464."" Contessina
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could play an important role, it seems, as an arbiter of influence in relation to the
key issue of the contracting of marriages between members of the Florentine
patriciate. In October 1465, Marco Parenti informed his exiled brothers in law,
Filippo and Lorenzo di Matteo Strozzi, of widespread disquiet at a proposed
marriage between Fiametta Adimari and Bernardo Buonaguisi, specifically noting
that especially opposed to it was ‘mona Contessina di Cosimo [...de’ Medici]’.""
Interestingly, we know that this marriage did not proceed as Filippo Strozzi
married Fiametta Adimari after his return from exile in 1466.° We have already
noted that various male members of the family were often consulted before
important marriages went ahead, but as far as we know, this is the only instance of
one of the Medici women of the day expressing disapproval at a proposed marriage
alliance. Contessina’s express wishes would have been viewed as worthy of note
by contemporaries, and may, in this instance, possibly have prevented the Adimari-
Buonaguisi alliance from going ahead. Her authority is also in evidence during the
political crisis of the summer of 1466, when Piero’s political opponents, most
notably, the powerful Luca Pitti, endangered his regime. According to a
contemporary account, Luca was summoned to an ill Contessina’s bedside whence
she demanded that he attempt to reconcile with Piero. At the time of writing the
chronicler of this incident noted that such a rapprochement appeared to have been
made.’” Contessina was effectively exercising power available to her as both
Cosimo’s widow and Piero’s mother to demand an end to the conflict and her
authority in this matter seems to have been accepted by her son’s chief opponent.

Similarly, it was well known that Lucrezia exerted tremendous influence with
her elder son after he assumed the de facto leadership of Florence upon his father’s
death in December 1469. This was not only due to his youth (being only 20 at the
time) because this influence lasted until her death, some 13 years later. Lorenzo’s
comments regarding the loss of his mother on March 25 1482 first to Eleonora of
Aragon, the Duchess of Ferrara, that: ‘I remain almost inconsolable ... having lost
not only my mother, but the only refuge from many of my troubles’,' and second,
to her husband the duke that: ‘I have also lost the instrument that used to relieve
me of many of my burdens’,'? reflects not only the strong emotional attachment
between Lorenzo and Lucrezia, but also the extent to which she was a trusted
confidant and aide to her son.'?* Authority within the home and family sometimes,
then, gave the Medici women opportunities to engage in activities that may have
properly belonged to the public (political) sphere of men, but were permissible and
even required of them when they were redefined as activities that dutiful wives,
mothers or widows undertook to support the interests of their men folk.

Widows

It is not surprising that Lucrezia Tornabuoni was able to exercise such influence
with Lorenzo after Piero’s death as the condition of motherhood was also bound up
with that of widowhood. Generally, widows had considerably more opportunities
for autonomous decision-making than wives. Exactly how much additional
influence has been a subject of great historical debate in recent years and more
research remains to be done.'” Widows made up 25 percent of the female
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population and widowers four percent of men, according to the 1427 tax census
(the Catasto), an unremarkable figure given the generally significant age difference
between husbands and wives that we have already noted.'”® Younger widows
frequently remarried, their natal families eager to reclaim their dowries so that they
might marry them off quickly, thereby creating yet another parentado from which
the girl’s family could draw honour and profit. Any children remained with the
dead husband’s family and contemporaries considered that a woman who had
‘abandoned’ her children because of an (often forced) remarriage was a ‘cruel
mother’; while a woman who remained with her children, thereby preserving their
patrimony, was considered to be a ‘good mother’.'”” Giovanni Rucellai’s eulogistic
comment about his mother provides a perfect example of this attitude. He praised
her for not abandoning her children when widowed at a young age: ‘She was a
venerable woman, and it is worth remembering her because, although she was
widowed at the age of nineteen, had three sons and was expecting a fourth, she did
not want to remarry so as not to abandon us; to her we are greatly beholden’ [my
emphasis].'?®

Lucrezia’s position as a Medici widow made her situation an unusual one.'”
Apart from the fact that her being aged 42 at the time of Piero’s death made
another marriage extremely unlikely, Lucrezia’s natal family of the Tornabuoni
would not have wanted to break their ties with the chief family of the city who
were also their long-term business partners. By virtue of her position as a member
of the chief family of the republic, she was able to escape the many vicissitudes of
widowhood, such as the poverty and litigation over the return of their dowries that
plagued some other women.'®® Also Lucrezia was able to occupy an important role
within the regime based on her position both as the mature widow of Piero and as
the mother of Lorenzo.

Lucrezia’s activities as a businesswoman are indicative of the type of
independent action in which it was possible for wealthy widows to engage. She
owned several houses and shops in Pisa and Florence as well as some farms in the
Pisan countryside, which provided grain and ran cattle, and one in Fiesole.'
Lucrezia began the process of acquiring houses and shops in Pisa before her
husband’s death.'® Her capacity to buy property and manage land was taken for
granted. In 1475, Lucrezia’s eldest daughter, Bianca de’ Pazzi, asked her to
purchase some farmland for her from two other women in the Medici family,
without telling them that it was actually for her daughter, because ‘they would
sooner please you than other women’.'* Lucrezia was kept informed by various
employees of conditions on these farms and they took their instructions from her.
Rinaldo da Panzano, for example, informed her that the farmland he examined near
the dilapidated thermal baths of Bagno a Morbo had adequate water and was
suitable for grain, fodder, and cattle. He concluded: ‘Here [at Bagno a Morbo] the
building will not proceed until you have advised us’.'>

Lucrezia rented out her property in Pisa to artisans of various trades, including
barbers and goldsmiths.'>> Her authority over her employees was undeniable and
her instructions were always obeyed. Andrea di Francesco, a barber, was one such
man who appears frequently in the correspondence. Andrea told Lucrezia that,
despite his dearest wish, he could not outfit a shop as requested, because her Pisan
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factor, Antonio di Pace ‘says not to do anything without your special license’.*®

Andrea clearly accepted Lucrezia’s authority in this matter, but in return for his
acceptance of his subordinate position, he expected her to assist him regarding
difficulties experienced in opening and outfitting the shops he rented as well as
ensuring that competitors did not remain in the vicinity. Lucrezia indeed did help
Andrea with the costs of outfitting his shop and attempted to aid him in disputes.'*’

One activity in which Lucrezia engaged that was comparatively rare for
women, even widows, was that of literary production. She was a writer of religious
poems, some of which were put to music.”® They were sung in churches and
confraternities to the tunes of popular songs, and may also have been performed by
singers of sacred songs and stories in Piazza San Martino.'* Currently we know of
only one other Florentine contemporary woman who wrote religious plays, namely,
Antonia Tanini Pulci (1452-1501), to whom Lucrezia has been compared
favourably by an eminent recent editor and historian of some of Lucrezia’s literary
works.'® This type of writing was seen by contemporaries as being particularly
appropriate for women because of its religious content, and was therefore the only
permissible form of literary self-expression available to them at the time. It was
often emphasised that women’s writing should be of a religious nature and their
education was designed to make them virtuous wives and mothers rather than
learned humanist orators.'*!

Because the poems and sacred stories that Lucrezia wrote have been much
analysed and discussed by literary and other historians, I propose to discuss them
only briefly here. They clustered around a familiar and similar set of themes: her
devotion to St John the Baptist and the praise and glorification of chaste women
who were model wives, widows or mothers. They included a life of St John the
Baptist, sacred songs of praise (laude) concerning the Virgin Mary and Jesus, and
sacred stories (sacre rappresentazioni) about Judith, Susanna, Queen Esther,
Tobias, and possibly a life of the Virgin.'*? (In keeping with this theme, it is not
surprising that a laude on Saint Anne, the Virgin’s mother, was anonymously
dedicated to her.!®®) It is worth noting that the biblical women (apart from the
Virgin Mary) that Lucrezia chose to write about were all women who, in some
sense, took risks in order to achieve their goals: Susanna defied the Elders’ sexual
advances and risked death in order to preserve her chastity, while both Esther and
Judith, respectively, used the supposed positive power of female intercession (the
Virgin Mary) and the presumed negative power of female sexuality over men (Eve)
to rescue their people.'* Esther and Judith were able to act as they did, without
having been seen to have contravened the boundaries of permissible action for
women, because they were both depicted as ‘mothers of their people’. From
Lucrezia’s perspective, all three biblical women would have been highly
appropriate female role models for her to promote through her own writings.

However unlike Lorenzo’s poetry, which was both secular and sacred in nature,
Lucrezia’s was not printed until four years after her death.'*® Nor were her sacred
plays performed for an audience beyond the immediate family as Lorenzo’s own
sacra rappresentazione was in 1490. Yet it has been well acknowledged that
Lucrezia’s literary production of sacred texts in the vernacular probably influenced
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her eldest son to write his own religious works in Italian."*¢ It was, one might
suggest, a rather unusual example of Lucrezia’s domestic authority with Lorenzo.

Lucrezia’s poems were privately circulated among her literary friends and were
generally intended for the spiritual and moral edification of her granddaughters,
suggesting that these works were all written during her widowhood as her eldest
granddaughter and namesake, Lucrezia, was born in 1470.'” As a woman, she did
not have the freedom available to male poets, in her circle or elsewhere, to publish
and distribute her work more widely. Niccold Valori, in his laudatory biography of
Lorenzo, written in the early sixteenth century, praised Lucrezia for her literary
eloquence but noted that it was rare to find such ability in a woman, and he was
careful to state that her religious and domestic duties were not neglected because of
her writing.'"® Lucrezia’s literary production, like her other activities, was
circumscribed by contemporary notions of gender and power that only allowed her
to operate within the limited parameters of a model of acceptable female behaviour
which emphasised the centrality of domestic responsibilities and the piety, chastity,
virtue and motherhood of the Virgin Mary, as well as other biblical heroines, as
qualities worthy of emulation.

Incorporated Wives

The involvement of women of the Medici family in entertaining visiting dignitaries
at the Medici palace exemplifies this blurring of the boundaries between the
political and domestic arenas. They were ‘incorporated wives’; that is, women
whose position as the spouses of the chief men of the Florentine government
ensured that they had a specific ‘job’ or ‘role’ to play within Florentine political
culture."® The concept of ‘incorporation’ is a useful one for analysing the
relationship of the wives as well as that of daughters and widows of Medici men to
the Medici regime. It enables us to examine the gendered nature of Florentine
political power and explains how the women in the Medici family could act within
the public arena without fear of retribution. The women of the family’s lives were
centred on the home, but because of their entertainment of important guests they
also performed their ‘role’ or ‘job’ as wives and homemakers on a wider public
stage.

This explains why Contessina was present at an occasion of political
significance that was centred on both the Medici Palace and the family’s villa at
Careggi in April 1459. She played host, together with Cosimo and their children,
daughters in law, and grandchildren, to Galeazzo Maria Sforza, son of Duke
Francesco Sforza the ruler of Milan, who stayed in the Medici palace. According to
an anonymous rhyme, when he was about to leave Florence Galeazzo said farewell
to all the family, including the women and girls. ‘Finally ... Chosimo and his wife
were there/ with their sons and daughters in law and granddaughters....” He said
goodbye first ‘to the women’ and then went to Piero and Cosimo.*® Contessina,
and indeed the other female family members, were able to participate in this semi-
formal visit because it involved the traditional responsibility of a wife to provide
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hospitality to her husband’s guests. But this was not simply another of
Contessina’s household duties. The diplomatic, political character of her
entertaining the son of a lord such as Galeazzo Sforza made this occasion highly
significant because the familial domestic space was used as a vehicle for projecting
powerful political messages outwards beyond its walls.'””! For Cosimo, the
entertaining of the son of a ruler from another Italian city in his own home could
only have enhanced his political status, emphasising his and his family’s extremely
powerful position in the city as the first among equals. For the duration of Sforza’s
visit at least, the centre of political power was the Medici Palace and not the
traditional seat of republican government, the Palazzo della Signoria. Her wifely
duty was the mechanism of inclusion that enabled Contessina to be ‘incorporated’
into Cosimo’s ‘job’ as the de facto head of Florence’s government.

The entertaining of distinguished guests fell to other women in the Medici
family as well. During his visit, Sforza was entertained by one of Cosimo’s young
granddaughters who played the pipe organ.'”> He was also invited to Careggi where
the young man was treated to what he himself described as ‘a women’s festivity’,
namely, a display of women dancing together.!** Less than a year later, Cosimo’s
granddaughters were called upon to entertain Pope Pius II and his entourage who
had stopped off in Florence on the way to Rome after the Council of Mantua.
According to a contemporary account: ‘... Bianca, the married daughter of Piero di
Cosimo [de’ Medici], went with other ladies of Piero and Jacopo de’ Pazzi to visit
the cardinal of Rohan ...” and played the organ for him."** Another member of the
papal entourage, Monsignor Rodrigo Borgia who was friendly with Bianca’s
husband’s family the Pazzi, requested that she also play for him. Bianca, her
younger sister Nannina and several women from the Pazzi family, then went to
entertain the Monsignor with organ playing, dancing and unaccompanied
singing.”®> It was common for young upper class girls to have such
accomplishments, and in a group it was quite acceptable for young women to
entertain visiting dignitaries outside of their own homes without harming their
reputations.’® Her musical ability was the means by which Bianca became an
‘incorporated’ Medici daughter and Pazzi wife.

But the participation of women in Florentine official public ceremonies was
limited. When Galeazzo Maria Sforza, by then the Duke of Milan, and his wife,
Bona of Savoy, visited Florence in March 1471, for example, the Duchess and her
own extensive entourage, including ladies in waiting, were not accompanied into
the city by Florentine women, a Mantuan observer informed his duke, but rather
they proceeded ‘to Lorenzo’s house [the Medici palace], where there were many
women to welcome Madam’.'”” The fact that the writer noted the failure of leading
Florentine women to receive Bona until she reached the Medici palace, suggests
that he was surprised at their reticence to move beyond the hearth, as this was not
typical of women in Italian courts who often travelled far from home.!s

When a woman did move beyond Florence and acted in a way that was viewed
as unseemly and too seigneurial for a woman from a republic, then criticism was
not slow to follow. It is not surprising, then, that some did not view Lucrezia’s visit
to Rome in early 1467 to find a wife for Lorenzo in a favourable light. A bitter
Jacopo Acciaiuoli, who had been exiled a year previously for his participation in an
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anti-Medicean plot, was extremely critical of her actions while there. Together
with some Florentine merchants, she visited several cardinals and had an audience
with the pope. In a letter to his brother, Neri, Acciauoli reported that Lucrezia ‘is
acting the proper lady and going about all dolled up as if she was 15 years old. And
there are those here who laugh at her but more so at Piero [...who by his actions]
has ... reduced [Florence] to the vilest repute’.'”® Here the presence of Lucrezia in
the male-only domain of the papal court — acting in a manner that seemed to be
excessively lordly to Jacopo and effectively exercising a semi-official role as her
husband’s ‘ambassador’'® — was linked to the perceived seigneurial character of
Medici behaviour. To Jacopo, Lucrezia’s actions in Rome had brought shame upon
her, and exposed not only her husband to ridicule, but also the men of the city who
allowed her to interfere in political matters not properly the domain of a female.
This attack on her supposed immodest and lordly behaviour was then used as
reason enough to criticise the Medici. Even for a woman of Lucrezia’s stature in
Florence, her ability to act outside the domestic sphere was still circumscribed by
republican conventions.'®!

Another Lorenzo: Clarice as Lorenzo’s Representative

Clarice Orsini travelled to Rome far more frequently than Lucrezia. She did so in
order to visit her natal family. Her position as Lorenzo de’ Medici’s consort meant
that Clarice received a positive reception wherever she went. Indeed, she was féted
by officials and townspeople when travelling through towns within the Florentine
dominion. They treated Clarice with appropriate honour and dignity as her
husband’s (and the Medici’s) representative. In 1472, according to a letter Clarice
wrote to Lorenzo, while returning to Rome for a visit, she was entertained and
honoured by various dignitaries in towns along the way. In San Cerbone, her party
stayed with Giovanni d’Antonio di Salvestro Serristori, a prominent Medicean of
the district, ‘by whom we were treated with great honour ... in company with all
the women [of his House] and several sisters in law’.'®? The next day, she
continued, they stayed with the poet Morello at Arezzo, where the town’s Captain
and podesta (the chief judicial official), visited her.'s® In Castiglione, Clarice dined
with members of the town’s Signoria ( governing council), ‘where we were even
visited by the townspeople’, and finally, in Cortona they stayed with the city’s
Captain and were honoured by both him and his town.'**

In May 1485 Clarice’s role as Lorenzo’s representative was made even more
explicit. Matteo Franco, the Medici family chaplain, accompanied her on a trip
from the baths at Volterra to Florence.'®® Clarice was given gifts by the community
of Colle, who were expecting her husband, but still gave her the presents ‘as they
presented them to Clarice as if to another one of him [Lorenzo], ...and wanted her
to recommend them and their city to Lorenzo’.'® The ambassador from Siena, who
was expecting Lorenzo, met with Clarice and Franco in Colle to discuss events in
his native city. Her designation as ‘another Lorenzo’ was indicative of Clarice’s
status as the ‘incorporated wife’ of Florence’s leader, and it provides a good
example of how she was perceived by others as being a replacement for Lorenzo,
and as someone who could influence him greatly. Clarice’s role in this situation
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points to the increasingly ‘public’, semi-political and quasi-diplomatic role that
she, as Lorenzo’s wife, was expected to play by the mid-1480s — one which
Lucrezia, a generation earlier, had not yet been able to do without censure. But as
an ‘incorporated wife’, Clarice could not replace her spouse completely. The next
day, she did not go with Franco to meet Colle’s podesta.'® Clearly, such formal
meetings with government officials were outside Clarice’s sphere of activity as
Lorenzo’s delegate. More appropriate however, was a meeting with the female
relatives of the Prefect of Val D’Elsa. She was introduced to these women who, in
their eagerness to meet her, mobbed her, so that Franco had to rescue her.'®®
Clarice Orsini’s position, then, as ‘another Lorenzo’ to Medici supplicants and
supporters made explicit the position that all the women of the family achieved in
the first 60 years of Medici rule as legitimate representatives of the Medici family
in the public arena when required.

Clarice’s entry into the Medici family, and that of the other women discussed in
this chapter, definitely was not of their own making. Nevertheless, like them, she
derived influence, power and authority from the importance to the Medici of her
natal family’s wealth, support and social status. Of equal significance for the
Medici women were their positions as wives, mothers and sometimes widows in
Florence’s first family. The locus of their power was home and family, the
definition of which was flexible enough to enable them to exercise significant
power beyond the hearth from the 1460s onwards, as long as any actions in the
public arena by the Medici women could be viewed as supporting the interests of
their men folk. Therefore, they were able to act as their husbands’ representatives
in a quasi-diplomatic fashion, both inside and outside the home. Certainly, as we
shall see, those wishing to ingratiate themselves with the Medici regime saw the
Medici women as influential and powerful patrons whose favour and support were
worth cultivating.
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‘Caldiera and the Barbaros on Marriage and the Family: Humanist Reflections on
Venetian Realities’, Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studies 6 (1) (1976), pp. 19-50,
at pp. 31-35.

2 Barbaro (1952), pp. 110-111 (Latin and Italian texts respectively).

Barbaro (1952), p. 135. ‘giovane di virti, di bellezza, di onesta e di grado e di
richezze omatissimma e singolare’. la fede, la continenza, lo ingegno, la modestia e la
somma prudenza di lei...”. A brief biographical sketch of Ginevra Cavalcanti can be found
in Pieraccini (1986) v. 1 p. 46.

S. Strocchia, Death and Ritual in Renaissance Florence (Baltimore & London: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1992), pp. 146-147, discusses this practice of writing
consolatory letters to a woman’s family upon her death. The death of important
statesmen, on the other hand, was marked by a public funeral oration.

3
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5 The Latin text is cited in Allodoli (1930/40), p. 438. On Piccarda Bueri see also
Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 pp. 13-14, who also cites part of Marsuppini’s eulogy.

Strocchia (1992), p. 147.

Cited in G. Griffiths, J. Hankins & D. Thompson (eds) The Humanism of Leonardo

Bruni: Selected Texts (Binghamton NY: MRTS, 1987), pp. 337-339 with quotations at pp.
337-338.
8 Additional texts to be consulted on this topic include: L.B. Alberti, The Family in
Renaissance Florence trans. R.N. Watkins (Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina
Press, 1969); H. Gregory (trans.) Selected Letters of Alessandra Strozzi: Bilingual Edition
(Berkeley & Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1997), pp. 28-37 (letter 1) and
B)p. 156-163 (letter 26); King (1991), ch. 1; Crabb (2000), ch. 8.

For a discussion on the vices and virtues attributed to women during this period, see
the references cited in the Introduction above at n. 6.

0 See Brown (1992), ch.1 for an example of such a use of humanist rhetoric in relation
to Cosimo de’ Medici’s character upon his death.

On praiseworthy women sometimes being gendered male, see Schiesari (1987) pp. 68-
69 and the discussion below in Chapter 6.

12 For recent feminist approaches that emphasise the fluidity of the boundary between
the private and public spheres, see J. Sharistanian (ed.) Gender, Ideology and Action:
Historical Perspectives on Women’s Public Lives (New York & Westport, Conn.
Greenwood Press, 1986), chs 1 & 9; D.O. Helly & S.M. Reverby, ‘Introduction:
Converging on History’, in D.O. Helly & S.M. Reverby (eds) Gendered Domains:
Rethinking Public and Private in Women’s History (Ithaca, N.Y. & London: Cornell
University Press, 1992), pp. 1-24, esp. pp. 1-17.

3 On the Palazzo della Signoria as male-only space, see Tomas (2000), pp. 74-75; N.
Tomas, ‘Did Women have a Space?’ (forthcoming).

4 For a discussion on the characteristics of an Italian Renaissance court, see Lubkin
(1994), pp. ix-xiii; R. Shepard, ‘Giovanni Sabadino degli Arienti, Ercole I d’Este and the
Decoration of the Italian Renaissance Court’, Renaissance Studies 9 (1) (1995), pp. 18-57.
15 On the making of marriage alliances and the importance of dowries in Florence, see J.
Kirshner, ‘Pursuing Honor While Avoiding Sin’: The Monte delle Doti of Florence
(Milan: Giuffre, 1978), pp. 2-15; Gregory (1987), pp. 215-237; A. Molho, Marriage
Alliance in Late Medieval Florence (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1994);
L. Fabbri, Alleanza matrimoniale e patriziato nella Firenze dell’400: studio sulla famiglia
Strozzi (Florence: Olschki, 1991); L. Fabbri, ‘Trattastica e practica dell’alleanza
matrimoniale’, in M. De Giorgio & C. Klapisch-Zuber (eds) Storia del matrimonio (Rome
& Bari: Laterza, 1996), pp. 91-118.

6 The position of women in patrilineal family structures has been discussed by F.W.
Kent, in his review of recent literature on the issue, Kent (1991) pp. 70-91, esp. pp. 87-89.
Cf. Strocchia in ibid. pp. 126-137. See the perceptive commsnts regarding the importance
of women in the making of alliances in a southern Italian town of G. Delille, ‘Marriage,
Faction and Conflict in Sixteenth Century Italy: An Example and a Few Questions’, in T.
Dean & K..P. Lowe (eds) Marriage in Italy 1300-1650 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998), pp. 155-173, esp. pp. 163ff.

7 Cited in part in A. Strozzi, Lettere di una gentildonna fiorentina del secolo XV ai
figliuoli esuli (ed.) C. Guasti (Florence: Sansoni 1877; repr. 1972), p. 596, and part in
Gregory (1987), pp. 217-218n. ‘...prima ne comincerai a trarre frutto che del maschio,
cioé ne farai um bello parentado che se fussi stato maschio....’” I am using Heather
Gregory'’s translation in ibid. at p. 217.

On the average age at marriage of both men and women, see D. Herlihy, ‘The
Medieval Marriage Market’, in his collected essays The Social History of Italy and
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Western Europe, 700-1500 (London: Varorium, 1978), ch. 14, pp. 3-27 at p. 18; D.
Herlihy, Medieval Households (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1985), pp.
103-111; Gregory, (1987), p. 219 n. 14; Molho (1994), pp. 137-143.

1 See Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 pp. 13-14 for an approximate age of marriage. Piccarda
Bueri’s dowry was the largest one received by the Medici family in the fourteenth
century. The amount and its size in comparison to the other recorded dowries received by
the Medici at the time, is documented in Brucker (1957), p. 11. Its size could also be
compared with the average Florentine dowry of only 1009 florins more than 40 years later
for the period 1425-1449, the first span of years for which such data is available. See n.
29 below. For some comparative (non-Medicean) examples illustrating the average size of
dowries in Piccarda’s day, see G. Brucker (ed.) The Society of Renaissance Florence: A
Documentary Study (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 29-37.

2 A. D’Addario suggests this date as the most likely given that Piero was born in 1416.
See his ‘Bardi, Lotta, detta Contessina’, in Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani v. 6
(Rome: Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana, 1964), pp. 305-307, at p. 306.

On the Florentine magnates, see C. Lansing, The Florentine Magnates: Lineage and
Faction in a Medieval Commune (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1991). See
Appendix 1, on p. 239, for a list of the families, including the Bardi, declared to be
magnate in the 1290s and subsequently deprived of political rights.

22 D’Addario (1964), contains a basic outline of Contessina’s life, although it is
inaccurate in some details, particularly her birth date which is more likely to have been
around 1400 than 1392. See also Pieraccini (1986) v. 1 pp. 33-41; Felice (1905a).

3 See O. Gori, ‘Per un contributo al carteggio di Lorenzo il Magnifico: lettere inedite ai
Bardi di Vernio’, Archivio Storico Italiano 154 (568) (1996), pp. 253-378, esp. pp. 257-
258, 305, where the vital importance of Contessina Bardi’s familial connection for the
Medici is briefly discussed.

24 Kent (1978), pp. 56, 166.

3 Kent (1978), p. 56.

26 Kent (1978), pp. 147-148, 346.

2 Gori (1996), p. 257 documents the 1444 tax concessions awarded to the Bardi.

2 Gori (1996), p. 305ff. ,
» The amount of Lucrezia’s dowry is documented in Kirshner (1978), p. 20. Molho
(1994), p. 310 Table 7.3 indicates that the average dowry for the period 1425-1449 was

1009 florins.

% On the Tornabuoni, see G. Pampaloni, ‘I Tornaquinci, poi Tornabuoni fino ai primi
del Cinquecento’, Archivio Storico Italiano 126 (2) (1968), pp. 331-362. On the strength
of magnate family ties, see C. Klapisch-Zuber, ‘Nobles or Pariahs?: The Exclusion of
Florentine Magnates from the Thirteenth to the Fifteenth Centuries’, Comparative Studies
in Society and History 39 (2) (1997), pp. 215-230.

31 Kent (1978), pp. 56-57.

32 Kent (1978), p. 57.

3 Lucrezia’s own younger brother, Giovanni Tornabuoni, became a close and influential
Medici intimate and was the manager of the Medici bank in Rome. See Pampaloni (1968),
pp. 352-355. Giovanni’s commemoration of the Tornaquinci and Tornabuoni in fresco is
discussed in P. Simons, ‘Patronage in the Tornaquinci Chapel, Santa Maria Novella,
Florence’, in Kent & Simons (1987), pp. 221-250.

34 On this execution, see below chapter 4. One member of the Tornabuoni, however was
exiled for life in October 1484, for having spoken out against Lorenzo di Piero de’
Medici. See de’ Medici, (1977- [2001]), v. 8 p. 29 n. 2.

35 Some biographical information is available on Ginevra Alessandri in Pieraccini (1986),
v. 1 pp. 87-88. Recent research has determined that the marriage actually took place on 14
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May 1452 and not on January 20, 1453, as stated in ibid. p. 87. On the betrothal and
wedding festivities, see N. Carew-Reid, Les fétes florentines au temps du Laurent le
magnifique (Florence: Olschki, 1995), p. 24. The author cites Giovanni Giusti d’ Anghiari,
‘Memorie, 1437-1482°, at BNF [Fondo Principale] II II 127, 65" and 67", which folios
respectively deal with the betrothal and wedding festivities. It is possible that January 20,
1453 was the date upon which Ginevra’s dowry was paid to Giovanni di Cosimo.

3 G. Brucker, Florentine Politics and Society 1343-1378 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton:
University Press, 1962), p. 51.

37 Kent (1978), pp. 35, 189. Other Alessandri were also pro-Medicean, see pp. 102, 188,
320. On the length of the Bardi and Tornabuoni associations with the Medici, see pp. 56-
57.

3% Brown (1992), pp. 109 n. 23, 184, 186.

¥ On the Pazzi, see Brucker, (1962), pp. 25, 34-35. On the origins of the Rucellai, see
ibid, pp. 24, 26, 32 and F.W. Kent, Household and Lineage in Renaissance Florence
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1977), p. 16.

% Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 p. 146. Guglielmo was declared a rebel the following year,
however, after breaking the terms of his exile. He was still in exile some six years later, as
can be seen from a letter of Lorenzo de’ Medici to his eldest son, Piero, in November
1484. The details are documented in de’ Medici, (1977- [2001]) v. 8 pp. 77-78 & n. 28.

41" On Giovanni Rucellai, see Kent (1977a); F.W. Kent et al., A Florentine Patrician and
His Palace (London: Warburg Institute, 1981), pp. 9-95. The marriage alliance is
discussed in detail at pp. 66-69. Cosimo’s letter of November 1461 to his nephew,
Pierfrancesco di Lorenzo de’ Medici, in which Cosimo announces his intention to betroth
Nannina to Bernardo Rucellai, is published in B. Preyer, ‘The Rucellai Palace’ in ibid. pp.
155-225, at p. 215. The lavish festivities and the costs for Nannina’s wedding to his son
Bernardo, is described by Giovanni Rucellai in A Perosa (ed.) Il Zibaldone Quaresimale:
Pagine Scelte (London: Warburg Institute, 1960), pp. 28-34. Giovanni’s comment of 1473
that this marriage benefited him politically can be found in ibid. at p. 121.

2 Only two each of Bianca and Nannina’s letters, all to Lucrezia Tornabuoni, have
survived. See now for the dates of these letters Tornabuoni (1993), Appendix 1.
Biographical information on the two women can be found in Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 pp.
146-148.

43 Biographical information on Maria Rossi can be found in Pieraccini (1986) v. 1 pp.
145-146. There is no firm evidence to suggest that Maria was not Lucrezia’s daughter, but
neither can it proved that she was. She is not referred to in Lorenzo’s diary of 1473, so
she had protably died earlier. An English translation of Lorenzo’s diary can be found in
V. Branca (ed.) Merchant Writers of the Italian Renaissance trans. M. Baca (New York:
Marsilio Publishers, 1999), pp. 153-158.

4 Tornabuoni (1993), pp- 62-63, (letter 12, 28/3/1467); p. 64, (letter 13, 28/3/1467); pp.
64-65, (letter 14, 5/4/1467).

5 Tornabuoni (1993), p. 62. *...alla romana ... la quale mi pareva ... molto bella,
biancha e grande’.

% Tornabuoni (1993), p. 62. *...una dolce maniera, non perd si gentile chome le nostre
[in Firenze], ma ¢ di gran modesta e da ridulla presto a’ nostri chostumi’.

7 Tornabuoni (1993), p. 63 ‘non da comparalla alla Maria, Lucrezia e Biancha’.

“ " Tornabuoni (1993).

4 Branca (1999) quotation at p. 156. For the quotation in Italian, see Pieraccini (1986),
v. 1 p. 106. ‘ovvero fu mi data....’

% Tornabuoni (1993), p- 64. ‘El nome suo & Crarice’. Cf. Crabb (2000) ch. 8 for a
discussion of Alessandra Strozzi’s evaluation of her sons’ prospective brides. For



36 THE MEDICI WOMEN

biographical information on Clarice Orsini, see Felice, (1906a) pp. 52-73; Pieraccini,
(1986), v. 1 pp. 106, 115, 126-140, 143.

On the Orsini family, see C. Shaw, ‘Lorenzo de’ Medici and Virginio Orsini’, in
Denley & Elam (1988), pp. 33-42; C. Shaw, ‘Lorenzo de’ Medici and Niccold Orsini’, in
Garfagnini (1992), pp. 257-280.

2 Gregory (1987), pp. 230-231.

3 Cited in Brown (1992), p. 87. The translation is the author’s. For a discussion about
the rarity of alliances with non-Florentine nobility and the enactment of legislation in the
1300s to specifically forbid it after the magnate expulsions of 1293 and 1295, see C.
Klapisch-Zuber, ‘Viaggi di nozze del Quatrocento’, in D. Corsi (ed.) Altrove: Viaggi di
donne dall’antichita al Novecento (Rome: Viella, 1999), pp. 365-376, at pp. 368-369.

5% This general observation was confirmed in discussions with Carolyn James. It is worth
noting that Nannina and Bernardo Rucellai where approximately the same age when they
married in 1466.

3 For a description of the festivities, see R.C. Trexler, Public Life in Renaissance
Florence (New York; Academic Press, 1980), pp. 433-435; Carew-Reid (1995), p. 25 and
most recently, in M. Parenti, Lettere ed. M. Marrese, (Florence: Olschki, 1996), pp. 247-
250. Some comments on the wedding are cited in F.W. Kent, ‘The Young Lorenzo, 1449-
1469’, in Mallett & Mann (1996), pp. 1-22, at p. 21.

%6 Rubinstein (1997), Part III, esp. pp. 226-231; M. M. Bullard, ‘Adumbrations of Power
and the Politics of Appearances in Medicean Florence’, Renaissance Studies 12 (3)
(1998), pp. 341-356.

On the practice of two families contracting a marriage in order to make peace in the
thirteenth century, see Lansing (1991), pp. 125-127. For a recent discussion of
contemporary criticisms of Lorenzo’s use and abuse of his authority, see A. Brown,
‘Lorenzo and Public Opinion in Florence: The Problem of Opposition’, in Garfagnini
(1994), pp. 61-85. Cf. F.W. Kent, ‘Lorenzo... amico degli uomini da bene: Lorenzo de’
Medici and Oligarchy’, in the same volume, pp. 43-60.

8 Molho (1994) p. 310, Table 7.3.

® The size of Alfonsina’s dowry is mentioned several times in her marriage contract as
12,000 ducats carlini’. ASF MAP 89,93 n.d. (A ducat was roughly equivalent to a florin.)
(All archival references are to the ASF unless otherwise indicated.) For information on
Lorenzo’s daughters’ dowries, see Misc. Med 39, Inserto 9, 27".

The practice of contracting multiple marriage alliances with the same family is
discussed by Kent (1977a), pp. 96-97 and on the Medici’s multiple marriage alliances
with the same family see Kent (1978), pp. 49-61. On the importance to Lorenzo, and later
to his eldest son, Piero, of the Orsini connection, see Shaw (1988).

61 Reiss (2001), pp. 125, 142 n. 9. For a discussion of Lorenzo’s rather rocky
relationship with Naples after 1480, see H. Butters, ‘Lorenzo and Naples’, in Garfagnini
(1994), pp. 143-151.

2 Shaw (1988). 1 would like to thank Dr. Shaw for informing me that there is no
information available, to her knowledge, on either Alfonsina or Clarice in the Archivio
Orsini in Rome (a personal communication, April 1995). For Bernardo’s involvement, see
his letters to Lorenzo describing Alfonsina’s physical features and the marriage
ceremony, published in A. Verde, Lo studio fiorentino, 1473-1503: Richerche e
documenti v. 3 Part II (Pistoia: Olschki, 1977), pp. 802-804. Bernardo and Virginio are
both mentioned as procurators in the marriage contract for the Orsini and Medici
respectively. MAP 89, 93, n.d. Additional copies of the marriage contract can be found at
MAP 148, 26-28, n.d.
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8 For Bernardo’s description of Alfonsina, see Verde (1977), Part II pp. 802-803,
quotation at p. 803. ‘né in bene né in male. Solo mi offende qualche pocho la gola che mi
aa:e uno poco grossetta dalla parte dinanzi’. )

Clarice’s opinion of Alfonsina is in BNF, GC, 29 38, f. 26, 18/12/1487. ‘ho vista la
mia Alphonsina, la quale m’ a in modo satisfacto... .” Cf. ibid. f. 25, 25/11/1487.

8 Verde (1977), Part II p. 804. ‘con grandissima honore et festa et letitia di tutto
huomo’.

% On the political importance of this marriage alliance to Lorenzo and Florence, see
M.M. Bullard, ‘Anxiety, Image Making and Political Reality in the Renaissance’, in
Garfagnini (1992), pp. 3-40, esp. pp. 20-25; M.M. Bullard, ‘In Pursuit of Honore et Utile:
Lorenzo de’ Medici and Rome’, in Garfagnini (1994), pp. 123-142, esp. pp. 126-127.
These two articles are both reprinted in Bullard (1994c), ch. 2 and ch. 5 respectively.

7 Misc. Med. 39, Inserto 9, 2". *...tutta la Corte di Roma, se n’era rallegrata et che la
figlia di Firenze I’haveva fatto figlia a Sua Santita’.

F. Petrucci, ‘Cibo, Francesco’, Dizionario biografico degli Italiani v. 25 (Rome:
Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana, 1981), pp. 243-245 at p. 243.

% See the references cited in n.66 above. ‘honore et utile’.
7 P, Hurtubise, Une famille témoin: les Salviati (Vatican City: Biblioteca Apostolica

Vaticana, 1985), p. 59 for the betrothal. Hurtubise gives the date of the marriage as
3/2/1487, citing Jacopo’s brother’s account book, forgetting that the Florentine new year
did not begin until March 25, therefore they would have married in 1488 (modern style).
Luca Landucci mentions the betrothal in his Diario fiorentino dal 1450 al 1516
continuato da un anonimo fino al 1542 (ed. ) I del Badia, (Florence: Sansoni, 1883; repr.
1983), p. 38. However, he announces their betrothal as a marriage.

' E. Nerli, Commentari de’ Jatti civili occorsi dentro la citta di Firenze dall’anno 1512
al 1537 (Augusta: Meertz & Majer, 1724), p. 56. Cf. Tosi (1913), p. 147 n. 6 for a similar
explanation from another contemporary source.

2" Verde (1977), Part II p. 804, citing a letter of 5 April 1487 from Bernardo Rucellai to
Lorenzo.

3 On Luisa, see Pieraccini (1986) v. 1 pp. 231-232.

7 Verde (1977), p. 804.

5 Lorenzo to Piero Alamanni, 11/3/1487/8, is cited in Bullard (1994b), p- 130 n. 25. ‘Io
penserd piglame partito presto e maritarle qui [...Luisa and Contessina] perché havendo
fatto questi parentadi [...Maddalena’s and Piero’s] fuori di Firenze, questi cittadini non
credino pero che io vogli dimenticargli o non gli degni...."’

6 Bullard (1994b), p. 130 n. 25.
7 Alberti (1969), pp. 208-211.

An interesting discussion of this issue can be found in R. Crum, ‘Controlling Women
or Women Controlled? Suggestions for Gender Roles and Visual Culture in the Italian
Renaissance Palace’, in Reiss & Wilkins (2001), pp. 37-50 at pp. 38-39.

7 MAP 11, 227, 4/3/1427/28. ‘nove balle de n[o]xtri panni lini’.

% MAP 85, 6, 28/11/1457.
81 Tornabuoni, (1993) p- 98 (letter 53, 25/10/1467). ‘Della Gine[vra] non bisognia ti dia
Eensiero, perché ho previsto et provederd a ogni cosa opportuna per la brigata sua’.

2 Tornabuoni (1993), p- 156 (letter 107, 2/6/1479).
8 de’ Medici (1977-[2002]), v. 8 p. 280. ‘Delle cose dal Poggio rispondo alla Clarice’.
8 Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 195-196.
8 MAP 7, 298, 3/8/1455 cited in full in A. Lillie, ‘Giovanni di Cosimo and the Medici
villa at Fiesole’, in Beyer & Boucher (1993), pp.189-205 at p. 203, n. 52 and discussed on
p.- 195. Cf. MAP 7, 301, 8/7/1455 cited in full in ibid. p. 204, n. 59 and discussed on p.
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196. ‘Per Agniol Tani, t’aviso chome Piero a mandato parecchi maesstri a Fiesole per
vedere se cié rimedio niuno in quel muro...".

8 See chapter 3 below, for a discussion of ‘magnificent building’ with appropriate
bibliography and cf. Alfonsina Orsini’s management of the building project at Poggio a
Caiano, and her building a palace in Rome in the mid 1510s.

8 See the following letters to Ginevra from Francesco Fracassini, Medici steward at
Cafaggiolo. MAP 9, 332 27/1/1458/9; 10, 4 7/11/1460; 85, 7, 25/11/1460; 7, 341,
27/m.m./n.y.; 7, 340, n.d.; and 7, 171, 12/n. m./n.y.

8 On the reasons for, and background to, Cosimo’s eventual success in September 1434,
see Kent (1978).

¥ Felice (1905a), p. 634.

% On the whole theme of women and exile, see below, Chapter 4, with appropriate
bibliography.

%' Tornabuoni (1993) p- 51. (letter 1, 17/5/ 1446) ‘Domine et maggiore mio’.

%2 Tornabuoni, (1993) p- 51. (letter 1, 17/5/1446) ‘...del marito lacerd pensare a te’.

3 Tornabuoni, (1993) p- 52. (letter 1, 17/5/1446). *...ogni tuo chontentamento e mio’.
% Kent (1997), p. 12. Cf. Lorenzo’s difficult relationship with Clarice Orsini, above at
Pp- 24-25 and the even stormier contemporary relationship of the Duchess of Calabria
with Alfonso of Naples. Welch (1995), pp. 123-136. On the contemporary notion that
marriages should be companionate, see N. Tomas, ‘Woman as Helpmeet: the Husband-
Wife Relationship in Renaissance Florence’, Lilith: a Feminist History Journal 3 (1986),
pP- 61-78; King (1991), pp. 35-36.

K.J.P. Lowe, ‘A Matter of Piety or of Family Tradition and Custom?: The Religious
Patronage of Piero de’ Medici and Lucrezia Tornabuoni’, in Beyer & Boucher (1993), pp.
55-69, at p. 59.

¢ L. Boninger, ‘Diplomatie in Dienst Kontinuat Piero de’Medici Zwischen Rom und
Mailand (1447-1454)’, in Beyer & Boucher (1993), pp. 39-54 at p. 47. Cosimo and
Contessina were granted a similar right by Pope Martin V in 1422, probably because of
Cosimo’s father, Giovanni de’ Bicci de’ Medici’s, influence with the pope, but it is highly
unlikely that Contessina would have been in Rome at the time. For the relevant
documents, see H. Saalman and P. Mattox, ‘The First Medici Palace’, Journal of the
Society of Architectural Historians 44 (1985), pp. 329-345, Appendices VI and IX, at pp.
343-344. On Lucrezia’s visit to the papal court in 1467, see below, p. . For the Medici
women’s presence there after the election of Giovanni de Medici as Pope Leo X in 1513,
see below chapter 5.

7 Cited in Kent (1996), p. 12. The Italian original is given at n. 62. The archival source
is MAP 1, 267, (13/7/1469).

8 See below chapter 2.

9 Kent (1997), p. 19. Lorenzo’s few letters to his wife are available in de’ Medici,
(&}977-[2001]) vols 1-8. See the indexes in each volume.

10" pieraccini (1986) v. 1 p. 136.

10! T de’ Rossi, ¢ Ricordanze’ in Delizie degli’ eruditi toscani 24 vols (ed.) I. da San
Luigi, (Florence: Gaetano Cambiagi, 1770-1789) v. 23 pp. 244-245. ‘A di 22 [sic] di
Luglio 1488, mori Mona Clarice, donna di Lorenzo de’ Medici ... e Lorenzo non ci era
ala morta sua, era ito in quel di a Lucha a parlare per chose d’inportanza al Signore
Lodovico [Gonzaga] e parte era ito al Bagnio. E a di primo d’Aghosto 1488 feciono
I’onoranza di detta Mona Clarice ... e di gia non era tornato Lorenzo...’.

12 Cited in Felice (1906a), pp. 71-72. ‘dolcissima e carissima consorte...’.

103 G, McClure, Sorrow and Consolation in Italian Humanism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1991); Strocchia (1992); A. McKane, ‘Image, Myth and Remembrance:
Letters of Consolation on the Death of Lorenzo de’ Medici’, (unpublished M.A. Thesis,



THE LOCUS OF POWER 39

Monash University, 1996), pp. 34-38. I would like to thank Anne McKane for agreeing to

let me cite her thesis. For some examples of other husbands’ similar reactions to their

wives’ deaths, see Tomas (1986), pp. 68-69.

104 A. Moorehead, ‘Profiles: the Angel in May’, The-New Yorker 27 (February 24, 1951),

pp. 34-65; J. Hook, Lorenzo de’ Medici: An Historical Biography (London: Thames &

Hudson, 1979), pp. 36, 177.

195 Felice (1906a), pp. 64-65.

1% MAP 35, 357, 2/4/1477. ‘uno breve compendio di confessione che nuovamente d

composto e scripto per Mona Clarice e per Pierino vostro’.

197 1 del Lungo (ed.) Prose volgari inedite di Angelo Ambrogini Poliziano (Florence:

Giunti Barbéra, 1867), p. 66, (letter 20, 18/10/1478). ‘... perché cosi m’aveva imposto

madonna Clarice’.

1% Ppoliziano (1867), p. 70. ‘lo sono qui a Careggi, partito di Cafaggiuolo per
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CHAPTER TWO

The Exercise of Power

Luigi Pulci stated in his chivalric epic poem called Morgante, commissioned by
Lucrezia Tornabuoni, that his patron was ‘a famous lady in our century’.! We have
already noted Lucrezia’s fame as a writer of religious songs and plays, but
contemporaries and near-contemporaries also knew her as a significant political,
cultural and religious patron as well as an arbiter of influence. But although she
was the most noteworthy, to greater and lesser degrees other women in the Medici
family were also able to have a major impact as powerful patrons between 1434
and 1494.

Each succeeding generation of women in the Medici family was able to act as
patrons at an earlier stage of their lives than the previous one. Contessina Bardi
engaged in patronal activity only after her husband’s death in 1464, while Ginevra
Alessandri and Lucrezia Tornabuoni, after several years of marriage, were called
upon by Medici friends and clients once their husbands began to take on more
political authority in the later years of Cosimo’s rule. This especially applied to
Lucrezia, who was a major arbiter of influence with Piero while he was de facto
ruler and even more so with her elder son, Lorenzo. For Clarice Orsini, her duties
and responsibilities as an intercessor with and conduit to Lorenzo began
immediately upon marriage. She acted on behalf of her many Orsini relatives in
Rome and also on behalf of Medici clients, friends and employees in Florence and
its environs. As very young wives, both Maddalena Cibo, whose domestic
environment included the papal court, as well as her sister in law, Alfonsina Orsini,
who was educated in the tradition of powerful women at the Neapolitan court, were
able to engage in patronal activities that signalled the increasingly seigneurial
character of the Medici regime after 1480.

Patronage by Intercession

Not surprisingly, the Medici were the chief source of patronage for most
Florentines. Even though the women in the Medici family could not act in their
own right as de facto rulers or heads of state, they were nevertheless sought after as
patrons and benefactors because of their ability to influence and to intercede with
the men of the family who could exercise that power. Their capacity to act as
powerful intercessors and arbiters of influence was of crucial importance because
in Renaissance Florence the ability of patrons to get things done for their clients
was fundamental to the way the political process worked, allowing the majority of
Florentines not involved in government (including women) some opportunity to
participate in an important alternative undergovernment or sottogoverno.? In fact,
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historians of this famous city (and other early modern European societies) have
long known that men and women of all classes participated in the patronage
process as patrons and/or clients usually linked together by ties of kinship
(including godparenthood), friendship and/or neighbourhood.> To the modern
reader, the existence of such an extra-legal undergovernment might seem corrupt.
But these networks of social and political association were crucial because among
other things they helped to ease class-based tensions, reducing the possibility of
violent conflict between those in Florence’s elite and those who were not. Such
networks as well often facilitated the formation of strong personal affective bonds
between rich and poor.*

The patronage process assumed that the relationship between patron and client
was hierarchical, but that it was also based on mutual loyalty, fidelity and
obligation. Patrons were dispensers of largesse; however a faithful client deserved
such munificence and indeed expected it. If the patronage process was to work well
as a source of power and prestige for the Medici women, then they had to operate
successfully within its rules. A close look at their activities as patrons suggests that
they knew how best to play the patronage game to benefit themselves, their family,
friends and clients.

For their involvement outside the domestic arena to be considered acceptable,
the Medici women (both consciously and unconsciously) represented themselves
and were generally portrayed by others (with rare exception) as compassionate
mothers of mercy, pious matrons and powerful intercessors with their male
relatives and/or government or church officials for those who had requested or
required their assistance. This tied in with women’s traditional domestic role and
utilised the only acceptable model of female power available to women at the time
— one which drew on both the Classical Roman Republic and Catholic theology
for its genesis and inspiration — that of a woman interceding with a husband, son,
father or brother on behalf of others.” Men could also be asked to intercede with
powerful people on behalf of others, but this was not the only way they could exert
power and influence. A woman’s membership of a particular family meant that its
male members were more likely to lend credence to her pleas on behalf of others
than to those from an outsider. The authority of a mother over her child gave extra
weight to the intercessory model, legitimating a woman’s intervention into an
otherwise all-male sphere. A woman had the right to ask her son, grandson, father
or brother to do what she asked of him, simply because she was his mother,
grandmother, daughter or sister and, in the case of a spouse, because she was the
mother of his children and heirs.

The importance of maternal authority as the basis for their exercise of power
beyond the household made the emulation of the Virgin Mary’s intercessory role a
particularly apposite one for the Medici women to cultivate. This was because the
cults of the Virgin Mary and other female saints such as St Monica, the mother of
St Augustine, were extremely popular from the twelfth century onwards, in Italy
and elsewhere, as human, compassionate mothers who would intercede with their
sons on behalf of repentant sinners.® Florentines were particularly devoted to the
Virgin. Four major churches were dedicated to her: the city’s cathedral bore her
name, as did the Servite church of SS. Annunziata (the Annunciation), the
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Dominican church of Santa Maria Novella and the Carmelite church of Santa
Maria del Carmine. In addition, Florence’s hospital, a number of Mendicant
churches and lay confraternities were dedicated to the Virgin Mary.” Hymns of
praise (laude), such as those written by Lucrezia Tornabuoni, which emphasised
Mary’s role as a maternal intercessor, were frequently sung as part of church
liturgical practice and in confraternities specifically dedicated to the singing of
laude® Lucrezia had a particular devotion to the Virgin Mary but all the Medici
women who received requests were usually addressed in Marian-like terms that at
once reflected the gendered character of the patronage process and the boundaries
of the Medici women’s exercise of power.

The language of patronage and clientage was also gendered. Lorenzo di Piero di
Cosimo de’ Medici was characterised by contemporaries as a ‘big shot’ or as ‘boss
of the shop’, while Lucrezia and other women in the Medici family were usually
referred to figuratively as mothers or sisters, employing what can be described as
fictive kinship, common in a society where the language of family and paternalistic
ideals was very much part of political discourse.’ In Lorenzo’s case, his political
and mercantile skills were emphasised, while in the case of the Medici women, it
was their ‘natural’ ability as mothers that was used to elicit favour.

Paternal imagery was also used of men in the Medici family. Lorenzo’s
grandfather, Cosimo de’ Medici, was posthumously declared by the Florentine
Government to be ‘Pater Patriae’, or ‘Father of His Country’, and Lorenzo was
known as a ‘common father’ to Medici clients.’® But this was one among many
images used of these men, whose authority and capacity to rule and to dispense
patronage was taken for granted, because as fathers they were ‘naturally’ entitled
to exercise that power to govern.

The importance of a mother’s intercessory role as a source of power for the
Medici women is certainly evident in the case of Contessina Bardi. Her
relationship with her grandsons, Lorenzo and Giuliano, was a close one. She wrote
to Piero and Lucrezia at the baths at Corsina in 1461: ‘Lorenzo is a good lad and
they [the two boys] willingly spend time with me quite often’.!’ It was an
awareness of this close relationship — and its advantage for those supplicants to
Lorenzo who utilised it — which prompted her relative, Alessandro Bardi, to send
his son with a letter to Contessina in September 1471, asking her to speak to
Lorenzo about taking the letter bearer with him on his forthcoming trip to Rome as
a recently elected ‘ambassador ... to His Holiness’. Alessandro explained that he
was writing to her ‘because beside the son there is no better intermediary than the
mother, I send him to you...”.!? Similar reasoning was probably behind Gismondo
da Pistoia’s letter to Contessina. ‘I have written a letter to the Magnificent
Lorenzo’, he informed her, and after telling Contessina about his concern,
Gismondo added: ‘I recommend myself to you, and ask you to have a few words
with the Magnificent Lorenzo’."> Her position as his grandmother gave Contessina
the opportunity to influence Lorenzo on matters nominally outside her ken, and
required him to respect her authority to do so.

As we have already noted, Contessina Bardi was also an important figure of
authority as Cosimo’s widow, who, from the mid 1460s onwards, acted as a
marriage broker and peacemaker. There is also some evidence of her ability to
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obtain political favours for clients. For example, in 1465 Contessina wrote to her
kinsman Gualterotto de’ Bardi regarding a disputed ecclesiastical appointment,
asking him to resolve the matter in favour of her client, after which she informed
him that: °‘...the tax officials have told me that with their surety you can come and
make an agreement regarding your taxes and from them you shall have every
assistance’.! The very fact that Contessina was able to influence tax officials to
assist her relative as well as being a source of patronage for those seeking
ecclesiastical preferment is evidence of her authority as Cosimo’s widow beyond
the domestic sphere.

Ginevra Alessandri’s correspondence reveals a network of clients and friends,
especially women, with whom she associated and assisted. She was a source of
patronage for some of these women, who valued her capacity to intercede with the
Medici on their behalf. Most of those who wrote to Ginevra probably knew her
because of her frequent visits to various thermal baths. In August 1456 Ginevra
received a letter from Ginevra de’ Campofregoso, a woman whom she had met
during one of these visits, who noted that she had not received a letter from
Ginevra since she had left the baths.” Her friend addressed Ginevra as
‘Magnificence, like my most beloved sister’.'® Campofregoso ended her letter by
mentioning certain other women, known to Ginevra, who had also been at the
baths."” Ginevra’s additional association with some noble women from outside
Florence may have begun on a visit to these baths. Penelope Orsini wrote, in June
1461, on behalf of a ‘Countess Marsibalia’, who, along with the letter writer,
wished to know if she was pregnant.'® Ginevra may have also made her
acquaintance with Barbara of Brandenburg, Marchioness of Mantua, in a similar
manner.'® Ginevra’s acquaintance with this group of women is not surprising since
these spa bath resorts provided opportunities for cultural, political, and social
contacts between visitors to them from across Italy, as well as with local
inhabitants.?

One regular correspondent of Ginevra’s was Petra d’Aghostino Berti from
Siena, whose five surviving letters to her were written between 1455 and 1461. She
would send items to Ginevra as well as do things for her as requested.”’ Petra
described herself in one letter as ‘yours, like a little sister’, thereby emphasising
both the intimacy of their relationship and her subordinate role in it as Ginevra’s
client.?? Paolo Trenta was quick to acknowledge the success of Ginevra’s efforts at
intercession with Piero di Cosimo de’ Medici and thus the reciprocal obligation
that he owed Ginevra: ‘{Alnd when you need something done here [Lucca],
command your well wishers as if their mother’, signing the letter, ‘your son’.
Another requesting a favour for the letter bearer began by greeting her ‘like a
dearest mother’.?* This familial language would have been particularly significant
for women, as it could only have helped to legitimate further their participation in
the patronage process.

Clients expected favours in return for good service and Petra d’ Aghostino Berti
was no exception.”® She wrote to Ginevra in September 1461, on behalf of a certain
‘Lorenzo Pandol[f]i whom I spoke to you about personally on another occasion’,
wanting Ginevra to speak to ‘your Giovanni’, about this man’s need for assistance
for his sick wife ‘as she is a very good woman’.?® Ginevra received several
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additional requests to intercede with Cosimo, Piero and Giovanni de’ Medici on
behalf of letter writers or their clients, friends or relatives. Ginevra de’
Campofregoso wished her to recommend the bearer of her letter ‘to my
magnificent godfather, Cosimo’, adding weight to her request by including two
shirts for Ginevra’s young son, Cosimino. ‘... I beg you to recommend [... the
bearer of this letter] to him earnestly and arrange it in such a way as I understand
my [requests for] intercession have been dealt with by Your Magnificence’.?” The
abbess of the Pisan convent of San Matteo wrote to Ginevra, repeating a request
for assistance she had earlier made to Cosimo, to which she had received no reply.
The abbess asked her, therefore, to approach Piero on behalf of the convent.”® Ser
Lorenzo, a priest in San Piero Maggiore, did not hesitate to ask Ginevra:

Most humbly I beg you to arrange with your Giovanni that he be pleased to write a
few words to Andrea della Stufa, the magistrate of Prato, that Ser Lorenzo, a priest in
San Piero Maggiore of Florence, be recommended to him and that he be pleased to lend
me such favour through his court that I [Ser Lorenzo] be paid sixty gold florins that I am
owed 2t;rom the charitable foundation for the poor of Francesco di Marco [Datini] in
Prato.

One letter writer pointed to a blood relationship between Contessina Bardi and the
ill nun for whom he was advocating. Ginevra would be obligated to assist her
because this woman was a ‘cousin of Piero and Giovanni and repeatedly asked me
to recommend her to Piero and Giovanni...”.*

Ginevra demonstrated her knowledge of how the patronage game was played
in a letter to Barbara of Brandenburg, Marchioness of Mantua. She was acutely
aware of the need to show appropriate humility when writing to a woman of
Barbara’s imperial blood on behalf of a friend in January 1466: ‘I write badly and
dictate worse, and as a woman I write to your ladyship ...”*' and, after appropriate
protestations of loyalty and a subtle reminder that Barbara’s husband, Lodovico
Gonzaga, was ‘our godfather’,? Ginevra asked Barbara and Lodovico to ensure
that ‘you arrange for Count Vanni to come over there...”.3* She then offered, as a
dutiful client should: ‘If over here I can do anything that you would like ..." she
would do so gladly.* Ginevra followed the rules of the patronage game and played
it successfully, both as an obsequious client to an influential noblewoman and ruler
and, more often, as a munificent patron to her own clients.

From the 1460s, and especially after August 1464 when he succeeded his late
father as the de facto head of the Florentine government, Piero skilfully
manipulated the infirmity he experienced because of gout, which often required
him to remain in bed, so as to shift much of the focus of government business away
from the Palazzo della Signoria to the Medici palace.*® Piero’s bedroom, was not,
in fact, a ‘private’ space, it was where he would hold political meetings.® This
change was extremely important as the strict division between the ‘public’, ‘male’
world of politics and business and the ‘private’ ‘female’ sphere of the domestic had
been further weakened, as the public palace had, in effect, merged with the Medici
household. The shift of the locus of government to the Medici palace because of
Piero’s illness made it easier for his own wife, and all the other women of the
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family from then on, to exercise power through their involvement in the Florentine
sottogoverno because it was now properly in their domain.

The first evidence of Lucrezia’s patronal activity dates from the 1460s, but
unlike her mother in law, hers began when Piero assumed political power as from
then on she was asked by supplicants to intercede with him on their behalf. In
March 1465, the exiled merchant banker Filippo di Matteo Strozzi sent Lucrezia a
gift of linen cloth that she acknowledged gratefully.”’” A month later after receiving
his reply, she wrote to him regarding the possibility of his exile being revoked: ‘I
have spoken with Piero, as you requested ... He listened to everything most
willingly...”.* Lucrezia acknowledged the nature of Filippo’s relationship with the
Medici by referring to herself as ‘your little sister’.* The political importance of
Filippo’s connections with the Neapolitan Court necessitated it.*’

However other clients of Lucrezia would not have expected to be addressed in
such terms. ‘Most Illustrious Mother’, wrote a Pisan nun from the convent of San
Domenico in November 1467, begging her, now addressed as ‘most kind mother’,
to ask Piero to stop the soldiers who were forcibly entering the houses of the
convent’s tenant farmers and stealing their produce. Consequently, the nuns had no
grain or wine and so she requested Lucrezia ‘for mercy’s sake’ to send some from
Florence. This nun ends her plea by emphasising that Piero and Lucrezia are their
only hope: ‘Only the father Piero and you are able to help us...”.*! Here a gendered
partnership existed. Lucrezia was asked both to act as an intercessor between these
nuns and Piero (the father), who had the authority to stop the sack of their farms,
and, appropriately as a woman and as a mother, to provide food to those in need.

Such invocations to Lucrezia as mother continued on into widowhood. She
was, as one woman reminded Lucrezia in October 1472, ‘as my honoured mother’
[... and] my benefactor’.* Addressed as a ‘most honoured mother’, she could also
be asked by the chief judicial official or podesta of Fucecchio to reward loyalty
and friendship towards her family, by having regard ‘to my honour and profit’,
which the official deserved being a ‘good and most affectionate friend of your
house’, yet another key reason for Lucrezia as a patron to assist him.** The Captain
of Pisa, Giovanni Aldrobandini, wrote to Lucrezia, whom he addressed as:
‘Magnificence and generous honoured as a mother etcetera’. He stated that he had
received three of her letters and had dealt with each individually, and he included
details of how he had resolved or would resolve each person’s specific legal
problem. In each instance, Aldobrandini stressed that these people would receive
‘every assistance and favour’ from him. Aldrobandini emphasised that he would be
most distressed if she did not see fit to ask for his assistance in the future, if
needed, which further testifies to Lucrezia’s value as a Medici patron.* Some
writers chose to underline the importance of the patronal relationship by sending a
gift as an act of homage, as gifts were sent to Lorenzo.** Again Lucrezia’s pseudo-
maternal relationship to the client was given emphasis, but so too was her human
kindness, a trait also attributed to the Virgin Mary. ‘Most reverend as a mother etc.
Because [of] your great human kindness ... I am sending you several trout’, wrote
Lotto Mancini from Pistoia in early January 1472. Antonio de’ Nobili, addressed
Lucrezia, in her capacity as godmother to his child, as ‘magnificent and generous lady
and honoured godmother’, telling her that ‘in your name I went bird catching, and what
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little I caught ... I send to Your Magnificence’.”” One man took the opportunity to
write to Lucrezia when she was at Bagno a Morbo in May 1477, sending her
greetings and, as an apology for being unable to visit her in person, he included
‘certain items as you will see. I beg you to accept my intent as greater than this
small gift ... as was and is my duty’.* In these instances, the writers’ proffering of gifts
acknowledged her importance as a patron, and also implied their hopes for future
benefit.

Lucrezia was addressed by supplicants in terms that were designed to elicit
mercy and compassion and mirrored the qualities of charity, humanity,
peacemaking and refuge often ascribed to the Virgin Mary. She was therefore
asked to intervene in disputes on behalf of aggrieved letter writers. Two brothers
from the town of Marradi wrote to her in February 1472, describing how they had
been unjustly prosecuted after they defended their property from attack. They
began their letter in the following way. ‘The reason for this [letter] is because
many times from many people, we have heard that in you reigns mercy towards the
poor, therefore we are secure in Your Magnificence, asking you to do similarly
towards us, your slaves and good servants’. As a further appeal, these men
continued that the proposed outlawing of them would spell ruin for their children
including three daughters about to marry.*

In a similar vein, one man asked Lucrezia to intervene in a dispute in the
confraternity of San Michele where a group of members wished to get rid of the
new chaplain. ‘Therefore I and my companions recommend ourselves to you and
ask you in charity and for the love of God that you perform a charitable act’.*' This
act of charity entailed her writing to the said company and to the Bishop of Lucca,
asking that the priest remain where he was.”> A chaplain wrote regarding a similar
dispute in another confraternity, in the same town, which originally had been
resolved with Lorenzo’s assistance, but on which the confraternity now reneged.*
Guglielmo de’ Pazzi, Lucrezia’s son in law, explicitly referred to his mother in
law’s position as a mediator in a letter of September 1477, in which he discussed
the needs of one man who requested help with his problem ‘via your mediation’.**
Her role as a peacemaker must have been known outside Florence because in
Colle, a town in the Florentine dominion, Lucrezia was called in to restore peace
between two local families who had been feuding for 20 years.”> She could also
assist in resolving a dispute by asking a third party to act as mediator. At her
request, the celebrated- neo-platonic philosopher and long-time Medici favourite,
Marsilio Ficino, acted to bring peace between two families. A Medici secretary,
Niccold Michelozzi, notarised the agreement overseen by Ficino.’

Lucrezia did actually follow up requests herself to resolve disputes and her
intervention was often enough to bring an end to conflict. Paolo Machiavelli
informed her that the bearer of his letter, upon hearing of her desire to have a war
of words between himself and another man brought to an end, had made peace:
‘[Tloday an agreement was concluded by the grace of God and the assistance of
Your Magnficence...”."’ Machiavelli’s attribution of responsibility for this
successful outcome to both God and Lucrezia serves to further highlight the
contemporary representations of her in Marian terms, effectively acting as a
mediator between heaven and earth.
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Again using Marian terminology, she was appealed to as a mother and as a
refuge in times of trouble. Andrea di Francesco, who rented one of her shops in
Pisa, told her: ‘I have no refuge or support other than Your Magnificence and to
you I have recourse as a mother and lady...’.*® Filippo Christofori, an ex-secretary
of Piero de’ Medici, twice wrote regarding the possibility of his returning from
exile. In September 1473, he told Lucrezia that after several attempts to have his
exile decree rescinded, he had decided to write to her to ask for assistance.® Some
18 months later, he appealed to Lucrezia as his saviour upon whom his very life
depended.

My magnificent madam, the humane and beloved letters that Your Magnificence has
written to me in the last few days, have almost brought me back from the dead to life ...
I am in the seventh year of my exile, I beg Your Magnificence to keep me in mind, and
lend your helping hand to my fragile little boat and lead it into port safely.*

When speaking to Clarice Orsini, supplicants also addressed her in Marian
terms that emphasised her humanity as well as her status as a benefactor, mediator
and sole refuge for the poor. One man reminded Clarice of ‘the humanity that
reigns in Your perfect Magnificence’.' Matteo Bonaccorsi called Clarice his ‘sole
benefactor’ in a letter thanking her for her intercession, also stressing that ‘I have
no other refuge than this Magnificent [Medici] House, through your
Magnificence’.> A poor widow combined all these elements in a letter thanking
Clarice for her ‘humanity’ in helping ‘my poor girls’, and now wanting ‘to have
recourse to your kind self’, because of taxes imposed upon her by the Florentine
Commune.® She then asked Clarice to recommend her to Lorenzo and in reference
to her taxation burden, she concludes by saying: ‘... think about where I find
myself, for I have no other refuge besides Your Magnificence’.®

As had occurred with Lucrezia, such language was also appropriate in
situations where clients were poor, exiled, imprisoned, widowed, or orphaned, and
required acts of charity, mercy, or forgiveness. One widow, for example, requested
Clarice’s intercession with Lorenzo to ensure that her brother and nephews were
recalled from exile.® She also received a letter from a prisoner requesting release
after two years of incarceration.

I beg you sincerely for the love of God when it suits you to recommend me to your
Magnificent Lorenzo.... I know well that I do not deserve to receive grace for the error I
have committed ... for the love of God and for the sake of the four children I have and
who are without a mother, you must think about their position; you would not be able to
perform a greater act of charity than to reunite these poor innocent daughters with their
poor father....%

The female religious who wrote to Lucrezia and Clarice appealed to both of
them not only as mothers but also as protectors of religious institutions, which not
only made the nuns themselves more worthy of assistance, it also made it more
spiritually advantageous for Lucrezia and her daughter in law to assist them.
Lucrezia’s support for various convents in and around Florence and Pisa was well
known. According to the Prioress of the convent of Sant’ Agostino in Pisa, she was
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a ‘compassionate lady towards the poor and especially towards religious women’.5’
In a letter of January 1480 the abbess of the convent of the Paradiso in Florence,
reminded her that the nuns knew that Lucrezia was not only ‘our mother’, but also
was a ‘mother of the poor and compassionate towards all the destitute’.
Consequently, she was asked by the nun writing to her to be a ‘mediator with
Lorenzo’, on behalf of a certain poor woman and her husband.® And finally, a nun
from a poor Pisan convent described Clarice as ‘mother and protector of pious
places’ when she asked her to provide her convent with salt and to pay the
accompanying salt tax.®

Of course, both women played a similar role as intercessors with Lorenzo; but
the type of influence each carried with him was very different, reflecting the
distinct character of the relationship each had with Lorenzo de’ Medici. This
difference is reflected in the language used by the nuns of the Franciscan convent
of Santa Chiara Novella who wrote simultaneously to Clarice, Lorenzo and
Lucrezia on May 1st 1473, asking each of them to assist in finding the convent a
new spiritual director from amongst the friars of the Observant Franciscans who
ministered to other convents in the city from the same order.” The language used
by the nuns is indicative of the particular role each person was expected to play in
the process. Lorenzo was addressed directly and appealed to ‘with security and as a
father’.” On the other hand, the nuns said to Lucrezia that: ‘with security we beg
you, for the honour of God, that you would want to discuss [this with] your
Lorenzo’. However, after emphasising their belief in her charity, Clarice was
asked: ‘Let it not be troublesome to you to persuade your husband Lorenzo’.”
Lucrezia was invited to discuss the issue with her son as one would with an equal,
while Clarice had to act more artfully in order to persuade her husband to agree to
assist the nuns, which suggests that while his wife was able to influence her
husband she was not considered as his equal as Lucrezia obviously was.

This is not to deny Clarice’s influence with her husband, of which she was well
aware. His wife wrote to him in December 1478 about a certain Andrea, who
wanted her to intercede with Lorenzo so that he could be provided with some food.
He must have displeased Lorenzo earlier, because Andrea’s mother had both
written to and visited Clarice, asking for forgiveness for her son.”® Clarice
concluded her plea: ‘Therefore I beg you that either for his proven fidelity, or
because of compassion for the mother, or because of his character, or because of
my intercession, you should treat him as recommended’ [my emphasis].”* This
example fits the Marian model perfectly. Clarice was pleading on behalf of a man
who could be likened to a repentant sinner, and Lorenzo — who was referred to by
contemporaries as Christ-like and as an ‘a true and living god’”® — was here the
vengeful god to be convinced of the need for mercy and forgiveness. She also
recommended to Lorenzo a Medicean notary, Ser Benedetto da Ceparello, who
was in trouble with the Office for Rebels, and was, Clarice noted, ‘also yet of the
[Medici] House’.” She wrote to her husband on two occasions in April 1479 on
behalf of two different people wanting to fill vacancies as canons in the Medicean
parish church of San Lorenzo. In the first letter of April 18, Clarice wrote ‘[t]he
nephew of the parish priest of San Giovanni ... asked me to intercede with you’,
and in the second, dated April 24, she recommended Martino della Commedia,
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who ‘is a good young man’ and was to become tutor to Clarice’s sons later that
year as we noted earlier.”” Her relationship to Lorenzo could also be used to add
weight to a request of others. She informed Francesco Cardini that the Castellan of
Feletto was ‘ours’ and that her spouse desired that the said man should be paid
money owed to him, adding that she hoped he would do what was requested ‘for
my love’.”®

Alfonsina Orsini arrived in Florence from Rome in May 1488 accompanied by
her new husband, Piero di Lorenzo de’ Medici, her mother in law, Clarice Orsini,
and her mother, Caterina di Sanseverino.” Similarly to the Medici women of the
previous generation, Alfonsina and her mother were solicited for support by nuns
and poor women who appealed to their mercy and humanity, seeing them as
mediators between themselves and Piero de’ Medici and/or Tuscan officialdom.
Caterina received a letter from the abbess of one convent, who emphasising her
compassionate and mediating role with Piero, requested that she help a needy,
worthy relative find an appropriate job: ‘I appeal to your humanity with confidence
and security about this [matter], because I have no more sure and trusted
intermediary than you. Commend me to the Magnificent Pier [sic] de’ Medici, your
son in law’.¥ A poor woman whose sheep had been impounded by the podesta of
Prato appealed to Alfonsina to have them released.* A nun was forthright in her
demands of her, whom she called ‘dearest daughter’ and ‘my sweetest Alfonsina’,
most probably because of her youth and their previous acquaintance. She
demanded that Piero’s wife take action on liberating her convent from a tax that
had been imposed upon it and was annoyed that letters she had written earlier
(which have not survived) had not produced any effective action.®? However
despite the similarity in the language used towards Alfonsina and that used towards
the previous generation of Medici women, the salutations used by this letter writer
reflected an awareness of the significantly greater power that Alfonsina Orsini was
able to exercise. Despite the stern tones of a disaffected client, this abbess was
aware of the immense power Alfonsina wielded as Piero’s wife. She began the
letter: ‘Magnificent and first lady of Tuscany’,®® a most unusual greeting, with the
addressee being referred to as: ‘Illustrious, Magnificent, powerful and noble lady,
Madonna Alfonsina Orsini de’ Medici...’. 3 This form of address went far beyond
any used of Medici women in the proceeding generation and signalled, even at this
comparatively early stage, the increasingly seigneurial character of the Medici rule
as well as acknowledging Alfonsina’s noble Neapolitan parentage.

The Process of Intercession

Widowed and with the added advantage of maternal authority with which to
influence Lorenzo, Lucrezia received a greater number of requests than either
Clarice or any other women from the Medici family of her day. These requests
were from clients throughout Florence and its territories who knew that she was the
most powerful and authoritative of intercessors.®> The expectation on the part of
clients was that men in positions of authority would listen to Lucrezia with
immense respect. For example, a Medicean notary, Bernardo da Cepparello, wrote
to her regarding the excommunication of a priest from Pratovecchio, saying that
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the Archbishop’s Vicar had agreed reluctantly to rescind it, ‘for love of you’.%
Lucrezia’s intervention was often effective enough to secure a prisoner’s release
from incarceration. The Vicar of Cortona told her that ‘I received your letter, and
immediately released Fantino from prison ... and I am very happy to have done
your will’.8” And the abbess of a Florentine convent thought that ‘a few words to
the Consuls of the Wool Guild’ from Lucrezia would result in her preferred
candidate obtaining a vacant chaplainship in the Florentine cathedral.®®

In this intercessory role, Lucrezia was also asked to intervene in a variety of
other disputes, which included various nuns’ battles with members of the church
hierarchy over such issues as one convent’s priest being victimised by the
Archbishop’s vicar, the return of lands taken from the convent of San Baldassare
and the right of a convent to choose to which church it wanted to be attached.*
Obviously, her supplicants saw Lucrezia as being able to influence governmental
and church officials.

The requests by male clergy for assistance used similar language in addressing
Lucrezia to that of the nuns, but their letters covered a more varied range of issues,
reflecting their different and wider role within the church. Although she received
requests for tax relief from some friars, most of the letters from these men related
to the procurement of benefices and other church offices.*®

The competition for vacant parishes and benefices was so fierce that one priest
from Fucecchio wrote to Lucrezia informing her that he had been elected as the
new parish priest, and pointedly repeated: ‘that this is now my business and I am
elected’, so that she would be aware of this fact if others approached her regarding
this vacancy.”’ Another begged her to let him have the position of priest in a certain
parish when the incumbent, who was gravely ill, finally died.”” Gino d’ Antonio, a
priest from the Medicean ancestral district of the Mugello, addressing Lucrezia as
‘dearest as a mother’ slavishly promised her that he would do his best to resolve a
dispute in which he was involved. He begged her not to abandon him and asked
Lucrezia to help him retain a benefice close by his parish worth 25 florins a year.”®

Both Lucrezia and Lorenzo were often mentioned in letters requesting
assistance or agreeing to a request, evidence in itself of how contemporaries saw
them as partners in the patronage process. A canon of Prato wanted a tax levied on
his benefice to be removed, since ‘not having protectors other than you and your
son’, he would have to sell possessions to meet the tax payments if they would not
help him.** The Archbishop of Florence, Giovanni Neroni, was more than willing
to revoke the appointment of a chaplain at a church at Ponte a Sieve and give it to
Lucrezia’s candidate, adding that she could ask him anything in the future as ‘you
will always find us freely disposed in all matters concerning you and your sons’.%
Mother and son could be asked to interfere in the same clerical appointments at
different times. When the novices at Santa Croce wrote to Lorenzo asking him to
intervene in the selection of a new master, they specifically referred to the fact that
his mother had earlier been involved in the selection of the master, and that her
choice suited their needs and so ‘we do not want to change to another
governor...."”.* Competition could occur between the Medici over favours for their
various clients, which required some astute diplomacy on behalf of any official who
might be chosen to adjudicate the matter. When faced with competing claims by
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Lucrezia and Lorenzo in 1466 over a dispute between their respective clients, on
which he was to adjudicate, the Captain of Pisa told Lorenzo: ‘all has been done on
your house’s advice and I cannot err’.”’

The Medici and Lorenzo in particular, were heavily involved in various lay
confraternities.’”® Despite the fact that the women who were members of lay
confraternities could not hold office, Lucrezia may have supported some
confraternities dedicated to St John the Baptist, to whom it is well known she had a
particular devotion.” In 1476, the confraternity of San Giovanni fra L’Arcora
outside the Florentine gate to Faenza, decided that it would pray for ‘Mona
Lucretia, widow of the Magnificent Piero di Cosimo de’ Medici and her children
and grandchildren and for her [late] husband and generally for all of her house’.'®
The fact that her name is mentioned first suggests that Lucrezia may have
supported the confraternity in some way, although the record for that year is
missing.'” The prior of San Friano gave Lucrezia a detailed account of the secret
electoral process for those deputised to revise the statutes of ‘your confraternity of
San Giovanni Baptista’.!® The exact meaning of the term ‘your confraternity’ is
open to interpretation, but at the very least this letter’s content suggests that she
was vitally interested in this confraternity’s electoral and other affairs and wished
to be kept informed. (This may be the company near the Medici palace of San
Giovanni Battista detto Scalzo, opposite to which, its sixteenth century chronicle
recorded, Lucrezia owned a small garden.'®) A certain Messer Domenico heaped
praise on her and the whole Medici family in a letter telling her that he had
accepted an office in a confraternity of San Giovanni, which may well have been
the confraternity under discussion.'® Lucrezia obviously had the ability to
influence the electoral processes of these confraternities.

So despite her formal exclusion because of gender from the holding of public
office or jobs, Lucrezia was expected to assist men to obtain such positions. An
official at the court of the Duke of Milan wrote requesting that a faithful client of
his be reinstated to the position of foreign notary to the podesta of Florence.!® In a
long letter of June 1472, Bernardo Boverelli, Captain of Marradi, told Lucrezia that
after having received her letter recommending ‘Massa di Piero... your great friend’
he had released him from prison as a favour to her. Bernardo then asked that
Lucrezia arrange for his client to be elected to office in the town of Peccioli the
following Wednesday.'® Roberto Cortesi asked Lucrezia to withdraw her nominee
for an office in Prato and instead support him.'” Francesco Dovizi was blunt in his
request of July 1471 that ‘by your mediation and Lorenzo’s’ he would like to be
appointed to a position with the Vicar of San Giovanni that would be available at
the beginning of August.!® Finally, Bartolomeo Scala the Florentine Chancellor
and Lorenzo’s close associate, recommended Girolamo Barbiere for a position at
the Merchant’s Court (Mercanzia), ‘because he says that you want to give it to
someone who takes a young wife in order to perform an act of charity for that
young woman’.'® Scala’s emphasis on the charitable benefit to Lucrezia of
acceding to his request was certainly shrewd, designed to maximise the chances of
his winning agreement from her. This was because Lucrezia’s active involvement
in obtaining offices and benefits for Medici clients in both the religious and the
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governmental spheres was considered appropriate precisely because it was an act
of charity.

Indeed, her reputation for charitable work was well known. Lorenzo reported in
his tax declaration (Catasto) of 1480 that:

Mona Lucrezia, my mother, herself has distributed a good sum of money for love of
God, and especially all the returns [of the farm] of Fiesole, since my father verbally
willed that the returns of Fiesole should be distributed for God, as it seemed
[appropriate] to the said Mona Lucrezia while she was alive.''®

This was certainly in accordance with Florence’s Archbishop Antoninus’s
injunction to women on dispensing charity that it was a highly appropriate activity
for widows to undertake as it mirrored the merciful and charitable qualities of the
Virgin Mary and pious widows of the early Church.!! It was particularly
appropriate for these widows to provide charitable benefaction to poor women,
especially widows and girls without dowries, as these were clearly the most visible
of the ‘deserving poor’, and were the ones most at risk of dishonour and destitution
without it.!?

However, Lucrezia’s charitable reputation was the object of some criticism.
She was the maligned subject of a story in the collection of ribald tales concerning
the life of the country priest, Arlotto de’ Mainardi, known as the ‘Piovano Arlotto’.
Recent research has established that much of the detail described in these stories
stands up to historical verification.”® This tale, entitled ‘A Witty Remark on Holy
Charity’, described a visit by the Piovano Arlotto to Lucrezia, during which a poor
shoemaker who required a dowry for his daughter interrupted them. Lucrezia
instructed a Medici employee to give the man 16 lire. She then told the Piovano
about other charitable donations, ‘for the love of God’, she had made recently
towards poor girls’ dowries, and that she had encouraged two other women to do
the same. Lucrezia added that she could think of no better form of alms giving than
to provide dowries for poor girls and liberating prisoners, especially those
incarcerated for debt. The Piovano Arlotto agreed, but told Lucrezia that there was
a better method of charity. After rebuking her for then laughing at him, the Piovano
described this superior form of alms giving: ‘not to take the property of others, nor
the toil or the sweat of anyone [for granted], particularly of poor people’.!** This
oblique but unambiguous criticism of Lucrezia’s lack of appropriate humility was
also a critique of the Medici’s supposed greed and exploitation of the poor through
their money-lending practices.

This story raises the interesting question of whether, and to what extent,
Lucrezia self-consciously constructed an image of herself as a pious and charitable
matron in order both to further Medici interests and to negotiate a socially
acceptable space for herself within the public arena. There is no definitive answer,
but her engagement in charitable activity, self-conscious piety and devotion to the
Virgin Mary would suggest that Lucrezia, like Lorenzo, was not unaware of the
crucial importance of carefully fashioning one’s public persona.''®

Her provision of dowries to poor girls gave Lucrezia a rare opportunity
formally to participate in a public committee. She was involved together with 15
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other men and women, in a committee of the Florentine dowry fund (the Monte
delle doti) which oversaw a 2000 florin bequest by Giovanni Borromei for the
dowering of poor girls. Each member recommended suitable candidates. The one
surviving register, from April 1477 to February 1478, indicates that Lucrezia sat on
this committee with Giovanni’s widow, Monna Antonia, a certain Monna Beatrice,
two abbesses from the Benedictine convent of Le Murate and the Franciscan
convent of Foligno respectively, and certain officials from the Monte delle doti,
including such eminent Florentines as Niccold Capponi and Averardo Salviati.''®
She put forward the names of two girls and the other women nominated a similar
number, but were outnumbered by the bequests of the men, who made up the
majority of the committee.!"” It was extremely unusual for women to be involved in
public committees, a quintessential element of Florence’s system of government. It
must be admitted that we do not know if the people involved ever physically met
together as a group, since societal convention would have severely limited the
opportunities for the men and women (particularly nuns) to mix together without
censure. Nonetheless, the Committee’s charter to dispense dowries to poor girls
provided exceptional circumstances which enabled the women concerned, together
with certain other men, to be involved in this otherwise exclusively male
domain.''®

More usually, Lucrezia received requests for dowry assistance. Francesco
Fracassini, her factor at the Medici country estate of Cafaggiolo, wrote several
times concerning the dowries of poor girls.!"® Fracassini emphasised the reliance of
the poor on Lucrezia’s merciful and charitable nature to dower their female
relatives, describing one supplicant asking for such assistance as someone who
‘comes for grace and mercy to the fountain, to the universal hope of poor peasant
men and women...".'?° The Bishop of Cortona appealed to Lucrezia to recommend
one Giovanni Amidei to the podesta of his city. He emphasised that Giovanni was
‘... poor with six grown daughters and without a dowry’, and did not deserve to be
wronged.’”! And in October 1476, Ginevra Alessandri told Lorenzo that she
wanted the proceeds of a farm that his mother was to purchase from a certain
widow to be used ‘in alms or to marry girls off*.'??

Poor women, especially widows, requiring assistance and recommendation
appealed to Lucrezia. Her role as an intercessor with Lorenzo was useful here.
Antonia Malaspina de’ Torelli pleaded with Lucrezia ‘for love of God and out of
compassion for my poverty’ to intercede with Lorenzo, to whom she had also
spoken, to ensure that her dowry of 2000 ducats was returned.'” Others also
appealed to her piety and charitable nature. One poor widow, for example, begged
Lucrezia ‘for the love of God’ to recommend her to the Archbishop, who had
demanded she return some land she had previously rented in perpetuity from the
hospital of San Giovanni Battista. This Antonia told her that if forced to leave, she
would have to seek shelter in that hospital.’** Sandra Fantone also used this
language when she recommended herself to Lucrezia, ‘for the love of God’, asking
to borrow some money and linen so that she could go to Pisa with her five starving
children and find work.'” Ghostanza di Bernardo de’ Medici summed up the
attitude of many when she wrote to thank Lucrezia for helping her and her children

and specifically referred to ‘your humanity’.'?
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The release of prisoners was a significant charitable act. Lucrezia did in fact
receive a number of letters from male prisoners in the communal prison (the
Stinche).”” One man, for example, explained that he had not been to see her
‘because I am in prison [... and my children] are abandoned’.'”® Two men from
Milan wrote from the Stinche saying that they had no money."” Lucrezia also
received letters from men imprisoned for more serious offences. Bartolomeo
Rivano had been incarcerated in the fort of Certaldo for 244 days and was
desperate for Lucrezia to seek his release.”® In December 1474, the Sienese
authorities held Piero di Matteo, called Saccho, for the murder of a Florentine
exile. Lorenzo wrote on Piero’s behalf recommending him as ‘our very poor
Florentine’.’! A week later, Piero was still in prison, and wrote to both Lorenzo
and Lucrezia on the same day, asking her to persuade Lorenzo to write again,
which he did but without any apparent success."*”> Neri Fiorvanti emphasised that
providing for his release from the Stinche would be an act ‘for the love of God and
of the glorious Virgin Mary’, a motive that Lucrezia would have found highly
appealing and appropriate.'®

Charitable benefaction and support for the Church and its various hospitals,
convents and monasteries was a major theme of Lucrezia’s correspondence.
Florence and its territories had several hospitals for the poor, orphaned, abandoned,
sick, and indigent.'> Lucrezia was reputed to have visited the major Florentine
hospital of Santa Maria Nuova, which was appropriately dedicated to the Virgin
Mary, to feed the sick.'* She was also involved in ‘discussions’ regarding two
women in the foundling hospital of the Innocenti, although the reasons for these
discussions are not given.'*® Lucrezia received letters regarding the administrative
and economic problems of the hospitals. Fra Paolo Lucensi from Pistoia, wrote
with concerns regarding the management of the Ceppo, a charitable foundation for
the poor, and, after referring to Lucrezia’s reputation for alms-giving, he asked her
‘to arrange that this hospital be run in the same way as the Foundation of S. Jacopo
in Pistoia is managed’.'” Lucrezia was advised by the abbot of San Michele, who
was responsible for Pisa’s largest hospital, which he referred to as ‘the hospital of
Your Magnificence’, that its doctor had been excommunicated and that the hospital
was experiencing financial troubles.'* This wording clearly linked Lucrezia to the
hospital, implying a responsibility on her part to perform acts of charity on its
behalf.

Lucrezia’s reputation for caring for the sick was exemplified by her frequent
donations to the Florentine convalescent hospital of San Paolo, for which an
account book documenting her donations between late 1477 and 1480 has
survived.' She gave 200 lire to the hospital on the 5th of December 1477, for
example, via an agent.'®® Lucrezia had donated several smaller amounts of money
to San Paolo over the previous three weeks, the largest of which was 23 lire.'*! On
several occasions in 1478 and 1480, she passed on amounts of money to the
hospital via her Pisan factor, Giovanni di Pace.!®? Finally, in the spring of 1480,
while at Bagno a Morbo, she sent clothes, linen, and grain to San Paolo.!** Here,
Lucrezia was not only acting as a charitable benefactor but also, through the
provision of linens, clothes, and foodstuffs, as a mother of those in need.
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It was in her role as a charitable benefactor and pious matron that the nuns most
frequently called upon her. They emphasised their poverty and their reliance on
Lucrezia’s mercy, humanity, kindness, and charity. ‘We have recourse to Your
Magnificence, font of mercy ... we are in great need, ... we do not have any other
hope left other than your humanity’, wrote a group of nuns appealing for grain.'*
In October 1474, the nuns of St Agostino in Pisa referred to ‘your kindness and
charity’ when they acknowledged her visit to ascertain their needs and then asked
Lucrezia to provide them with a certain type of cloth.'*® A fortnight after this letter
one of her factors in Pisa, Antonio Spina, wrote and told Lucrezia that he had
visited the convent and would obtain the cloth the next day and have one garment
made up for each of the 26 women, assuring her that she could be sure that it
would be an act of ‘perfect charity’.!* He added that he was going also to the
convent of San Domenico the next day to ascertain their needs.'”” Lucrezia also
paid the tax on this cloth for the nuns of St Agostino.'*® In addition, she donated
alms regularly to various convents for the feasts of Easter, All Souls Day, and
Christmas.'®® Certain that Lucrezia would accede to any request in the name of
charity, nuns were not slow to remind their benefactor of her previous charitable
offerings to pay for wax or a customs duty or to make a donation for a convent’s
feast day.'*° Perfect charity required continuous repetition.

Clarice Orsini’s Roman relatives expected to benefit from their marriage
alliance or parentado with the Medici through the receipt of offices, financial
assistance and other benefits. Maddalena Orsini wrote to Lorenzo in February
1469, addressing him as: ‘Magnificent Sir and like a son to me ...’, and
recommending the son of a friend.””! On another occasion, she wrote asking
Lorenzo if he, or his father, who had recently returned from Milan, had any
information about ‘Johnanes Lodovico and all his brothers’, who had been taken
hostage.'s? Lorenzo obtained the archbishopric of Florence for Clarice’s brother,
Rinaldo, and tried without cease to obtain a cardinal’s hat for him until ambitions
for his own son, Giovanni, took precedence during the 1480s.'"* Lorenzo also
assisted Clarice’s numerous relatives on several other occasions. In 1470, he wrote
to the Duke of Milan, requesting that he employ Organtino Orsini as a mercenary
soldier, as he felt it would be too difficult to get the Florentine Government to
agree to employ him. Lorenzo was very happy with the duke’s affirmative reply.'*
Four years later, he arranged for the marriage of one of the daughters of Clarice’s
sister, Aurante.'”® Finally, in late 1481, Lorenzo told the Florentine ambassador to
Naples, Pier Filippo Pandolfini, that he wanted to obtain a Neapolitan benefice for
Aurante’s son Latino, who already had several Tuscan benefices and was a canon
in the Florentine cathedral.’® A month later, Lorenzo told Pandolfini that ‘Clarice
thanks you for your diligence in this matter’.'s’

The Orsini also wrote letters to Clarice requesting that she use her position in
Florence to assist her natal family. Her brother Rinaldo wrote a few weeks after
her marriage offering to help Lorenzo, Clarice and ‘all your house’ if they needed
anything.® And in return for his offer of service, he wished Clarice to ensure that
a client of his who was coming to Florence would be well received by Piero and
Lorenzo: ‘because for love of us do him every favour’.'” Rinaldo made several
other requests of Clarice and Lorenzo. In August 1472, he complained about taxes
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that had been imposed upon the clergy. He had written a letter about it to Lorenzo,
who, according to Rinaldo, did not seem to think it a very important issue, and so
he asked his sister to stress the urgency of the situation to her husband.'® On other
occasions Rinaldo was more explicit. He noted in a letter to Clarice in January
1477 that Lorenzo had enabled a notary, whom she recommended, to be made
eligible for, and subsequently elected as, a ‘notary for the Magnificent Florentine
Signoria...”.!! Consequently, Rinaldo now wished a favour for a certain ‘Ser
Michele, our captain, who wishes to enter the company of priests...”.'> He told
Clarice a month later that: ‘Messer Bartolomeo Calvo, a Spaniard, will come to see
you. He requires his need to be recommended to the Magnificent Lorenzo’.'®*

Other family members also frequently requested Clarice to put their various
cases for favours before her husband. In 1472, Maddalena wrote:

Recently, we have written to Lorenzo a letter in support and in favour of Girolamo
di Zarzana concerning a benefice which the lord Chamberlain has conferred upon him; it
seems another person has raised a great controversy with the said Girolamo. Therefore, I
beg you urgently, out of respect for us, that you keep frequently recommending the said
Girolamo to Lorenzo, for which we would be most grateful.'“

Here again, her Orsini relatives are using Clarice as an additional means of
influencing Lorenzo to accede to their requests. Sometimes it appears that Clarice
was the first port of call for the Orsini anxious to benefit themselves, their relatives
or clients by their parentado with the Medici. Virginio Orsini asked her to
recommend to Lorenzo that he be paid 30 ducats, adding that it would be a small
expense for the Florentine Signoria.'® Petroangelo Orsini opened his letter to
Clarice of September 1474, by telling her about his promise to provide his daughter
with a dowry of 2,000 ducats and the problems he was having fulfilling that
promise. ‘[A]lnd in order to regain my lost honour, I want the Magnificent Lorenzo
to lend me two hundred and fifty ducats, which I promise to return within a year
etc.’'® A female relative of Clarice’s wrote from a more altruistic viewpoint. She
wanted an Augustinian friar, who was her spiritual director, currently preaching in
the afternoon in the Florentine cathedral during Lent, to be allowed also to preach
in the morning and for Lorenzo to arrange it.'¥” Cosimo Orsini wrote to Clarice on
behalf of his client, Messer Cherubino, who had been given patronage rights over
the parish church of San Martino at Palaia in the Pisan countryside (the contado)
by the pope. In turn, this gave him overlordship of the men of the Palaia fort. These
men, however, would not accept the situation. Therefore the letter writer wanted to
resolve the matter, ‘with your favour’, by her arranging with Lorenzo that ‘he
should be pleased to write to these men’, telling them to consent.'®®

Orsini relatives and clients sent Clarice several requests relating to the position
of the magistrate and chief judicial official of Florence (podesta).'® This position
was a highly influential one that was annually filled by someone from outside the
city. For example, among the many Orsini who wrote regarding the office of the
podesta, we find Petroangelo Orsini who wrote to Clarice twice in July and August
1469, saying that Napoleone Orsini had written to Piero on behalf of a Messer
Stefani who wanted to be podesta of Florence.'” Petroangelo was so determined



THE EXERCISE OF POWER 61

for this Orsini client to get the vacant position of podesta that he told Clarice: ‘I am
writing to Piero, Pierfrancesco [de’ Medici], Guglielmo de’ Pazzi [Clarice’s
brother in law], Giovanni Tornabuoni {Lucrezia’s brother], Bernardo Rucellai
[Clarice’s brother in law] and to many others’.!"”" The Orsini-Medici alliance thus
provided the members of the Orsini family, their clients and friends access not only
to Piero and Lorenzo de’ Medici, but also to other male Medici relatives. This was
particularly useful for a Roman family wanting access to people or positions of
influence within Florence. As Lorenzo’s wife, Clarice was able to provide this link
both directly and indirectly.

All of these letters from the Orsini provide an excellent example of how a
patronage chain involving Clarice should work. The first link is the client or friend
of an Orsini relative, who speaks to or writes to that person with a request for
assistance. The Orsini in question writes to Clarice, who then speaks to Lorenzo,
who, in turn, it is expected, takes action to resolve the issue. Clearly, Clarice’s link
in this patronage chain as an intercessor with her husband is a pivotal one. Often
we do not know the outcome of these requests, but this is not a crucial factor in
understanding Clarice’s position in the patronage process. The expectation of
Orsini relatives and of their clients of Clarice’s ability to intercede successfully for
them is the most useful indicator of her position of influence with Lorenzo. It can
be assumed that Clarice did have a fair rate of success, otherwise her relatives
would have appealed either exclusively to Lorenzo or, possibly, to the other
members of the Medici family for assistance.

The surviving Protocolli del carteggio, or registers of letters sent out by
Lorenzo’s secretaries, reveal some written at Clarice Orsini’s request. Lorenzo, for
example, asked Giovanni Tornabuoni to pay the archbishop, Rinaldo Orsini, 200
ducats ‘by order of Madonna Clarice’.'™ One letter was sent ‘[t]Jo the Vicar of
Poppi, for a friend of Clarice’.'” Another went ‘[t]o the Bargello, concerning the
safety of a friend of Madonna Clarice’."’*

To be an effective patron, Clarice required accurate information on events and
happenings that could affect Florence and/or the Medici. Clarice’s lack of relatives
in Florence meant that she particularly relied on information and assistance from
Medici employees and friends. For example, Clarice was friendly with Luigi Pulci.
He escorted her to Rome in 1472, and occasionally conferred with her when
Lorenzo was not about.'” Despite their quarrel in 1479, Clarice’s relationship with
Angelo Poliziano was not always so bitter. He was one of a number of Medici
employees who kept her informed of what Lorenzo was doing and of major events
that could affect him. Poliziano described to Clarice both Lorenzo’s hunting
expedition in 1475 and his trip to San Miniato during Lent in 1476."7% Lorenzo’s
secretaries also performed this role for her as part of their duties and they did not
merely report on his comings and goings but also about news and events of wider
political and military import that could affect Florence and the Medici.'”” In July
1484, Bernardo Dovizi told Clarice about troop movements, meetings of leading
citizens to discuss the military campaign in Lombardy [Consulte e Pratiche], and
the appearance of a comet.'” Niccold Michelozzi, another Medici secretary and a
Laurentian intimate, was also a friend of Clarice’s, and she continually asked him
for news of Lorenzo, her family and events in Florence.'” She wrote in May 1472:
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‘And your letter pleased me a lot ... especially the prudence you used in advising
me of the news from over there [Florence]’."*® Clarice also wanted news from him
about the progress of the Pazzi war and of the plague.’® She did not necessarily
accept information she received uncritically. For example, Clarice did not hesitate
to advise Niccolod, in August 1478, of her scepticism about the news she had
recently received concerning his agreement to appoint a certain ser Roberto as a
Captain as well as news concerning Genoa’s accord with Milan."®* Other
informants had more specific duties. Filippo Redditi, writing in July 1484 to
Clarice, assured her that ‘Whatever happens in Rome, 1 will advise Your
Magnificence, to whom I recommend myself’.'®* He included discussion of a battle
between rival families and items of a political or military nature in the letter.'s*
This was an opportunity to return the favour to Clarice and Lorenzo, whom, in an
earlier letter, he had named as his protectors. '8

Clarice called Niccold Michelozzi her ‘[d]earest friend’.'® To their friendship,
and his general role as informant and secretary to the Medici, one could add
Michelozzi’s duty, during the 1480s, of carrying out Clarice’s requests to assist
Medici clients. ‘And recommend me often to Lorenzo to whom you should also
recommend the business of Marchese Lionardo del Soldo’, she wrote on the 13th
of July 1480."%7 A month later, Clarice insisted that Niccold aid the bearer of her
letter and speak to the Gonfaloniere (head of the Florentine republic) about this
man’s problem, which she would like to expedite. Clarice told him that: ‘It will
also be your job to recommend him to whoever can help him in a similar way’.'s®
These letters, which were usually sent from one of the Medici estates or from the
baths at Volterra, mainly concerned poor locals, including clerics and those who
were Medici servants or partisans.'® Clarice, for example, recommended the parish
priest from Cornachiaio, who needed several favours from the new officials of the
Otto di Guardia or Committee on Security, because soldiers who had billeted
themselves with him were apparently over-staying their welcome. ‘I ask you be
content to speak of it to them, [the Otto di Guardia], on his behalf, I recommend
him..."."®® She recommended the Prior of the Servites to Michelozzi because he
needed help with the tax officials responsible for a forced loan, Clarice also noting
that the Servites were ‘ours’.””! Finally, she recommended a worker at the Baths
near Volterra as most needy, ‘because he is a peasant and has no one on his side....
Treat this as if it were our affair...”.""? Clarice Orsini may often have been far from
Florence, but she was well informed about current events and dispensed patronage
to local Medici clients, understanding fully what was required of her as a patron.

Maddalena Cibo’s patronage activities in Rome after her marriage in 1488
mirrored those of both her mother and grandmother, but her familial connection to
Pope Innocent VIII gave Maddalena increased scope for action. The surviving
correspondence between 1490 and 1494, with her father and elder brother, Piero,
illustrates the importance of Maddelena’s role as an intermediary for those in
Rome wishing to access the benefits of Medici patronage. In traditional fashion,
her clients were often poor women whom Maddalena knew well as neighbours,
friends or employees. ‘Agnoletta, wife of Ser Giovanni da Pescia is my neighbour
and familiar here ... a girl so worthy and much loved by me ... as a sister’, she
explained to Lorenzo, recommending this woman’s widowed mother to him,
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because she was about to be unjustifiably evicted from her home.!*® Two peasants
who were ‘close relatives of my wet nurse’ were about to lose the farm that they
rented from the Friars of Santo Spirito and Maddalena asked her brother to see that
it did not happen.’® On another occasion, she recommended to Piero a priest who
was ‘a very great friend of mine’, and in dispute with certain officials.'”® She
recommended to Lorenzo a young man who had stayed in her house for a benefice.
In this instance, Maddalena had been specifically asked by her husband to
recommend him to her father.'*® She was a conduit for people such as her husband,
Francesco Cibo, who could write directly to Lorenzo himself if he wished, but
knew that pleas from his beloved daughter had the most chance of success.

Maddalena’s access to Pope Innocent could benefit loyal Medici employees.
Matteo Franco, who acted as both Clarice’s and Maddalena’s chamberlain in
Rome, informed Lorenzo’s secretary, Piero Dovizi:

In sum, I ask that you arrange that Lorenzo write to Rome to the ambassador in my
favour, because so Madonna [Maddalena] writes to the pope; that is, that you organise
that the ambassador arranges with the pope that the parish church of San Donato in
Poggio which is about to be vacated is reserved for M. Matteo Franco etc’ [my
emphasis].'”’

After Lorenzo’s death in April 1492, Maddelena continued to seek assistance
for clients from Piero. His own letter book indicates that he received and acted
upon such requests.'*® They were also chiefly concerned with the poor and the need
to be charitable towards them.

My Piero, I recommended to you, several days ago, one of my poor people, to
whom I had wished to provide alms because of her poverty. I had arranged that she
should have, for one of her sons, a position as a soldier.... Again, I ask you please
organise [it] for me... I beg you eamestly so to console me because it is the greatest
charity.'®

As another act of charity, Maddalena recommended a woman whose husband had
deserted her.”®

Maddelena, like other members of the Medici family, understood that requests
from friends for assistance should be met if they were to maintain support for their
rule. A certain Michelangelo needed no introduction other than that he was ‘as you
know, a man of good family and both he and his [family] are very old friends of
our House...”.”! Promises made by her father must also be honoured.*” And, of
course, assisting an employee of the Medici bank would bring Piero ‘profit and
honour’ .2

Competing demands on the Medici for offices, and indeed the priority given to
the various requests by members of the Medici family themselves for favours,
meant that Maddalena was sometimes prevented from benefiting loyal friends and
employees. Even Matteo Franco found it difficult to obtain the vacant canonry in
the Florentine Cathedral upon Carlo de’ Medici’s death in May 1492, despite his
own and Maddalena’s best efforts, because Cardinal Giovanni de’ Medici wanted
it.2™ She wrote exasperatedly in February 1494 concerning another Matteo about
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whom Maddelena had written to Piero three times previously. Her client had not
received command of a new citadel at Poggio Imperiale as requested. This was
embarrassing for Maddalena because it damaged her reputation with the citizens of
Siena, who would assume that she had ‘little authority with you’.?® This was no
small problem in a society in which honour and reputation were literally
considered dearer than life itself, as one contemporary put it: ‘life without honor is
a living death’.2® So patrons who could not successfully meet the needs of their
clients had little influence or importance. In a letter to Piero about the obtaining of
a safe conduct for her husband, Maddalena, in a postscript, underscored the
importance for her reputation that clients were happy with the service they
received.

If I weary your head too much with letters of recommendation, for this one and that
one, I ask you to please excuse me, because I am not able to rid myself of them, and I
beg you to speak nicely to those you do not wish to serve, so that I do not lose my small
reputation.207

Honour and reputation were vital and Maddelena was aware that patrons’ influence
with clients and others depended on their being willing and able successfully to
recommend supplicants.”® Indeed, Piero de’ Medici may not have been forcibly
removed from power and exiled in November 1494 if he had taken heed of his
responsibilities as a patron to satisfy worthy clients’ requests, as seriously as his
sister, Maddalena, and other women in the Medici family obviously did.*”

Image Making and Remembrance

Because of the importance of one’s reputation to the Florentines, contemporary and
near-contemporary characterisations of the Medici women can give us some sense
of how successfully they were able to exercise power as influential patrons in the
first 60 years of the family’s rule. Such representations and acts of memorialisation
can also provide us with valuable clues as to the longer-term place and importance
of these Medici women in the collective memory and image making of their
descendents as well as the reasons for it.

Cosimo de’ Medici was declared to be the ‘Father of his Country’ by the
Florentine government shortly after his death in August 1464 and his son, Piero,
received a large number of formal letters of consolation including one from Pope
Pius I1.2'° On the other hand, despite her position of authority within the Bardi and
Medici families, Contessina’s death some time between September 26 and October
25 1473, received no such public announcement or such letters from politically
important allies to her relatives.”!! Instead two letters of consolation were sent to
Lucrezia by far less prestigious mourners. One was from Luigi Pulci, a maternal
relative of Contessina’s, who wrote to his patron on the 26th of October saying: ‘I
returned and did not find Monna Contessina here [Florence] therefore I am very
unhappy. I would at least have liked to have seen her.””> A fortnight later
Elizabetta Gaetani, abbess of the Pisan convent of San Matteo and a frequent
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correspondent, began a letter to Lucrezia with words of consolation over the death
of her mother in law.?® It is probable that because her activities as a patron only
began when she was widowed, Contessina did not engage in such activities for
long enough to build up a public reputation as a powerful patron as Lucrezia was
able to do because she began such activities as a mature wife.

In fact, Lucrezia’s contemporary reputation as an important patron was
acknowledged while Piero was still alive. He wrote to her while she was ill and
convalescing at Bagno a Morbo in late 1467, telling his wife that ‘the prayers that
have been said and are said in the appointed places are in part by those you know
and by those that you do not know’.*"* A few weeks earlier, Piero placed silver ex-
voto images of Lucrezia and Lorenzo in the church of SS Annunziata, on the left of
the altar. This gift was made in fulfilment of a vow Lucrezia had made during an
earlier illness, which also included a promise to dispense 4,000 florins worth of
alms.® In 1471, the abbot of Valdecastro requested alms from Lucrezia,
suggesting that she continue her devotion to the shrine of St Romualdo, which had
begun during her illness in 1467, since this saint ‘has achieved your liberation’.!¢
(This saint was also the founder of the Camaldoli hermitage to which Piero and
Lucrezia had made donations in 1463.%'") The placing of votive images of Lucrezia
in churches, including Florence’s cathedral, continued into her widowhood, and
may have been part of the Medici family’s increasing sacralisation by their
Florentine supporters.?'® Interestingly, in 1494, shortly after the expulsion of the
Medici, the image of Lorenzo was removed from the church of SS Annunziata,
while Lucrezia’s was not.?”” The government of the day obviously did not consider
the reverential image of Lucrezia, in contrast to that of Lorenzo, to be politically
significant or a focus for those loyal to the previous regime. It is clear that
Lucrezia’s strict contemporaries would not have held such a view of her.

The extent of her contemporary reputation is further illustrated by the fact that
Lucrezia’s death after illness on March 25, 1482 invited much public comment and
words of consolation to her son on his grievous loss. On the day of her death,
Lorenzo sent a number of letters announcing his mother’s passing to various allies
in other Italian cities as well as to ambassadors, family members and important
members of the Church in Florence.” His sending out of such letters to significant
friends and allies of the Medici indicates how important her position and influence
was in its own right to the success of the Medici regime.

Lucrezia’s passing was also marked in a variety of other ways. It was noted in
two contemporary chronicles, lamented by the burlesque poet Bernardo Bellincioni
in a sonnet and letters of consolation and eulogies to mark the occasion were sent
to her son.??! Guidantonio Vespucci, for example, wrote to him four days after her
death, telling Lorenzo that he had better look out for his enemies: ‘now that your
mother is not here to protect you anymore ... as she used to do’.*** A few weeks
later Francesco da Castiglione, a canon in the Medici parish church of San
Lorenzo, went further and reminded Lorenzo that his mother was often better at
dealing with Medici clients than he was himself.

[Slometimes her actions ... were more prudent than yours. Because you only attend to
the great things and forget the lesser.... She advised the most important people as well
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as the magistrates concerning matters of grave importance. And the most humble people
were admitted to her presence and all of them left happy and content. But you know all
this better than I, as you did nothing without consulting her, as she did nothing without
asking your opinion.”*

This passage highlights not only Lucrezia’s political skill and acumen, but also her
special relationship with the poor and humble. Her and Lorenzo’s relationship was
seen here as being one of equal partners, in a manner akin to that of the Virgin
Mary with her son, Jesus. It is not surprising, then, that Lorenzo linked the
commemorative masses for his mother’s soul, which began in November 1482,
with the two Marian feasts of her Nativity and the Visitation.”*

In his twenty-eighth and final canto of the Morgante which was completed in
1483, Luigi Pulci specifically described Lucrezia in Marian terms, as being his
‘shield’ (stanza 131), ‘almost perfect’ (stanza 132), and as someone who, in
heaven, had been married to God (stanza 134), and can therefore fight for him
there if the Morgante is criticised (stanza 136).?5 Lucrezia became in death an
intercessor in heaven with both God and Mary, as she was in life with Piero and
Lorenzo.

Pulci does not explicitly sanctify her, but an anonymous poet, writing shortly
after her death, did. He began by praising Lucrezia in fairly conventional terms, as
‘font of charity, compassionate woman,/kind, knowledgeable, honourable and
gracious’, and declared to God that ‘for her good works beatify her’.??® This was
the first part of the canonisation process. The poet continued his case by praising
her work with the poor, and by emphasising that her actions were a model for
others wishing to enter paradise.””’ In the final stanza, the poet declared: ‘I say
saint and I want to offer proof.’??® This ‘proof’ was Lucrezia’s visiting the hospital
of Santa Maria Nuova during which, he says, she gave eggs and meat to the sick,
who wished to kiss her hand.”” The anonymous poet argued: ‘Thus this is a good
and true proof,/ together with the many other good deeds that she has had done’.”*
He ended the poem by openly declaring that she was ‘Saint Lucrezia, [now]
included amongst the litanies’.*! This sanctification of Lucrezia was a metaphor
for her exemplary conduct and activities. Its use is highly indicative of
contemporary attitudes to Lucrezia, her activities, and perhaps to her family. It has
recently been suggested that after Guiliano di Lorenzo de’ Medici’s assassination
in 1478, the Medici cultivated the notion that they were the head of a ‘holy
government’, as one contemporary put it, and Lorenzo himself was even described
as ‘a true and living god’.”” In this context, the posthumous description of
Lucrezia as a saint fits in well with the tendency of some contemporaries to portray
the Medici as Florence’s holy family.

A person’s portrait was a visual form of commemoration and memorialisation,
although not necessarily an exact likeness. Apart from a bust commissioned by her
husband, there are known portraits of Lucrezia Tornabuoni: one in the Medici
household, dating from her widowhood, and one in the house of her brother,
Giovanni. She most probably also appeared in the fresco cycle of the Tornabuoni
chapel in the church of Santa Maria Novella, which was commissioned by
Giovanni and painted by Domenico Ghirlandaio.”®® The portrait of Lucrezia
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commissioned by Giovanni represents her as a mature woman dressed simply and
acting as a pious exemplar®* (See Fig. 2.1). In the Ghirlandaio fresco she could be
represented in each of the three birth scenes depicted therein, as an older widow at
the rear of a group of women. First, in The Visitation, second as the older widow at
the rear of a group of three women visiting the new mother in The Birth of St John
the Baptist (See Fig. 2.2.) and third, she may appear in The Birth of the Virgin, at
the rear of a group of women near the stairs.?** Her patronage of a chapel dedicated
to The Visitation and Lucrezia’s well-known devotion to St John the Baptist and
the Virgin Mary suggests that a commemoration of his older sister in such a way in
this fresco cycle by Giovanni Tornabuoni was highly likely.”® Lorenzo’s own
desire for a portrait attests to his especial high regard for her, as it was unusual to
commission a separate portrait of one’s mother.”” These visual images of her
reinforce Lucrezia’s pious reputation and testify to her central place in the
Tornabuoni and Medici families, both during her lifetime and in the respective
families’ collective memories as a role model for future generations of their
women.

Lucrezia was also praised in the decades after her death by two sixteenth
century biographers of two famous Medici men. Niccold Valori, who wrote a
biography of Lorenzo, and Paolo Giovio, biographer of her grandson, Giovanni di
Lorenzo de’ Medici (Pope Leo X), pointed to her exceptional attributes for a
woman, in eloquence and virtue.?® It was Lucrezia’s image, both as a mother and
as an intercessor as well as her reputation for sanctity, that enabled her to achieve
what was beyond the reach of other women of her day, while she still conformed to
conventional notions of acceptable female behaviour.

Medici supporters well into the sixteenth century memorialised Lucrezia,
testifying to the strength and endurance of her reputation. An anonymous and
undated account of Duke Cosimo’s lineage began with Lucrezia Tornabuoni:

Madonna Lucrezia, daughter of Francesco di Messer Simone de’ Tornabuoni,
previously Tornaquinci, died on the 25th of March 1482, was left a widow by Piero de’
Medici, son of Cosimo, Father of the Country, on the 2nd of December 1469. She was
mother of the Magnificent Lorenzo, father of Pope Leo X, and of Lucrezia Salviati
married to Jacopo Salviati, [who was] mother of the Lady Maria, and grandmother of
the most serene Grand Duke Cosimo 1.2

Lucrezia had become, by virtue of her reputation as a mother and saint, a key
element in the Medici’s own story of their dynastic success as Florence’s ruling
family.

In contrast to Lucrezia’s passing, Clarice Orsini’s death in July 1488 was
perceived as being of little immediate political importance. The Ferrarese
ambassador neglected to inform his duke of her death until several days later,
‘because it did not seem to me to be important enough’.?*® Several years later the
Medici went to great pains to preserve Lorenzo’s sculpture garden after their
expulsion in late 1494 and were successfully able to reclaim it upon their return in
1512, while Clarice’s neighbouring garden was not preserved.*! However her
marriage to Lorenzo may have sometimes been linked to the Medici’s
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congratulatory self-representations of their achievements. Increasingly after 1469,
roses, which were an Orsini heraldic device, began to appear in Medici art,
testifying to the dynastic and political importance attributed to this first Medici-
Orsini alliance.”” Clarice was also symbolically recognised and memorialised in
1514 when, at Cardinal Giulio di Giuliano di Piero de’ Medici’s investiture
celebrations, she was portrayed on a float as a goddess standing between the gods
of the Arno and the Tiber.”*® As a member of the noble and powerful Orsini,
Clarice had enabled the Medici to forge new links with Rome and begin their
ascendancy towards its most glittering prize — the papacy. Once the Medici
achieved this in 1513, Clarice’s own daughters and daughter in law were able to
exercise power in both Florence and Rome from then on in an increasingly
seigneurial manner that was unavailable to the earlier generation of Medici women.
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2.1. Domenico Ghirlandaio, Lucrezia Tornabuoni, c.1475, courtesy of Board of
Trustees, National Gallery of Art. Washington D.C.
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commare honoranda ... ‘in vostro nome andai a uccellare, et quella pocha uccellagione ...

mando a essa Vostra Magnificenza ...’.
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Florence,” in Mallett & Mann (1996), pp. 23-36. See now Justine Heazlewood, ‘“Letters are
the Leaves, Prayers are the Fruit”: Florentine Nuns in the City’, (M.A. Thesis, Monash
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™ Cited in A. Gelli, ‘Lorenzo de’ Medici: Discorso’, Archivio Storico Italiano ser 3, 17
(1873), p. 431 n. 9. The letter is MAP 26, 1361, (13/12/1478). ‘si ch’io vi prego che o per la
sua provata fedelta, o per compassione della madre, o per la sua dispozione, o per la intercession
mia I’habbiate per raccomandato’.

5 For these descriptions of Lorenzo, see Kent (1994), p. 209. ‘Idi[o] vivo e vero’.

6 D. Cortese, ‘Noterelle Medicee: un epigramma per Simonetta Cattaneo e otto lettere di
Claricia Orsini al Magnifico’, in no ed. Medioevo e Rinascimento veneto con altri studi in
onore di Gino Lazzarini v. 1 (Padua: Antenore, 1979), pp. 529-539, at pp. 535-536,
%uotation at p. 536. (letter 1, 30/8/1478). ‘pur di Casa [Medici]’.

MAP 37, 237, 18/4/1479. ‘[e]l nipote del piovano di San Giovanni ... mi prega che io
ign]terceda con voi’. MAP 37, 261 24/4/1479. ‘¢ buono giovane’.
Spedale di Santa Maria Nuova, 1254, fol. 102". ‘nostra cosa’. ‘per mio amore’.

" M. del Piazzo (ed.) Protocolli del carteggio di Lorenzo de’ Medici (Florence: Olshcki,
1956), p. 393, records a letter from Lorenzo dated the 17" of April to Clarice’s sister
Aurante, in which he tells her that his son Piero is soon to leave Florence to fetch Alfonsina
and Clarice.

8 MAP 137, 544, 8/10/1492. ‘Questa [cosa] con sicurta e confidentia ricord alla humanita
vostra, perché piu sicuro e fidato mezo nonn 0 che essa...me chomanda alla Magnificentia
di Pier de’ Medici, vostro genero’.

81 MAP 85,701, n.d. (before Nov. 1494).

%2 MAP 106,42, 12/9/1490. ‘figliuola amatissima’. ‘mia dolcissima Alfonsina’.

8 MAP 106,42, 12/9/1490. ‘Magnifica et principal donna di Toschana’.

8 MAP 106, 42*, 12/9/1490. ‘Nlustrissima Magnifica potente et nobile donna Madonna
Alfonsina Orsini de’ Medici...’.
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8 See Tornabuoni (1993), Appendix 1 for a complete inventory of Lucrezia’s
correspondence. The number of letters by nuns to Lucrezia compared to other Medici
women of her era can be used as a unit of analysis. About 40 letters to Lucrezia survive
from female religious while only four (4) letters from nuns to Clarice Orsini have survived.
% Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 157-158 (letter 108, 7/6/1479), quotation at p. 157. ‘per vostro
amore’.

8 Tornabuoni (1993), p. 106 (letter 59, 14/8/1472). ‘ricevetti vostra lettera, et inmediate
trassi Fantino di prigione ... et sono molto contento averne fatta la volonta vostra’.

%8 MAP 85, 199, 13/7/1477. ‘una vostra parola diciate a’ consoli dell’ Arte della Lana’.

% Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 136-137 (letter 88, 30/1/1474/5); MAP 80, 85, 12/6/1480; MAP
20, 702, 10/10/n.y., respectively.

% Letters dealing with tax relief are MAP 26, 2, 14/5/1470; MAP 85, 20, 10/1/1471/2 and
from a priest wrongly imprisoned, MAP 22, 393, received 18/12/1476 in Florence.

9" Tornabuoni (1993), p. 108 (letter 61, 20/9/1472). ‘che questa causa & mia e i0 sono
electo’.

2 MAP 26, 231, 7/7/1479.

3 Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 117-119 (letter 70, 13/7/1473), quotation at p. 117. ‘[k]arissima

quanto Madre’.

% MAP 137, 871, 23/11/n.y. ‘non habiando altri prottetori che vui et vostro figliolo ...’

% MAP 28, 610, 23/10/1472. ‘sempre ce troverete disposti ad tucte le cose ad voi e ad
vostri figlioli grate’.

6 See the letter to Lorenzo from the novices in which Lucrezia is referred to (incorrectly,
as ‘his aunt’), cited in M. Holmes, Fra Filippo Lippi, the Carmelite Painter (New Haven &
London: Yale University Press, 1999), p. 276 n. 16. The source is MAP 7, 436, n.d.
¢...desidereremo non mutare altro governo’.

%7 Cited in Kent (1996), p. 19.

8 L. Sebregondi, ‘Lorenzo de’ Medici, confratello illustre’, Archivio Storico Italiano 150

(2) (1992), pp. 318-341; Eckstein (1995), pp. 206-222.
%" On Lucrezia’s devotion to St John the Baptist, see above chapter 1 and below chapter 3.
On women’s (small) membership of lay confraterities see Eckstein (1995), pp. 75-76.
There were a handful of confraternities for women only, on which see Henderson (1994),
pp- 451,460, 465. A male usually officially headed these confraternities. Eckstein (1995),
pp. 119-120, and n. 109. For an example of a woman founding a confraternity, see ibid. p.

114.

10 Sebregondi (1992), pp. 321-322, quotation at p. 322. ‘Mona Lucretia donna fu del
Magnifico Piero di Chosimo de’ Medici e de’ suoi figliuoli et nipoti e per suo marito et
generalmente per tutta la chasa sua’.

1" Sebregondi (1992), p. 322.

102 MAP 85, 662, n.d. ‘vostra fraternita di San Giovanni [B]aptista’.

183 G. Richa, Notizie istoriche delle chiese fiorentine 10 vols, (Florence: G. Vivani, 1754-

1762, repr. Rome: Multigrafica, 1972), v. 7 pp. 196-211 at p. 210.

1% MAP 34, 329, 29/5/1476.

195 Tornabuoni (1993), pp.137-138 (letter 89, 1/4/1475).

1% MAP 28, 259, 30/6/1472. ‘Massa di Piero... vostro amicissimo’.

197 MAP 80, 82, 6/3/1480/81.

18 MAP 26, 26, 29/7/1471. “per il meggo vostro e di Lorenzo ...".

1% MAP 80,78, 12/8/1479. ‘perché lui dice che voi lo volete dare a uno che tolghi una
fanciulla per fare a quella fanciulla quella limosina’. This letter has recently been published
in full by A. Brown (ed.) Bartolomeo Scala: Humanistic and Political Writings (Tempe,
AZ: MRTS, 1997), p. 55.
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10 Cited in Pezzarossa (1978), p. 26. ‘[M]ona Lucretia, mia madre, per sé distribuisce per
I’amore di Dio buona somma di denari et in spezialita tutte le rendite di Fiesole, perché mio
padre alla morte sua a parole lascio che I’entrate di Fiesole si distribuissero per Dio come
parevaa detta mona Lucretia mentre ch’ella vivesse’.

'S¢ Antoninus, Opera a ben vivere (ed.) P.L. Ferretti, (Florence: Libreria editrice
fiorentina, 1923). On widows’ charitable bequests to two Florentine confraternities, see
Eckstein (1995), pp. 39-40, 111-120. For examples of widows giving bequests to a religious
movement, namely, the Savonarolan Piagnoni, see L. Polizzotto, ‘“‘Dell’Arte del Ben
Morire”: The Piagnone Way of Death, 1494-1545’, I Tatti Studies 3 (1989), pp. 27-87, esp.
pp. 35-36, 42. The roots of these practices date from the widows who were influential
patrons in the early Roman church. See E.A. Clark, ‘Patrons Not Priests: Gender and Power
in Late Ancient Christianity’, Gender and History 2(3) (1990), pp. 253-273.

112 On poor widows as a high priority for charity because they were the most deserving, see
Chabot (1988), pp. 291-292.

I3 EW. Kent & A. Lillie, “The Piovano Arlotto: New Documents’, in Denley & Elam
(1988), pp. 347-367; On the general use of such stories as historical evidence, see L.
Martines, ‘The Italian Renaissance Tale as History’, in Brown (1995), pp. 313-330.

14 G. Folena (ed.) Motti e facezie del Piovano Arlotto (Milan & Naples: Ricciardi, 1953),
pp- 79-80, tale no. 47. ‘Motto della santa elemosina’; ‘per amore di Dio’, ‘non tdrre la roba
d’altri, né la fatica né il sudore di persona, massime de’ poveri uomini’. This story is briefly
discussed in Kent & Lillie (1988), p. 356. Cf. Kate Lowe’s view that this story is evidence
of contemporary depictions of Lucrezia as pious. Lowe (1993b) p. 62.

!5 Bullard (1994c), chs 1-2.

116 Cited in Molho (1994), pp. 108-109 and n. 68.

17 Molho (1994), p. 109 n. 68, lists the names of the committee members and the numbers
of candidates they recommended.

18 The Dominican friar and reforming preacher, Fra Girolamo Savonarola, suggested in
March 1496 that women alone form a committee similar to those in the Florentine
government, to deal with the reform of female dress. This radical suggestion was withdrawn
some days later. On this issue, see F.W. Kent, ‘A proposal by Savonarola for the Self-
Reform of Florentine Women (March 1496)’, Memorie Domenicane, n.s. 14 (1983), pp.
335-341; Tomas (1992), pp. 38-57, esp. pp. 49-51.

119 MAP 85, 661, n.d.; Tornabuoni (1993), p. 168 (letter 119, 6/8/n.y.). For additional
letters, see the archival references cited in ibid. p. 29 n. 111.

120 Tornabuoni (1993), p. 168. ‘[vliene per gratia et miserichordia alla fonte, alla speranza
universale di poveri et povere chontadini ...".

121 MAP 80,14, 27/4/1470. ‘... povero con 6 fanciulle igrande [sic] e sanza dota ...".

122 pieraccini (1986), v. 1 p. 88. ‘in helemosine o a fanciulle a maritare’.

123 MAP 36, 1112, 7/10/1478. ‘per amore di Dio et per compassione di mia povereda
[sic] ...".

124 Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 133-134 (letter 84, 12/10/1474), quotation at p. 133. ‘[pler
1’amore di Dio’.

125 Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 167-168 (letter 118, n.d.), quotation at p. 168. ‘per 1’amor di
Dio’.

126 MAP 85, 235, 1/8/1479. ‘1a humanita vostra’.

127 For a complete list, see Tornabuoni (1993), Appendix 1.

128 MAP 85, 96, 1/12/1473. ‘ché sono in prigione ... sono abandonato’.

129 MAP 34, 280, 21/1/1473/4.

130 Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 115-116 (letter 68, 22/6/1473).

Bl de’ Medici, (1977- [2001]), v. 2 pp. 76-77, (letter 185, 31/12/1474), quotation at p. 76.
‘nostro fiorentino poverissimo huomo nostro’.
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132 ge’Medici (1977-[2001] ), v. 2 p. 77, n. 1, 80-81 and n. 1. The letter to Lucrezia is MAP
85, 98, 2/1/1474/5.

133 e’ Medici, (1977-[2001} ), v. 2 p. 136 (letter 87, 10/11/1474). ‘per ’amor di Dio e della
gloriosa Vergine Maria’.

34 K. Park, ‘Healing the Poor: Hospitals and Medical Assistance in Renaissance Florence,’
in Medicine and Charity Before the Welfare State (ed.) J. Barry & C. Jones (London & New
York: Routledge, 1991), pp. 26-45.

135 See above, p. 66.

136 MAP 29, 749, 15/9/1473. “pratiche’.

137 MAP 106, 24, 12/2/1471/2. ‘adoperare che tale hospitale [Ceppo] sia gov[er]nato come
si governa I’opera di Sancto Jacopo di Pistoia’.

138 The hospital was called ‘L’ospedale Nuovo del Misericordia’. See Medici (1977-
[[2001]), v. 2 p. 167 n. 3. The letter to Lucrezia is MAP 21, 536, 19/3/1474/5. ‘I’ospedale
della Magnificentia Vostra’. Cf. MAP 26, 158, 24/4/1475.

13 Ospedale, 39, entitled, ‘Ricordanze di Madonna Lucrezia, che fu moglie del il [sic] Piero
de’ Medici...".

140 Ospedale, 39, 1.

141" Ospedale, 39, 2".

142 Ospedale, 39, 4"-5".

143 Ospedale, 39, 7", 11°, 16", 19™.

144 MAP 85, 673, n.d. ‘Richoriamo a Vostra Magnificentia, fonte di miserichordia ... siamo
in gran necessitd,... non ci ¢ rimasta altra speranza che lla humanit3 vostra’. Cf. similar
comments regarding her well-known reputation for piety and charity, MAP 85, 63, 5/7/1472.
145 Tomnabuoni (1993), pp. 134-135 (letter 85, 22/10/1474), quotation at p. 134. ‘la benignita
e caritd vostra’.

146 Tornabuoni (1993), p. 135 (letter 86, 6/11/1474). ‘perfetta limoxina’.

147 Tornabuoni (1993), p. 135 (letter 86, 6/11/1474).

148 See Lucrezia’s accounts for that year. MAP 99, 7, ¢.27", 1474. The tax was 1 soldo, 1
danaro.

199 MAP 99,7, 1474, c. 27™".

150 MAP 29, 205, 23/3/1473/4 and MAP 85, 105, 29/3/1474, on the wax. On the customs
tax, see MAP 85, 176 and 13/n. m/1475/76. On the feast day, see MAP 85, 171, 13/8/1476.
151 MAP 24, 6, 8/2/1469. ‘Magnifice Vir et mi tanquam fili...".

152 BMF Frullani Autog., 1398, 18/8./n.y. [before 2/12/1469]. ‘Johannes Lodovicho et tucti
sui fratelli’.

153 Shaw, (1992), p. 261.

154 de’ Medici (1977-[2002)), v. 1 pp. 129-130, (12/5/1470).

155 de’ Medici (1977-[2002]), v. 1 p. 532 (3/7/1474).

156 de’ Medici (1977-[2002)), v. 6 p. 120 (3/12/1481).

57 de’ Medici (1977-[2002]), v. 6 p. 223 (18/1/1481/82). ‘la Clarice ringratia voi della
diligentia ne havete facta’.

158 MAP 21, 127, 25/6/1469. ‘tucta casa vostra’.

139 MAP 21, 127, 25/6/1469. ‘per nostro amore gle dia omne favore’.

160 MAP 85, 680, 27/9/1472.

161 MAP 85, 185, 18/1/1477, ‘notario delli Magnifici Signori Fiorentini ...’

12 MAP 85, 185, 18/1/1477, ‘Ser Michele nostro capitano, che desidera entrare nella
compagnia delli preti’.

16 MAP 106, 36, 19/4/1477. © [slara da voi Messer Bartholomeo Calvo, Spagnolo...".
Bisognando racomandare il bisognio suo al Magnificentia di Lorenzo’.

164 MAP 24, 278, 25/11/1472. ‘Apresso noi scrivemo ad Lorenzo una lectera in adiutorio et
favore de Girolamo de Zarzana, sopra uno beneficio quale li ha conferito monsignore el
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Camarlengho, pare che per uno altro 1[o] sia data al dicto Girolamo grande controversia. Per
tanto ti prego strectamente che per nostro respecto vogli pitt volte recordare a Lorenzo li sia
racomandato decto Girolamo, che ad noi fia assai grato’.

15 MAP 85, 74, 28/10/1472.

166 MAP 85, 127, 26/9/1474. ‘[Elt per recupero de lu mio honore mancho, dalla
Magnificentia de Lorenzo me voglia mi prestare ducati ducento cinquanta. Li quali
Promecto rendere infinino [sic] de uno anno etc’.

7 MAP 34, 64, 19/3/1472. Cf. MAP 34,76, 10/4/1472, where the request is repeated.

18 MAP 85,40 27/6/1471. ‘con el vostro favore.” ‘li piaccia scrivere a quelli huomini’.

199 MAP 21, 133, 12/7/1469; MAP 85, 20, 25/6/1469; MAP 85, 22 8/10/1469; MAP 85, 81
10/3/1473; MAP 85, 82, 15/3/1473; MAP 85, 204, 2/11/1477; MAP 85, 675 20/1/1472; and
MAP 106, 19, 20/8/1469.

170 MAP 21, 133, 12/7/1469 and MAP 106, 19 20/8/1469.

71 MAP 106, 19, 20/8/1469. ‘lo scrivo ad Piero [de’ Medici], ad Pierfrancesco [de’
Medici], ad Guglielmo de’ Pazzi [Clarice’s brother-in-law], Johanni Tornabuoni [Lucrezia’s
brother], ad Bernardo Rucellai [Clarice’s brother-in-law] et ad multi altri’.

172 De] Piazzo (1956), p- 28. ‘... per ordine di Madonna Clarice’.

173 Del Piazzo (1956), p. 292. ‘[a]l Vicario di Poppi, per uno amico di Clarice’.

174 Del Piazzo (1956), p. 308. ‘[a]l Bargello per la securtd d’'uno amico di Madonna
Clarice’.

175 Pulci (1962), pp. 977-978 (letter 24, 9/4/1472) (visit to Rome); ibid, p. 994 (letter 38,
6/4/1474).

176 Del Lungo (1867), pp. 45-46, (letter 1, 1/12/1475) (hunting trip), p. 47, (letter 2,
8/4/1476) (San Miniato).

177" On Lorenzo’s secretaries and their importance to his regime, see A. Brown, ‘Lorenzo de’
Medici’s New Men and Their Mores: The Changing Lifestyle of Quattrocento Florence’,
Renaissance Studies 16 (2) (2002), pp. 113-142.

18 MAP 39, 269 29/7/1484. _

179 See MAP 21,25 28/8/n.y. and Clarice’s letters to him in BNF, GC, 29,38" fols 1-36.

10 BNF GC 29, 38", fol. 1. 15/5/1472, ‘E mi piaciuta assai la lettera vostra ... et pid la
Prudentia che usate al darmi avixo delle nuove di costi’.

81 BNF GC 29, 38", fols 2,4. 20/9/1478, and 7/8/1479, respectively.

182 pierpont Morgan Library, N.Y. f. 132, n. 12 27/8/1478, and n. 13 31/8/1478,
respectively.

183 'F. Redditi, Exhortio ad Petrum Medicem con appendice di lettere ed. P. Viti, (Florence:
Olshcki, 1989), p. 119. ‘ [qluello seguira di Roma ne dard notitia alla V(ostra) M(agnificentia),
alla quale mi raccomando’.

184 Redditi (1989), p. 118.

185 Redditi (1989), p. 96.
'8 BNF GC 29, 38" fol.6, 8/9/1479 *[a]mico carissimo’.

87 BNF GC 29, 38 fol.8. ‘Et raccomandatemi spesso a Lorenzo al quale ancora
raccomanderete la faccenda del Marchese Lionardo del Soldo’.

138 BNF GC 29, 38", fol.11, 12/8/1480. ‘[s]ara vostro officio ancora raccomandarlo an {sic]
chi in simil caso lo puo aiutare’.

18 BNF GC 29, 38", fols 13, 11/9/1480) 16, 18/7/1482, 17, 20/7/1482, and 23, 31/5/1487)
In addition, one letter was sent from Rome recommending a client of her brother, Rinaldo
Orsini, fol. 27 11/1/1487/8.

%9 BNF GC 29, 38", fol.16. ‘Prieghovi siate chontento parlarne in suo benefitio,
racchomandolo’.

1 BNF GC 29, 38", fol.17. ‘cose nostre’.
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192 BNF GC 29, 38", fol.23. ‘per essere contadino e per non havere chi sia per lui’...
Fatene come di cosa nostra...’.
193 Franco (1990), appendix, pp. 142-143, 2/10/1489, quotation at p. 142. ‘L’Agnoletta,
mogle di Ser Giovanni da Pescia, ¢ qua mia vicina (et) familiare ...[u]na fanciulla tanto da
bene et amorevole di me... quanto sorella’.
194 Eranco (1990), pp. 152-153, 23/8/1492, quotation at p. 152. *...stretti parenti della mia
balia ...".
195 MAP 18, 386, 9/9/1494. ‘grandissimo amico mio ...".
19 Eranco (1990), pp. 144-145. 16/4/1490.
97 Franco (1990), p. 104, 8/6/1491. ‘In somma vi priego che facciate che Lorenzo scriva a
Roma all’oratore in mio favore, perché cosi scriva madonna [Maddalena] al Papa, ciot fate
che I’oratore facci col Papa che la Pieve di San Donato in Poggio che sta per vacare la
reservi per M. Matheo Francho ec[etera]’.
18 See M. del Piazzo, ‘I ricordi di lettere di Piero di Lorenzo de’ Medici’, Archivio Storico
Italiano 112 (2) (1954), pp. 378-432, esp. pp. 397, 399, 407-408.
1% MAP 18, 82, 18/1/1493. ‘Piero mio, avendovi pilt di fa, rachomandato unna[sic] mia
povera persona, alla quale desideravo farli una limosina, per rispecto della sua poverta, io gli
avevo ordinato che gli avessi uno luogho di provigionato per un suo figliuolo,.... Di nuovo,
vi priegho che vi piacci operarvi per me.... Priegovene strettissimente me ne consoliate che
é 0§randissima e’ limosina’.

MAP 47, 464, 24/4/1493.
201 MAP 14, 85, 12/6/1492. ‘come sapete, homo da bene et antichissimi amici et lui et i sua
di casa nostra ...".
22 MAP 47, 462, 20/6/1493.
203 MAP 47,460, 26/6/1492. ‘utile et honore’.
204 Eranco (1990), pp. 47-48. Matteo’s biography is discussed in pp. 23-59.
205 MAP 18, 91, 4/2/1493/4. “poca autorita con voi’.
206 Cited in Kent (1977a), p- 201 Cf. p. 207. For a broader discussion of the crucial
importance of honour in Renaissance Florentine (and Italian) society with full bibliography,
see Strocchia (1998), pp. 39-60. Strocchia sources the contemporary perception that honour
was dearer than life itself at n. 1. See now Crabb (2000), pp. 5-7, who discusses the
importance of honour in Renaissance Florence as well as in the broader Mediterranean
context, with full bibliography.
207 Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 pp. 235-236, quotation at p. 236. ‘Se io vi secchassi troppo la
testa con lettere di raccomandatione per questo et quello altro, vi prego me abiate per
iscusata, che io non posso levarmigli dinanzi, et pregovi quelli che voi non volete servire li
date bone parole, che non mi perda questa poca riputatione’. See on the difficulties patrons
could experience when trying to juggle the competing demands of clients and their own
honour and reputation: V. Ilardi, ‘Crosses and Carets: Renaissance Patronage and Coded
Letters of Recommendation’, American Historical Review 92 (5) (1987), pp. 1127-1149.
208 FEranco (1990), pp. 147-149.
20 Rubinstein (1997), pp. 264-267 and Shaw (1988) both discuss Piero’s political failure
and his alienation of key supporters.
210 Op Cosimo’s posthumous reputation, see Brown (1992), ch. 1 and Ames-Lewis (1992).
For the letters received by Piero de’ Medici on the occasion of Cosimo’s death, see
Strocchia (1992), p. 186.
21 1n a letter of September 25 1473 addressed to Lucrezia, Contessina was said to be well.
Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 p. 37.
212 Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 127-128, quotation at p. 128 (letter 78, 26/10/ 1473). ‘Sono
tornato e non ci [Firenze] 0 trovata la nostra monna Contessina, di che sono troppo male
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contento. Vorrei almanco haverla veduta’. Pulci’s mother was Brigida di Bernardo de’
Bardi. See Pulci (1962), p. xlix.

13 MAP 80, 36, 12/11/1474 (Pisan style), 1473 (Florentine style). For all the letters from
Gaetani, see Tornabuoni (1993), Appendix 1.

214 Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 95-96, (letter 50, 1/10/1467), quotation at p. 95. ... le prece et
orationi che si sono facto et fanno ne’ luoghi ordinati, che in parte ti sono noti et di quelli
che tu non sai’.

215 1 owe (1993b), p. 61.

216 MAP 85, 49, 2/12/1471. ‘se n'% conseguito lo scampo vostro’. Cf. MAP 85, 136,
13/11/1474, which has a similar theme.

217 See below chapter 3.

218 Kent (1997), p. 28.

29 K. Lowe, ‘Patronage and Territoriality in Early Sixteenth Century Florence’,
Renaissance Studies 7 (3) (1993), pp. 258-271, at p. 266.

20 Del Piazzo (1956), pp. 187-188. Duke Galeazzo Maria Sforza sent similar letters to
allies when his mother, Bianca Maria Visconti, died in 1468. See Lubkin (1994), p. 65.

2! Landucci (1983), p. 40; L. Morelli, ‘Cronica di Lionardo Morelli’, in da San Luigi
(1770-1789), v. 19, p. 196; B. Bellincioni, Le rime di Bernardo Bellincioni (ed.) P. Fanfani,
2 vols (Bologna: Commissione di testi di lingua, 1876-1878; repr. 1968), v. 2 pp. 128-129.
A list of these dialogues is in Levantini-Pieroni (1883), pp. 78-79; Pezzarossa (1978), p. 36.
See also, G. McClure, Sorrow and Consolation in Italian Humanism (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1991), p. 259, n. 24, which lists a neo-platonic consolatory
dialogue on Lucrezia’s death to Lorenzo. On the genre of consolatory dialogues, see P.O.
Kristeller, ‘Francesco Bandini and His Consolatory Dialogue Upon the Death of Simone
Gondi,’ in Studies in Renaissance Thought and Letters (ed.) P.O. Kristeller (Rome: Edizioni
di storia e letteratura, 1969), pp. 411-435, esp. p. 419 and n. 27 on such a dialogue being
received on the death of Albiera degli Albizzi in 1473. JM. McManamon, Funeral Oratory
and the Cultural Ideals of Italian Humanism (London & Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1989), pp. 113-114, 225-226 for references to women of the Italian courts,
such as Eleonora of Aragon and Bianca Maria Visconti Sforza, who did receive public
funeral orations.

222 MAP 38, 421, cited in de’ Medici, (1977-[2001]), v. 6 p. 285 n. 2. ‘ora che la sua madre
non c’¢ pil a preservarlo como soleva fare’.

223 Levantini-Pieroni (1883), pp. 14-15. I am using the author’s translation of the original
Latin text in BML, Plut. 53 11, c. 16" c. 26". ‘[T]alvolta, ... I'opera sua,... era... pil
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CHAPTER THREE

Medici Matronage

In his Zibaldone or commonplace book, Giovanni Rucellai, an eminent Florentine
art patron, quoted the aphorism: ‘Men are made to do two main things in this
world: The first is to procreate: The second is to build’.! Both these tasks were
designed to ensure the continuation and the glorification of the patrilineage, and it
explains why in his treatise on architecture Antonio Filarete conceptualised the
patron as the father of a building and the architect as its mother, a gendered
metaphor that emphasised the relatively more significant role of the assumed male
patron in this process.> Apart from the notable exception of Isabella d’Este,
Marchioness of Mantua, many historians have also often assumed a male as patron
of Renaissance culture. Indeed, it is only relatively recently that the cultural
patronage of women of ruling families of the Northern courts of Renaissance Italy
has been receiving much needed attention.’ Similarly, the Medici women have
received equally little attention in the voluminous literature on Medici artistic and
literary patronage, with the possible exception of a small amount of work on
Lucrezia Tornabuoni’s artistic and literary patronage and just recently on Alfonsina
Orsini’s patronage of art.* But the surviving evidence suggests that even this
literature underestimates the importance of the Medici women’s cultural patronage.
Their support for convent building in particular, as well as other forms of artistic
and literary patronage, including projects of a more secular type, was intimately
bound up with, and vital to, the success of broader Medici strategies for shoring up
support for themselves and their regime in the immediate environs of the family
palace as well as in towns and territories that were part of Florence’s territorial
state. After the accession of Cardinal Giovanni di Lorenzo de’ Medici to the papal
throne in 1513 as Pope Leo X, one could add Rome to this list as well. It was
in Leo X’s Rome that Alfonsina Orsini turned Rucellai’s aphorism on its head
by becoming a matron who built a palace, effectively engaging in what
some historians have recently termed ‘matronage’ in their efforts to elucidate the
visible differences and the similarities between men and women’s cultural
patronage.’

Part of the reason as to why it is so difficult to identify art patronage projects
and commissions by the Medici women in the fifteenth century is because many
such projects in this period were undertaken as part of a team. Such projects
included those undertaken solely by male members of the family, with the joint
artistic commissions of Cosimo and his younger brother Lorenzo (1395-1440),
being one example, and Piero de’ Medici’s involvement with his brother
Giovanni’s building of a villa at Fiesole being another.® It is difficult to judge the
extent of the contributions of the women of the family to artistic commissions
when they acted together with their spouses as Ginevra and Lucrezia did in the
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1460s. This is especially because the Medici men would have provided the
financial contribution, even if the impetus to undertake the commission may have
come from a particular Medici woman or was the result of a joint decision. When
the Medici women participated as part of a group of like-minded women as
happened with Clarice and Alfonsina Orsini later in the century, the extent of their
involvement is much more transparent.

This was also the case in instances where a Medici woman acted on her own, as
Lucrezia Tornabuoni did when widowed, or Maddalena and Alfonsina were able to
do as young wives in the immediate years prior to the Medici exile of 1494. As a
mature woman the widowed Alfonsina went even further during the pontificate of
her brother in law Giovanni de’ Medici (Pope Leo X), undertaking at the pontiff’s
request major oversight of the building works for the Medici villa at Poggio a
Caiano. Even more significant was her building of a palace in Rome, an act of
artistic patronage no other woman of the Medici family could have contemplated in
Florence, and one that was only rarely undertaken by other women, apart from,
notably, the ruling queens of Alfonsina’s native Naples.’

The Partnership of Lucrezia Tornabuoni and Piero de’ Medici

More usually the extent of the Medici women’s art patronage has left far fewer
clear traces in the historical record. For example, it has been suggested that there is
no independent evidence of Lucrezia Tornabuoni’s commissioning of art prior to
her widowhood. The debate has centred in particular on the evidence available for
her influence with Piero regarding the choice of theme for the altarpiece for the
Medici chapel painted by Fra Filippo Lippi, which featured St John the Baptist as a
young child among a group of saints adoring the baby Jesus, and her involvement
in the commissions of other paintings on similar themes by Lippi and Alesso
Baldovinetti.?

However it is dangerous to assume that the relative lack of documentation for
Lucrezia’s patronage activities during Piero’s lifetime necessarily means that she
was not active in this area. Often evidence regarding women’s (particularly wives’)
patronage activities did not survive.® Possibly this is because a married woman was
more likely to be financially dependent on her spouse and generally unable to
access her dowry without her husband’s permission unless he was about to become
bankrupt or was in exile.’’ Only upon widowhood was a woman entitled to her
dowry for her financial support and in some cases (such as Lucrezia Tornabuoni’s),
a wealthy widow was able to exercise great financial independence.!!
Consequently, it was unlikely that independent evidence of Lucrezia’s patronage
activities before her widowhood would have survived."?

Therefore, it is highly likely that even if Piero commissioned and paid for
Filippo Lippi’s two paintings, The Adoration of the Virgin and Child (1459) and
The Camaldoli Adoration (1463) as well as for Alesso Baldovinetti’s Cafaggiolo
altarpiece on a similar theme, his wife’s keen interest in the legend of St John the
Baptist as a young child could well have provided the creative impulse behind
these commissions.'* Certainly, in 1464 she provided the altar plate for the altar in
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the cell of a Medici nun, appropriately dedicated to St John the Baptist, which
Piero had built in the Camaldoli hermitage.'* Also Contessina Bardi may a year
earlier have acted as an executrix for her son’s order to build the cell as he was
confined to bed at the time."® The altar had both Medici and Tornabuoni arms on it,
indicating that the altar and Lippi’s Camaldoli Adoration, which was also
commissioned for the cell, were gifts of the whole family, including Lucrezia, with
Piero at its head.’® There are also three other known instances of Tornabuoni and
Medici arms on art works commissioned by the Medici, which in fact suggests that
this was not so very uncommon."” This is because the presence of the Tornabuoni’s
coat of arms alongside that of the Medici’s serves to highlight Lucrezia’s
involvement in these commissions, pointing also to the couple’s unity of purpose
as well as the importance to both of Lucrezia’s dual identity as a Medici wife and a
Tornabuoni daughter. Such a model suits much better the contemporary Florentine
emphasis on a collective familial interest as here exemplified by the Medici rather
than our more modern notion of individual interest and aesthetic choice.'® Finally,
since both Filippo Lippi and her husband died in 1469, Lucrezia lost the two
people with whom she shared this common interest. Now a widow with the
financial capacity to commission art on a more independent basis, Lucrezia, as we
have seen in Chapter One, channelled her interest in the subject of St. John the
Baptist as a young child in other directions, namely, the writing of religious poetry
and the patronage of religious institutions dedicated to him.

Another example of Piero’s and Lucrezia’s shared interests in the area of art
patronage relates to the Medici family’s parish church of San Lorenzo. In 1465, the
Chapter of this church gave Piero permission to assign all the nave chapels along
the north side of the church to whomever he wished; he gave one to his wife.'® This
chapel was dedicated to the Visitation, an appropriate theme for Lucrezia, given
her well- known devotion to St John the Baptist as well as to the Virgin Mary.?
Lucrezia also provided gifts of wax to San Lorenzo for the feast of the Visitation
during the 1470s.2!

Piero de’ Medici may have commissioned a portrait bust of his wife from the
sculptor Mino da Fiesole, as a companion to his own in 1453/4.2 According to the
inventory of the Medici palace, there were two busts placed above opposite
doorways (although, sadly, no actual surviving portrait bust has been firmly
identified as being that of Lucrezia, despite several attempts at attribution).” In any
case, the original commissioning of these two busts by Piero indicates on a more
symbolic level, the companionate nature of this marriage.

Convent Building and Other Religious Commissions

The Medici women’s support for convent building was particularly apposite as it
was also a traditionally acceptable form of women’s artistic patronage.”* The
endowment, building and refurbishment of convents, churches, confraternities and
hospitals by lay women was an appropriate act of piety and charity which had a
long tradition going back to the fourth century patronage of convents by female
followers of St Jerome, who actively encouraged the practice.> It was one of the
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only forms of architectural patronage in which women in Florence could
legitimately engage.

The Medici women’s patronage of religious institutions also had another
motive. Their patronage activities in this area were part of the general Medicean
strategy to shore up their own support in Florence and its territories. It involved
benefiting a number of religious institutions within their neighbourhood as well as
within the wider city and Florence’s subject territories more generally. The
family’s penchant for working as a team with common interests further facilitated
the women’s involvement in acts of territorial patronage designed to strengthen the
Medici regime.

Similarly to her sister in law, Ginevra Alessandri was a strong supporter and
patron of nuns, visiting the prestigious Benedictine convent of Le Murate, which
also enjoyed the favour of Piero, Lucrezia, Clarice and Lorenzo — the last of
whom himself provided funds to help rebuild the convent after a fire nearly
destroyed it.*® Together with her husband, Ginevra helped to finance building
works at the convent of Santa Verdiana in 1463, where the abbess was a Medici
relative whom Piero later solicited for special prayers for Cosimo’s soul.”
According to the convent’s account book, Giovanni and Ginevra financed this
work ‘for the love of God ... because they know that the said convent of Santa
Verdiana is in great need and straitened circumstances’.?®

Clarice Orsini’s previous quarrel with Poliziano indicated that she preferred
religious literary works to humanist ones, so it is not surprising that she had a
preference for commissioning religious literary works and supporting monasteries
and convents. Her only known commission from Lorenzo’s humanist circle was
the translation into Italian of St Jerome’s Latin Psalter by the neo-Platonist
philosopher, Marsilio Ficino, who also wrote a preface to it.”” And Vespasiano da
Bisticci, Florentine humanist bookseller and biographer of Cosimo de’ Medici,
could not have chosen a better exemplar of religious piety than St Paula, herself an
erstwhile follower of St Jerome and convent builder, to whose Life he wrote a
prefatory epistle dedicated to Clarice.® Her patronage of religious works benefited
the nuns of Le Murate who produced illuminated manuscripts and from whom, in
1474, Clarice commissioned a small book containing an Office for the Dead.! In
the same year as the commission from Le Murate, she funded building works at the
convent of San Onofrio, called Foligno, via the Medici bank, and lent the convent a
100 ducats that was finally repaid in full in 1486.% Finally, Clarice’s patronage of
religious institutions included the Florentine Cathedral, to whose chapter she

donated ‘a pair of gold brocade vestments’.*

Neighbourhood Patronage

The Dominican monastery of San Marco and its sister institution the convent of
Santa Lucia both situated near the Medici Palace, had always benefited from the
family’s patronage, with Cosimo’s de’ Medici’s association being particularly
well-known.>* He endowed four feasts at San Marco: the Epiphany, St Mark, his
own patron saints of SS Cosmas and Damian, as well as that of St Peter the Martyr
who was the patron saint of his son, Piero.> According to San Marco’s records,
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Piero ‘together with his mother, that is mona Chontessina’ continued to endow his
namesake’s feast.® Clarice Orsini continued on the association with San Marco,
leaving money in her will to it for an annual celebration of commemorative masses
for her soul.” Clarice as well owned a garden opposite to it that was acquired in
1480.% She also gave alms to the convent of Santa Lucia for the feast of St
Dominic.*

The money to pay for her religious patronage and charitable bequests may well
have come from funds Clarice Orsini received from the pawning of jewellery and
other precious objects as well as possibly from rental income received during the
early 1480s from a piece of property that had previously been used as a hospital.*’
Clarice’s ability to fund such activities suggests that despite the legal limitations
imposed upon their capacity to engage in financial transactions, wives were still
able to exercise some degree of economic independence.*!

Other Medici women also supported Santa Lucia by funding its building
programme. The suggestion is sometimes made that Contessina Bardi rebuilt the
convent with the proceeds of her dowry and the support of Florence’s Archbishop
Antoninus. Unfortunately, no documentary evidence has been put forward to support
this assertion.” More likely is the scenario advanced by the eighteenth century
historian Giuseppe Richa, who states that Alfonsina Orsini, her mother Caterina di
Sanseverino, Clarice Orsini, and Contessina di Giuliano Salviati supposedly
undertook to enlarge the convent of Santa Lucia in Via San Gallo, then home to a
group of Dominican tertiaries.® Richa’s information is not always accurate,
however. He argues that this building took place in 1484, under the influence of the
Dominican friar at San Marco, Girolamo Savonarola; but since Alfonsina and her
mother did not arrive in Florence until May 1488, this is inaccurate.* Clarice,
nonetheless, may have been interested in the project at an earlier date. According
to Richa, this group of women decided to benefit Santa Lucia and ‘bought the
houses and lands next to it to expand the dormitories to 120 cells, building small and
large rooms, chapels and rebuilding a vaulted church, from its foundations, with the
large portal in Via San Gallo’.** In light of the fact that the area around Via San
Gallo was part of the Medici’s ancestral district, it is not surprising that at about the
same time as his daughter in law was involved in the rebuilding of Santa Lucia,
Lorenzo was engaged in the building of an Augustinian monastery at the San Gallo
gate, designed by Giuliano da Sangallo.* The major part of the refurbishment to
which Richa refers actually took place in 1490 (interestingly, at about the same
time as Lorenzo was acquiring further land in the area for his project of urban
expansion).”’ The rebuilding of Santa Lucia was probably part of a larger plan to
ensure the ongoing support of the residents in this area for the Medici. Cilia da
Ricasoli provides further evidence of this project in a letter to Alfonsina in June
1507. She reminded her ‘that when those vaults of Santa Lucia were being built [in
1490], Her Ladyship the Countess [Caterina di Sanseverino] of blessed memory
wanted money from the [Medici] bank and it was denied her because of the absence
of the Magnificent Piero of blessed memory, who was not in Florence...’.*® And so
Cilia, who was a loyal friend of Piero and Alfonsina — indeed, she was
condemned, in October 1495, for plotting to aid Piero — was asked, as a client of
the bank, to guarantee the money for Caterina until Piero returned, which she did.*
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This letter was written by Cilia in 1507, because officials responsible for
reclaiming Medici property had been to see her and asked questions about this
transaction and Cilia wished Alfonsina to verify her role in it. ‘They want to annoy
me ... I am not bothered about something for which I am not responsible, as in fact,
you well know that I lent only my name to the money for the building of Santa
Lucia...”.* Piero, supposedly, sent his wife and mother in law to the safety of this
convent when he was expelled from Florence in November 1494.! Alfonsina and
Caterina apparently built for themselves at Santa Lucia ‘several rooms near the
street that goes towards San Marco’, which in 1516 the nuns reaffirmed they could
use at any time.* Alfonsina also was described in a later chronicle of the convent
as: ‘Medici, Alfonsina di Piero, benefactor of the convent...”.5

In contrast to her sister in law, Alfonsina Orsini, Lucrezia Salviati did not begin
her patronage of convent building until well into the pontificate of her brother,
Giovanni de’ Medici (Pope Leo X), when she was a mature woman living in Rome
where her husband and eldest son occupied prestigious positions at the papal Curia,
in large part because of their connection to the pontiff.>* Such wealth and prestige
enabled Lucrezia in 1520, according to Giuseppe Richa, to support Pope Leo X’s
plan to found new convents in Florence by paying for ‘new cloisters, dormitories
and workshops’, for the convent of San Giorgio.> Lucrezia’s supposed patronage
of this building project, in a fashion similar to Alfonsina’s patronage of Santa
Lucia, would have been designed to increase support for the Medici in the
convent’s immediate environs.

Lucrezia’s financial position could also be used to benefit Roman religious
institutions. In 1533, Lucrezia and her eldest son Cardinal Giovanni acquired a
half-share in a palace in Rome known as Palazzo Penitonzieri, which they rented
from the hospital of Santo Spirito, and which would, upon their deaths, pass to the
brotherhood of the Annunziata in Rome, who in accordance with the terms of
Lucrezia’s will of 1538 were to build a chapel dedicated to St John where all the
Salviati family members would eventually be laid to rest.® And Lucrezia
purchased a farm at Antella that was donated to the Oratory of the church of
Madonna de’ Ricci.”” She also sought and received a papal bull to permit her to
found two chapels in the church of Santa Maria degli Alberighi in late 1530.%

Territorial Patronage

It is no accident that a number of the convents and monasteries that the Medici
women supported outside of Florence such as the convents of Santo Agostino, San
Domenico, Santa Marta, San Matteo and the abbey of San Michele were in Pisa. In
addition, many of Lucrezia’s clients or employees came from Pisa or its
surrounding district. About ten percent of the correspondence to her also originated
in this city.”® Pisa, which was conquered by Florence in 1406, had long been a
prime focus of Medicean interest with the family owning a palace there since 1441,
and under Lorenzo this interest increased.* His mother’s financial and patronage
interests in Pisa and its surrounding districts indeed indicated that she played a
significant role in Medicean attempts to maintain support and increase their power
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within Florentine territories, by building up the family’s holdings and its support
base via local patronage.'

The town of Fiesole just outside Florence is another example of this
phenomenon. Cosimo was famous for his patronage of its abbey, and his son,
Giovanni de’ Medici, had built a villa there.®? Lucrezia had inherited the income of
the Medici farm in Fiesole, as we have seen, and may have used some of this
money for the endowment of a canonry in the Fiesole cathedral in 1476 or 1477, an
annual amount of 16 lire to be paid on the feast day of St. John the Baptist.®® This
canon would be elected ‘by the sons and masculine descendents of the said Mona
Lucretia, and by her while she is alive’, and confirmed by the Merchants’ Guild,
who agreed to pay this amount for the canonry every year in exchange for one of
her shops. The Guild had to pay the same amount annually on the first Wednesday
in December to commemorate Piero de Medici, both to the church of San Lorenzo
and to the confraternity of San Giovanni in Florence.* (This request was honoured
even during periods of Medici exile, by virtue of a special provvisione, or law, of
the Florentine Government and persisted well into the Ducal period.*) Two
chronicles, from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries respectively, record that
Lucrezia endowed one of the ten chapels dedicated to the Ten Thousand Martyrs in
the Abbey of Fiesole. Hers was one of those on the right side of the altar. Men in
the Medici family endowed all other chapels on both sides of the altar.® This desire
to perform acts of piety became a part of the overall Medici strategy for control of
Florentine territories, and as such Lucrezia was a partner with Lorenzo in this
enterprise. As a woman, she was able to do so because contemporaries would not
necessarily have viewed her activities as part of Medici and Florentine attempts to
‘colonise’ these territories. Rather paradoxically, however her activities would
have served to increase the loyalty towards the Medici and possibly towards
Florence of those Lucrezia aided.

Her piety could also be expressed in the commissioning of minor works of art.
Lucrezia arranged in 1476, for example, for a miniaturist in Venice to illustrate a
missal for her.” In 1473, Lucrezia also seemed to entertain more than a passing
interest in a proposed new design for the chapel of San Marco and Santa Viviana in
Pisa. In response to her query, Niccold Michelozzi explained that ‘concerning the
matter of your design of the chapel in San Marco and of Santa Viviana ... it seems
to me that Francesco and Zanobi dalla Parte should change the proposal for the
chapel and so the columns will not be needed’.% Niccold’s reference to Lucrezia’s
‘design’ for the chapel is unclear since the term can mean anything from a mere
suggestion to a full-scale plan, so it is difficult to determine what was meant here.
Lucrezia replied: ‘I have your [letter], by which I understand what you say and
with respect to what has been done concerning the chapel. I commend you in
everything’.® Apart from the benefit to the Medici of the fact that this building
project occurred in Pisa, Lucrezia’s involvement with this project suggests that she
had a greater interest in this type of patronage than has previously been supposed.”

Indeed, the artistic patronage of churches by widows was not so very unusual.
They provided altarpieces for confraternities and funerary or votive altarpieces for
their local church.” In this context, a priest’s request to Lucrezia on behalf of the
“friars of the order and convent of Sancta Maria de’ Cigoli ... [to provide either] a
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cloth on the altar of Our Lady for its ornamentation ... or rather to have painted the
story in miniature of Our Lady on a small panel that is under the said altar...’ is not
at all surprising.”? (According to Franco Sacchetti, this church was the site of a
Marian cult in the fourteenth century.”) Santa Maria de’ Cigoli was a rural church,
which provided Lucrezia with yet another opportunity for territorial patronage.
Thus its location, together with the choice of topic for the miniature at the altar,
made this a highly appropriate project in which to involve herself. It was also a
suitable project for a widow to patronise because it was an act of piety.

Secular Art Patronage

Not all of the Medici women’s art patronage was undertaken for religious
purposes. The purchase in 1477 of the thermal baths of Bagno a Morbo near
Volterra, for example, combined Lucrezia Tornabuoni’s need for frequent visits to
such baths because of recurring bouts of gout and arthritis, with her business
acumen.” She was granted a perpetual lease in February 1477.7 The baths were in
a dilapidated condition when they were acquired and Lucrezia rebuilt them to
include new cisterns, a bathhouse, shower baths with a hydraulic system to ensure
even warmth and an inn that first received guests in April 1478.% Such places
attracted members of Italy’s ruling families and provided opportunities for cultural
and political exchange.” These were considerations that would have appealed to
Lucrezia as such patronage was to Medici advantage. It is also worth noting that
the Lorenzo de’ Medici’s regime had been responsible for putting down a major
revolt in Volterra in 1472, and although Lucrezia may have chosen to redevelop
the site at Bagno a Morbo for health and financial reasons, her involvement with
the baths would have also served to reaffirm and reinforce the Medici’s ties to and
presence in the area.”®

Maddalena Cibo’s financial interest in the rundown baths of Stigliano in 1488
mirrored that of her grandmother’s in the baths at Bagno a Morbo. Matteo Franco
was responsible for managing these old baths. In a letter to Piero Dovizi, dated the
6th of May, he said that he hoped to earn Maddalena more than 400 florins that
would be paid to him by the people using the baths. ‘{A]nd they all have to pay me,
because I believe that I will earn for madonna Maddalena more than four hundred
ducats from [the baths]....”” Maddalena, then, unlike her grandmother, was able to
engage in some business activity while still a very young wife.

Alfonsina Orsini’s activities before November 1494, to an extent, anticipated
Alfonsina’s involvement in art patronage during the height of her power in the
mid-1510s. Although as far as we know, no information regarding Alfonsina’s
education has survived, it is highly probable that her upbringing at the Neapolitan
court of King Ferrante and the influence of her noble, wealthy widowed mother
Caterina di Sanseverino — who probably educated her young daughter in the modus
operandi of powerful women in the Italian courts — equipped Alfonsina for an
eventual position of influence in Florence more akin to that of women in Italian courts
than in republics.*® The Kingdom of Naples after all, had had two queens regnant,
both of whom were named Giovanna. Queen Giovanna I had reigned in the mid-
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fourteenth century and Queen Giovanna II ruled in the early fifteenth century.®! They
each built palaces, fortresses and tomb monuments for their consorts as well as
churches and hospitals.® A number of the ruling women in the Northern Italian
courts in the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries were born in the Kingdom of
Naples, with the young Alfonsina only having to look towards the court of Ferrara and
its Neapolitan-born duchess, Eleonora of Aragon, for a contemporary example of a
powerful female ruler and significant art patron.*® The history of the Kingdom of
Naples would therefore have provided a good example to her of the political power
(and notoriety) that ruling women could achieve.

Alfonsina’s probable patronage of the artist Mariotto Albertinelli is an example
of how her Neapolitan upbringing influenced her path as a patron of art.* The
personal commissioning of paintings from an artist which was common in the
Northern Italian courts was something, as far as we know, women in the Medici
family had previously not done. According to the mid-sixteenth century account of
Giorgio Vasari, Albertinelli worked for Alfonsina until Piero’s expulsion in 1494,
and she sent several of his paintings to Orsini relatives in Rome.* ‘A painting, of a
lifelike portrait of the head of Madonna Alfonsina’, which was in Piero’s
antechamber may well have been the portrait which Vasari claimed Mariotto
painted of his patron.®

The secular architectural patronage with which Alfonsina was involved both in
Florence and Rome, whether alone or with other family members, is an indicator of
both her and the Medici family’s increasing departure from republican models of
rule towards a more seigneurial model of governance after their return from exile
in 1512, even as they continued to work within a republican framework. According
to both Classical and Christian traditions, architectural patronage was a sign of
magnificence and a virtue. In republican Florence, magnificent building by a male
private citizen glorified his family, God, and the city; while in the seigneurial
regimes of Milan and Ferrara, for example, it glorified the ruler.®’” There was a
sharp distinction between republican sentiments towards magnificence as
exemplified by Cosimo de’ Medici, which emphasised the public good, and the
view held in courtly regimes that focussed on the private magnificence of the
ruling family.®® In a signory this focus on private magnificence meant that the
signore’s private funds were often difficult to distinguish from those provided by
the state.®

Alfonsina, together with her son Lorenzo, was responsible for the continuing
work to complete the Medici villa at Poggio a Caiano at the pope’s request from
1515 to 1519.° The building of this villa, which was originally begun in the late
fifteenth century by Alfonsina’s father in law, Lorenzo de’ Medici, was a task of
prime dynastic and patrilineal significance and Alfonsina’s involvement in this
project testifies to her importance and power within the Medici regime.”* Baccio
Bigio was her preferred architect, and he was responsible for organising the wood
to be used at the villa, for building work at the Lake of Fucecchio, and for
improvements to the garden in Florence that had originally belonged to her father
in law. The operai or members of the building committee of the Florentine
cathedral consigned cartloads of wood ‘to the most Illustrious Alfonsina Orsina [sic]
de’ Medici for the account of several places, that is Poggio, the Lake [of Fucecchio]
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[and] the garden in Florence....””? Alfonsina would not brook any delays to her
orders for loads of wood to be delivered, she informed a Strozzi relative in early
1516.% Goro Gheri, Alfonsina’s and Lorenzo’s deputy in Florence, kept Alfonsina
up to date on progress and problems with these various projects while she was in
Rome from late 1516. ‘And concerning Baccio Bigio, I will arrange what Your
Ladyship ordered; he returned yesterday from the Lake [of Fucecchio] and ... told
me that things are going very well. And I will ask him and will press him to look
after matters at the Lake and at Poggio....”** Gheri followed up a few days later with
a timeline of Baccio’s movements, adding: ‘...and in order to finish the stables I
have arranged with the Otto di Pratica [the Foreign Affairs Committee] that they will
make some money available....”> The public purse seemed to be supporting Medici
(and Alfonsina’s) private interests, which, in the manner of signories, had become
one. ‘... I will follow the order that Your Ladyship has given me and I have already
paid Lanfredini ... 47 ducats for the building account of Poggio’, he informed her in
January 1516.°¢ But by March, Gheri told another Medici secretary, Baldassare
Turini, to inform Alfonsina that: ‘there is no more money for building Poggio’.”’
But it is unclear to which source of funds he referred. Gheri may in fact have made
no distinction between the use of private funds by the Medici for their own projects
and public money being used by them for the same purpose, since in his eyes the
two would have been indistinguishable.

Alfonsina, however, was solely responsible for the construction of a palace in
Rome, now known as the Medici-Lante Palace.”® It may originally have been
designed by Giuliano da Sangallo, and after his death, in October 1516, the work
was continued by Baccio Bigio, who came to Rome immediately after finishing
work at Poggio in December 1516 ‘on account of the building that Madonna
Alfonsina wishes to have done here next to the Customs House ...”.* She had begun
the process of acquiring the land for the palace while living in Rome in May 1514,
and completed it nearly a year later shortly before her return to Florence.'® The
choice of the site near the papal palace is no surprise, given the amount of time
Alfonsina had spent there and the distance of her abode from the papal court.!”! But
her choice of locale is also instructive on another level. It would have been
impossible for Alfonsina to undertake such a project in Florence, given the
existence of a Medici palace and villas in that city or its surrounds and the
prevailing attitudes of Florentines to the building of both villas and palaces as a
significant expression of the virtue of male magnificence. Women may have been
responsible for the building of convents, but it was rare indeed, even in a court, for
women to engage in this type of architectural patronage, because it represented and
glorified the patrilineage.'” Rome was a more appropriate site for palace building
because it provided Alfonsina with the opportunity to build magnificently in a
more courtly environment which was also home to the Orsini, and now to the
Medici, thereby emphasising her own seigneurial position and that of her son’s
family. In Rome, the presence of a court and Alfonsina’s nobility of birth together
enabled her to undertake this extraordinary project. It is probably no coincidence
indeed that when the widowed Caterina Piccolomini, sister of Pope Pius II, built a
palace during the 1460s in her native Siena that it was known as the Palazzo del
Papesse, or papal palace.!® This building activity was designed as an act of
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dynastic matronage intended to glorify her natal family in an area of the city
marked by extensive Piccolomini residence and building, suggesting that it was her
familial connections to a celibate pope that made such an undertaking possible for
Caterina as it later became under similar circumstances for Alfonsina.'® The rarity
of such an undertaking by a woman points to how far the Medici had come from
their republican roots by the second decade of the sixteenth century in part because
of their connection to the papal court.'®

Literary Patronage

Lucrezia Tornabuoni’s cultural patronage was not restricted to the visual arts. She
indicated her interest in music and Italian poetry from the early days of her
marriage. In March 1445, Rosello Roselli sent Giovanni di Cosimo de’ Medici
some music for a ballad and he also sent a copy to a musician named Ser
Francesco, so that he could teach Lucrezia to sing it.'® A month later Ugo della
Stufa wrote to Giovanni in Rome: ‘The ballad pleases me, [it] turned out well and
so I advise you that Lucrezia finished learning it 3 days ago and is singing it’.'"
Michele di Giogante, an accountant and compiler of popular rhyme, dedicated two
sonnets to Lucrezia during the early years of her married life. In the first, he began
by describing her as: ‘Magnanimous, noble, modest and pleasant,/charming, kind,
wise, honourable and gay/’ and ended the poem with reference to Lucrezia being
‘Well-born to a deserving line’.'® In the second poem, Giogante spoke of wanting
‘... to return to those who value you:/to the cage, or the lap of your Lucrezia’.!®
This was not only high praise, it was also indicative of his view of her as a valued
patron who, like the Virgin Mary, was highly virtuous and a source of refuge and
comfort.

Lucrezia was interested in supporting vernacular poets both secular and sacred and
was friendly with many literary figures of Lorenzo’s circle. She was a patron of
Feo Belcari, Luigi Pulci, and Bernardo Bellincioni all of whom wrote vernacular
poetry, as well as a friend of Angelo Poliziano, a humanist poet of renown.''
Lucrezia’s literary patronage and her interest in Italian poetry rather than the Latin
humanist tradition of Marsilio Ficino, reflected her personal literary preferences as
well as her vernacular education. ''' In contrast to Lorenzo, who received an
education in both Latin and the vernacular, it would have been difficult for
Lucrezia to take an active interest in Neoplatonism and other forms of humanist
thought in Florence, because humanism was linked so strongly to the public realm
of government.!!?

This did not mean that Lucrezia was unaware of what was happening in her
son’s humanist circle. Lorenzo’s tutor, Gentile Becchi began his letter of
September 1473 to Lucrezia, in which he recommended Giovanni Terriciuola for a
position as a lecturer at the Studio (university) in Pisa, by saying:

You have always read so much that the study is full of books ... [and] you have spent all
of your life with worthy men; thus, you should not disqualify yourself from recommending
one lecturer, but it is shameful that you have not had to provide all of this Studio yourself.'!*
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His respect for her literary knowledge and intelligence is obvious.

Feo Belcari wrote a sacred play on the Virgin Mary’s Annunciation that was
performed in Piazza San Felice on the occasion of the visit of Duke Galeazzo
Maria Sforza of Milan to Florence in 1471, a choice of topic that would no doubt
have pleased Lucrezia.'* He may also have introduced her to the popular
vernacular translation of the ‘Lives of the Holy Fathers’ written by Domenico
Cavalca, a Pisan monk in the early fourteenth century, which, in addition to
Belcari’s own sacred play on the subject, Lucrezia then possibly used as a source
for her own writings on St John the Baptist.'"

Luigi Pulci was Lucrezia’s protegé."'® In 1466, Pulci referred to his shared
literary interests with her and with Lorenzo when he wrote: ‘I have sent Madonna
Lucretia [sic] a sonnet; I am sending you [Lorenzo] a copy’.!”” And according to
Pulci, it was Lucrezia who commissioned him to write the chivalric epic poem,
Morgante.'”®* Both Pulci and Bernardo Bellincioni sent elegies to her on the
occasion of the death of Lucrezia’s younger son, Giuliano, in 1478.” However,
more usually, Bellincioni wrote humourous rhymes and sonnets.'”® Bernardo and
Lucrezia exchanged some burlesque sonnets in the mid 1470s, Lucrezia probably
learning to write this poetic form from the Petrarchan and burlesque poet, Rosello
Roselli, who taught her to sing in the early days of her marriage.”?! She lamented
having lost Bellincioni’s sonnet to her and he, in reply, praised Lucrezia’s rhymes
and intellect.'”? She sent him some of her poetry to read and Bellincioni assured her
that: ‘I have kept your book safely, similarly, as with every other one of your
works. Everyone who desired to see it found it very pleasing’.'”* Angelo Poliziano,
too, read Lucrezia’s poems, and on one occasion, when returning them to her, he
told her that her granddaughter and namesake, Lucrezia, had memorised them.'?*

Her choice of poetic form and subject both as a writer and as a patron may also
have had another motive. The vernacular poetry she enjoyed was similar in style to
the ‘popular’ poetic forms of Dante and Petrarch, beloved of ‘communal’ Florence
of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Lucrezia’s explicit patronage of Tuscan
vernacular writings would have helped to ensure the support of those old
Florentine patricians, who, yearning for a distant past and older literary traditions,
were disenchanted with Lorenzo and humanist culture.'® In addition, her known
affinity with Florence’s patron saint, St John the Baptist, would again have aided
the Medici’s quest to keep the old patrician families on their side.

Some women of the family continued this tradition of vernacular literary
patronage well into the sixteenth century. Lucrezia Salviati and Clarice Strozzi
both received literary gifts specifically dedicated to them. Filippo Valori dedicated
his Italian translation of his father Niccold Valori’s Latin life of Lorenzo di Piero
di Cosimo de’ Medici, , to Lucrezia."?® And Francesco Vettori’s Vita di Lorenzo
de’ Medici, Duca D’Urbino states that: ‘it was composed by Francesco Vettori and
sent to [his sister] the illustrious and prudent Madonna Clarice [Strozzi]...’.'?
Whether these works were commissioned by Lucrezia and Clarice respectively or
were sent to each by the authors in the hope of receiving future commissions from
them is not yet known.'® In November 1520, Filippo Nerli informed Niccold
Machiavelli that Lucrezia Salviati had received a Latin life of Alexander the Great
that he had read to her that evening. Nerli did not think much of the work;
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nonetheless, he told his friend that he was sending it on because Lucrezia requested
that it be sent to Machiavelli ‘so that you might rearrange it, adding to it certain
parts of her doing as you saw fit [my emphasis]’.'” This letter suggests that
Lucrezia was not averse to expressing her own opinion on literary matters,
expecting Machiavelli and Nerli, both of whom were expert in the area, to take
account of her view even if they did not agree with her.

More often, however, Lucrezia Salviati’s patronage activities, like those of her
grandmother, Lucrezia Tornabuoni, were focussed on supporting literary and
religious projects that spoke to traditional republican sympathies. Her ownership of
works by the celebrated Tuscan poet, Dante Alighieri, and by Giovanni Sercambi,
a Sienese writer of popular tales in the vernacular, provides some insight into
Lucrezia’s particular literary interests and tastes.' She was of specific assistance
to the Savonarolan poet, Girolamo Benivieni, whose friendship with Jacopo and
Lucrezia enabled him to have the ear of both Medici popes on the topic of religious
reform." Benivieni showed his appreciation of Lucrezia by writing a religious
poem for her in November 1513, and, in the letter informing her of it, asked her to
assist in gaining the freedom of an incarcerated friend.'® Lucrezia’s support of
Benivieni as well as her own literary interest in supporting the Tuscan vernacular
as her grandmother had done earlier, were clearly demonstrated by her writing a
letter on his behalf in March 1515 (drafted by Benivieni) asking Pope Leo X to
take up the old Medici project of transferring Dante’s bones back to Florence from
their burial place in Ravenna. Benivieni wanted this letter written because he was a
key figure in the Medicean Academy, a literary society that had regular readings
from Dante and operated between at least 1515 and 1519."® Lucrezia’s intercession
would have been particularly useful to Benivieni because she was able to
emphasise to her brother that this was a project that had been dear to their father’s
heart.”* The opportunity to honour the Medici patrilineage was reason enough for
Lucrezia Salviati to act as Benivieni’s patron because it enabled her to further the
collective interests of the Medici. This was, after all, the primary reason why the
women of the family engaged in acts of cultural matronage.
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* See Paoletti (1992) and the relevant sections of Kent (2000), esp. Part III and the index.
35 Paoletti (1992), p. 215 n 51.

3% Ppaoletti (1992), p- 215 n.51. ‘insieme cholla madre cio¢ mona Chontessina’.

7 L. Polizzotto, ‘Lorenzo il Magnifico, Savonarola and Medici Dynasticism’, in Toscani
(1993), pp. 331-355, at p. 339.

38 Elam (1992), pp. 42-55 and pp. 78-80.

® CRS 111, 39, c. 23",

% The accounts of Filippo da Gagliano document Clarice’s pawning of jewellery and a
religious painting in 1480. Filippo gave the jewellery to his mother, Mona Ginevra. The
jewellery and painting was redeemed in February 1484. See now on this man and his
account book, Brown (2002), pp. 122-123, with the specific reference to Clarice at p. 123.
The reference to property from which Clarice received rent in 1484 is in A. Doren, Le arti
fiorentine v. 1 (Florence: Le Monnier, 1918), p. 406 n. 3. See below chapter 4 for a
discussion of Clarice’s eldest daughter Lucrezia and daughter in law Alfonsina respectively
pawning goods to help finance their efforts to return the Medici men to Florence in the mid-
1490s.

1 Of particular use on this point is Kuehn (2001), pp. 103-107.

“2 Pieraccini (1986), v. 1 p- 37 makes this statement without providing any evidence.
D’Addario (1964), p. 306 repeats Pieraccini’s assertion. See too, n. 45 below for further
discussion of this point.

4 Richa (1754-1762), v. 8 pp. 347-360, at p. 348; On the convent of S. Lucia, see also E.
Paatz & W. Paatz, Die Kirchen von Florenz: ein Kunstgeschichtliches Handbuch (Frankfurt
am Main: V. Klostermann, 1940-1954), v. 2 pp. 602-605; O. Fantozzi-Micali & P. Roselli,
Le soppresioni de conventi in Firenze: riuso trasformazione da secolo XVIII in poi
(Florence: LEF, 1980), pp. 182-183.

4 Richa (1754-1762), v. 8 p. 348.
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% Richa (1754-1762), v. 8 p. 348. The capitalisation is in the text. ‘presero a beneficare il
luogo di Santa Lucia .... Comprarono queste Dame e’ Case e terreni contingui per ampliare i
dormentori sino a 120 celle murando, Stanze, Sale, Capelle, e da’ fondamenti rifacendo una
Chiesa voltata con la Porta grande in Via di San Gallo’. Pieraccini may have confused
Contessina Bardi with the Contessina mentioned in this passage, who was actually the wife
of a supporter of Savonarola, namely, Giuliano Salviati. See Polizzotto (1994), p. 246 n. 32.
However, future research may provide concrete evidence to support Contessina Bardi’s
involvement in earlier building works at Santa Lucia.
% F.W. Kent, ‘New Light on Lorenzo de’ Medici’s Convent at Porta San Gallo’,
Burlington Magazine 124 (1982), pp. 292-294.
4T On the date of the rebuilding works, see Fantozzi-Micali & Rosselli (1983), p. 183. On
Lorenzo’s plans for urban expansion in this area see C. Elam, ‘Lorenzo de’ Medici and the
Urban Development of Renaissance Florence’, Art History 1 (1) (1978), pp. 43-66; C. Elam,
‘Lorenzo’s Architectural and Urban Policies’, in Garfagnini (1994), pp. 357-383. CRS 111,
39 contains much evidence of building at Santa Lucia in the late 1490s, but not under the
auspices of the Medici.
8 MAP 80, 106, 9/6/1507. *...chome quando ¢’ murorono quelle volte di Santa Lucia, [in
1490] la buona memoria della Signoria della Contessa [Caterina di Sanseverino] volle danari
dal bancho [Medici] e li furono neghati per 1’absenzia della buona memoria del Magnifico
Piero che non si trovava in Firenze ...."
% On Cilia’s condemnation, see P. Parenti, Storia fiorentina: I: 1476-78, 1492-96 (ed.) A.
Matucci (Florence: Olschki, 1994), p. 277. For her accounts of 1494 with the Medici bank,
see MAP 80,44 c. 147 ™, which documents Cilia’s lending of the money to Caterina di
Sanseverino.
0 MAP 80, 106, 9/6/1507. ‘[V]ogliono molestare me.... Io non sia molestata da quello non
debbo, che in fatto sapete bene che prestai solo el nome alli danarai [sic] andarono nella
muraglia di Sancta Lucia’.
51 Parenti (1994), p. 125.
52 Acq e Doni, vol. 293, unfoliated. ‘alcune stanze verso la via che va a San Marco’. Cited in
Strocchia (1992), p. 231. I am using the translation of Sharon Strocchia. The date of
Caterina’s death is unknown, but she probably died about 1504, when Alfonsina received
her Orsini inheritance. The nuns may have been referring to an earlier document. On the
practice of corrody, that is, of married women and widows being granted a cell in a convent
in return for a donation or a testamentary bequest, see K. Lowe, ‘Female Strategies for
Success in a Male Ordered World: the Benedictine Convent of Le Murate in Florence in the
Fifteenth anc Early Sixteenth Centuries’, Studies in Church History 27 1990, pp. 209-221 at
P3p 219-220.

Archivio di S. Marco, Monastero di S. Lucia, n.d. ‘estratti di cronica’, unfoliated. The
document is a later copy. ‘Medici, Alfonsina di Piero, benefattrice del convento’.
54 See below chapter 5.
%5 Richa (1754-1762), v. 10 p. 346. ‘nuovi chiostri, dormentori ed officine’. I have been
able to find out nothing further about Lucrezia’s patronage of this convent.
® Hurtubise (1985), p. 270 and n. 12 on the 1533 purchase. For the burial chapel, see ibid.
Bp- 106, 309-312.

Richa (1754-1762), v. 8 p. 251.
58 C. Re, Girolamo Benivieni fiorentino: cenni sulla vita e sulle opere (Citta di Castello: Lapi,
1906), p. 350 (letter 46, 20/9/1530). Cf. p. 354 (letter 52, 17/4/1531).
® Tornabuoni (1993), Appendix 1.
% Tornabuoni (1993), p. 24 n.90; P. Salvadori, ‘Rapporti personali, rapporti di potere nella
corrispondenza di Lorenzo de' Medici’, in Garfagnini (1994), pp. 125-146, at p.129; A.
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Lillie, ‘Lorenzo de’ Medici’s Rural Investments and Territorial Expansion’, Rinascimento n.s.
33 (1993), pp. 53-67.

1 Heazlewood (1999), ch. 4 discusses this theme in relation to Medici patronage of
convents in Pisa, including Lucrezia’s.

2 On Cosimo and Fiesole, see F. Ames-Lewis, (1992). On Giovanni and the Medici villa,
see Lillie (1993a), pp. 189-205, and the discussion on Ginevra Alessandri in chapter 1
above.
® CS. 1L 51. 1L, c. 148
% N.A. 10200, 8™, 11/4/'1476, quotation at 8". ‘da figliuoli et de[s]cendenti maschi di
detta Mona Lucretia et per lei mentre vivera’.

8 C.S.1I, 51111, c.148™, esp. 148" that cites the prowvisioni from 1494 until 1506 as found
in the Deliberazioni of the Signoria. I was unable to locate these.

% Manoscritti, 176, Busta 9, unfoliated. ‘Badia Fiesolana... Quarta capella da detta banda
dieci milla martiri, funne padronata Madonna Lucrezia, madre di Lorenzo de’ Medici’, from
a document of 1508. Manoscritti, 625, Badia Fiesolana, 1432-1474. ‘Ultima capella di
questa banda fu fata da Madonna Lucrezia de’ Medici, madre di Lorenzo il Magnifico...’
from a document of 1632, which includes the Tornabuoni coat of arms next to this entry.

S MAP 32, 23, 24/1/1475/6, and MAP 33,34, 23/3/1475/6. Both letters were written by
Giovanni Lanfredini on Lucrezia’s behalf.

% Tornabuoni (1993), pp. 128-129 (letter 79, 29/10/1473), quotation at p. 128. ‘de’ fatti del
disegno vostro della cappella in San Marco et di Santa Viviano ... mi pare che Francesco et
Zanobi dalla Parte mutassino proposito della cappella e che le colonne non saranno di
bisogno’.

% Tornabuoni (1993), pp.76-77, (letter 29, 30/10/1473), quotation at p. 76. ‘Io ho la vostra

[lettera] per la quale intes(i), quanto dite et chon che rispecto haver facto circa la cappella.
Di tutto vi comendo’.

70 See the comments in Lowe (1993b) and Lowe (1996), p. 28.

" King (1992), pp. 342-393; King (1995), pp. 243-266; King (1998). For an example of a
widow commissioning an altarpiece for her confraternity, see Eckstein (1995), p. 113.

2. MAP 21, 257, 11/9/1471. ‘fratri hordine et convento di Sancta Maria di Cigoli’, for her
to provide either ‘uno panno al tabernacolo di Nostra Donna per suo ornamento ... o si vero
di far dipigniere la storia in piccole figure di Nostra Donna in una tavoletta che & sotto detto
tabernacolo’.

3 Cited in Henderson (1994), p. 226.

4 The various members of the Medici family’s constant battles with gout and arthritis are
well covered by Pieraccini (1986) v. 1. On the acquisition of Bagno a Morbo and its
development by Lucrezia, see Tornabuoni (1993), p. 26 and references cited there. Her
correspondence from the baths in 1477 is in ibid. pp. 81-88, and the works there are
discussed on pp. 150-152.
> MAP 99, 33, 19/2/1476/7.

6 Payments for work on Bagno a Morbo are recorded in MAP 99, 7, c. 28". The building
works are described by the man supervising them, Piero Malegonnelle, in Tornabuoni
(1993), pp. 150-151 (letter 102, 5/4/1478). Further information on this project is found in
Pezzarossa (1978), p. 17, and in Chambers (1992), pp. 18-19. See too, Kent (1997), pp. 9-

10. There is a photograph of the remains of Bagno a Morbo in Mack (2000), p. 261 (fig. 5).
" Chambers (1992), pp. 20, 24-26.

7 On Florence’s relations with Volterra, see L. Fabbri, ‘Patronage and its Role in
Government: The Florentine Patriciate in Volterra’ in Connell & Zorzi (2000), pp. 225-241,
with Medici visits to Volterra to frequent baths at p. 239.

" Franco (1990), pp. 88-89. ‘[E] di tutto m’anno a pagare, ché credo in questo anno
avanzarne per madonna Magdalena piu di quattrocento ducati ...."
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8 On the Neapolitan nobility see M.A. Visceglia, Identita sociali: La nobilita napoletana
nella prima eta moderna (Milan: Unicopli, 1998) and with reference to the Orsini and
Sanseverino families, see p. 110. On the female-centred nature of Neapolitan lineages, see
G. Delille, Famiglia e proprieta nel regno di Napoli xv-xix secolo (Turin: Einaudi, 1988),
pp- 127-147; Delille (1998), 155-173, esp. pp. 163ff.

Queen Giovanna I was the only contemporary woman who received an account of her
life in G. Boccaccio’s Concerning Famous Women translated by G.A. Guarino (New
Brunswick N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1963), pp. 248-250. On the two Giovannas as
ruling queens of Naples, see A. Wolf, ‘Reigning Queens in Medieval Europe: When, Where
and Why’, in J.C. Parsons (ed.) Medieval Queenship (New York: St Martins Press, 1993),
ch. 10 at pp. 174-176.

2 For their building projects, see King (1998), pp. 247-248.

8 On Eleonora of Aragon as ruler and art patron, see Gundersheimer (1980); Edelstein
(2000). For other Neapolitan-born female rulers, see ibid and the women rulers referred to in
the Introduction above and the references cited there.

4 On Mariotto Albertinelli, see L. Borgo, The Works of Mariotto Albertinelli (New York
& London: Garland, 1976). Alfonsina is briefly referred to on pp. 6, 12. On portraiture
commissioned by women in courts, see Edelstein (2000) and Reiss & Wilkins (2001).

8 Reiss (2001), p. 128 and Vasari’s text is cited at p. 146 n. 35.

6 Reiss (2001), p. 128 for a discussion on this point. M. Spallanzani & G.B. Bertela (eds)
Libro d’inventario dei beni di Lorenzo il Magnifico (Florence: Associazione Amici del
Bargello, 1992), p. 94. ‘Uno quadro suvi ritratto al naturale la testa di madonna Alfonsina’.

7 For the use of the theory of magnificence in Florence, see A.D. Fraser-Jenkins, ‘Cosimo
de’ Medici’s Patronage of Architecture and the Theory of Magnificence’, Journal of the
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 33 (1970), pp. 162-170; Kent (1977b). Cf. republican
Venice, M.L. King, ‘Personal, Domestic and Republican Virtues in the Moral Philosophy of
Giovanni Caldiera’, Renaissance Quarterly 28 (4) (1975), pp. 535-574; On the court of
Milan, see L. Green, ‘Galvano Fiamma, Azzone Visconti and the Revival of the Classical
Theory of Magnificence’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 53 (1990), pp.
98-113; On Ferrara, see Shepard (1995).

88 Kent (2000); Shepard (1995), p. 20.

8 Shepard (1995), pp. 20-21.

%0 P. Foster, A Study of Lorenzo de’ Medici’s Villa at Poggio a Caiano 2 vols (New York
& London: Garland, 1978), v. 1 pp. 114-116, 415-419 with appropriate documentation. See
also Reiss (2001), pp. 135-136 and fig. 13.

1 The Medici style of rule after 1512 is discussed in more detail in chapter 6.

92 MAP 149, 27, cited in Reiss (2001), p. 25 n. 26. ‘alla Illustrissima Madonna Alfonsina
Orsina de’ Medici per conto di pill luoghi, cioé Poggio e Lagho [di Fucecchio] e giardino di
Firenze ...". On the purchase of the Lake at Fucecchio, see O. Tommasini, La vita e gli scritti
di Niccolo Machiavelli (Rome: Ermanno Loescher, 1883-1911), 2 vols in 3 v. 2(2) p. 1053. On
improvements to Lorenzo’s garden in April 1519, on Alfonsina’s orders, see Elam (1992), p.
52.

3 C.S.1II, 167, 27, 15/1/1515/16. Alfonsina to Federigho di Lorenzo Strozzi.

% MAP 142, 304, 12/11/1516 is published in Foster (1978), v. 1 p. 417n.363. ‘E con Baccio
Bigio ordinerd quanto la Signoria Vostra commette; el quale hieri tornd dal lagho e ... me
ha decto che le cose vanno benissimo. Et ordinerd et lo solleciterd che lui proveda alle cose
del lagho e del Poggio...’. Cf. Gheri’s reference in January 1517, to wanting to know her
wishes regarding security at Fucecchio so he would know what to do. Copialettere, I, 320"
3217, 25/1/1516/7.

% MAP 142, 315, 15/11/1516 is published in Foster (1978), v. 1, p. 417n. 364. ‘...et per
finire le stalle... ordinai colli Octo di Pratica che facessino provedere qualche ducato ...".
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% Copialettere, I, 297" (14/1/1516/17).*...[S]eguir0d I’ordine che la Signoria Vostra comecte
et di gia a Lanfredini ho pagati... 47 ducati a conto della muraglia del Poggio’.

Copialettere, II, 144". (9/4/1517) is published in Foster (1978), v. 1 p. 418n.367, ‘non c’¢
Eih danari per la muraglia del Poggio’.

On this palace, see L. Marcucci & B. Torresi, ‘Palazzo Medici-Lante: un progetto
mediceo in Roma e il “raggiustamento” di Onorio Longhi (I)’, Storia architettura 5 (1982),
pp- 39-62; L. Marcucci & B. Torresi, ‘Palazzo Medici-Lante: un progetto mediceo in Roma
e il “raggiustamento” di Onorio Longhi (II)’, Storia architettura 6 (1983), pp. 21-44; Reiss
(2001), pp. 129-130 and figs S & 6.

#  Cited in Marcucci & Torresi (1982), p. 52 ‘per conto d’una muraglia che vuole fare
Madonna Alfonsina qui presso alla Doghana ..

10 Marcucci &Torresi (1982), pp. 41-42 1ncludes a map of the acquisitions at fig. 2. The
legal documentation for one of these acquisitions dated 18 August 1514, which involved the
purchase by Alfonsina of two houses from the widowed Vittoria Pucci, is in Dipl. Archivio
MCdlCCO, 18/8/1514.

! Tommasini (1883-1911), v. 2(2) p. 983.
12 On the glorification of the patrilineage of the male patron, see Kent (1977b), pp. 311-
323. On women and convent patronage, see the relevant references at n. 24-26 above. Cf.
the comments of King (1992), pp. 342-393 who suggests that women were absent from
Palace building.

9 Jenkens (2001).

104 s Jenkens (2001).

See below chapter 5.

% F.A. D’Accone, ‘Lorenzo il Magnifico and Music’, in Garfagnini (1994), pp. 261-290 at

266 n. 18.

Pm D’Accone (1994), p. 268, n. 24. ‘Piacemi la ballata riesca buona e si t’aviso la Lucrezia
I’ha compiuto d’aparare 3 di sono e si la canta’.
108 A. Lanza (ed.) Lirici Toscani del quattrocento v. 1 (Rome: Bulzoni, 1973), pp- 667-671,
quotation at p. 667. ‘Magnanima, gentil, discreta e grata,/ vaga, beninga, saggia, onesta e
lieta,/ ... Di stripe degna e degnamente nata’.
1 1 anza (1973), quotation at p. 671. ‘...ritornare a chi ti prezia:/o ‘n gabbi o ‘n grembo de
la tua Lucrezia’.
110 See the references and letters to Lucrezia in Angelo Poliziano’s correspondence. Del
Lungo (1867), pp. 45-85.
11 On the ‘traditional’ nature of Lucrezia’s literary interests, see Paolo Orvieto’s comments
in his introduction to Tornabuoni (1992), pp. 11-37, at p. 15; Pezzarossa (1978), pp. 39-40.
See above, p. 94 for further discussion of this point.

2 See Bruni’s description of an appropriate education for women, which specifically
excluded the study of Latin rhetoric and oratory because this was only necessary for those in
public office. Bruni (1987), p. 244. See also the references cited in chapter 1, n. 141 above
on women’s education.

113 Tornabuoni (1993), pp, 122-123 (letter 74, 23/9/1473), quotation at p. 122. ‘Voi havete
sempre tanto lecto si pieno lo scriptoio di libri ... praticho tutto il tempo di vostra vita con
valenti huomini che, non che vi si disdica raccomandare uno doctore, ma ¢ si vergogna che
voi non habbiate hauto provedere voi tutto chodesto Studio’.

14 M. Marti, ‘Belcari, Feo’, in Dizionario biografico degli italiani v. 7 (Rome: Istituto della
Encnclopedla Italiana, 1965) pp. 548-551, at p. 549.

5 On Domenico Cavalca’s writings as a popular source for Tuscan women’s religious
writings, see K. Gill, “‘Women’s Production of Religious Literature in the Vernacular, 1300-
1500’, in E.A. Matter & J. Coakley (eds) Creative Women in Medieval and Early Modern
Women: A Religious and Artistic Renaissance (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
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Press, 1994), pp. 64-104, at pp. 73-77. For the possibility that Lucrezia may have used
Cavalca as a source for her own writings facilitated by Belcari, see Lavin (1961), p. 323.
This is a far more likely explanation than that of Niccold Valori, Lorenzo’s sixteenth-
century biographer, who suggested that Lucrezia translated her sacred stories from Latin.
Valori (1991), p. 95.

116 On the nature of Pulci’s relationship with Lucrezia, see for example, the letter to
Lorenzo, in which he refers to himself as her perpetual servant. Pulci (1962), p. 962 (letter
16, 4/12/1470). See too, Pezzarossa (1978), p. 47 and M. Martelli, ‘La cultura letteraria
nell’eta di Lorenzo’, in Garfagnini (1994), pp. 39-84 at pp. 42, 50.

17 pylei (1962), p- 951 (letter 7, 23/8/1466). ‘Mandai a Madonna Lucretia uno sonetto;
mandoti la copia’.

8 For Lucrezia’s commissioning of the text of the Morgante, see Pulci (1962), esp. p. 883
(canto 28, stanza 2). See now, Pulci’s reference to his working on the Morgante in Pulci
(1962), p. 962 (letter 16, 4/12/1470).

1% On Pulci’s elegy, see 1. Maier, Ange Politien: la formation d’un poéte humaniste
(Geneva: Droz, 1966), p. 367 n.2. Bellincioni’s elegy is in Bellincioni (1968), v. 2 pp. 160-
165.

120 On Bellincioni, see R. Scrivano, ‘Bellincioni, Bernardo’, in Dizionario Biografico degli
Italiani v. 7 (Rome: Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana, 1965), pp. 687-689, esp. pp. 687-
688; Bellincioni (1968).

121 Tornabuoni (1992), p. 26.

122 Bellincioni (1968), v. 2 pp. 87-89.

123 MAP 80, 77, 22/8/1479 reproduced in autograph in A.M. Fortuna & C. Lunghetti (eds)
Autografi dell’Archivio Mediceo avanti il Principato (Florence: Corradino Mori, 1977), p.
176, letter 88. ‘Io 0 fatto a sichurta del vostro libro, chome d’ogn’ altra simile vostra opera.
Ell’¢ piacuta asai ad chi lla disiderava vedere’.

124 Del Lungo, (1867), pp. 72-74 (letter 25, 18/7/1479), at p. 72.

125 Tornabuoni (1992), pp. 15ff; Martelli (1994a), pp. 71-72, 75-76.

126 valori (1991), p. 93.

127 F. Vettori, ‘Vita di Lorenzo de’ Medici, duca d’ Urbino’, in F. Vettori, Scritti storici e
politici ed. E. Niccolini (Bari: Laterza, 1972), pp. 259-272, quotation at p. 261. ‘... composta
Per Francesco Vettori e mandata alla illustre e prudente madonna Clarice [Strozzi] ...’.

2 Such gifting of unsolicited literary works to a possible future patron was commonplace.
After all, it is well known that Niccold Machiavelli had earlier written his most famous
work, The Prince, without a commission and sent it to the Medici, with Cardinal Giulio de’
Medici later commissioning him to write his Florentine History.

129 N. Machiavelli, Tutte le opere (ed.) M. Martelli, (Florence: Sansoni, 1971), pp. 1200-
1201 (17/11/1520), quotation at p. 1201. ‘... perché voi lo rassettassi con aggungiervi di
certa parte della cose sua, come vi paressi’. The translation is taken from J.B. Atkinson & D.
Sices (trans & eds) Machiavelli and His Friends: Their Personal Correspondence (De Kalb:
Northern Illinois University Press, 1996), p. 329.

% Lucrezia’s ownership of these works is documented in G. Pampaloni, ‘I ricordi segreti
del Mediceo Francesco Ag<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>