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The real reason for criticising
the De Chirico Foundation
I write in reference to Paolo
Baldacci’s letter “De Chirico dispute”
(The Art Newspaper, October, p60),
which was written in response to the
article “Challenge to De Chirico
Authentication Board” (The Art
Newspaper 2, September, p3).
I would like to shed light on the
real reason behind Baldacci’s
challenge to the De Chirico
Foundation, the principal objective
of which is to safeguard the artist’s
legacy. The article in your October
issue referred to the Court of Appeal
in Milan’s recent judgement
concerning Baldacci, who was found
to have no cause to appeal a previous
sentence issued by the Criminal
Court of Milan in March 2009. On
that occasion Baldacci was found
guilty of placing a number of fake
paintings attributed to De Chirico on
the art market in 2001 and 2002; the
paintings in question were
confiscated and Baldacci was
sentenced to 20 months in prison
pending appeal.
The criminal proceedings help
explain Baldacci’s strong resentment
towards the foundation as we not
only advised the judiciary of the
fake works but were also the
plaintiff in the proceedings that
resulted in his conviction and, in
particular, to the confiscation of the
works. The fact that these forgeries
can no longer circulate on the art
market is an excellent outcome for
the foundation.
In a judgement published on 19
July 2013, the Court of Appeal
applied the statute of limitations to
the case, a legal provision that
Baldacci would have been entitled to
decline so that the court could rule
on the case again, but Baldacci chose
not to do this. The Court of Appeal
confirmed the paintings in question
were fakes and established Baldacci’s
responsibility for knowingly putting
fake works attributed to De Chirico
on the art market. The judgement
sheds light on the complex system
used in providing the forgeries with

a convincing provenance and the
indication of a first “seller” (who in
the meantime had died) by the
accused, in an attempt to justify
the initial acquisition of the works
in question.
I would also like to add that
during the trial, Baldacci, who
describes himself as the top expert
on De Chirico, hid behind the
expertise of Professor Maurizio
Fagiolo dell’Arco (who died in 2002)
and then blamed him for having
authenticated the paintings in
question. The Court of Appeal also
highlighted this fact.
Baldacci’s legal proceedings are
just one of several actions that are of
concern to the foundation. Since he
left the foundation, Baldacci has
carried out a genuine campaign of
defamation concerning De Chirico,
with studies containing serious
errors regarding the interpretation
of historical documents as well as
misconceptions over the theoretical
content of the artist’s oeuvre.
In his numerous publications
over the years, Baldacci has
rewritten the artist’s biography,
distorting the historical truth about
the invention of Metaphysical art
and negating the artist’s intellectual
ownership of this discovery. He has
also gravely offended De Chirico,
repeatedly labelling him a “liar” and
“swindler”. For the foundation, this
manipulation of the truth is just as
damaging as Baldacci’s falsification
of De Chirico’s paintings.
The fantastical accusations
launched by Baldacci in his letter
regarding “scandals” that supposedly
took place prior to his collaboration
with the foundation are absolutely
unfounded and represent an attempt
to distract attention from the
accusations aimed at him by the
judiciary, which resulted in his
condemnation.
Furthermore, in the period he
collaborated with the foundation
(1993-97), contrary to what he stated
in a 1994 interview with Art News: “I
keep my commercial activity
absolutely separate from my position
in the foundation, which means that

Joseph Beuys holds court in Edinburgh in 1980
I do not buy or make any kind of
business transactions with the
paintings submitted to the
authentication committee”, Baldacci
did indeed deal in paintings that he
himself had helped authenticate,
a practice he spoke of during the
legal proceedings.
In light of the above, I do not
believe that Paolo Baldacci is the
most credible or qualified person to
contest the foundation’s
authentication committee.
Paolo Picozza
President, Giorgio and Isa de Chirico
Foundation, Rome

My work speaks for itself
I no longer intend to respond to
Paolo Picozza. My work, my books
and the Archivio dell’Arte Metafisica
(The Archives of Metaphysical Art)
will speak for me. I do not believe
that the authenticity of paintings
can be established by the courts,
especially if the courts use
incompetent and biased experts. I
invite readers to look at our website,
www.archivioartemetafisica.org, and
judge for themselves the validity of

our opinions and our calls for
transparency in the De Chirico
market.
Paolo Baldacci
President, Archivio dell'Arte
Metafisica, Milan

Boys will be Beuys
I write in reference to your article
“The Battle over Beuys” (The Art
Newspaper, November, pp67-68). In
1983, I saw Joseph Beuys give a
lecture at Leeds City Art Gallery, in
which he covered a huge blackboard
in drawings and formulae, much of
it indecipherable to me. What I do
remember are the people in the
audience dressed like Beuys, in his
trademark hat and waistcoat. A case
of the first celebrity artist, perhaps?
Trevor Coombs

Science of detecting fakes
We note with interest that art
forgery cases have become an
important topic in The Art Newspaper:
several recent stories have discussed
fakes and the issues they raise.
While we do agree with the
information and arguments

developed in those articles in so far
as they underline the general issue
of the opacity of the art market,
when it comes to the provenance
and valuation of art, we were
surprised by the complete absence of
any mention of scientific analysis in
the authentication process.
Many recent forgery scandals
have been revealed and proved
through scientific analysis. Technical
examination and materials analysis
are now increasingly recognised as
an essential part of due diligence
procedures for transactions
involving works of art.
Of course, provenance checks and
art historical expertise remain
indispensable, but provenance
documents can be forged and
experts can be mistaken, disagree
with each other, or even refuse to
deliver an opinion because of the
risk of legal liability.
In this situation, objective,
reliable data, such as the scientific
characterisation of pigments and
binding media, of the materials of
the support and comparative studies
of painting techniques with the help
of scientific imaging techniques (Xradiography, infrared reflectography,
UV fluorescence), properly
interpreted in their historical
context, have in many high-profile
cases proved their potential to detect
fakes and to provide expert art
historians with a solid foundation on
which to base their opinion.
Yan Walther, chief executive, and
Kilian Anheuser, head scientist, Fine
Arts Expert Institute, Geneva, Switzerland

Correction
• “Isa Genzken: Retrospective” at
the Museum of Modern Art, New
York (until 10 March 2014), has been
co-organised by MoMA, the Dallas
Museum of Art and the Museum of
Contemporary Art, Chicago. In our
preview (The Art Newspaper,
November, p40) we incorrectly
stated that the Art Institute of
Chicago was a co-organiser.

