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e o Abbreviations and Spelling

After much thinking, the decision was made to standardize the transliteration of Greek
personal and place names, using the more common Latinized form as a default. In
general, the transliteration is according to the Oxford Classical Dictionary, 3rd ed., which
is easily available for reference in libraries and online. There are a few exceptions, but
this is the rule throughout the volume.

Since this book is not intended only for specialists in Greek and Roman art history and
classics, I have not abbreviated the names of ancient authors; for the sake of consistency,
I have transliterated their names and abbreviated the titles of their individual works
according, again, to the system used by the Oxford Classical Dictionary, 4th ed. Where
the OCD does not suggest abbreviations, the titles have been presented in full.

Periodical titles are not abbreviated. Footnotes have been avoided, in order to have a
smoother presentation; occasional clusters of references in the text are the unhappy
consequence of this decision.

The following abbreviations appear in the text for encyclopedias, corpora, and other
frequently cited reference works.

ABV Beazley, J. D. 1956. Attic Black-Figure Vase-Painters. Oxford: Clarendon.

Add? Carpenter, T. H. 1989. Beazley Addenda: Additional References to ABV,
ARV?, and Paralipomena, 2nd ed. Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press.

ANRW H. Temporini and W. Haase, eds. 1972-. Aufstieg und Niedergang
derromischen Welt. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.
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ARV 2

BAPD

BNP

CEG

CIL

EAA

(p. xiv)

FrGrH

IG

KdA

LIMC

Para

PMG

RE

SEG

Beazley, J. D. 1963. Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters, 2nd ed. Oxford:
Clarendon.

Beazley Archive Pottery Database (www.beazley.ox.ac.uk/pottery).

Cancik, H., et al., eds. 2002-2010. Brill’s New Pauly: Encyclopaedia of
the Ancient World, Antiquity. Leiden and Boston: Brill.

Hansen, P. A. 1983-1989. Carmina Epigraphica Graeca, 2 vols. Berlin
and New York: Walter de Gruyter.

Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum. 1863-. Berlin: Georg Reimer.

Enciclopedia dell’Arte Antica, Classica e Orientale. 1958-. Rome: Istituto
della Enciclopedia Italiana.

Jacoby, F., ed. 1923-1958. Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker.
Berlin: Weidmann; Leiden: Brill.

Inscriptiones Graecae, consilio et auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum
Germanicae editae. 1873-. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Vollkommer, R., ed. 2001-2004. Kiinstlerlexikon der Antike. Munich: K.
G. Saur.

Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae. 1981-. Zurich: Artemis.

Beazley, J. D. 1971. Paralipomena: Additions to Attic Black-Figure Vase-
Painters and to Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters. Oxford: Clarendon.

Page, D. L. 1962. Poetae Melici Graeci. Oxford: Clarendon.

Pauly, A. F., G. Wissowa, W. Kroll, et al., eds. 1883-. Pauly’s
Realencyclopddie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft. Stuttgart:
Alfred Druckenmuller.

Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum. 1923-. Amsterdam: J. C. Gieben;
Leiden: Brill.
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Syll 3 Dittenberger, W. 1915-1924. Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum, 3rd ed.
Leipzig: S. Hirzel.

ThesCRA Thesaurus cultus et rituum antiquorum, 8 vols. 2004-2012. Los Angeles:
J. Paul Getty Museum.

Vs Diels, H., and W. Kranz, eds. 1964. Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker,
11th ed. Zurich and Berlin: Weidmann.
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Abstract and Keywords

This book brings together scholars of various generations, nationalities, and backgrounds
and their perspectives on Greek and Roman art and architecture. Thirty chapters are
organized into five sections, exploring Greek and Roman ideas about art and
architecture, as expressed in texts and images. It discusses the social, political, and
cultural functions of Greek and Roman images and buildings; what the Greeks and
Romans learned from other cultures, especially Egypt and the Near East, regarding
production of images and buildings; and the notion of “ancient art theory.” The book
introduces the theory of mimesis, the ideas of philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle,
and how images are related to built environments and rituals. It considers the different
approaches used in the study of Greek and Roman art and architecture, from
connoisseurship and formal analysis to iconography and iconology, social history, gender
studies, anthropology, reception theory, and semiotics and agency.

Keywords: art, architecture, buildings, Greek, iconography, iconology, images, rituals, Roman, theory of mimesis

Here we are emphasizing a dimension that is generally ignored by the dominant
conception that the historical sciences have of themselves. For the historian
usually chooses concepts to describe the historical particularity of his objects
without expressly reflecting on their origin and justification. He simply follows his
interest in the material and takes no account of the fact that the descriptive
concepts he chooses can be highly detrimental to his proper purpose if they
assimilate what is historically different to what is familiar and thus, despite all
impartiality, subordinate the alien being of the object to his own preconceptions.
Thus, despite his scientific method, he behaves just like everyone else—as a child
of his time who is unquestioningly dominated by the concepts and prejudices of
his own age.

(Gadamer 2004, 397)
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Introduction: Advocating a Hermeneutic Approach

The Oxford Handbook Series offers an important opportunity to examine the study of
Greek and Roman art and architecture at a critical time in its development. In the past
few decades, this area of investigation has been characterized by an ever-increasing
range of approaches, under the influence of various theories and fields of study within
both the humanities and the social sciences, from the study of literature, history, and
philosophy to that of archaeology, anthropology, and sociology. The scope of this
handbook is to explore key aspects of Greek and Roman art and architecture and review
the larger theoretical frameworks, methodologies, and directions of research in this field.

More precisely, this volume consists, after this general introduction, of thirty essays
organized thematically and divided into five sections: “Pictures from the Inside,” “Greek
and Roman Art and Architecture in the Making,” “Ancient Contexts,” “Post-Antique
Contexts,” and “Approaches.” These sections address, respectively, Greek and Roman
ideas about art and architecture, as expressed in both texts and images (chapters 1
through 4); the production of art and architecture in the Greek and Roman world and the
various agents and media involved with it (chapters 5 through 10); the ancient ®. 2
contexts of use and reception of Greek and Roman images and buildings and their social,
political, and cultural functions (chapters 11 through 17); the post-Antique contexts of
reuse and reception, including institutions such as academia and museums (chapters 18
through 22); and finally, the main modern approaches in this field of study and its
successive engagement, over time, with connoisseurship, formal analysis, iconography
and iconology, sociology, gender studies, anthropology, reception theory, and semiotics
(chapters 23 through 30). This thematic organization and division into sections is in
keeping with the hermeneutical approach to art, particularly the phenomenological
hermeneutics of Hans-Georg Gadamer (1900-2002) and with Gadamer’s ideas that a
work of art cannot be separated from the totality of its interpretations and that
interpretation is an understanding that is historically situated (Gadamer 2004; for a good
introduction to hermeneutics and art theory, see Davey 2002). Hence the particular
emphasis throughout this volume on historiography, not only as a chapter of the larger
intellectual history but as an essential and critical moment of disciplinary self-reflection
toward a development of historical consciousness.

In the beginning, it may be useful to clarify the intended readership for this book.
Readers are supposed to be, in the first place, graduate students who are developing a
particular interest in the study of Greek and Roman art and architecture; they represent
the future of this field, and the main purpose of this handbook is to offer guidance, by
introducing them to critical aspects of the subject and to the various modes of inquiry
that have directed the discipline from its origins, including some considerations about
possible future directions.
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Introduction: Advocating a Hermeneutic Approach

A volume like this, which intends not only to explore central features of Greek and Roman
art and architecture but also to subject to critical scrutiny the theoretical and
methodological underpinnings of this discipline, may also be of some value for our
colleagues, those involved in the academic practice of art history, archaeology, and
classical studies and those engaged in the professional practice of curating collections
and writing art criticism. However, with this comes a major caveat. As the editor of this
volume, I sought contributions from senior scholars, who have been playing a critical role
in shaping the field, and from younger scholars, who will play an equally important role in
defining the discipline for future generations. At the same time, I made a point of inviting
colleagues from a range of different countries and academic traditions, in order to
provide as comprehensive and wide-ranging a discussion as possible. However, by no
means should this volume be taken as a state of the field or an attempt at investigating it
in its full breadth.

There are several reasons for this, beginning with the obvious disproportion between the
physical limitations of a volume like this and the richness of the field of study of Greek
and Roman art and architecture. It may be argued that this discipline, like the wider field
of art history, was a key institution in the construction, consolidation, and shaping of
national identities in Europe and North America between the late eighteenth and early
twentieth centuries (Rampley et al. 2012), even more so, in the case of Greek and Roman
art and architecture, because of the deep engagement that several modern nations have
had since then with classical antiquity (Stephens and Vasunia 2010). Asa ®.3) result,
the study of Greek and Roman art and architecture has been marked by a variety of
approaches, bound with the different social, political, and cultural developments within
individual countries. These approaches are so deeply entrenched in today’s academic
consciousness that one can still find expressions of strong sentiments concerning one’s
scholarly tradition and/or perspective; the more insular the tradition, the more it is
presented as the sole viable option. In this, the study of Greek and Roman art and
architecture has the same problem as the art history of later periods, namely, the
dominance of the national paradigm and the fact that most scholarship on the history of
art and architecture continues to be conducted within the framework of the nation-state.

Our age of cultural globalization, however, is witnessing an increase in transnational and
cross-cultural contacts, inevitably accompanied by a decrease in the uniqueness of once-
isolated communities. Within this framework, the purpose of this volume may be seen as
bringing together scholars of various generations, nationalities, and backgrounds who
have agreed to contribute to this project, voicing their perspectives in one and the same
language (translations, inevitably a work of interpretation on the part of the translator,
have been systematically reviewed by the authors and accepted as faithful
representations of their ideas) and according to the same format. In so doing, the authors
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were given free rein by their editor, except for the indication of the titles of their
chapters, a full description of the general outline of the project and its intellectual aims,
and some advice about the articulation of the discussion, aiming at consistency
throughout the volume, namely, the need to accompany the treatment of each subject
with both historiographical considerations and a final reflection about possible future
directions in the specific field of study. As a result of that freedom, the reader will
immediately notice how opinions may considerably diverge, concerning the same issues
and also on larger theoretical and methodological considerations, from one chapter to the
next. In fact, emphasis on openness has been from the outset the main goal of the editor,
as was bringing the pluralism of approaches in our field to the fore, certainly not
pursuing one particular universal theory and unified narrative, which would
systematically obscure what it attempts to illuminate. On the other end, the coherent
rationale underlying the entire project should appear evident, as should the fact that the
individual chapters contribute to the construction of a whole.

Handbook

By laying emphasis on key aspects of Greek and Roman art and architecture and on
theoretical and methodological considerations, this handbook is evidently interested
neither in a purely encyclopedic account of its subject nor in a factual approach. The
general tendency for introductions, companions, and handbooks on Greek and Roman art
and architecture is to concentrate on the “historical narrative,” presenting readers with a
number of monuments and images set within their historical and social backgrounds.
These publications can be invaluable, including a new spate published in recent years.

.4 Yet it may be noted that at times in these works, the emphasis lies on “just” the
facts, without an interest in addressing the larger interpretive framework and in defining
and explaining the criteria that have guided the selection of the evidence presented and
the structuring of the historical narrative.

One need only mention, as an example, the case of Greek and Roman artists. We have
countless pages concerning architects, sculptors, and painters, hardly balanced by a
discussion of the sources and methods used to reconstruct their biographies and oeuvres,
let alone references to the more general art historical and anthropological question about
agency and the makers of art and architecture: whether the person or persons
responsible for the material fabrication of the works, the ones sponsoring or promoting
those products, or the social and cultural environments within which those works appear
and function (these problems are debated here in chapters 5, 6, and 23; see, in general,
Preziosi and Farago 2012, 8). In a few words, the exposition of the “historical narrative”
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and “facts” is not always accompanied by an act of acknowledgment or self-reflection
concerning the interpretive process behind them.

It may be argued that this factual approach is coherent with an inclination toward an
atheoretical/antitheoretical position often found in our field (about this position, see
especially chapters 25, 26, 28, and 29). In our literature, one can find enough criticism
against theoretically driven interpretation, often presented as subjecting Greek and
Roman art and architecture to the service of ideologies bred by modern concerns (see,
e.g., Boardman 1993, 2).

Some may observe that such criticism represents an inevitable reaction to the excesses of
abstract theorizing that has characterized art history generally and, in recent decades,
also the field of Greek and Roman art history. However, it may be added that in our field,
this atheoretical/antitheoretical mindset has a long history, rooted in Positivism and thus
reaching back well beyond the neoconservative trends of the past few decades (as
suggested by Stewart 1997, 5-7). Furthermore, it reflects the pride of the Positivist era
for its substantial contribution toward the definition of that body of evidence that we now
identify with Greek and Roman art and architecture, through large-scale excavations at
critical sites such as Olympia, Delphi, Pompeii, and the Roman Forum and the production
of monumental studies and series of publications, from the Pauly’s Realencyclopddie der
classischen Altertumswissenschaft to the corpus of Roman sarcophagus reliefs.

Today we take that body of evidence for granted, so much so that recent approaches
(mis-)guided by the model of the natural sciences tend to regard it as an innocent
quantitative base for qualitative judgments, apparently ignoring its being the result of an
act of interpretation. The determination of that body of evidence was the result of a
laborious process, which could only be initiated and accomplished, to a good degree, in
an age that worshipped objectivity, saw facts before everything else, and thought that the
accumulation of knowledge concerning those facts would ultimately produce an objective
reconstruction of the past.

Not by chance, the king of all self-professed, atheoretical empiricists in our field is Carl
Robert (1855-1920), one of the key figures of the period between the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries (see especially chapters 25 and 28). In the preface to the
volume ®@.5 (Archaeologische Hermeneutik) that was meant to outline the principles
for the correct understanding and interpretation of ancient images, and which is full of
negative comments against symbolic interpretation, both religious and political, regarded
as unwarranted projection of modern concerns (something to think about for some
modern proponents of an atheoretical/antitheoretical position), Robert wrote: “I have
come to the principles outlined in this volume in a purely empirical way. I'll leave to those
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with a philosophical mind the task of organizing those principles into a system” (Robert
1919, 1i).

Today, more than ever, we should regard with skepticism such an atheoretical/
antitheoretical position. Among the reasons is the irremediable sense of distance and
isolation that this position has been attaching to the field of study of Greek and Roman
art and architecture in comparison with its neighboring disciplines, including the wider
fields of art history and archaeology. For art history, one need only consider the growing
engagement with critical theory and with disciplinary self-reflexivity over the course of
the second half of the twentieth century (e.g., Belting 1987; Bryson, Holly, and Moxey
1991). Similarly, beginning in the late 1950s, the field of archaeology has been
characterized by an ever-increasing level of theoretical reflection and critical self-
scrutiny, as a result of the successive stages of Processualism and Post-Processualism
(Trigger 2006). Since the late 1970s, this transformation has had an effect on Greek and
Roman archaeology, finding expression in several introductions to the subject published
in recent years (e.g., Alcock and Osborne 2012). Among the introductions to the study of
Greek and Roman art and architecture published in the last few decades, only one shows
a comparable level of reflexive awareness about theory and methodology (Borbein,
Holscher, and Zanker 2000).

There are two additional reasons for atheoretical/antitheoretical positions to be regarded
with suspicion. The first is that, as Kant wrote, “Thoughts without content are empty,
intuitions without concepts are blind” (Critique of Pure Reason A 51/B 75; Kant 1998, 50-
51; Davey 2002, 444). The first part of this dictum applies well to abstract theorizing, but
the second is no less appropriate for the position under discussion. The second is that in
adopting a hermeneutical approach, the possible interpretations of a work are endless,
while our interpretation is inevitably shaped by our horizon of expectation and
prejudgments. It is thus only inevitable that different generations and cultures will read
the sources differently, as different questions, prejudices, and interests will move them
(Gadamer 2004, xxix; in application to Greek and Roman art, see especially Holscher
2006, 19-20) and, we may add, so long as those sources will matter to them. With its
pluralism, this volume intends to bring testimony to the fact that the field of Greek and
Roman art and architecture is no exception to this principle.

Greek and Roman

In discussing together Greek and Roman art and architecture, this volume wishes to
make a strong case against the trend toward excessive specialization characteristic of the
humanities, including our discipline.
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@.6) The art and architecture of the Greeks and those of the Romans are best discussed
together for two reasons strongly emphasized throughout this handbook (and on which,
see especially Borbein, Holscher, and Zanker 2000, 9; Holscher 2006, 14). One motive is
that much of what we know now of Greek culture is a result of its reception and
transmission by the Romans; we now see Greek art and architecture first through Roman
eyes. The other reason is that Greek culture is an essential component of Roman culture;
it is hard to understand, let alone interpret, Roman art and architecture without having
an understanding of their Greek counterparts. Unfortunately, in our field, there has not
always been recognition of these two basic facts; what is worse is that the relation
between Greek and Roman art and architecture has come to be framed in terms of
competition between academic disciplines. This is a regrettable situation that reminds us
of Goethe’s famous pronouncement that disciplines can self-destruct in two ways: either
because they linger on the surface of things or because of the excessive depth to which
they carry their examinations (see Settis 2006, 13).

Some readers may be wondering about the use of the expression “Greek and Roman” in
lieu of “classical” for the title of this handbook. In fact, while in this volume, in
accordance with English usage, the term “Classical,” with the initial capital letter, is
maintained as a reference to the specific time in Greek history roughly corresponding to
the fifth and fourth centuries Bcg, the term “classical” is instead used with parsimony,
usually within quotes, and mostly in reference to the reception of Greek and Roman
antiquity in Western culture.

This approach is at odds with the recurrent use of the term “classical” in the titles of
general introductions and reference publications on Greek and Roman art and
architecture and on archaeology, particularly during the second half of the twentieth
century, and with a suspicious increase during the past few years (in an ominous direct
proportion to the increase of postmodern attacks against the “classical”). One may
mention encyclopedic works such as the Enciclopedia dell’Arte Antica, Classica e
Orientale (1958-), comprehensive surveys such as The Oxford History of Classical Art
(Boardman 1993), or the already mentioned Classical Archaeology, published in its
second edition less than two years ago (Alcock and Osborne 2012).

The different approach to the term pursued in this volume should be taken not as a call
for the dismissal of “classical” in our field but as a provocation, in line with the quote
opening this introduction; we too often tend to use terms and concepts to describe the
historical particularity of our objects without expressly reflecting on their origin and
justification.

It may be useful to consider that the use of the term “classical” in reference to Greek and
Roman art and architecture as a whole has a long history, which goes back to the
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nineteenth century and some of the pioneer writers of art history in Germany. One may
mention the work of Wilhelm Libke (1826-1893), professor of architecture at the Berlin
Bauakademie. In his Geschichte der Architektur, first published in Leipzig in 1855 and
one of the first attempts at synthetizing the history of the subject from antiquity to
modern times, Lubke used the term “classical” as a comprehensive definition for the
architecture of the Greeks, Etruscans, and Romans, which is featured in the second
section of his work. The opening section of the work consists of a discussion of the
architectures ®.7) of India, Mesopotamia, Persia, and Egypt, collectively presented as
the “Precursors” of classical architecture, which did not manage to reach beyond the
boundaries of their individual nations and lands, in terms of their impact within the larger
development of world’s architecture, attaining that lasting influence that was instead
characteristic of “classical” architecture and was ultimately a result of the Greek genius,
a proposition that comes straight from Hegel’s Aesthetics and his view of Greek art and
architecture as the actual existence of the “classical” ideal. In his Grundrif$ der
Kunstgeschichte, published in 1860, Lubke applied a similar line of thinking to the
presentation of the development of the figural arts, asserting once more the universality
and eternal validity of the “classical” Greek and Roman world.

In his publications, the use that Lubke made of “classical” was clearly ambivalent, the
term not only denoting the specific contribution of the Greeks, Etruscans, and Romans to
the general development of art and architecture but also connoting its superior status in
comparison with other ancient cultures, as the very foundation of Western culture. This
reminds us of the fact that “classical” is no innocent word but one loaded with
associations that go well beyond the original meaning of the Latin word classicus
(literally, a citizen belonging to the highest classis of taxpayers) from which it derives
(see especially Tatarkiewicz 1958; Settis 2006, 56-66). In denoting value, “classical”
means first-class, the best of its kind, and a perfect and acknowledged model; in denoting
a chronological period, it can refer to the ancients, namely, “Graeco-Roman” antiquity, as
in Lubke’s case, or designate, more specifically, the Greek world in the fifth and fourth
centuries; in denoting a historical style, it refers to post-Antique, particularly modern
authors who prefer to conform with ancient models; finally, in denoting an aesthetic
category, it refers to authors and works marked by general qualities such as harmony,
moderation, and balance.

Needless to say, Lubke’s association of Greek, Etruscan, and Roman art and architecture
under the same rubric and the use of the term “classical” to define that category were in
line with the monolithic image of Graeco-Roman antiquity that was being codified by
universities, art academies, and museum collections over the course of the nineteenth
century, a process in which the use of the term “classical” helped in making Greek and
Roman antiquity into the dominant one and its teaching the cornerstone of elite (and in
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the long run, middle-class) education in Western countries. This placing of Greek and
Roman art and architecture on the pedestal was very much in agreement with the
general tendency of Western civilization of the time to use “classical” culture as a weapon
to claim its superiority over other civilizations and legitimize its hegemony over the rest
of the world (Settis 2006; Elkins 2007; Stephens and Vasunia 2010).

This is why, in our markedly multicultural environment and after the postmodern
destruction of the paradigmatic status of “classical” antiquity, we can no longer do with
this faultless and unchallengeable image of the Greek and Roman past, even though some
colleagues may still consider this “classical” vision as a welcome legitimization, even
promotion, of their profession (as particularly argued by Settis 2006, 83) or contend that
their use of the term “classical” is only a convenient, neutral label (Borbein, Holscher,
and Zanker 2000, 8).

@-8) In this regard, this handbook is not only interested in exploring the exchanges of
the Greeks and Romans with other cultures, particularly Egypt and the Near East, at the
level of the production of images and buildings (interchanges addressed in crucial
chapters, including 2, 5, 9, 10, 14, 15, and 17, and thus not treated in separate essays but
incorporated within the main discourse as a means of emphasizing their significance). Its
goal is that of proposing a more balanced picture of Greek and Roman art and
architecture, from within and in their relationship with us, expressly acknowledging their
remoteness, alienness, and otherness (certainly more than Hegel thought of it), instead of
their identity with our own culture (hence the emphasis on modern reception, particularly
in chapters 18 through 22 and 29, and anthropological approaches, in chapter 28); not
considering their qualities as timeless and perpetual but as historically determined as
regards both their production (hence the emphasis on patronage in chapters 8 and 9, on
functions and interactions with ritual activities in chapters 12 through 15, and on
sociohistorical approaches in chapter 26) and their later reception; and proposing a
general approach to the material that is more in tune with the discourse on the art and
architecture of other periods and geographical areas of the world. In this last regard, we
hope the next generation will find this volume useful (also through its systematic critique)
toward the writing of the history of Greek and Roman art and architecture along the lines
of global art history (see Elkins 2007; Zijlmans and Van Damme 2008). For sure, in our
increasingly multicultural, global world, we simply can no longer afford, in our field, to
perpetuate cultural stereotypes such as that of the “classical” (as advocated instead by
Osborne and Alcock 2012, 1-2). The fact of the matter is that Greek and Roman art and
architecture still represent a significant component of the cultural identity of the
globalized world, and they really do not need to be set on the pedestal where they were
marginalized by earlier generations of scholars in order to face the challenges of the
present and the future.
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Here is one last comment on the association of Greek, Etruscan, and Roman art and
architecture under the same rubric of “classical,” which some may see as an advantage of
that term (e.g., Holscher 2006, 14). References to Etruscan culture are found throughout
this volume, particularly as regards its relevance to the development of Greek and Roman
art and architecture and historiography. On the other hand, the decision has been made
not to focus specifically on the Etruscans based on the idea that this culture was certainly
not the only one, among the non-Greek and non-Roman cultures of antiquity, to have an
effect on Greek and Roman art and architecture. One may remain within the boundaries
of the Italian peninsula and refer to another volume within this series, the Oxford
Handbook of Pre-Roman Italy, edited by Francesco de Angelis and Marco Maiuro.

Art and Architecture

“Art” and “architecture” refer in this volume to the wide range of images and buildings
produced in Greek and Roman antiquity, without distinguishing between “artistic” and
“nonartistic” works, while at the same time acknowledging the importance, historically,

®.9) of aesthetic and qualitative judgment in both the shaping of the discipline and the
determination of its objects.

Indeed, architecture is an art, according to the modern, European system of classification
of artistic production (which placed architecture alongside painting, sculpture, music,
and poetry) and earlier attempts at categorization (Kristeller 1990; Shiner 2001).
Accordingly, “art” can refer to both images and buildings, as in much of the literature on
ancient Greece and Rome, particularly the anglophone corpus. The distinction made here
between art and architecture is coherent with its increased occurrence in the course of
the twentieth century, explained chiefly as a difference in the training of artists and
architects (Fernie 1995, 326). In this volume, however, the distinction is really meant to
lay emphasis on architecture and the built environment (a field of inquiry that should be
more prosperous, in association with the Greek and Roman world, yet has suffered from
the higher degree of excessive specialization in recent decades) and counteract the
widespread trend in recent years toward aestheticizing Greek and Roman images, which
generally starts from dissociating them from the urban and built environment to which
they once belonged, and their actual archaeological context.

Unlike the art histories of several other geographical areas and periods, the study of
Greek and Roman art and architecture is characterized by its close proximity and, in its
best expressions, deep engagement with archaeology. In fact, depending on the academic
tradition, some may argue that the study of Greek and Roman art and architecture is a
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subfield of Greek and Roman archaeology and can hardly be separated from it. A case in
point is the already mentioned Klassische Archdologie: Eine Einfiihrung (Borbein,
Holscher, and Zanker 2000), structured around that idea and in which, for example,
essays on formal analysis and technology are associated with essays on field archaeology
and historical topography. That approach reminds us of the fact that as an academic
discipline, Greek and Roman archaeology was deeply interwoven, in its origins, with art
history, and it reflects the tradition, in many European countries—{first and foremost
Germany—of associating the study of the artistic and material culture of the Greek and
Roman world under the same heading of archaeology. The rationale often provided for
that association is the idea that the division between archaeology and art history is
predicated upon a modern, formalist definition of “Art”—“art” with a capital A and in the
modern sense of “Art for Art’s sake,” as a form of expression autonomous from the
practical interests of life—which does not apply to Greek and Roman antiquity, in which
what corresponds to that term was inseparable from other practices (see, e.g., Borbein,
Holscher, and Zanker 2000, 8-9; Holscher 2006, 13-14). This last argument is
undeniable, and it is confirmed by ancient authors, who, as best argued by Paul Oskar
Kristeller, were far from inclined to detach the aesthetic qualities of works of art from
their intellectual, moral, religious, and practical function or content (Kristeller 1990, 174;
compare chapter 1 below).

In more general terms, it may be argued—from a Euro-American perspective, which is
responsible for the discourse on Greek and Roman art and architecture—that defining an
artifact as a work of art (or architecture, in the case of a building) and experiencing it
aesthetically depend on a process of abstraction, consisting of selecting only on ®. 10
the basis of aesthetic quality as such and ignoring the extra-aesthetic elements that cling
to it and thus disregarding everything in which a work is rooted, including its original
context of life, the functions that gave it significance, and, finally, the significance of its
content (Gadamer 2004, 74, where the process is called “aesthetic differentiation”; see
also Elkins 2006).

On the other hand, it may be noted that experiencing a work of art aesthetically (some
would say as an aesthetician) is far from the goals of historical study: the historian has a
different orientation to the works of the past, in that he or she is trying to discover
something about the past through them, considering it as more or less of a weakness to
regard a work as a work of art: “A work of art is a whole, self-sufficient world. But the
interest of the historian knows no such self-sufficiency,” seeking to understand
phenomena in their unique and historical concreteness (Gadamer 2004, 331). Hence the
troubled relationship between art history and aesthetics, often presented in terms of a
binary opposition between a historical and an ahistorical approach to images (Somaini
2012). This contrast has led to more recent calls, such as the one from W. J. T. Mitchell,
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for a close integration between art history and aesthetics (Mitchell 2005, 338), an
integration that some now see as an imperative for the discipline of art history (Preziosi
and Farago 2012, 44-45).

Last but not least, we should avoid the fallacy of criticizing the use of the term
“art”/“artist” in reference to Greek and Roman antiquity because of the lack of
equivalents to our term “art” in Greek and Roman lexicons (on techné/ars, see chapter 1).
This fallacy is predicated upon the naive proposition that in understanding history, we
must leave our own concepts aside and think only in the concepts of the period that we
are trying to understand, without realizing that to think historically means mediating
between the ideas of the past and our own thinking and that in interpretation, to try to
escape from our own concepts is simply impossible (Gadamer 2004, 398). In keeping with
this line of thinking, one would argue that it is not only legitimate but also inevitable that
we use the term “art” in reference to the “art” (or “visual culture”/“visual art,” two terms
more in vogue in recent years but no less innocent and in danger of being used naively
and ahistorically than “art”; Preziosi and Farago 2012, 48) of the Greek and Roman
world.

To this we may add that in application to Greek and Roman “art,” the notion of it by
modern scholarship has developed over time, as an inevitable reflection of evolving
modern ideas about “art.” “Art” is in fact neither a universal category nor a neutral
designation but a historical construction specific to a time and place and dependent on
particular cultural and social conditions (Barasch 1985-1998; Kristeller 1990; Shiner
2001; Elkins 2007; Preziosi and Farago 2012).

It is certainly not by chance that our field has come to a fuller appreciation in more
recent years of the wide realm of images and buildings created in the Greek and Roman
world, laying increasing emphasis on their meaning and function and on their strong
connection with the wider culture and material history of Greek and Roman antiquity
(contrast Robertson 1975, xii-xiii, with Smith 2002). In fact, one may posit a direct
correlation with the emergence of visual studies and its rejection of the preliminary
distinction in art history between the “artistic” and the “nonartistic” on the one hand and
its call for considering the entire domain of images on the other. The development is

@.11) presented as a shift from the history of art to the history of images and as a new
focus on the cultural meaning of the works rather than on their aesthetic value (Bryson,
Holly, and Moxey 1994; Holly and Moxey 2002; Bal 2003; Dikovitskaya 2005; Rampley
2012; but see Bredekamp 2003 for a different take on the objects and directions of
traditional art history, far less elitist than how they are pictured by the proponents of
visual studies). One could also see in this the influence of an age of artistic production
like ours in which the distinction between art and nonart objects has become less
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perceptually evident (Somaini 2012, 21, with literature). This is because, yet again, “in
the human sciences the particular research questions concerning tradition that we are
interested in pursuing are motivated in a special way by the present and its interests. The
theme and object of research are actually constituted by the motivation of the

inquiry” (Gadamer 2004, 285).

The decision made in designing this handbook to focus on Greek and Roman art and
architecture while disengaging it from a larger discussion of the archaeology of these two
cultures may seem outrageous to proponents of the idea that “classical art history is
archaeology or it is nothing” (Whitley 2012, 595). This proposition comes along with the
reference to the “pure, aesthetic realm of classical art history” (Whitley 2012, 579)
presented as being dominated by a purely aesthetic appreciation of Greek and Roman
artworks and with little interest in their original historical, social, and cultural context.

Those, like the editor of the present volume, who are against purely formalistic and
aestheticizing agendas, care for the cultural heritage of the source countries for Greek
and Roman art and architecture and are against the looting and illegal trafficking of
antiquities—unethical, unlawful and, furthermore, an important source of revenue for
organized crime (see chapters 21 and 22)—can only be sympathetic with such statements,
however biased they may look. At the same time, however, facing such statements, we
have to acknowledge that we are dealing with an egregious misperception/
misrepresentation of an entire field of inquiry, possibly driven by excessive specialization.
The various directions, beyond the purely aesthetical, that the field of Greek and Roman
art history has been taking since its constitution, including a deep engagement with the
works’ archaeological and their historical, social, and cultural context, are hard to miss.

This handbook should make that point clear and also open anglophone readers to
essential trends within the study of Greek and Roman art and architecture in languages
different from English. In fact, one of the main problems brought to the fore by the recent
transnational trend in art history, beyond national frameworks, is the ignorance of the
work of authors not well enough known outside of their original home territories, as a
function of linguistic (in)competence (Rampley 2012).

A State of This Volume

Anthropologists, after Marvin Harris, make use of two neologisms coined by linguist

Kenneth Pike, “emic” and “etic,” to categorize two different perspectives for viewing and
(®.12) interpreting cultural phenomena (Harris 1968 and Harris 2001): the internal

(“emic”) viewpoint of the members of the cultural community under observation and the
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concepts and categories which they apply to their own lives and the world in which they
live and the external (“etic”) viewpoint of the anthropologist, who does not belong to the
culture that he or she is investigating and describes and understands that culture
according to his or her own logic. From this perspective, much of this handbook should
be regarded as an etic/analytic/cross-cultural view of Greek and Roman art and
architecture, and it would only seem fair to start with the emic/indigenous/local one.

Accordingly, part I, “Pictures from the Inside,” addresses Greek and Roman ideas about
art and architecture, with equal consideration for the written and artistic record.

Chapter 1, by Deborah Steiner, focusing on images, questions the very notion of “ancient
art theory” and takes into account not only the theory of mimesis and the ideas of
philosophers such as Plato or Aristotle but also the wider field of Greek and Roman
literature and epigraphy, exploring the different types of issues that many ancient
sources more readily explore in reference to the products of artistic craft: the material
nature of those objects, their impact on viewers, and the function and contexts framing
the use and reception of artifacts.

Chapter 2, by Mark Wilson Jones, the pendant essay on architectural theory, begins by
questioning the traditional understanding of theory as having priority over practice and
then launches into a systematic analysis of Vitruvius’s treatise De Architectura and this
architect’s theory, particularly his ideas about the principles of symmetria, eurythmia,
and decor; as a necessary corrective to a merely text-based approach, the second part of
the chapter is devoted to the design of ancient buildings, providing important insights
about the theories underlying their construction.

As an essential complement to the first two essays, chapter 3, by Francesco de Angelis,
explores the extraordinarily rich and diverse forms of writing about art and architecture
in the Greek and Roman world, with a particular emphasis on the specialized writing
produced by the practitioners of the arts themselves, an essential point of departure and
frame of reference for much of the ancient and post-Antique conceptions and discourses
about art and architecture.

In these first three chapters, images and buildings are already taken into consideration;
however, the purpose of chapter 4, by Maryl B. Gensheimer, is to point attention to
representations of images and buildings in Greek and Roman art and architecture. These
representations are precious documents for the self-understanding of artists and
architects and the reception of their works, and they have been too often neglected in the
past within the context of a purely logocentric approach to the Greek and Roman
reception and reflection about art and architecture.
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Part II, “Greek and Roman Art and Architecture in the Making,” addresses the production
of images and buildings, and in giving precedence to the producers over their materials
and techniques, it echoes Thomas Aquinas’s differentiation between the eternal
substance of an object and its accidental, external appearance (for the application of this
differentiation to art historical discourse, see Preziosi and Farago 2012, 40).

@.13) This part of the book starts with a discussion of the persons responsible for the

material fabrication of the works—respectively, artists (chapter 5, by Rainer Vollkommer)
and architects (chapter 6, by Henner von Hesberg)—laying emphasis on the problems
involved in the reconstruction of their specific contribution and more generally their
oeuvre and on their social standing. The precedence given to artists and architects in this
section should be taken not as a statement about their role as primary agents responsible
for the appearance of the works but as a tribute to historiography, which gives
precedence to that idea.

The next two chapters take into consideration those whom some may regard as primary
agents, in discussing the patronage, financing, and sponsorship of art (chapter 7, by Eric
R. Varner) and architecture (chapter 8, by Bonna D. Wescoat). Here, more than
elsewhere, the decision to discuss together the Greek and Roman world has proved
particularly fruitful, as these two essays clearly highlight not only the significant
differences between those two cultures as a result of different political and social systems
but also the extent to which in the Roman period, the new conditions of production have
influenced the ancient authors’ presentation of the patronage and sponsoring of art and
architecture of the earlier, Greek times.

Likewise, the adoption of a long-term perspective has proved particularly illuminating as
regards the materials and techniques of art (chapter 9, by Kenneth Lapatin) and
architecture (chapter 10, by Pier Luigi Tucci), through which ideas were transformed into
appearances. By pointing to the long tradition concerning the analysis of this essential
aspect of the production of images and buildings and its significant progress in recent
years, this section reminds us of the essential role that technical and scientific analysis
has always played within the field of study of Greek and Roman art and architecture, and
from the very beginning, particularly thanks to its deep engagement with archaeology.

Part I, “Ancient Contexts,” moves attention back from the agents or forces responsible
for the coming into being and appearance of art and architecture to the functions to
which these works were put and their ancient reception. Obviously, a full reconstruction
of these contexts is impossible, and for those who are so naive as to use this fact as an ax
against contextual approaches and as a key for advocating an aestheticizing agenda, we
may note that the work of the historian (including the historian of reception) is that of
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trying to discover something—not everything—about the past through its texts and
material remains (Gadamer 2004, 331; see also chapter 29).

Chapter 11, by Jamieson C. Donati, sets the stage by introducing the concept of the urban
environment. This was certainly not the only context for the use and reception of art and
architecture, but it was certainly a very important one and too often neglected by an
armchair art history born and developed exclusively in libraries, photo libraries, or
museums and dissociated from urban and architectural history and archaeology, along
with the relevant contexts. The chapter does not limit its purview to monumental
architecture, but with its holistic approach, it points attention to the wide variety of
buildings produced in the Greek and Roman world, starting with residential housing.

@. 149 The purpose of the next two essays is to analyze the wide variety of functions of

images in the Greek (chapter 12, by Olga Palagia) and Roman world (chapter 13, by Paul
Zanker). The emphasis is in both cases on sculpture and painting, exploring, in the case
of Greek art, the functions of these two media in religious and civic contexts: depicting
the divine, commemorating and honoring men and women, and embellishing sacred
architecture—that is, until the ascendancy of the Macedonian kingdom, when art was
systematically introduced for private use. It is from this private dimension, namely, the
decoration of houses and villas, that begins the discussion of the functions of Roman art,
which then moves to images and monuments of public self-representation, from the Late
Republic to the Principate, and ends with a discussion of the art of the citizens in the
Imperial period, focusing on sarcophagi and mosaics.

The next two chapters bring the discussion of the uses of images a step further, by
exploring the relationships among built environments, images, and rituals, the last being
an essential dimension of public and private life in both the Greek and the Roman world.
The essay on Greece (chapter 14, by Joannis Mylonopoulos) devotes particular attention
to religious contexts of the Archaic and Classical periods, laying emphasis on altars and
temples, considered in their articulation and original functions.

The discussion of the Roman material (chapter 15, by Richard Neudecker), from the
Republican to the Late Imperial period, takes into consideration not only sacred spaces
and architecture but also public spaces and buildings and houses, exploring how Roman
buildings managed, through their architectural forms and figural decoration, to create an
appropriate setting for the performance of ritualized acts full of meaning for
contemporary society.

The following two essays (chapter 16, by Rachel Kousser, and chapter 17, by Natalie
Kampen) analyze the ancient reception of, respectively, Greek and Roman art and
architecture. The first one discusses the Roman interaction with Greek art and

Page 16 of 21



Introduction: Advocating a Hermeneutic Approach

architecture, which, it is argued, was varied, pragmatic, and widespread. Particular
emphasis is placed here on the cultural practices that framed this interaction, most
significant among them being the Roman looting, collecting, and theorizing of Greek art
and the copying and adaptation of Greek styles in new Roman works. The second essay,
one of the last contributions by a beloved colleague who is sorely missed, focuses on the
art and architecture in the Roman provinces and beyond the Roman world. Here the
emphasis is on historiography and on exploring the major methodological issues of past
and current scholarship: from the traditional interpretation of the style in the art of the
Roman provinces in relation to the “Graeco-Roman” style, and the concurrent application
of the categories of center, province, and periphery, to more recent discussions not only
of iconography and social interpretation but also of location, function, patronage, and
viewer response.

Part IV, “Post-Antique Contexts,” explores issues of reception, as a historical
phenomenon, in which artists, architects, and institutions—namely, governments,
academia, and museums—have played a critical role in transmitting, while at the same
transforming and reinterpreting, the images and monuments of the Greek and Roman
past.

Chapter 18, by Lucia Faedo, offers a general introduction to the reception of Greek and
Roman art and architecture from the Middle Ages to the twentieth century, with a

.15 focus on Italy, a country that played a critical role, particularly in the Early
Modern era. This essay lays emphasis on the essential role played by artists and
architects within this process.

With chapter 19, by A. A. Donohue, we move into the institutional sphere, particularly the
academic tradition, with an overview of the modern historiography of Greek and Roman
architecture, in its relationship with the ancient historiography on the one hand and the
trajectory of modern intellectual history on the other.

Chapter 20, by John H. Stubbs, leads into an apparently different ground, namely, the
restoration and preservation of Greek and Roman architecture. These have always played
an essential role in the process of reception of ancient monuments, deeply affecting both
their survival and their appearance, hence the difficulties and complexities involved in
making choices concerning the conservation of buildings.

With chapter 21, by Beth Cohen, the discussion moves to the development of museum
display environments for Greek and Roman art, from the Early Modern period to the
present, emphasizing how museum display affects the ways ancient artworks are
perceived. Under consideration are “permanent” displays in the encyclopedic museum,
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the museum devoted to ancient art, the archaeological-site museum, and the college/
university museum.

Chapter 22, by Margaret M. Miles, represents an inevitable complement and conclusion
of this part of the book, addressing today’s discussion about the proper ownership of
Greek and Roman art. This debate has on one side those writing about the impact of
looting on the study of the past and arguing for further legislative efforts to reduce it and
on the other side those arguing for more free-wheeling acquisitions to be made of art on
the market regardless of provenance and for keeping tight possession of what is already
in museums. The conclusion is that looting is a significant, worldwide problem that needs
to be addressed and that it has had a substantial impact on how we study Greek and
Roman art and architecture.

Part V, “Approaches,” addresses the larger theoretical implications, methodologies, and
directions of research in the field of study of Greek and Roman art and architecture. In
particular, this part of the book surveys the various approaches in their order of
appearance over the years, as a result of the ever-increasing opening of the study of
Greek and Roman art and architecture to a variety of theories and academic disciplines.
A selection was necessary, and under scrutiny here are connoisseurship (chapter 23, by
Adolf H. Borbein), formal analysis (chapter 24, by Christian Kunze), iconography and
iconology (chapter 25, by Cornelia Isler-Kerényi), social history (chapter 26, by Burkhard
Fehr), gender studies (chapter 27, by Caroline Vout), anthropology (chapter 28, by Gloria
Ferrari), reception theory (chapter 29, by Michael Squire), and, finally, semiotics and
agency (chapter 30, by Tonio Holscher).

Needless to say, many of the perspectives and concepts discussed in this last part of the
book represent the framework for much of the discourse presented in the preceding parts
and chapters, but the aim here is to pursue a higher level of theoretical discussion and
reflection, not in terms of abstract theorizing but always in application to the
understanding of specific works or of historical problems. It is especially this part of the
book @.16) that quite evidently foregrounds the pluralism of approaches in our field and
reveals the effort of the editor not to pursue one particular universal theory and unified
narrative. My hope is that this volume has succeeded in doing so.
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material nature of the products of artistic craft, their impact on viewers, and the function
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In book 19 of the Odyssey, in the interview between Penelope and the disguised
Odysseus, the “beggar” fashions a story relating a fictitious encounter between the
Cretan persona he has adopted and the hero. So vividly does the tale bring the missing
Odysseus to mind that the queen, hearing what the poet styles “lies equivalent to the
truth” (pseudea... etumoisin homoia, 203), begins to weep. Seeking to determine the
veracity of the speaker, she asks for some more-than-verbal proof to substantiate the
narrative. In his subsequent description of the cloak and tunic worn by Odysseus on that
occasion, her interlocutor also recalls an ornament fastened to the outer garment:

Godlike Odysseus wore a purple, woolly cloak, two-fold. And on it was a pin of
gold fashioned with double sheathes, and the front part of it was a work of
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intricacy; a hound held in its forepaws a dappled young fawn, preying on it as it
struggled; and all were wondering at it how, although they were golden, it preyed
on the fawn throttling it. And the fawn, struggling [or “panting”] with its feet,
tried to flee. And I perceived the shining tunic about his body. Like to the dried-
out skin of an onion, so softly sheer it was, and it was shining like the sun. And
indeed many women were closely viewing it. (225-235)

This episode succinctly brings together the two chief topics on which my discussion
focuses. Because, for reasons that the introductory section addresses, the title of this
chapter proves something of a misnomer for much of antiquity, I first treat the different
types of issues that many ancient sources more readily explore and that the passage from
the Odyssey already foregrounds: the material nature of the objects that the artist/
craftsman fashions, their impact on viewers, the function of products of skilled artistry,
and the contexts framing them. But visible in the Homeric description is a second set of
questions (not unrelated to the first), to which modern scholarship has frequently paid
much more attention, not “aesthetics” narrowly construed (this understood as a
“sensational,” perceptual response to artistic objects) but the term’s broader embrace of

(. 22) problems concerning mimesis, idealization, and art’s accessing of a suprasensible
reality; following the characterization of Odysseus’s falsehoods as sharing some quality
with the truth, the brooch that so persuasively simulates life and the diaphanous cloak
that suggests the skin beneath offer visual counterparts to the verisimilitude of the verbal
construct. The larger aim of my contribution—necessarily selective and with an emphasis
on Greek material of the Archaic, Classical, and Early Hellenistic periods—is, then, both
to recast the chapter’s title as a question (what accounts for the seeming absence of what
we might recognize as “theories of art” in the ancient world?) and to offer close readings
of several objects and texts concerning material goods teasing out the theoretical issues
that may be derived from these.

Theories of Art?

First, why might a search for theories as currently understood misdirect? Beginning
simply with semantics, and as discussions regularly point out, the Greeks and Romans
had no single term that corresponds to our “work of art” or category in which to place
what Paul Oskar Kristeller styles as the “fine arts” or “beaux arts” (Kristeller 1990, 165).
(Kristeller’s writings have been the object of much recent and generally dissenting
scrutiny. Among those who challenge his views, see Halliwell 2002, the essays in Platt
and Squire 2010, and Porter 2010; note, too, Tanner 2006. For older attempts to recover
just such an ancient Kunsttheorie, see particularly Schweitzer 1934; Schweitzer 1953;
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Grassi 1962; and Sorbom 1966. For more recent overviews of ancient aesthetics, I have
drawn particularly on Halliwell 2002 and Porter 2010. For painting in particular, see
Rouveret 1989.) Without a firm boundary between “artist” and “craftsman” or between a
strictly aesthetic object and one designed for more utilitarian purposes (Pliny’s account of
painters and sculptors in his Natural History chiefly anticipates modern privileging of the
aesthetic over the functional), many products aimed simultaneously to exhibit artisanal
skill, to delight the senses, and to fulfill often humdrum ends: not just shields, greaves,
chariots, and drinking cups but also household pithoi, the frequently oversized jars that
served to transport and contain foodstuffs (many were also reused as containers for the
dead), which already in Geometric Greece might be lavishly decorated with figural scenes
in relief and delicately fashioned volute handles; even a plowshare (see Hesiod, Op. 422-
429) might be counted as a work of high artistry. There is no word, even, in Greek and
Roman lexicons equivalent to our term “art.” For the Greeks, there was mousike, “high”
culture that included instrumental music, poetic word/song, and dance, and there was
techné (ars in Latin), a craft or skill that might be transmitted and taught and whose
exercise placed an individual among the demioergoi (the term used by Homer at Od.
17.383 for “public workers,” individuals marked out by their itinerant status and hiring
themselves out for pay) or banausoi. Following this, there is little, at least for much of the
Archaic and Classical periods, that would grant the “artist” or his enterprise the status
that they came later to enjoy; as Xenophon remarks, “for, to be sure, ®.23) the artisanal
crafts, as they are called, are spoken against, and are, naturally enough, held in utter
disdain in our states” (Oec. 4.2-3) (Neer 2002; Tanner 2006; and Steiner 2007 variously
treat the issue).

But semantics can be misleading. It has become commonplace to point out that just
because the Greeks lacked a word for something doesn’t mean that it didn’t exist or
couldn’t be recognized and made a topic of inquiry, reflection, and debate. An ancient
viewer, Greek or Roman, knew very well when he or she encountered a “work of art” and,
responding to its visible and other sensate properties, had a ready set of terms and
aesthetic criteria for assessing it. A well-known scene in Herodas’s fourth Mime
illustrates the point, while demonstrating that audiences had no difficulty in
accommodating the several hermeneutic categories to which a “view-worthy” object
might simultaneously belong. On a visit to a shrine of Asclepius to make offerings,
dedicate a pinax, and pronounce prayers for the future, two women (depicted by Herodas
in all their petit bourgeois naiveté) encounter a series of agalmata, dedications set up by
earlier petitioners at the shrine, and comment on the distinctive properties of some
objects. Kokkale begins by remarking on the beauty of the works and goes on to wonder
which craftsman made a particular piece, noting as she does the material from which it is
fashioned, perhaps marble here (tis era ten lithon tautéen/ tekton epoiei, 21-22), and who

Page 3 of 25



Greek and Roman Theories of Art

dedicated it. A second object, showing a boy squashing a goose, draws attention for its
lifelike qualities; so realistic is it, Kunno remarks, that “if it were not stone, you would say
it was about to speak” (32-33). The women freshly marvel at the loveliness, lifelikeness,
and skilled execution of other pieces. A painting by Apelles recommends itself, naturally
enough, for its grammata, or “lines” (73), and Kunno urges punishment for whoever, once
he has taken the requisite close look (77), does not “gaze in astonishment” at the works
of this celebrated painter. Issues of beauty, skill, provenance, verisimilitude, and
audience perception and response, as the second section here details, all belong to the
vocabulary available for the definition, discussion, and evaluation of artistic works.

If “art” was there, then what of the “theories” it might generate? Herodas’s text proves
freshly illuminating here. The discussion between Kunno and Kokkalé occurs within the
context of their visit to a shrine, a type of “sacred visiting/viewing” that the Greeks
termed theoria. Two points follow from this. First, ancient discussions of art are centrally
concerned with the viewer’s encounter with the work, and no aesthetic object exists
independent of its audience and context (witness the women of Odysseus’s account
perusing the brooch; ethéésanto is cognate with theoria and evokes the intense
spectatorship that works of art and other types of visual spectacles elicit). And second,
these artifacts are socially embedded; their viewing is never autonomous, an end in and
of itself, but proves indistinguishable from other activities, frequently religiously
oriented, although often also with a political dimension when a civic space or occasion
frames the image or building, that accompany the encounter.

More than this, the work of art aims to prompt an audience to interact with it, to realize
what might be described as its incipient “performativity” (here I draw on Day 2010, 69-
73, who lucidly analyzes the scene and the women’s reperformance of the original
dedication. I would only add that if the poem was designed for group or solo recitation
®.24) before an audience, perhaps at a symposion, then the process of reenactment
continues in the present and future of the work’s performance). Kokkalé’s admiration of
the first votive prompts her question concerning its origins, and this in turn generates
Kunno’s reading of its inscribed grammata; enunciating these, she not only recalls the
initial votive act, commemorating and celebrating the individual who set up so fine an
image and the artists who created it (the names come complete with patronymics, in the
manner of epigraphic texts), but also reactivates the power of the object to solicit divine
attention and favor. She goes on to add a prayer of her own, requesting that “Paion be
propitious both to these men [the artists] and to Euthiés [the donor] because of these
beautiful works” (25-26); this is a petitionary formula that finds its reprise in the prayer
uttered by the temple attendant on the two visitors’ behalf as the theoria draws to its end:
“Paion, may you look kindly on these women for their beautiful offerings” (82-83). In this
utterance, the aesthetic, ethical, and religious merge imperceptibly as the beauty (visual/
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moral) ascribed to the works of art now characterizes the larger dedicatory act that the
women have performed and grants them an agalmata-like status as they become, like so
many votives that depict worshippers in the act of making dedications, fresh objects
worthy of the god’s (and our) attention. It is this social and, more particularly, religious
(Platt 2010 and 2011 offer helpful statements of this) “embeddedness” integral to so
many crafted goods and their role as objects designed to generate certain actions and
responses on the frequently collective viewers’ part that offer one way of accounting for
the want of self-standing theoretical discussions of “art” in our ancient sources.

Material, Techne, and Sensation

The shrine that Kunno and Kokkale visit is a crowded place, with votives of various kinds
filling the site. Dedicating an object is a competitive enterprise, as donations jostle for
space and compete for the attention of both the divinity and the viewer, whose
spectatorship, commentary, and decipherment, if the work is inscribed, renew the
efficacy of the original votive act. What, then, were the aesthetic properties that drew an
audience’s eye, stopping a visitor in his or her tracks and eliciting the desired closer
look? As the passage cited at this chapter’s start illustrates, evocations of objects of high
artistry in sources from the Archaic period on give us, as it were, a ready checklist of
such elements; these include both the factural dimensions of the object—the material
with which the artist works, the techniques deployed—and, a product of these, the
sensuous, synesthetic response experienced by the viewer, which authors regularly
describe as composed of two chief sensations: thauma (wonder, astonishment) and,
omnipresent in an earlier Odyssean passage detailing a silver image overlaid with gold
(6.229-237), charis, a polysemous term referring at once to grace, favor, gratitude,
charm, and delight, which can further merge into sentiments of love and yearning. (In
privileging thauma, I follow Neer 2010; for him, too, desire in its various manifestations is
fundamental to the .25 artistic enterprise, although he prefers the terms pothos and
himeros to charis, which has a broader sphere of reference. Also very illuminating on
wonder and this erotic dimension is Kurke 2012 and 2013. For other treatments of
thauma, see Philipp 1968, 8-9, 10, 19; Pollitt 1974, 189-191; Prier 1989, from a chiefly
textual point of view; Pugliara 2002, 8-12, 62-66.) Recovering “theories of art” for much
of antiquity thus involves reorienting our modern-day focus: in place of abstract

discussions, the sources provide accounts of material and of techné and of affective,
emotional response (for a very compelling discussion of this strand in Greek aesthetics,

see Porter 2010 and the many previous discussions by that author cited in his study). As
the juxtaposition of these texts with the products of contemporary artists, sculptors, and
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metalworkers reveals, the materialist and “sensationalist” bias of these descriptions takes
its cue from real-world artifacts and from these objects’ insistence on the technical
accomplishment they exhibit and their vigorous efforts toward audience bedazzlement
and appeal.

With the passage from Odyssey 19 in mind, we might begin with the ancient focus on the
material and artisanal dimensions of crafted objects. Holding primacy of place in the
description of the brooch is its manufacture out of gold; for the cloak and tunic, texture
compels attention, the first woolly (and purple, the luxury dye of choice), the second soft
and, in the expanded account of the simile, like the sheer, superfine, and (tantalizingly)
multilayered but transparent onion skin. From the Archaic period on, inscriptions,
seemingly gratuitously, invite viewers to register the material from which artifacts are
made: a votive discus of the sixth century announces itself fashioned of bronze (CEG no.
391), and a tripod from fifth-century Athens (Athenaeus 6.232d) follows suit, with chalkos
placed in verse-initial position in the epigram (compare PMG fragm. 581, where the
image on the Phrygian Midas’s tomb declares herself at the outset a chalké parthenos);
the stone base for a bronze statue pauses to mention that its words are written on stone
(CEG no. 429; see below). Following the primacy of material, Pliny’s Natural History, the
work that yields the earliest extant history of statuary and painting and chronicles the
succession of sculptors and painters in the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods,
introduces these individuals in the course of a broader discussion of metals, stones, and
clay (Osborne 2010 makes this point in the context of a different argument).

Page 6 of 25



Greek and Roman Theories of Art

Artists also call attention
to the media in which they
work and to the palpable
qualities of these: an Attic
red-figure oinochoe in
Berlin dated to c. 470-460
(figure 1.1), showing
Athena fashioning a statue
of a horse (ARV?2 776.1,
1669; Para 416; Add? 288;
BAPD 209569), not only, in
self-referential fashion,
depicts an act of

3 _ manufacture but also

Click to view larger draws attention to the

Fig. 1.1 Attic red-figure oinochoe substance from which the
attributed to the Group of Berlin 2415, from Capua. vessel is fashioned and to

Athena modeling a horse in clay. C. 470-460 BcE.

Ceramic. Height 21.5 cm. Berlin, Staatliche Museen, the artist’s innovative

Antikensammlung inv. F 2415. technique. Placing a three-
(Photograph by Ingrid Geske, © Berlin, Staatliche dimensional lump of
Museen, Antikensammlung/Art Resource, New York, unpainted raw clay at the
ART186738.)

goddess’s feet ready for
application to the horse’s
muzzle, the painter gives his oinochoe’s surface texture and depth and makes emphatic
the goddess’s selection of the same material as the mortal maker of the object (for this
point and detailed discussion, see Cohen 2006, 110-111). Such self-advertisement is the
stock-in-trade of individuals competing in the crowded ceramics marketplace: when late-
sixth-century potters and painters replaced the “neck” pelike (whose ®.26) neck was
fashioned separately and then attached to the body of the pot so as to form a ridge) with
the single-piece variety, rich palmette motifs encircling the neck where the joint would
have occurred draw the viewer’s eye to the location of the innovative design, creating the
momentary illusion that the joint still existed. Examples include the neck pelike in the
Hermitage of c. 510 (St. Petersburg, State Hermitage Museum 615: ARV? 1594.48; Para
507; Add? 389; BAPD 275006) and an exactly contemporary pot in Boston (Boston,
Museum of Fine Arts 1973.88: Add? 396; BAPD 4437). (For discussion of the change, see
von Bothmer 1951, 47.)

The combination of media, colors, and surfaces exhibited by several of the artifacts just
cited calls attention to other factors in the creation of works calculated to generate a
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“thaumatic” and desirous response: variegation or patterning, ornamentation, and
luminosity (for these properties, see also Day 2010, 255-258; note also Kurke 2012 and
2013; and Neer 2002 and 2010). Together, these create the effect evoked by the
adjectives, and cognate nouns and verbs, repeatedly used regarding finely crafted
articles, daidalos and poikilos. The first applies to works fashioned by divinities and
supremely skilled artisans in epic song—the ensemble of Achilles’s armor forged by
Hephaestus (Il. 19.13), the diadem that adorns Pandora (Hesiod, Theog. 581, the
necklace combining gold and amber ®.27) beads given by Eurymachus to Penelope

(Od. 18.295)—and, while primarily indicating the complex character of the object, may
also invest it with a more sinister property, suggestive of illusionism, a divergence
between surface appearance and what lies behind; witness Pandora’s “daedalic

veil” (Hesiod, Theog. 574-575) (the most detailed treatments remain Frontisi-Ducroux
2000 and Morris 1992, 3-69). The second, found in Homeric descriptions of embroidered
textiles (Od. 18.293), in Alcman’s account of a cunningly wrought golden bracelet shaped
like a snake (Alcman 1.67), and in Anacreon in regard to the “parti-colored” sandals worn
by a Lesbian hetaera (Anacreon 358.3), refers not only to the heterogeneous quality of
articles combining diverse elements but also to that “luminosité bigarrée et...
scintillement” that makes them iridescent, luminous things (Frontisi-Ducroux 2000, 465;
see also the discussions in Neer 2002 and 2010). Homer’s term sigaloenta, with lampros
by way of reinforcement, gives Odysseus’s tunic just such a “shimmering sheen” (Neer
2010, 113; see also Neer 2002, chaps. 1 and 2, on this “twofold” quality or poikilia in vase
painting), and this brilliant sparkle belongs also to the famous golden votives dedicated
by the Deinomenids at Delphi: in Bacchylides’s phrase, “gold shines forth with flashings
from the highly/high-wrought tripods [lampei d’hupo marmarugais ho chrusos,/
upsidaidalton] standing before the temple” (3.17-20). Cognate with the expression
marmaruge is the Greek term for marble, marmaros, the material of choice for so many
sculptors on account of its superlative brilliance, sparkle, and translucence (Neer 2010
offers a particularly evocative discussion of the merits of the stone). The epigraphic
record ascribes the same gleaming property to countless votive goods. Granting, as I
think we should, the etymological association between agalma, the term with which
inscriptions most commonly describe the object they accompany, and aglaos, aglaizo, and
aglaia (for detailed analysis, see Day 2010, esp. 91-92), the texts make the radiance and
brilliance of the donation essential to its efficacy and appeal to divine and human alike.
The opening lines of an inscription, albeit unique in the epigraphic repertoire in its use of
the verb aglaizo, underscore the link as the putative viewer questions the text on a
bronze statue base (CEG no. 429):

Skillful voice of the stone, say who placed this agalma bestowing aglaia on Apollo’s
altar.
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No wonder that one of the Charites carries the name Aglaia and that Hesiod makes her
wife of Hephaestus (Theog. 945-946).

Two works, one notional, the other still visible today, exhibit this sought-after
combination of patterned heterogeneity, luster, and ornamentation. At Nem. 7.77-79,
Pindar visualizes the Muse creating a song that takes the form of a (victory) wreath or
diadem: the goddess “glues together gold and white ivory with the lily flower taken up
from the dew of the sea.” Paying due attention to the method of fabrication, the
application of glue—Daedalus’s invention in some later accounts—the poet details the
heterogeneous materials, each of a different color, texture, and light-refracting quality;
the result is the same type of headband that Pindar, on another occasion when he reifies
his song, succinctly styles pepoikilmenan (Nem. 8.15). With the reference to coral in the
periphrastic ®.28 “lily flower,” the metaphor also points the audience toward that vivid
orange-red gloss, now often termed “coral red,” that vase painters from c. 530 BCE used
on their pots and that gave their products a heightened brilliance and sheen.

The much-cited seventh-century BCE bronze statuette dedicated by Manticlus, probably
at the Theban Ismenion and now in Boston (Museum of Fine Arts, Francis Bartlett
Collection 03.997), wears a fillet displaying the variegated complexity of the Pindaric
conceit (my account follows closely that of Day 2010, 258). The several types of incisions
that form the zigzag pattern decorating the band would have required the use of three
different tools, while the fillet offers just one of the many ornamental features that this
self-styled agalma exhibits. The inscribed hexameter epigram, soliciting a “charis-filled”
response from Apollo (CEG no. 326), contributes to the patterning: beginning at the knee
and running up one thigh and down the other before reversing course, it describes two
horseshoe-shaped lines (and retraces the shape of the bow the statuette might once have
carried) moving in opposite directions. This ornamented figure might itself have served
as adornment, attached to one of the opulent Orientalizing bronze tripods that became
(as the “high-wrought” Deinomenid tripods cited above suggest, Bacchylides’s adjective
perhaps a reference to these attachments) dedications of choice at Greek sanctuaries
from c. 700 BCE on (for the statue as tripod attachment, see Papalexandrou 2005, 84-86).
Complete with legs decorated with figural motives, bowls with elaborate handles, and
protomes featuring Sirens, griffins, lions, and other intricately worked beasts with
metallic inserts for their gleaming eyes, these were among the most precious objects an
individual might present to a god. No wonder that when Homer first introduces
Hephaestus at his forge, the god is fashioning magical versions of these, self-moving
objects with wheels of gold; still to be attached are the ouata... daidalea (Il. 18.373-379).

The tripods on Olympus represent the category of works of art on a further score: the
vessels are, in the formulaic phrase repeatedly found regarding such artifacts, thauma
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idesthai (377). The same expression occurs in the context of a second article forged by
Hephaestus, here coupled with the charis that is no less frequently assigned to such
wondrous products. In Hesiod’s account of the golden circlet that crowns Pandora, the
divine artisan “fashioned on it many daidala, wondrous to see, wild beasts... of these he
put many on, and much charis breathed upon it all, wonderful” (charis d’ epi pasin aéeto/
thaumasia; Theog. 581-584). Once again, the marvel and delight garnered by these
literary objets d’art find their counterparts in the epigraphic repertoire: inscriptions
declare the votives and monuments on which they are engraved “wondrous to look
upon” (thaumaston prosiden; CEG no. 19) and, in examples too numerous to list,
announce themselves filled with grace (charien, chaire, chairosa, etc.; Day 2010, 232-
280, includes numerous examples and analyses). On pots and images—the Phidian Zeus,
for which see below, perhaps the best known of these—the Charites themselves appear,
not just narrative elements or attributes but instantiations of the objects’ features and
impact.

But perhaps no other piece of artistry better displays the qualities and sensations that
viewers prized than the scene reserved by Hephaestus for the penultimate band of
Achilles’s shield, which adds fresh properties to the attributes already listed: ®.29

And on it the very famous one with crooked limbs was elaborately crafting a
choros, like to the one that once in broad Knossos Daedalus fashioned for lovely-
locked Ariadne. And there the young men and girls who bring many oxen to their
parents were dancing, having their hands upon one another’s wrists. And of these,
the girls had fine garments of delicate linen, and the youths had chitons that were
well-spun and softly glistening with oil; and the girls had beautiful diadems and
the youths had golden knives [hanging] from belts of silver. And at times they
were running on well-skilled/understanding feet, very smoothly, as when a potter
who is seated tests the wheel fitted to his hands, to see if it runs; and at others
they were running in rows up to one another. And a great throng was standing
about the desirous chorus taking delight.

(I1. 18.590-604)

At the very outset of the passage, the verb poikille, used uniquely here in place of the
blander poieése, etithei, or eteuxe which describe the creation of the other rings, signals
that this band constitutes the epitome of Hephaestus’s artisanal powers. As also suits the
opening term, radiance is writ large in the scene; the sheen of the oil-anointed linen joins
with the brilliance of the metals used for the maidens’ diadems and the youths’ golden
knives and silver belts. As noted above, the luminosity of this and other works of art
includes the shimmer that makes the objects seem to shift before the viewer’s eye. The
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swift gyrations of the dancers and the patterning that results from the interchange of
lines and circles realize just such a kaleidoscopic motion and play of moving light.

The movement so foregrounded on the shield is a property that appears repeatedly in
other contemporary and later accounts of works produced by master craftsmen, both
divine and human. Whether we look to the statues of Daedalus, to which our sources
assign the ability to get down from their pedestals and run about, or to the works
produced by Rhodian craftsmen, images “in the likeness of living beings that

walked” (Pindar, Ol. 7.52), artists of myth and legend sought to make viewers believe that
the figures they fashioned were on the point of moving. Real-world images and crafted
objects fuel the poetic and mythical imagination: the posture of the kouros with one foot
advanced, the gesture of the Acropolis korai who seductively twitch their hems between
pinched fingers as they prepare to take their more delicate steps, the ribbon drapery that
seems to billow in the wind on Paeonius’s Nike and other stone figures dressed in such
diaphanous garments all are devices that serve, like the golden wheels on Hephaestus’s
tripods, to invest these (momentarily) immobile objects with the potential to self-propel.
Even a building might seem to be capable of movement: in Pindar’s eighth Paean, the
fabulous third Delphic temple constructed by Athena and Hephaestus possesses
rhuthmos (fragm. 52i.68 Snell-Mahler), a term that describes not just the structure and
patterning of the building composed of bronze and gold but also the “flowing motion”
that a dancer exhibits (for discussion of the term, see Rutherford 2001, 219; Porter 2010,
438-439; Power 2011, 78-79, emphasizing the choreographic implications; particularly
helpful is Philipp 1968, 47, for whom rhuthmos refers to “the totality of a building, and
thus points to its inner movements, to the way this movement lets itself be read off the
interrelations of the different parts of the building”). ®.30)

Should the impression of life and movement in the choral scene have caused his audience
to forget that this is a manufactured object, Homer recalls the presence of the craftsman
with the simile used of the dancers’ spins. Not only does the “run” of the potter’s wheel
draw attention to the chorus’s smooth and speedy steps, but that wheel, “fitted to” the
hands of the kerameus, introduces the property of harmonia, (I owe this observation to
Kurke 2012 and 2013; on visual manifestations of harmonia, see Bundrick 2005, 140-
196), the process of “fitting together” integral to all the arts, poetic, visual,
choreographic, and musical (see Plato, Phd. 86c). The name Harmonides suits (or “fits”)
the Iliadic carpenter, “who knew with his hands how to create many daidala” (Il. 5.60),
and ararisko figures in the account of Odysseus building an object that demands the most
intricate form of craftsmanship, his raft (Od. 5.245). Nor is the potter’s palame
unconsidered here. Standing in the same verse-final position as the “knowing feet” of the
dancers in the previous line, it both creates a parallel between these body parts that are
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the site of the dancer/potter’s expertise and introduces what seems to be the preferred
term for the individual engaged in creating a work of skilled artistry (compare Il. 15.411;
Hesiod, Theog. 580; Pindar, fragm. 52i.65 Snell-Mahler; compare also [Hesiod], Sc. 219,
380; in fifth-century Greek, palamé succinctly designates a crafted object or work of art).
In some genealogies, Daedalus is the son of one Eupalamus.

The visualization of the dancers closes with mention of the viewers internal to the scene,
whose response models that of the poet’s current audience. The delight that the
assembled throng takes in the spectacle goes hand-in-hand with the adjective applied to
the chorus; himeroenta, a heightened form of the charis found on so many other
occasions, signals not just the loveliness of the dancers but the still stronger sentiment of
desire that the youths and maidens instigate, the quasi-erotic attraction exercised by so
many works of art (Praxiteles’s Cnidian Aphrodite most notoriously), which forms part of
the terpsis that the occasion affords. It would only reinforce the scene’s erotic aura that
this performance looks very like a courtship dance, where the youths act as suitors
competing for girls “bringing in many oxen” (Lonsdale 1993, 278).

Following the description of these internal spectators, a notorious textual crux occurs:
both the non-Vulgate tradition and Athenaeus’s reference to the Iliadic passage at 5.180,
c-d, 181 a-d, include an additional phrase introducing the bard who accompanies the
chorus with song and music: meta de sphin emelpeto theios aoidos/phormizon. Leaving
aside the many persuasive arguments recently advanced for preserving these additional
verses (Revermann 1998), the presence of the bard also makes for a neat “settling of
scores”: just as the poet can represent within the compass of his poem the divinity
crafting his products—and a god, in a move that shocked our attentive commentators,
whom Homer further cuts down to size when he imagines Hephaestus taking for his
model Daedalus, a mortal artisan—so Hephaestus then turns the tables and fashions a
performing poet. The question of the presence or absence of sound and song as part of
the visual representation can be framed more broadly: for all of Simonides’s notorious
(although possibly apocryphal) dictum styling art as “silent poetry” and poetry as
“painting that speaks” (Simonides ap. Plutarch, Mor. 346f), artists and craftsmen working
in many media take pains to suggest that their products emit sound, music, speech, and
song and to make these taciturn objects into clamorous presences. ®.31) Rhapsodes and
choruses of dancers/singers on painted pottery open their mouths in the act of song, and
inscriptions on the vases feature words or lines of poetry coming from the singers’
mouths, prompting viewers to reanimate the scene by voicing the words aloud. An
oversized Proto-Attic neck amphora from Eleusis of c. 670-650 BCE (figure 1.2) (Eleusis,
Archaeological Museum 2630), famous for a depiction of the blinding of Polyphemus on
its neck and the Gorgons’ pursuit of Perseus on its body, runs the full gamut of sonic
registers. While the giant opens his mouth as though to cry out in pain as the stake enters
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his eye, and the lion on the band below distends its jaws so as to roar, the protome
cauldrons that substitute for the Gorgon sisters’ heads feature the same open-mouthed
griffins and lions that adorned the metal versions of these supremely resonant vessels,
credited in myth and anecdote at least with the power to issue sound and prophetic
speech.

The penultimate band on
Achilles’s shield, finally,
supplies such an endlessly
suggestive and
paradigmatic crafted
object because it directs
us toward an additional
framework through which
the Greeks conceptualized
artistic production. As
recent studies have shown
(Power 2011; Kurke 2012
and 2013), it is no mere

: 4R - happenstance that this
Click to view ,r o capstone representation
Fig. 1.2 Proto-Attic amphora (“Eleusis Amphora”) exhibits a danCing chorus;

from Eleusis. On the neck, blinding of Polyphemus; instead, Homer chooses
on the shoulder, a lion attacking a boar; on the body,

the Gorgons chasing Perseus. C. 650 Bce. Ceramic.
Height 1.44 m. Eleusis, Archaeological Museum. because its features and

(Photograph by Clemente Marconi.) affect stand in such close
relation to those exhibited
and solicited by the work of art and because it permits the poet to showcase in most
concentrated form what a craftsman should, ideally, achieve. The reasons for the
equivalence between choral performances and agalmata depend both on the broader

®.32) this activity

functions of choreia and on those internal attributes that secure fulfillment of at least one
among the performers’ allotted roles: as with so many artistic products of the Archaic,
Classical, and post-Classical periods, framing choral dance and song is the ritual occasion
at a sacred space, a context in which, following the self-descriptions that choruses in lyric
and drama include (see Euripides, Phoen. 220-221, for a particularly clear equation of
statue, dancer, and votary), groups of youths and maidens present themselves as
offerings to divinities. Echoing the terms that inscriptions on votives deploy, they invite
the gods to receive their grace-filled performance, take delight in it, and bestow favor in
return (particularly good on this overlap are Day 2010 and Depew 2000).
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To see, then, the properties prized in works of art at their most heightened and
intensified, we might look to accounts of choruses in the epic, hymnal, lyric, and dramatic
repertoires. A chorus is, from its outset, a supremely artisanal object. Not only do a set of
factural terms (“weaving,” “cutting,” “fitting together”) describe the activity of the
chorus leader as he arranges his dancers in formation (see Calame 1997), but members of
parthenic choruses are adorned much in the manner of works of art, decked out in the
same brilliant garments and exhibiting the same jewelry and polychrome sandals
displayed by sculpted korai (perhaps imagined as participants in the processions and
choral performances essential to so many ritual acts). Radiance is also a sine qua non of a
richly ornamented dancing group, whose sparkle emanates with particular intensity from
the feet that execute the steps. Like Bacchylides’s iridescent tripods, when the chorus of
Phaeacian youths dances to Demodocus’s song, it is the “gleamings of their

feet” (marmarugas... podon, Od. 8.264-265) that command Odysseus’s attention
(compare Homeric Hymn to Apollo 201-203). As heterogeneous individuals joined in a
single circle or line, these choruses are, no less than crafted objects, fresh manifestations
of the process of assemblage and of the aural-cum-visual harmonia that results; in an
expression that refers as much to the choral ensemble as to just the vocal element, the
Homeric hymnist of Apollo celebrates the performance of the chorus of the Deliades, “so
beautifully is their song put together” (houto sphin kale sunareren aoide; Homeric Hymn
to Apollo 164). Consistent with this larger affinity between chorus and work and art,
charis, thauma, and desire are the emotions that choral performances elicit. A witness to
the celebrated performance of the Delian dancers, taking in both the Deliades and
viewers, “would see the charis of all and he would delight his heart [idoito charin,
terpsaito de thumon] as he looked upon the assembled company” (153); just a few lines
on, the chorus members are designated as “this great wonder” (tode mega thauma; 156),
a description that recalls the “awe-full” sensation experienced by Odysseus (thaumaze de
thumo; Od. 8.265) as he gazed in wonder at the twinkle-toed Phaeacians dancing to
Demodocus’s song. Particularly striking is one additional property common to several
agalmata already cited and to choruses, albeit uniquely maiden ones: even as the ®. 33)
epigraphic messages emanate from artifacts that broadcast their metallic or lithic
character, so do parthenic singers possess voices materialized and metalicized (I owe this
point to Power 2011, 105-110). From the Homeric suggestion that the archetypal Muses
are equipped with vocal faculties that, like other manufactured objects, are unbreakable
and even forged (phone d’ arréktos, chalkeon... etor; Il. 2.490) to Pindar’s parthenoi at
Delphi who “sing... with a voice of bronze” (Paean 2.101 Snell-Mahler), sound reified and
everlasting characterizes both works of art and choral singers.
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Verbalized Art

If the socially and more particularly religiously embedded character of commentary about
art tends to occlude “theorizing” in the ancient sources, then accounts of Phidias’s
Olympian Zeus prove a signal exception to the norm: Strabo, Dio Chrysostom, Pliny,
Cicero, and Quintilian are just some among many authors who use this outsize
chryselephantine statue as a springboard for raising questions concerning the
representational (and epiphanic) nature of art, its capacity to access an invisible reality
or ideal, the role of the artist in fashioning the image, and the sources of the “vision” or
mental apprehension informing his work (for most of the ancient sources on Phidias’s
Zeus, see Overbeck 1868, 125-136; see too Lapatin 2001, 79-86). Routinely, these and
other sources also embed their analyses within comparisons between the powers of visual
and verbal artists, variously aligning and contrasting the evocative and “enargistic”
capacities that words and images possess. Among these ancient responses to Phidias’s
oeuvre, the text that forms the starting point for this section’s discussion seems
resolutely to turn its back on such theorizing, even as it deprives the theoria that serves
as its notional frame of any sacred or “theoretical” character (among recent treatments of
the poem, see Kerkhecker 1999, 147-181; Acosta-Hughes 2002, 288-294; Petrovic 2006;
Prioux 2007, 114-121; Hunter 2011, 252-258). Ostensibly an encounter between an
overly verbose expert and an individual about to depart for Olympia in order to view
Phidias’s celebrated image, Callimachus’s sixth Iamb (fragm. 196 Pfeiffer) pushes the
materialist approach explored above to an absurdist extreme and in so doing, albeit
through the back door and as much by conspicuous omission as by direct engagement,
addresses many of the key “aesthetic” concepts that can be traced back to Archaic texts.

If proof is needed for the ancient preoccupation with materiality and the (literal) nuts and
bolts of artistic facture, Iamb 6 demonstrates the point in spades. Following the opening
emphasis on Phidias’s techné (ha techna de Pheidia, 1), which in this instance can refer
both to the work of art itself and to craftsmanship, this “monstrous display of

erudition” (Hutchinson 1988, 26) treats the questioner to a barrage of dry-as-dust
technical details. In what must be a deliberate flaunting of the poetic agenda advanced by
the Aetia prologue, where Callimachus famously admonishes the Telchines for assuming
that aesthetic products or sophia can be judged by “the Persian chain” (18), a
quantitative approach that privileges height, bulk, and breadth over all other aesthetic
values, .34 the exegete details in uncritical fashion the supersized dimensions of each
element of the Phidian ensemble. Where other authors dwell on the overwhelming impact
of the image’s monumentality and explicitly deem a computational approach inadequate
for conveying its majesty (e.g., Pausanias 5.11.9; compare Pliny, HN 36.18), the iambic
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speaker’s numerical litany and relentless harping on scale paradoxically cut the image
down to size, treating each component (base, throne, divine figure, the Horai and Nike
topping it) in piecemeal fashion, a mode of exegesis that prevents us from seeing the
awesome whole.

No less absent than any acknowledgment of the point of the image’s vastness, an
indicator of the incommensurability of gods and men (fundamental for this is Gordon
1979), is consideration of the second cardinal property regularly attributed to divinity: its
epiphanic luminosity, here conveyed by the sculptor’s choice of gold and ivory for the
image and enhanced by the reflective pool of olive oil in a black limestone basin located
in front of it. Gold and probably ivory, too, feature in the lacunose poem, but the
exegete’s chief concern is to calculate these metals’ astonishing cost (48). That this
heavy-handed materialism skirts parody finds affirmation in Lucian’s burlesque dialogue
Zeus Tragoedus, where preferential seating goes to the images of gods made of the most
costly metals, for all that this surface plating may cover over the colonies of mice inside

(8).

But a reductio ad absurdum and demonstration of how a Telchines-like approach to art
and its assessment wholly fails to convey the nature of the object of scrutiny form only
part of the iambographer’s agenda here. For many readers, Callimachus’s composition
seeks deliberately to upend an account of visual mimesis already apparent in the passage
cited at the start of my discussion and endlessly played out in Hellenistic ekphrastic
epigrams, one among the several genres parodied in the iambic composition. Where the
marvel of Odysseus’s brooch and of other daidala in Archaic and later texts depends on
their capacity to simulate life, their exhibition of a vividness so persuasive that viewers
respond by emotional engagement with the work, the iambic expert systematically denies
the Zeus image the two prime vivifying markers detailed above: motion and voice. Far
from looking as though he were about to rise from his throne and unroof the temple, as in
Strabo’s well-known account (8.3.30), Callimachus’s Zeus remains obstinately stationary,
its want of mobility reinforced by the detailed account of pedestal and throne that quite
literally ground the static god. And where the thirty-six Hellenistic and later epigrams on
Myron’s cow endlessly flirt with the notion that the heifer seems about to moo
(mukasthai), Callimachus’s Phidian Zeus, by contrast, preserves silence throughout.
Granted, the Horai topping the throne remark “that they do not fall short by so much as a
peg of the women [the Charites on the throne’s other side] who are one fathom high” (43-
44), but this “who’s tallest” contest, with its indirect discourse and comic ventriloquism,
acts rather as an exposure of the trope. (Here, though, Callimachus may have his cake
and eat it, too: the envoi at the poem’s end must be pronounced by the statue itself,
speaking through the medium of its epigram; and yet, typically, such commands to
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viewers to depart occur not on cult images but on sepulchral monuments. Zeus is absent,
indeed.) .35

In its strenuous denial of verisimilitude and focus on pure surface, the account presented
by Iamb 6 also neatly sidesteps—even as the expression “the daimon itself” (autos d’ ho
daimon; 37) pointedly gestures toward—the central problem articulated already in fifth-
and fourth-century discussions of images, these in no small part sparked by efforts of
image makers increasingly to evoke inner life or éthos in their painted and plastic
representations and to use surface and surface effects as a screen for “showing

through” (diaphainei; so Xenophon, Mem. 3.10.5; note also Odysseus’s skin, visible
through the diaphanous material of the cloak) what lay beneath. In the familiar account
given by Xenophon of Socrates’s encounters with the painter Parrhasius and the sculptor
Cleiton, the “works of the soul” in the first instance and the unseen anatomy of the
subject of the statue maker’s image, its muscles and sinews, in the second are conveyed
through visible expression, features and pose (Mem. 3.10, 1-8; the text is a touchstone
for many discussions of ancient theorizing about art; for the passage, see particularly
Philipp 1968, 58-59; Rouveret 1989, 14-15; Zeitlin 1994, 192-193; Halliwell 2002, 122-
124; and Neer 2010, 156-157, who draws particular attention to the expression
diaphainei). For the Platonic Socrates, this same potential of painted or sculpted surfaces
to body forth the essence of their subjects and, correlate with this, an image’s
verisimilitude or simulation of life (so zotikon at Mem. 3.10.6) prove anything but a cause
for celebration; rather, as the philosopher explains in the Cratylus, images that achieve
too high a degree of mimetic fidelity to their originals and whose artists realize this
(impression of) inner life to its fullest degree risk dangerously confounding likeness and
identity. In an attempt to demonstrate that a copy “must not by any means reproduce all
the qualities of that which it portrays,” the speaker goes on to cite an eikon (painting or
painted statue) that amplifies the representational powers of the image maker, giving him
the animating powers of a Daedalus or a Hephaestus:

If there were two things, such as Cratylus and an eikon of Cratylus, if someone of
the gods were to make it with regard to your color and shape just as painters do,
but also were to make all the internal qualities like yours... and were to place
inside the movement and psuché and thought such as you have... and were to
stand this other thing close to you, would there then be Cratylus and an eikon of
Cratylus, or two Cratyluses? (432b-c)

Cratylus’s admission that we would seem to confront two of himself allows his
interlocutor to carry his point: an image identical to its model is no image at all but a
living duplicate. Euripides’s Helen wonderfully anticipates the fantasy, exploring the
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vertiginous and even fatal consequences of that doubling (for the Cratylus passage and
discussion of the eikon in the Helen, with bibliography, see Steiner 2001, 45-56, 68-74).

And yet the refusal to grant life and representational powers to the image inventoried in
Iamb 6 may work to opposite effect. Where one critic sees in this description of the Zeus
statue “a sacrilegious exposure of its cultic aura,” for another, its very inadequacy
expresses Callimachus’s demonstration of “both the frustrations of ekphrasis (which must
always fall short in its attempts to translate visual experience into verbal description) and
the impossibility of conveying divine encounters in human terms” and the consequent
need for a direct, experiential encounter with the image (Porter 2010, 488; Platt 2010,
207-208; see also Platt 2011, 225, within an extended discussion of second (. 36)
Sophistic responses to the Phidian Zeus, 224-235, on which my account has drawn).
Since gods almost never manifest themselves to men in visible form and our attribution of
human bodies to them, as Xenophanes already observes (VS 21 B15), is a fallacy, a statue
that shuns all relation to the living original would, in the manner of aniconic images,
better serve the “higher” function that visual representations could play, furnishing
“icons” or symbols of an otherwise imperceptible reality. This is the very role ascribed to
Phidias’s Zeus by Dio Chrysostom in his twelfth Oration, a speech delivered in 97 cE at
Olympia before the image itself. In the defense that the sculptor is made to give of his
enterprise, man-made sémata offer a means of accessing the divine, serving as a kind of
steppingstone to an otherwise hidden realm. Incapable of knowing the form that gods
actually take, men “attach a human body to a god as a container of wisdom and reason...
and in their perplexity seek to indicate that which is invisible and unportrayable by
means of something portrayable and visible, using the function of a symbolon” (59). Nor
need the privileging of technique and measurement, which demonstrates Phidian
akribeia, his exactitude in handling the statue’s dimensions, be a stumbling block to the
work’s signifying powers in some ancient commentators’ accounts; rather, the orientation
of Callimachus’s Iamb anticipates the view articulated by Maximus of Tyre, for whom the
best way of honoring the gods is through “the precise craftsmanship [technei de akribei]
of the artist” (Dial. 2.3, with Platt 2011, 230).

Apparent in the chiastic structure combined with the “adversative” de in the iambic
poem’s opening line, “Elean is the Zeus, the artwork Phidian” (Aleios ho Zeus, ha techna
de Pheidia), is the related set of aesthetic issues with which discussions of the Zeus at
Olympia regularly engage: the sources of the artist’s power to apprehend an invisible
reality and the nature and origins of his artistic conception. Where Callimachus here
seems to set the god of Elis and Phidian techne in relations of opposition (Hunter 2011,
252, notes how the local and unprecedented epithet “humorously downgrades the
majesty of the Panhellenic Zeus to that of a local divinity”), even antagonism, the two
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terms that the phrase separates, divinity and the artistic creation that men undertake,
are more frequently combined. So Homer, Pindar, and many other sources imagine
craftsmanship as a gift of the gods, something typically bestowed by Hephaestus and
Athena on mortal artisans and prerequisite for all acts of poiésis (so Od. 6.229-237;
compare Pindar, OI. 7.50-51; on Callimachus’s own treatment of the issue elsewhere, see
Acosta-Hughes 2002, 290-291). For all that this is the position that Callimachus himself
embraces in the Aetia prologue and elsewhere, in this deliberately (self-)parodic Iamb, the
poet seems more to adhere to the notion first visible in fifth- and fourth-century accounts,

where techne can indicate a skill that stands independent of and opposed to innate genius
or divine inspiration (O’Sullivan 1992).

For those who came after Callimachus and who may, in part, be critiquing his
composition’s orientation, the iambic speaker betrays his mistaken approach toward
Phidias’s work from this opening statement on. In the view of later authors (and of some
composers of ekphrastic epigrams on this and other works or art, e.g., Anthologia Graeca
16.81: “Either the deity came to earth from heaven, showing you his likeness [eikon],
Phidias, or you went in order to see the god”), the wellspring of the image is not so much

®.37) artistic technique, for all that this may play an auxiliary or promoting role, but the
sculptor’s quasi-visionary and/or mental apprehension of his model, a topic on which the
Callimachean exegete remains resolutely mute; so, in Dio’s Stoic-inflected account, it is
the artist’s innate conception or huponoia of the divine that allows him to fashion his
Zeus, while Maximus of Tyre, in the discussion cited above, uses the (again) Stoic notion
of phantasia, of which the image serves as a secondary manifestation, a mimesis in the
Platonic sense, to describe the “mental presentation” that Phidias’s piece transmits. (For
phantasia as a type of mental visualizing, see Watson 1988, esp. 38-95, and 1994; note
also Zeitlin 2001 and Halliwell 2002, 305-312. Beyond the scope of this discussion are the
reworkings of this and other terms used in ancient discussions of aesthetics and mimesis
in Plotinus and other Neoplatonists). Phantasia also appears as the prime mover behind
the Zeus for Apollonius of Tyana, who famously replaces the techne broadcast in the
opening line of Iamb 6 with this very different faculty; here, in distinction to Maximus,
phantasia (which can reproduce “that which it has not seen”) stands contrasted with
mimesis (which reproduces the visible) and does not so much produce an image at
several removes from its divine original as make divinity manifest in the manner of an
epiphanic vision (Philostratus, VA 6.19.20; see Platt 2009 for discussion of the passage
and earlier bibliography). Cicero offers his own version of this tradition of Phidian mental
imaging: for him, the sculptor “did not look at any person whom he was using as a model,
but in his own mind there dwelt a surpassing vision [species... eximia] of beauty; at this
he gazed and all intent on this he guided his artist’s hand to produce a likeness of the
god” (Orat. 8-9).
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The catalyst behind Phidias’s apologia for his Zeus in Dio Chrysostom, where the sculptor
grants that he took his inspiration from Homer’s account of Zeus at Il. 1.528-530, signals
one further concern also native to Callimachus’s Iamb. Here, in the manner of the
ekphrastic tradition informing the work, the poet offers a revisionary account of the
sometimes complementary and sometimes polemical powers of verbal and visual media
(see Simonides’s apothegm cited above). If, following the common pattern of Hellenistic
epigrams showcasing works of art, the text can actually trump the powers of the sculptor
or painter, then our speaker will have spared his pupil a long trip abroad; this verbal
viewing of the image renders autopsy redundant. But a further convention of Hellenistic
ekphrases is also at work here, where authors feature the artifacts in their texts to
declare their own poetological and hermeneutic principles and, by drawing on the
descriptive and evaluative terms common to visual and literary craftsmanship, use their
viewing of the image as a model for how to read and appreciate the surrounding poem.
(This point is argued in detail by Goldhill 1994; see also Platt 2002; Sens 2005; Mannlein-
Robert 2007. As I go on to suggest, Callimachus turns this practice very much on its
head.) Just as, in this account, Phidias’s Zeus emerges as a totally inadequate depiction of
its subject, so the instructor’s exposition demonstrates how poetry should, according to
Callimachus’s own aesthetic criteria, neither be composed nor assessed. The failure of
the representational power of the cult statue corresponds to the inadequacy of the poem,
which engages its broader audience no more than Phidias’s image @38 would were a

viewer to approach it with ruler, measuring square, and account book in hand.

Callimachus’s open-ended treatment of the theoretical questions signaled above permits
a return to my point of departure and to the materialist and affective dimensions of
ancient aesthetics as earlier described. On the one hand, the analogy between the image
and the text that Hellenistic epigrams so often feature is reinforced; the “anagraphic”
aspect of the composition, whose verbal-cum-inscriptional conclusion draws attention to
the words’ physical shape and form, is also a material, surface object, inviting a reading
that conforms with the description of the statue supplied by the exegete, all focused on
externals (“the boundaries between stone and scroll are quite permeable and migration
across them is easy”; Bing 1998, 34). On the other hand, everything in the poem has
exposed the inadequacies of this approach and suggested that a quantifying description
dependent on treating a work of art, visual or poetic, as a physical entity cannot give us
access to its true merits, impact, or deeper meaning. The polyvalent nature of ancient
aesthetics, with its simultaneous awareness of the three concurrent aspects of artistic
practices and their products, which are at once material, representational, and
emotionally engaging, already manifests itself in Odysseus’s verbal account of his brooch
and cloak: a surface and haptic marvel that dazzles viewers, to be sure, but also a
symbolon that forecasts the doglike hero’s triumph over his human prey (for the canine
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Odysseus, 20.13-16; for the suitors as fawns, 4.35-40) and whose signifying powers move
Penelope one step closer to the reunion with her long-lost spouse.
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before turning to a discussion of Vitruvius’s treatise De architectura and his theory on
architecture, particularly his ideas about the principles of symmetria, eurythmia, and
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“Putting theory into practice” is a familiar phrase. It brings with it the unspoken
presumption that the theory underlying a body of knowledge or activity has priority over
its practical application. Such priority is substantially antihistorical, however. It is telling
that the Roman architect-author Vitruvius began his treatise De architectura with
wording that places theory after practice. The opening two sentences announce: “The
architect should be equipped with knowledge of many branches of study and varied kinds
of learning, for it is by his judgment that all work done by the other arts is put to test.
This knowledge is the child of practice and theory” (fabrica et ratiocinatione, Vitruvius,
De arch. 1.1.1, trans. Morgan 1914; Gros 1982, 670; on the second term, see Courrént
2011, 27-31).

For disciplines such as architecture in traditional cultures, theory represents an
intellectual framework embracing abstraction, hierarchy, and method for the purpose of
guiding practice and associated discourse. Theory may catch up and march ahead to
commanding heights, or it may even fly off on an autonomous trajectory, but this takes
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time. First, the nature and substance of a practice have to gel sufficiently for its qualities
to become the subject of comment, of discussion, of speculation, and finally of theorizing.
Indeed, practice anticipates theory in the development of most human endeavors. Nor is
there any clean divide between doing a practice and reasoning about it. There is, after
all, thinking in making (Sennett 2008), while recent architects and architectural
commentators describe modes of creativity that, far from the application of set norms or
principles, admit inspiration and invention engendered by the design process itself
(Pallasmaa 2005; Charrington and Neva 2011 ; Wilson Jones 2014, ch. 9).

Early Greek responses to visual culture were concerned primarily with practical and
technical qualities: material, value, skill, precision, and (where relevant) lifelikeness (see
chapter 1). Notable “art objects”— ranging from all manner of high-end offerings to
funerary goods and military equipment—deployed these to induce a sense of wonder,
amplified ®.42) perhaps by heroic or divine associations and by scale, be it gigantic or
miniature. The histories of Herodotus (fl. mid-fifth century BCE) are peppered with
comments about offerings and other objects that were thought worthy of mention
primarily on account of their exceptional workmanship. Such is the case for the gift given
by the Egyptian pharaoh Amasis to the sanctuary at Lindus, his own corselet of
embroidered linen, cotton, and gold, the wonder of which lay in each thread being spun
from 360 strands (Herodotus 3.47; Pliny, HN 19.2, who cites 365 strands; Shaya 2005,
431-432). During his visit to Egypt, Herodotus was struck by the effect of fine
workmanship in monumental buildings, noting the form of pillars (e.g., ones shaped like
palms or human figures), along with their fabrication, as when “of white stone very
precisely fitted together” (2.148, trans. A. D. Godley).

The passage in the Iliad celebrating Achilles’s shield (see chapter 1) shows that this
mentality goes back as far as we have literary testimony, while in the Odyssey, we learn
how Odysseus’s son Telemachus encountered the palace of Menelaus near Sparta,
wonder-struck. It seemed to him that the great hall, or megaron, was “lit by something of
the sun’s splendor or the moon’s.” He exclaimed, “The whole place gleams with copper
and gold, amber and silver and ivory. What an amazing collection of treasures! I can’t
help thinking that the court of Zeus on Olympus must be like this inside” (Od. 4.71-75).

In Archaic and Classical Greece, temples constituted the primary locus for monumental
architecture. Being not just houses for the gods but also offerings to them, the temple
demanded more care, effort, and consideration than any other kind of building (Wilson
Jones 2014). The ancient Greek conception of techné (a craft, expertise, or skill) went on
to put emphasis on measurement and exactitude in the service of control, reliability, and
teachability toward a beneficial end (Pollitt 1974, 32-37; Angier 2010, 5, 7, 22). This is of
further relevance for the art of monumental building, inasmuch as measurement,
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regularity, and exactitude facilitated processes of construction, the stability of the result,
and its aesthetic quality. The functional dimension of architecture grounded theoretical
issues, and it is no accident that techné and the root tek- (as in tektonic in German and
tectonic in English) grew out of the vocabulary of carpentry and building (compare
Chantraine 1968, 1100, 1112; Porphyrios 1998, 34-37; Angier 2010, 3).

At the same time, the repeated deployment of a limited palette of building types and the
stylistic conventions enshrined in the “orders” (Doric, Ionic, Corinthian) favored the
comparison of like to like and a critique of parallels and distinctions with a view to
improvement and so, too, the formulation of theory. The mechanism by which desirable
qualities emerge out of usage rooted in practicalities is captured with precision by
Cicero:

Columns support the lintels of temples and their porticoes, but this does not mean
that their dignity is inferior to their utility. It was certainly not the search for
beauty, but necessity, that has fashioned the celebrated pediment of our Capitol
and other religious edifices. But to tell the truth, once the principle had been
established of collecting the water either side of the roof, dignity came to be
added to the utility of the ®.43) pediment, so much so that even if the Capitol
were to be set up in the heavens, where it should not rain, it could hardly have
any dignity without its double pitch roof.

(De Or. 3.180)

In ancient Greek and Roman culture, there was arguably no concerted “theory of art” in
the modern sense (see chapter 1). And although there was no matching Greek term for
“theory” as such, it is intriguing, in view of preceding remarks, that the term theoria,
signifying contemplation—a necessary precondition for the elaboration of theory—earlier
could mean both going to a sanctuary and beholding the wondrous offerings and temples
there (Marconi 2004, 224). In any event, theoretical aspects of architecture did emerge
over the course of the Classical and Hellenistic periods, later to be consolidated by
Vitruvius. Theory also related in a meaningful way to practice, as we shall see below.

Vitruvius and Other Sources

Although no more than scraps of ancient Greek architectural theory survive, an ample
view of the field is provided by Vitruvius’s treatise, a compendious work in ten books
composed between 30 and 10 BCE (key editions in English include Morgan 1914; Howe
and Rowland 1999; Schofield and Tavernor 2009). This represents far and away our
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prime written source on both Greek and Roman architecture. Whereas the latter
depended on the former in many respects, it differed in others; suffice it to recall the
Romans’ use of concrete, arches, and vaults; their preference for Corinthian at the
expense of Doric; their greater attention to function and performance and the harnessing
of resources and technique in the service of what might be called the “imperial building
machine” (Wilson Jones 2000b, esp. 155; Ward-Perkins 1981; Taylor 2003; Lancaster
2005). By contrast, ancient Greek and Roman architectural theory was, differences of
emphasis aside, one and the same. In their comments regarding architecture, a similar
appreciation for materials, scale, and precision unites, at a distance of more than seven
centuries, Homer and Pliny the Elder. As will become clear, certain ideas of Plato,
Polyclitus, and Pythagoras find themselves recast by Roman writers, including Vitruvius,
who cites each of them. His theoretical disquisitions are saturated with Greek terms and
concepts, understandably given his dependence on Greek specialist literature. Indeed, in
the preface to the seventh of his ten books, Vitruvius acknowledges only three Latin
sources devoted to architecture and related material (Fuficius, Varro, and Publius
Septimius) as against dozens of Greek ones (Gros 1990, Ixv-1xxiv; Romano 1987, 66-76,
101-108; Courrént 2011, 43-50). The treatises Vitruvius lists (De arch. 7 praef.), the
great majority of which are lost in their entirety, may be grouped ®.44) according to the
following broad and not mutually exclusive categories (the spelling of ancient names is
according to Vitruvius’s text):
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Subject Author
a. Painting and perspective Agatharchus, Democritus, Anaxagoras
b. Symmetria and proportion  Silenus (Doric)
Philo (temples)
Arcesius (Corinthian capital)
Nexaris, Theocydes, Demophilos, Pollis
Leonidas, Silanion, Melampus, Sarnacus, Euphranor
c. Individual temples Theodorus (Heraion at Samos)
Chersiphron and Metagenes (Artemision at Ephesus)
Pytheos (Temple of Athena at Priene)
Ictinos and Carpion (Parthenon)
Theodorus of Phocaea (Tholos at Delphi)
Hermogenes (Artemision at Magnesia)
Arcesius (Asclepieum at Tralles)
d. Other buildings Philo (Arsenal at Piraeus)
Satyrus and Pytheos (Mausoleum at Halicarnassus)
e. Machinery, engineering Diades, Archytas, Archimedes, Ctesibios,
Nymphodorus, Philo, Diphilos, Democles, Charias,
Polyidos, Pyrros, Agesistratos
Geometry and mathematics, both of which were crucially important for ancient

architectural practice, no doubt played an important part in works concerned with
perspective, proportion, and mechanics (a, b, and e above). Works on individual buildings
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(c and d) are also likely to have contained explanations and digressions of a theoretical
and/or mathematical nature. In fact, two of Vitruvius’s greatest influences, including in
the realm of the architectural applications of mathematics, appear to have been Pytheus
(fl. mid-fourth century BCE) and Hermogenes (fl. early second century BCE), both of
whom were leading architects whose treatises focused on the famous Ionic temples that
were their masterpieces, respectively, those of Athena at Priene and Artemis at Magnesia
(Gros 1978; Wesenberg 1983; Hoepfner and Schwandner 1990; Hellmann 2002-2010, II:
96-108). There are also authors whom Vitruvius used, although he did not name them
(Courrént 2011, 46-50). In fact, an educated ancient architect could have learned
theoretical principles from a panorama of sources, including philosophical discussions by
the likes of Plato and Aristotle; sculptors’ treatises such as Polyclitus’s Kanon; specialist
works on the other technai, such as medicine (Angier 2010). For all we know, a lost work
such as Scamon of Mytilene’s On Inventions may have embraced architectural (. 45

inventions, too, and with that some theoretical discussion. Roman authorities contributed
encyclopedic works, especially those by Varro, Vitruvius, and Pliny the Elder, while works
by Cicero contain pertinent reflections, as we have seen.

As our prime window onto so much lost knowledge, Vitruvius’s treatise will always
remain the starting point for investigating both Greek and Roman architectural theory.
This being so, it makes sense to identify the concepts he adopts before going on to seek
signs of them for earlier periods. In short, we are obliged by the vicissitudes of survival to
work backward.

Our starting point represents a problematic authority, however. The limitations and
failings of De architectura are considerable. The structure and sequence of the text lack
clarity, and several passages—especially those on theory—are confusing or in direct
contradiction with one another. Information required to complete a chain of instructions
is frequently missing; anachronisms and historical inaccuracies are common; the writing
is stodgy; the level of technical and scientific knowledge is unremarkable (Soubiran 1969,
xxxviii-xlvii; Gros 1975 and 1988; Callebat 1989; Wilson Jones 2000b, 34-35). In the
present context, it is noteworthy that many of the criticisms directed at Vitruvius concern
difficulties stemming from the necessary reliance on Greek terminology. In the fifteenth
century, Leon Battista Alberti set the tone for some modern critiques when he
complained that Vitruvius “writes neither Greek nor Latin and as far as we are concerned
he need not have written at all since we cannot understand that kind of writing” (De re
aedificatoria 6.1; Krautheimer 1963, 42-43; Romano 1987, 7-9). This being as it may, we
must treasure everything that Vitruvius wrote on Greek theory, while being ready to
accommodate contradictions and gaps and make adjustments in the light of what we can
glean from other sources and archaeology. Yet—although it is not a central concern here
—there are reasons to rehabilitate Vitruvius, bearing in mind the totality of what he was
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trying to achieve (Geertman and de Jong 1989; Le projet de Vitruve 1994; Gros 1997;
Wilson Jones 2000b, 35; McEwen 2003). Gems of enduring validity pepper the dull prose,
and who knows, but some of these may have been his own. My personal favorite concerns
the reflections with which he closes book 6, the last of those dedicated to architectural
design (book 7 concerns finishes, while books 8 through 10 concern hydraulics,
timekeeping, machinery, and engineering):

All kinds of men, and not merely architects, can recognize a good piece of
[architectural] work, but between layman and the latter there is this difference,
that the layman cannot tell what it is to be like without seeing it finished, whereas
the architect, as soon as he has formed the conception, and before he begins the
work, has a definite idea of the beauty, the convenience and the propriety that will
distinguish it.

(Vitruvius, De arch. 6.8.1, trans. Morgan 1914)

Vitruvian Theory

Vitruvius affirmed three fundamental prerequisites for a successful piece of architecture
(De arch. 1.3): firmitas, utilitas, and venustas, applicable not just to building (aedificatio)
(- 46) but also to chronometry (gnomonice) and engineering (machinatio). Firmitas,
often rendered in English as firmness, stands for strength, durability, soundness of
materials, and quality of construction. Utilitas is utility, fitness for purpose. Venustas is
beauty, everything to do with visual delight. Vitruvius also describes six key principles of
design (De arch. 1.2): ordinatio, dispositio, eurythmia, symmetria, decor, and distributio.
Several characteristically opaque aspects of his writing are bound up with this list and
subsequent discussion. This occurs before that of the three prerequisites rather than the
other way around, as one might expect. The six principles do not relate as pairs to the
three prerequisites, as one might also expect. None of these principles bears much on
firmitas, and conversely, the concept of decorum (decor) finds no home among the three
prerequisites. Moreover, concern for firmitas and utilitas recurs in De architectura, yet
neither of these prerequisites is discussed in a way that might be called theoretical. For
example, Vitruvius shows regard for utility in his account of basilicas (De arch. 5.1.5-8)
when recommending the advantages of certain arrangement or when he allows designers
to modify ideal solutions in the light of the scale of a project and the constraints of the
site and budget (De arch. 5.6.7, 6.2.1-4). However, he attempts no systematic treatment
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of utility, such as categorizing types (e.g., concerning function, comfort, construction, or
cost).

By contrast, Vitruvius is careful to provide definitions of his six principles, albeit often
unsuccessfully. Their Greek origin is clear, since he supplied Greek equivalents for three
of them (taxis for ordinatio, diathesin for dispositio, and oikonomia for distributio), while
eurythmia and symmetria are in themselves Greek. (Meanwhile, decor finds a Greek
equivalent in prepon, although this is not mentioned.) As for the translation of these
terms into English, the nearest-sounding equivalents can be false friends. Symmetria, for
example, is not symmetry in the modern sense of a mirror image. With this in mind, the
Greek, Latin, and English equivalents of the six principles may be set out as follows:

Greek Latin English

taxis ordinatio order (especially in plans, e.g., regularity)
diathesin dispositio arrangement (especially of parts, components)
eurythmia — visual effect of proportion, rhythm, and technique
symmetria — mathematical proportion or harmony

prepon decor propriety (decorum)

oikonomia distributio economy (sensible use of resources)

These terms divide between processes of design and the attributes they produce
(Watzinger 1909, 202-203; Ferri 1960, 50-52; Scranton 1974; Geertman 1994; Callebat
1994, 36-37). Thus, ordinatio would be the process of calculation giving rise to
symmetria, dispositio the process of composition giving rise to eurythmia, and distributio
the process of evaluation giving rise to decor. ®.47)
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Act of Attribute of Nature of conception
design result
ordinatio symmetria the project as number form aimed at

mathematical harmony

dispositio eurythmia the project as composition aimed at visual
harmony and balance

distributio decor the project as appropriate to its social,
physical, and economic context

In this way, a tripartite scheme emerges, as for the three departments of architecture
(aedificatio, gnomonice, and machinatio), the three prerequisites of good building
(firmitas, utilitas, and venustas), and the three main columnar styles or orders (Doric,
Ionic, and Corinthian). Indeed, the magnetic pull of the triad, a recurrent topos of ancient
epistemological classification, seems to have been behind this scheme, and this goes a
long way toward explaining the omission of other pertinent concepts such as those just
mentioned. In effect, then, symmetria, eurythmia, and decor represent the key design
principles that underpin Vitruvian theory (Schlikker 1940; Gros 1982, 663). As such, each
merits drawing out in turn with reference to both Greek ideas and the cultural framework
to which the architecture of antiquity belonged.

Symmetria and the Principle of Mathematical
Harmony

Concern for round dimensions and proportions is a general characteristic of ancient
architecture all around the eastern end of the Mediterranean as it is portrayed in texts;
suffice it to recall the biblical tradition for the Temple of Solomon (Kings 1:6-7). Such
concern finds its most complete expression in the concept of symmetria, the most
important element of Vitruvius’s theory. He used it abundantly, eighty-four times, to be
precise (Callebat and Fleury 1995), sometimes giving it quite strong emphasis (e.g., De
arch. 3.1.1, 6.2.1, 6.8.9). In addition, treatises in the most numerous category referred to
in book 7 concern “the laws of symmetria” (category b in the list above). This was not
some Vitruvian idiosyncrasy, for symmetria was a prominent philosophical and artistic
concept from the Classical period (Pollitt 1974, 16-22, 160-162; Knell 2008, 30-33; Gros
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1989; Wilson Jones 2000b, 40-43). Symmetria denotes the coming together of measure
(from syn-, as in synthesis, and metron), in effect signifying mathematical harmony. This
embraced commensurability (whole-number relationships) and equilibrium both
mathematically and in a more general sense (the term was also applied to social, political,
and marital relations). Proportion is often used similarly today, and in popular usage, it is
often treated as synonymous with ratio, that is to say, the mathematical relationship

. 48) between different measures (e.g., length and width). This, however, is just one

aspect of a multilayered concept. Symmetria embraced commensurability and harmony in
terms of not just ratio but also number, measure, and shape (Wilson Jones 2000b, 40-43).

Vitruvius presented the model of the human body as the ultimate exemplar of
mathematical harmony in the opening passage of his third book, dedicated to theory and
the layout of temples: “The design of a temple depends on symmetria, the principles of
which must be most carefully observed by the architect. ... Without symmetria and
proportion there can be no principles in the design of any temple; that is if there is no
precise relation between its members, as in the case of those of a well-shaped man” (De
arch. 3.1, trans. Morgan 1914).

Vitruvius set out a series of points substantiating this contention. With arms outstretched,
the ideal man fits into a circle centered at the navel and also within a square, since the
arm span equals the body height, both of which correspond to six multiples of his foot
(figure 2.1). This and other units of measurement (finger, palm, and cubit) were derived
from the members of the body, which interrelate simply one to another. The face takes up
one-tenth of the total height, the head takes up one-eighth of the height, and so on:

Vitruvius concluded by commenting that Greek mathematicians and philosophers took
the body as a source of number theory, investing 6 and 10 with special significance
because the body is 6 feet tall and has 10 fingers and toes. In sum, the perfect body
exemplifies the way in which number, measure, ratio, and shape could participate in
creating mathematical harmony. In his emphasis on symmetria, Vitruvius doubtless
followed the lead of Greek authorities, including Arcesius, Pytheus, and Hermogenes. The
ultimate source for this tradition, however, which may have been known to Vitruvius
directly or by other routes, was the famous Kanon devised by the sculptor Polyclitus.
From the writings of Galen in the second century CE, it seems that this work “described
in great detail, like a workshop manual, a set of proportions to be used by

sculptors” (Pollitt 1974, 15). The aim was to achieve beauty through the
commensurability (symmetria) of all the parts of the body to one another (Galen, De
Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5.425; Raven 1951; Pollitt 1974, 14-22; Berger 1990;
Moon 1995; Rykwert 1996, 104-110; McEwen 2003, chap. 4).
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Principal dimensions of Vitruvian Man and their interrelations

a face height, hand length

b head height

o foot length

d chest height, cubit or length of forearm

H total height, arm span

i
L
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L e A s Tl ks i e i W
o y h x

Click to view Iérger

Fig. 2.1 Leonardo da Vinci (1452-1519), The
Vitruvian Man, Study of the Human Body according
to Vitruvius, ca. 1492. Pen and brown ink, brush and
some brown wash over metalpoint on paper. Height
33 cm. Venice, Accademia inv. 228.

(Photograph © Scala/Art Resource, New York,
ART10269.)

4/5 3/5 2/5 1/10

3/4 1/2 1/8

1 2/3 1/6
1 1/4
1

Of course, Vitruvius did
not expect architects to
imitate Nature
mimetically, as painters
and sculptors should, but
rather to proceed by
analogy. Symmetria
reflected a cosmic order
that reduced ultimately to
whole numbers and
perfect geometry
according to Pythagorean
(®-49) and Platonic ways
of thinking. This conviction
derived from the
observation of natural
phenomena, including,
famously, that harmonies
pleasing to the ear
correspond to
mathematical intervals.
Pure geometry also played

a key role; Plato invokes a kind of beauty associated with “straight lines and circles and
the plain and solid figures that are formed out of them by turning-lathes and rulers and
measures of angles.” He affirmed these figures to be “not only relatively beautiful like
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other things, but... eternally and absolutely beautiful” (Phlb. 51c). Nearly identical
sentiments may be found in Roman writers such as Quintilian (Inst. 1.10.46). What is
more, advanced mathematical proofs could provide corroboration. In On the Sphere and
the Cylinder, Archimedes deployed infinitesimal calculus for the first time to prove that
the surface areas and volumes of cylinders, cones, and spheres of the same diameter
were linked by ratios such as 1:1, 4:1, and 3:2. He expressed particular satisfaction in
discovering that this symmetria had always existed, although it had gone undetected
(Martines 1989, 4; compare Heath 1921, 234-250).

At the same time, deliberation on what constituted a techné put emphasis, as already
noted, on measurement and exactitude, that is to say, mathematical objectivity. A
passage in the Hippocratic corpus asserts that “where correctness and incorrectness
each have an exact measure/standard, surely there must be a techné” (On Techné 5.30-
32; Angier 2010, 5). ®.50)

It is thus clear that Vitruvius drew on concerns that preoccupied philosophers,
mathematicians, and sculptors at least as far back as the mid-fifth century BCE. Similar
concerns must also have been important to architects, although written testimonies from
this time do not survive, and to a certain extent, we have to rely on archaeological
evidence and deduction (Coulton 1975; Coulton 1977; Berger 1984; Hoepfner 1984;
Mertens 1984). Of singular interest, then, is evidence of another kind testifying to the
relevance of the perfect-body tradition for the regulation of units of measure used for
building and allied trades. This evidence survives in the shape of two anthropomorphic
metrological reliefs of probable (but not definite) fifth-century BCE date, one in Oxford,
the other in Piraeus, having only recently been discovered on the island of Salamis (figure
2.2). The Oxford relief, shaped like a pediment, is substantially complete and shows the
upper part of a man’s body, with arms outspread and the “floating” or disembodied
imprint of a single detached foot (Wesenberg 1974). The Salamis relief is less complete,
but it similarly shows the head turned to the side (unlike the many Renaissance
interpretations of Vitruvian Man, of which Leonardo da Vinci’s (figure 2.1) is only the
most famous. It must also have featured the full arm span, and it is otherwise of interest
for not just a disembodied foot but also a disembodied forearm/cubit and palm, along with
a single foot rule (Dekoulakou-Sideris 1990; Wilson Jones 2000a; Stieglitz 2006;
Wesenberg 2008).
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[ R o Apart from associated
{ f AR ¢ L) semantic implications, the
B : r" 5 _ ; | Salamis relief seems to

2 ’ have constituted an
e~ - instrument of concordance
’ A among different metrical

[ R i systems. In ancient
: I'.:_ ; : | Greece, there existed a
WA a4l variety of metrical
I"\_.I.'Ek_......'....,._.,,.ﬂ_;":‘.{f_.. & standards, of which three
Click to view larger I stand out as the most
Fig. 2.2 Metrological relief from Salamis. widely used: in ascending

magnitude, the “Attic” foot
of about 294 millimeters,
the “common” foot of about 306.5 millimeters, and the “Doric” foot of about 327
millimeters (Bankel 1983; Wilson Jones 2000a; Hellmann 2002-2010, I: 44-49). The first
of these is present on the Oxford relief, while the second and third appear on the Salamis

(Drawing by author and Manolis Korres.)

relief. At the same ®@.51) time, the placement of the outlines on the latter together with

the dimensions of the block itself implicate the Attic foot (which may perhaps have been
featured on the lost left half). Presuming, as seems highly likely, that the arm span
measured 6 Doric feet, the width of the whole block would simultaneously have
corresponded to 8 Attic feet and 7%z Doric feet and also, perhaps not by chance, 4%
Samian cubits/Egyptian royal cubits (figure 2.3). This confirms what some scholars have
deduced from time to time (although not everyone is in agreement), that these units
related one to the other by neat ratios such as 9:10 and 5:8. In point of fact, this may not
always have been the case, given the presumably independent origins of the various
standards. Bearing in mind that the Salamis relief was in all likelihood commissioned by a
collective authority and put up on display in a public place such as an agora, what is
significant in all this is the institutional effort to reconcile or “massage” these units in the
cause of commensurability and so order, harmony, and convenience. Thus, Vitruvian Man
can be seen to belong to a long-standing tradition, allowing us to appreciate why
Vitruvius should choose to open his treatment of temple design with a description of the
human body that to modern eyes might appear to be purely theoretical in the sense of
being separate from practice. The bodily outline of Salamis Man was a theoretical
construct at the same time as it was a metrical standard of practical utility.
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Eurythmia, the Principle of Visual Harmony

Whereas symmetria had to do with abstract beauty and order, eurythmia had to do with
visual beauty and the relationship between composition and aesthetic pleasure (Pollitt

1974, 143-154). Just as symmetria formalized a diffuse prior concern for
commensurability, so—probably also around the mid- to late fifth century BCE—

eurythmia formalized notions about visual appeal otherwise expressed by terms including

charis (charm), euschemosyne (gracefulness), harmonia (ordered fittingness), and
rhythmos (rhythm, shape, pattern) (Bundrick 2005, 141; Porter 2010, 59). According to
Diogenes Laertius (7.4.6; Pollitt 1974, 134), the sculptor Pythagoras of Rhegium
(originally from Samos, fl. early fifth century), was the “first to aim at rhythmos and

symmetria.” The prefix eu- combined with rhythmos denoted “the quality of being well-

shaped.”

H | ey
LINL Of LBASILIR
~TunE Of oA

Ly

SALAMIS M‘AN
Click to view larger

Fig. 2.3 Salamis Man, a tentative reconstruction.

(Drawing by author.)

By contrast with other
words signifying pleasing
appearance that might be
applied to living beings,
eurythmia conveyed a
sense of fine crafting, as
with something carefully
honed or well fitted. Early
appreciation of skill and
technique in joinery and
metalwork such as
Achilles’s shield has
already been noted, and
similar values applied to
architecture. A passage in
the Iliad likens tightly
fitted masonry to the ranks
of armed warriors: “As

when a man knits together the wall of his lofty house with close-fitting stones, keeping
out the force of the hot winds, so did the helmets and bossed shields fit together, shield
against shield, helmet against helmet, man against man” (II. 16.211-215; Onians 1999,
10-12). Given the etymological affinity already noted between techne and ®.52) tekton

(carpenter or builder), it seems “fitting” that a Homeric use of the word harmonia

appears in the context of woodworking skills, meaning the (precise) joining or fitting
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together of timber elements (Od. 5.248; Bundrick 2005, 140). Eurythmia

inherited this mantle; the intimation of technical skill and precision underlies the way the
term was used in conversation between Socrates and the armorer Pistias (Xenophon,
Mem., 3.10-12; see Pollitt 1974, 143-144). In response to the philosopher’s wish to know
why his breastplates commanded a higher price than those of his competitors, Pistias
replied, “Because, Socrates, those which I make are better fitting,” going on to comment,
“that which fits is well-shaped.”

Eurythmia also bridges between proportion and form. There is still a mathematical
component, for Vitruvius says that eurythmia is found when “the members of a work are
of a height suited to their breadth and of a breadth suited to their length, and when they
all respond in accordance with symmetria” (De arch. 1.2.3), but there is a subjective
aspect, ®.53) too. Eurythmia operated in proportions for visually sensitive indicators
such as column slenderness, which for this reason did not in practice always correspond
to neat numbers, as might be expected on the grounds of symmetria alone (this is
especially true of Doric temples). Vitruvius relates that architects could opt to leave
symmetria aside for the sake of eurythmia, as, for example, when gauging the so-called
optical refinements (De arch. 6.2.5). Such delicate inclinations, taperings, curvatures, and
other deviations from the straight and regular were introduced piecemeal probably from
the mid- to late sixth century BCE onward (Haselberger 1997), going on to become
characteristic of temples of the Classical period, above all the Parthenon (figures 2.4 and
6.1). By virtue of their subtlety along with the care and precision necessary to execute
them (requiring individual stones to be cut ever so slightly out of square and perfectly
matched to their neighbors), the refinements would seem to epitomize the qualities of
grace and perfect fit inherent in the concept of eurythmia. A final aspect that is pertinent
in this regard concerned the use of refinements to correct, persuade, and even deceive
vision to positive effect. Whether the principle of “correction” was first developed for
architecture or for sculpture and painting is hard to say, but it was evidently of general
interest around the time the Parthenon was built and then occupied by Phidias’s colossal
Athena Parthenos (figure 30.1). Plato’s Sophist has the Eleatic Stranger remark of the
work of sculptors and painters working on gigantic artworks: “If they were to reproduce
the true proportions of a well-made figure, as you know, the upper parts would look too
small, and the lower too large, because we see the one at a distance, the other close at
hand. ... So artists, leaving the truth to take care of itself, do in fact put into the images
they make, not the real proportions, but those that will appear beautiful” (235d-236a,
trans. F. M. Cornford).

Presumably transposing from one of his Greek sources, Vitruvius applies similar logic to
the proportions of entablatures and other architectural elements (De arch. 3.5.8-9).
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Another first-century BCE writer, Geminus, confirms the relevance of eurythmia to this
doctrine when stating: “The goal of the architect is to make the work visually
eurhythmic, and to discover what is needed to counteract the distortions of vision, not by
aiming at equivalence or eurhythmy in accordance with truth, but at these things relative
to vision” (Geminus, Opt. 28.11-19; Porter 2010, 443 with translation; emphasis added).

Decor, the Principle of Appropriateness

e Decoris decorum,

Iy, propriety, or

I _ appropriateness, subject to
i "'.I - a hierarchical view of the
| 1':| world in which everything
: was ordained by custom
(consuetudine) and
authority (auctoritas).
From such a viewpoint,
each aspect of a building
should accord with its
social, religious, and
economic status (see

] chapter 15). This principle
Click to view larger . goes to the heart of the
Fig. 2.4 Exaggerated visualization of Parthenon Vitruvian projeCt' for one
refinements. of his chief aims, declared
(Drawing by Manolis Korres.) in the preface to the first
book along with his
dedication to Augustus, was that the leader of the civilized world should raise the
standard of architecture sponsored by the Roman state to a level befitting its power and
(.54 (p.55) position. Salient characteristics in this regard include size, cost, and the
use of materials, especially those that were not only expensive but also conditioned by
association, perhaps with royalty or rulers (porphyry for example, like kindred imperial
purple, was not for the ordinary Roman, no matter his budget, without official
dispensation). That this was important for Augustus himself is clear from his boast that
he found Rome built of brick and left it built of marble (Suetonius, Aug. 28; Cassius Dio
56.30.3).
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Architectural propriety was of wide concern to ancient societies, given their hierarchical
nature and the concentration of wealth and power in the hands of pharaohs, kings,
aristocrats, and the priesthood (e.g., Trigger 1990; Schwandner and Rheidt 2004). Greek
democracies, too, upheld fundamental distinctions between the sacred and the profane
that would be reflected in passages such as those cited by Cicero and Vitruvius. It can be
conjectured that this aspect of the reception of architecture became increasingly
important in the Hellenistic and then the Roman context, when the social norms
governing the relational comportment of individuals of hugely varying wealth became a
matter of great importance given the social mobility brought about by commerce and
conquest. Aristotle—who tutored the young Alexander the Great—devoted attention to
megaloprepeia, magnificence, as part of an extensive discussion of the moral values and
obligations at issue in appropriately balancing social and political status (Eth. Nic. 4;
Morris 1996; Hakkareinen 1997).

Vitruvius illustrated the principle of decorum via a series of examples. Outside and inside
should correspond, so that a building with a grand interior should have a grand exterior.
Types of columns should suit the program, so that temples dedicated to Minerva, Mars,
and Hercules should be Doric, “since daintiness would be inappropriate” (De arch. 1.2.5).
Mixed and hybrid columnar styles should be avoided, as the details of one are not
appropriate to another (De arch. 1.2.6). Types of houses should suit the social standing of
the occupants. Materials should be chosen according to availability; fir is the best timber
for certain uses, but if it is hard to obtain, then other species may be used (De arch.
1.2.8). Doric columns were allowed different proportions according to the setting, “for
the dignity which should characterize them in temples of the gods is one thing, but their
elegance in other public works is quite another” (De arch. 5.9.3). Vitruvius did not make
use of the Greek equivalent prepon (propriety), evidently because decor and the notion of
decorum were perfectly familiar to his Latin-speaking audience. Cicero, for example, also
took it for granted that a vestibule should be proportioned according to whether it stood
in a house or in a temple (De or. 2.320).

In various parts of his treatise, Vitruvius preoccupied himself with the origins and
derivation of architectural form, for this had a bearing on decorum and also with his own
stricture that architects should be able to provide explanations for the formal and
ornamental traditions to which they subscribe (1.1.5). The question of origins was
important, since it justified architectural form in terms of ancestry and association. We
have already seen Cicero (De or. 3.180) treating this topic thus in his discussion of the
dignity of the Capitoline temple and its pediment, and in accordance with the principle of
propriety, ancient architects resisted diluting the authority of the pediment by using it
inappropriately, which is to say, in contexts other than sacral or funerary. The
etymological link between decor and the modern word “decoration” similarly leads us
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back to the ancient rule that the sacred ornaments fitting for temples and sanctuaries
should not be transposed inappropriately to other contexts. It is of further (. 56)

interest that in its earliest known uses, the term kosmos signified ornament, before going
on to denote the world or universe, along with intimations of cosmic order (Koerner
1985, 28; Marconi 2007). Diogenes Laertius (8.48; compare VS 28 A 44) relates that it
was Pythagoras who gave the name kosmos to the world, on account of its order and
beauty. The idea of “mere ornament” is a modern relegation; in antiquity, there was
nothing mere about it.

When ancient writers looked back to the origins of art and architecture, they perforce
indulged in conjecture, as when seeking to account for the three main columnar
conventions or “orders” (as they came to be known in the Renaissance): Doric, Ionic, and
Corinthian. Their emergence goes back long before surviving discussions, so it is
understandable that theoretical constructs were retrojected onto the past to fill voids in
the historical record, along with much postrationalizing and tidying.

A recurrent topos centered around notions of evolution and progress that have found
much favor in modern times, especially following Darwin’s discoveries in the mid-
nineteenth century. In the second century BCE, Philon of Byzantium included in his
treatise on military engineering comments on the incremental convergence toward
perfection, citing “ancient buildings that are extremely unskillful” and explaining how the
orders and their details had subsequently been honed to perfection “by trial and error...
and by all sorts of experiment” (Bel. 50-51; Marsden 1971). Vitruvius followed Philon’s
lead and discussions by Stoic philosophers when he imagined early experiments in
construction going back to remote times. Eventually, progress led to houses rather than
huts, on foundations, using brick or stone, and with roofs of wood covered with tiles (De
arch. 2.1.3-7). Later in this fourth book, he famously explained how aspects of timber
construction were perpetuated in stone in Doric temples. Having disposed tie beams over
the top of the walls of a structure (perhaps a temple):

Ancient carpenters... cut off the projecting ends of the beams, bringing them into
line and flush with the face of the walls; next, as this had an ugly look to them,
they fastened boards, shaped as triglyphs are now made, on the ends of the
beams.... Hence it was in imitation of the arrangement of the tie-beams that men
began to employ, in Doric buildings, the device of triglyphs and metopes between
the beams.

(De arch. 4.2.2, trans. Morgan 1914)

It is typical of the nonsystematic nature of Vitruvius’s treatise that he presents elsewhere
an entirely different kind of etiology. In the preceding chapter, in fact, he had told how
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the first Doric temple, the Temple of Hera built by Dorus, the progenitor of the Dorians,
at her Argive sanctuary, had chanced to be in this style (De arch. 4.1.3). There is nothing
here to justify the choice and the ensuing tradition save for the identity and significance
of the patron (elsewhere, Vitruvius supplies comparable explanations connected with real
or mythic events). We do not find anywhere in Vitruvius’s text any art historical analysis
of a modern kind. He is clear about his fellow Romans’ debt to the Greeks; however,
given his reverential position toward all things Greek, he gives little idea that they
themselves borrowed, although writers such as Diodorus Siculus (1.97.5-6, Pollitt 1990
15; see also 1.61 and 1.98.5-9) expressed the conviction that the arts arose in Egypt
before progressing to Greece and then Rome. The question of cultural influences and
meanings is significant for ®.57 any discussion of the origins of architectural form, and
as regards the triglyph-and-metope frieze, only in small measure can it be explained in
terms of construction (Barletta 2001; Barletta 2009; Wilson Jones 2002). Egyptian, Near
Eastern, and Mycenaean influences all played their part in the coming into being of the
orders, along with artistic habits established during the Geometric period, not to mention
other pertinent factors, including construction, symbolism, and identity (Rykwert 1996;
Wilson Jones 2002; Wilson Jones 2014).

Principles in Concert

Space has been dedicated to the concepts of symmetria, eurythmia, and decor/prepon
primarily because of their impact on Vitruvius’s treatise, which remains our chief source
for understanding the thinking behind ancient architecture. It is important, however, to
recall the numerous other factors bearing on architectural design that he touches on,
though not in an expressly theoretical or rigorous manner, including all manner of
guidelines and advice relating to everything from the preparation of lime mortar to the
detailed design of the orders.

Vitruvius’s tendency not to balance different sides of an issue together in one place
makes it hard for the reader to visualize how symmetria, eurythmia, and decor/prepon
might work in unison, which they can indeed do. One of his characteristic guidelines, that
relating to the spacing of colonnades, illustrates this point. In book 3, he briefly runs
through the main options classified according to the ratio of the intercolumniation, the
gap between adjacent columns, to the column width or diameter (De arch. 3.3.1-10).
These options range from pycnostyle, where the intercolumniation equals 1.5 diameters,
through systyle (2 diameters), eustyle (2.25 diameters), diastyle (3 diameters), and
areostyle (3.5 or more diameters). The gravitation toward neat numerical values is
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consistent with achieving symmetria, which was also fostered by others of his guidelines,
for example, the slenderness ratios recommended for the columns themselves. Vitruvius
reported, however, that eustyle was deemed particularly attractive, especially by
Hermogenes, for whom, presumably, visual proportion, eurythmia, took precedence over
abstract proportion (the intercolumniation being not so neat numerically). Vitruvius omits
to note that densely packed pycnostyle was the noblest and most costly solution, suitable
for the grandest temples in line with the principle of decor, but this is evident from
patterns of imperial practice. In short, all three key concepts could cohabit in the mind of
the designer, who had the job of balancing these principles in determining the just
solution for a specific commission. Nor is consideration of firmitas absent, for timber
beams were assigned to the loosest spacing, given that the span was too great for stone.
As for utilitas, Vitruvius expresses reservations about pycnostyle, since in his view,
columns this dense impeded circulation, besides generating excessive shadow (De arch.
3.3.3).

It is no accident that Vitruvius demonstrates the soundest understanding of how his
principles and prerequisites could come together in practice when describing the one
project he claimed as his own, the Basilica at Fanum (De arch. 5.1.6; Pellati 1965; Wilson

@.58) Jones 2000b, 45-46). His account starts with a simple dimensional specification:
the main hall measures 120 feet by 60 feet; the aisles are 20 feet wide; the main columns
are 50 feet tall and 5 feet wide, and so on. Thus, simple ratios reverberate throughout
(see the matrix below), while at the same time, the main space fits a double square, and
most dimensions are multiples or fractions of 10 or 6, the numbers he had singled out as
“perfect.” This amounts to a textbook symmetria reminiscent of Nature’s model, the
perfect human body, which the architect should imitate by means of analogy:
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Principal dimensions of the Basilica at Fanum

2 2 5 18 20 50 60 120
feet feet feet feet feet feet feet feet
2 feet 1 4/5 2/5 1/9 1/10 1/25 1/30 1/60
2Y, 1 1/2 5/36 1/8 1/20 1/24 1/48
feet
5 feet 1 5/18 1/4 1/10 1/12 1/24
18 1 9/10 9/25 3/10 3/20
feet
20 1 2/5 1/3 1/6
feet
50 1 5/6 5/12
feet
60 1 1/2
feet
120 1
feet

Vitruvius went on to describe the disposition of the columns, which allowed the reader to
gauge the rhythm of solid to void and so the proportion and eurythmia of the colonnades.
Further details follow that bear on the aesthetic experience, such as the nature of
lighting and material finishes. The final paragraphs address decor to some extent but also
issues associated with firmitas and utilitas. He describes how loads from the trusses were
transferred directly to the columns and how care was taken not to obstruct the view of
the tribune or the circulation in the aisles. He emphasized how costs were reduced by the
giant order (as opposed to two stories of orders), together with the forthright expression
of the timber superstructure. But he was careful to remark that the huge columns made
the result sumptuous and dignified all the same. The project—albeit perhaps an idealized
version of that which was actually built, rather as the famous sixteenth-century architect
and Vitruvianist Andrea Palladio “corrected” his own projects in his Quattro libri—

Page 21 of 34



Greek and Roman Architectural Theory

reconciles different principles in unison, thus representing a paradigm of the Romans’
approach to architectural design.

Practice and Theory

To what extent did theory and the real world of practice mirror each other? It must first
of all be admitted that Vitruvius’s recommendations frequently fail to match .59

reality. A case in point is his idea that gender affected the choice of genus or order, with
Doric suiting the temples of male or martial deities and Corinthian suiting those of female
deities (De arch. 1.2.5). Yet several important early Doric temples were erected to Hera
(including Dorus’s supposed prototype at the Argive Heraion), while Vitruvius’s own
patron Augustus adopted “virginal” Corinthian for his temple of warlike Mars Ultor
(Avenger). Rather than actual practice, such a scheme mostly likely reflects intellectual
constructs of the Late Classical and Hellenistic periods (Gros 1988; Gros 1995).

At other times, Vitruvius gets to the spirit if not the letter of ancient design. Take the
Corinthian capital; he says its height should equal the lower diameter of the shaft on
which it sits, an exemplary proposition in terms of symmetria. Some Hellenistic and
Republican capitals do fit this ratio, although they constitute a small minority. Much more
significant was another 1:1 rule that operated in some two-thirds or more of all ancient
Corinthian capitals: the equality between the height of the capital and the cross-sectional
width of its abacus (figure 2.5). This relationship could prevail while other proportions
flexed in the interest of variety in appearance—which was indeed considerable (Wilson
Jones 1991). In his discussion of the perfect body, Vitruvius made no mention of variation,
yet it seems highly likely that sculptors such as Polyclitus were concerned to reconcile an
ideal mathematical order with human diversity in subordinate proportions along with
physiognomic traits, hair type, and so on.

This dance between rule and variety characterized the design of the Corinthian column as
a whole in the Imperial period (Wilson Jones 2000b, chap. 7). It was orthodox practice for
column heights to measure six-fifths the height of the shaft, which often corresponded to
multiples of 4 or 5 feet (e.g., 20, 25, 30, or 40 feet). Meanwhile, commensurable ratios
governed other relationships (figure 2.5). The Temple of Mars Ultor presents one of the
most common schemes, applied at a suitably magnificent scale; the 50-foot shafts
combine with the base and capital to make columns 60 feet tall, 10 times their diameter,
which is to say, also 10 times that of the perfect body in the Vitruvian/Polyclitan scheme.
Here is another epitome of symmetria, while other Corinthian columns had equally
appealing, yet different, subordinate proportions.

Page 22 of 34



Greek and Roman Architectural Theory

A comparable dance between rule and variety characterizes Doric temples of the
Classical period. Look at the elevation of a hexastyle temple of fifth-century date and then
look at another, and then another, and yet again. Each will be different, especially in its
details, yet all will also be similar and instantly recognizable as members of a group of
relatives.

Dozens of scholars have
detected metrical and
proportional relationships
that attest to some method
or other, although
interpretations and
emphases vary (Coulton
1975; Berger 1984;
Hoepfner 1984; Mertens
1984; Wilson Jones 2001).
Whatever the design
strategy used, it must have
been easy to transmit
_ (Coulton 1983), and it
Click to view Iarger' must have guaranteed the
Fig. 2.5 Proportions of an orthodox Roman imperial Conformity and Viabﬂity of
Corinthian column. a project without being so
(Drawing by author.) rigid as to generate clones
(copying was hardly ever
an option). Again, the indications that Vitruvius supplied get close to what actually

transpired, and yet they miss. According to him, Doric ®.60) temples and porticoes
should be set out on a modular basis. He recommended that the architect take the width
of the stylobate (the platform on which the columns stand) and divide it by a suitable
number (depending on the number of columns) to yield a module corresponding to half
the column diameter. This module (embater) was then to be used to generate the
dimensions of other components, such as the width of the triglyph, which took one
module (De arch. 4.3.2-4). In point of fact, Greek architects, I contend, started with the
triglyph width, which they tended to make a simple number .61 of dactyls or digits
(one-sixteenth parts of a foot). This is why nominal triglyph widths often correspond to
multiples of 20, 25, 30, and 40 dactyls—be it noted a virtually identical pattern in digits to
that which Roman shaft lengths fit in feet. At the same time, commensurable ratios were
applied, according to taste, to relationships of height to width, whether for the overall
composition or details such as triglyphs, metopes, and capitals. In short, symmetria was
achieved using a commonly agreed and yet flexible design method of “modulated
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proportions” (Wilson Jones 2001; Wilson Jones 2006). For example, the ratio 2:1 might
operate between two dimensions equivalent to 24 and 12 modules, one of width and one
of height, respectively, as occurs, in fact, at Sunium (figure 2.6).

Commmm D -

Click to view larger

Fig. 2.6 The Doric temple of Poseidon at Sunium:
elevation showing its proportions and modular
correspondences

(Drawing by author.)

a =

Click to view larger

Fig. 2.7 Temple of Apollo at Didyma, entasis
template.

(Source: Haselberger 1985, 130 fig.)
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Fig. 2.8 Parthenon, front elevation (top), without
curvature, and truncated flank elevation with
curvature (bottom), showing key proportions and
modular correspondences in terms of a module of
858.1 mm.

(Drawing by author.)

Simultaneously and precisely (to within a centimeter
of error), the Parthenon yields the following:

36 modules for the width of the stylobate

16 modules (% the stylobate width) for the height of
the order

18 modules (Y2 the stylobate width) for the height of
the facade, including the steps and curvature

50 common feet for the facade, including the geison
but excluding curvature

45 Doric feet equals 48 common feet and 50 Attic
feet for the facade, excluding both the geison and
curvature

Doric temples of the
Classical period are noted
for the combination of a
severe, repetitive (and
modular) style conjoined
with exacting subtle
inclinations, taperings, and
curvatures. As mentioned,
such refinements appear
to epitomize the aspect of
eurythmia that has to do
with perfect fit and fine-
tuning. Greek and Roman
architectural working
drawings or templates that
survive because they were
inscribed in stone
illustrate in general terms
the practical relevance of
theoretically grounded
proportional and
geometrical abstractions
(Haselberger 1997;
Haselberger 1999; Wilson
Jones 2000b, 50-58, 127-
131; Hellmann 2002-2010,
I. 37-43). One instance is
particularly eloquent with
regard to the specific case
of entasis, the subtle
swelling that ®. 62)
characterizes the

diminution of the vast majority of Greek and Roman column shafts. The drawing in
question, inscribed on the north wall of the great open-air court of the Hellenistic Temple
of Apollo at Didyma, documents one of the chief methods for calibrating the curvature

(figure 2.7). A device of breathtaking intelligence, this employed different scales (1:1
horizontally but 1:16 vertically). This meant that the circular arc that was overlaid on a
ladder of lines at intervals of 1 dactyl (i.e., 1 foot in reality) would produce a delicate

elliptical profile on the shafts as built (Haselberger 1985; Haselberger 1997). . 63)

(. 64)
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It is apposite to end with a brief glimpse of the way symmetria and eurythmia were
contrived to work together in the Parthenon, the non plus ultra of architectural
refinement and sophistication. Attention has been repeatedly drawn to the 9:4 ratio that
recurs in the design of this famed structure (e.g., in various essays in Berger 1984;
Barletta 2005, 72-74), including the 9:4 relationship between the width of the stylobate
and the height of the order. The modular equivalents for these dimensions underscore
them by virtue of the whole numbers involved: 36 and 16 triglyph modules, respectively.
(The notional module is 858 mm, while the typical executed triglyph width measures 846
mm.)

It is meanwhile intriguing to note that the height of the flanks, including a rise in the
region of 122 millimeters (Haselberger 2005) caused by the upward curvature of the
substructure (krepis), equals 18 modules. This height of 18 modules is half the stylobate
width of 36 modules. Such a striking though little noticed correspondence raises the
possibility that the designers conceived of the peristyle as a three-dimensional entity
inclusive of curvature (figure 2.4). Yet at the same time, there is merit in the actual height
of the facade measured in the normal way, exclusive of curvature. In fact, this yields neat
dimensions in terms of all three of the “rival” units that from time to time have been
detected in the design and construction of the building: the Attic, “common,” and Doric
feet mentioned earlier. Thus, multiple criteria meld in fixing the datum of the crucial
division between structure/elevation and superstructure/roof (figure 2.8). It seems that
different scholars have concluded in favor of each of these units in the past because each
were seeing different facets of the same complex whole.

From all this, it seems that the Parthenon can be likened to a built counterpart of the
Salamis relief. Here is symmetria in both semantic and literal senses, mathematical
harmony and the coming together of measures. Eurythmia is present, too, in visually
sensitive proportions and in the calibration of profiles and refinements. The curvature in
particular—albeit substantially conditioned by that of the pre-Parthenon—was evidently
tuned to strike a sweet spot in terms of both symmetria and eurythmia. All the effort and
resources expended to create such a magnificent project in marble meanwhile accords
with the principle of decor/prepon, this being a temple offered by the Athenians, at the
height of their power, to their divine protectress Athena. Perfection and dedication could
find no more legitimate cause.

It is reasonable to suppose that Ictinus and Carpion, in the treatise Vitruvius tells us they
wrote on the Parthenon, discussed all of the above and more. Rather as the latter
presented his basilica at Fanum, but in far greater detail as befitted a monograph,
perhaps they began by evidencing the symmetria of the Parthenon by recounting its key
dimensions. Then discussion would have followed of the advantages of the innovative
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layout with its U-shaped cella arrangement and octastyle front, moving on to refinements
and technical niceties.

Conclusions

Today the terms “theory” and “practice” are often set as if in opposition or even
antagonism, yet in Greek and Roman architecture, there pertained an “embeddedness”

(.65 (a term also used by Deborah Steiner in chapter 1 above), not only of theory and
practice one in the other but also of both within the prevailing social and cultural context.
The philosophical underpinning to the concepts of symmetria, eurythmia, and decor/
prepon reflected a general worldview that dovetailed with common sense. A number such
as 300 has the ring of perfection and inevitability about it, whether we recall the 300 at
Thermopylae or the 300-foot diameter of Augustus’s mausoleum. Centuriation
characterizes both land parcellation and military units, since, like neat architectural
ratios and dimensions, commensurable patterns are easy to work with. The Romans’
habit of standardizing the length of column shafts allowed batches from different
quarries to be brought together with minimal fear of misunderstanding. Just as with
Doric design in the Classical period, predictable patterns and sizes helped with
memorability and comparison and therefore the resolution of fresh variations on any
given theme. It was self-evident that the finest materials, workmanship, and refinements
befitted temples, the houses of the gods, more than they did the houses of mortals, while
it goes without saying that the rich could afford more costly homes than the poor.

In the architecture of Greece and Rome, practice and theory partook of and nourished
each other. Theory articulated practice, rendering it graspable and subject to analysis in
the cause of improvement and perfection. The thinking behind the theory provided the
mental scaffolding by which the fact of building could rise to higher planes, yielding
achievements that would shine like lodestars for Western tradition to follow.
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Abstract and Keywords

This chapter focuses on specialized forms of writing about art and architecture in ancient
Greece and Rome, especially those produced by the practitioners of the arts themselves.
The discussion begins by considering the meanings and functions of specialized writing,
with particular emphasis on the relationship between writing and the artifacts
themselves. The chapter then turns to an analysis of the scholarly debate about the
nature and function of Greek architectural writings, many of which can be categorized as
monographs. It also examines how the writings on art and architecture influenced the
self-awareness of artists and architects with respect to the diachronic dimension and
concludes by looking at On Sculpture, a treatise by Xenocrates of Athens.
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The written evidence on art and architecture that survives from Greek and Roman
antiquity is extraordinarily rich and diverse (Pernice 1969 gives a general overview). It
encompasses an impressive array of literary genres, from technical treatises such as
Vitruvius’s books On Architecture to topographically ordered accounts of monuments
such as Pausanias’s Periegesis of Greece and from emulative responses to real and fictive
artifacts, such as Posidippus’s poetic epigrams or Philostratus’s prose Images, to
speeches that use buildings and works of art as starting points and subjects of their
arguments, such as Dio Chrysostom’s Olympic Oration—and this is not to speak of those
texts where discussions of art and architecture are embedded within a broader discursive
context, such as Plato’s philosophical reflections on the ontological status of the visual
arts, the comparison between verbal and visual styles in the rhetorical treatises of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Quintilian, or the sections in Pliny the Elder’s
encyclopedia on the ways in which different materials are used to produce artifacts and
monuments. Moreover, not every ancient category and genre is represented in the extant
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body of literary texts; for example, no biographies of artists or antiquarian treatises on
votive offerings have been preserved, and we can only recover a vague image of them
through scattered fragments. These fragments are themselves part of—and not always
easy to neatly distinguish within—a much broader and diverse body of occasional
references to art and architecture that range from anecdotes used as comparanda to
erudite remarks about the meanings of technical terms, down to generic allusions to
painting or sculpture (see Becatti 1951; Pollitt 1974; Sassi 1994). In fact, this very
ubiquity of more or less cursory mentions in ancient texts is in itself a highly significant
phenomenon that testifies to the strength of the impact of art and architecture on the
thinking and the imagination of the Greeks and Romans and thereby helps in
contextualizing the writings that ®.71) are specifically devoted to these topics within a
wider web of discursive, cultural, and social practices (Tanner 2006).

The Meanings and Functions of Specialized
Writing

It might appear almost impossible in the light of this multiplicity to determine what
should be included in this chapter. A relatively safe and heuristically productive choice is
to focus on what can be considered the “core” texts, that is, those works that were
written by the practitioners of the arts themselves (Urlichs 1887; Assunto 1967, 277-280,
315; Philipp 1968, 42-49; Settis 1993). The lists of auctores, the authoritative reference
texts, in the first book of Pliny’s Natural History and especially the catalogs of
predecessors set up by Vitruvius (De arch. 7 praef. 11-14; see chapter 2 above) provide a
substantial constellation of names that can be easily supplemented with further
references from other sources, particularly biographers and antiquarians such as
Diogenes Laertius and Athenaeus and lexicographers such as Harpocration or the
Byzantine Suda. Yet even the group of writings thus constituted is less homogeneous than
one might think. The divergences are best illustrated by the fact that some of these
works, such as Polyclitus’s Kanon and the urbanistic treatise by Hippodamus of Miletus,
were included among the fragments of pre-Socratic thinkers by Hermann Diels and
Walther Kranz (as VS 40 A 1-3, B 1-2; and VS 39 A 1-5, respectively), whereas several
other authors feature in the collection of fragmentary Greek historians by Felix Jacoby:
Theodorus (FGrH 542 T 1), Chersiphron and Metagenes (420 T 1), Pytheus and Satyrus
(429 T 1, F 1-2), Theodorus of Phocaea (406 T 1), Hermogenes (481 T 1-2), Arcesius (742
F 9). There is little doubt that such divergent views about the nature of these writings—
philosophical, historical, or otherwise—are at least in part a result of the dire
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fragmentary state of the tradition. Ultimately, however, their cause is intrinsic to the
writings themselves.

The situation is neatly exemplified by Vitruvius’s volumes on architecture, which were
completed in the 20s Bck and are the only ones of their kind to survive (Geertman and de
Jong 1989; Gros 1997; Gros 2006; Schofield and Tavernor 2009; Courrént 2011; see also
chapter 2 above). Written by a practitioner of the discipline in the aim of transmitting and
discussing its rules and principles (Vitruvius, De arch. 1 praef. 3: disciplinae rationes),
this work is indisputably a technical treatise. Even a superficial look at its contents,
however, suggests that such a label is the starting point rather than the conclusion of the
issue of definition. Book 1, after a theoretical introduction to architecture as a whole,
discusses the layout of cities; book 2 is on building materials; books 3, 4, and 5 are
devoted to sacred (3, 4) and civic architecture (5), respectively; while book 6 is a
treatment of domestic architecture and book 7 of refinements, particularly wall painting;
book 8 concerns water, its managements and the relevant structures; book 9 deals with
astronomy and time-measuring devices; and book 10 is about machines. ®.72) The
topics treated in the last three books especially appear to be only loosely related to
architecture proper and thereby to expand the field in directions that blur its boundaries
(quite significantly, these books were not included in Silvio Ferri’s anthological edition of
Vitruvius, Ferri 1960). Vitruvius himself seems to be aware of this circumstance in his
lists of authors, where the writers of treatises on buildings and on proportional principles
are kept distinct from those who have dealt with mechanics and engineering (see chapter
2 above and Cuomo 2008). Vitruvius’s choices, however, are far from idiosyncratic and
are instead rooted in the actual training and practice of Roman architects. So, for
example, the role of the architecti in the context of the army demanded that their field of
knowledge include skills such as the construction of siege engines (see chapter 6 below).
The ongoing relevance of such tradition is confirmed by the fact that the only other
extant text written by an ancient architect, the epistle on Siege Warfare by Apollodorus of
Damascus—who worked under Trajan and Hadrian and was responsible, among other
things, for the Forum of the former emperor—covers precisely this kind of topic (La
Regina 1999; on Apollodorus, see Festa Farina et al. 2001).

In other words, the difficulties entailed by definition attempts reside in the first place
with the nature and the historic specificity of the ancient technai or artes (see chapter 1
above). The point here is not simply to issue a healthy reminder against anachronistic
projections onto the past of modern assumptions regarding the notion of art (or
architecture, for that matter). More important for our purposes is the fact that already in
antiquity, the definition of an “art” through writing—the establishment of its disciplinary
boundaries, as it were—was subject to shifts and changes that depended on several
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factors and whose full import often risks escaping us. For example, Vitruvius’s inclusion
of mechanics and engine building in his vision of architecture might have been an
innovation from the point of view of the literary genre, but it was not as radical as one
may think. Already, Herodotus (3.60), when mentioning the three great works by which
the Samians excelled among all Greeks (tria... megista hapanton Hellenon
exergasmena), listed works of engineering and architecture alike: the water tunnel
designed by Eupalinos of Megara (dubbed architekton by the historian), the pier of the
island’s main harbor (not credited to any particular individual), and the Temple of Hera
built by Rhoecus, whose partner and (perhaps) relative Theodorus not coincidentally
features in Vitruvius (De arch. 7 praef. 12) as the author of a writing about this very
temple. The confluence of the tradition of mechanical texts into book 10 of Vitruvius thus
simply carries further on a long-perceived contiguity between the two domains. Instead,
his treatment of houses in book 6 possibly was much more revolutionary. The evidence
about ancient architects’ writings on domestic buildings is scanty at the very best. None
of the many Greek predecessors mentioned by Vitruvius himself appears to have dealt
with the topic. The main possible exception is Hippodamus of Miletus, the fifth-century
planner of the urbanistic layout of the Piraeus, whom our sources call architekton and
meteorologos (Harpocration, s.v. Hippodameia; Hesychius, s.v. Hippodamou nemesis). His
treatise included discussion of private buildings (Aristotle, Pol. 1330b 21), but its general
perspective appears to have been one of political theory more than of construction; the
fact that Hippodamus was read by Aristotle, who talks about him as an author ®.73) peri
politeias, but was ignored by Vitruvius might be more than a mere coincidence. It is
moreover possible, indeed likely, that one of Vitruvius’s few Roman predecessors—the
obscure Fuficius and Lucius Septimius and especially Marcus Terentius Varro, the great
polymath of the Caesarian age (Vitruvius, De arch. 7 praef. 14)—already had included
houses in his treatment of architecture; but this would merely push slightly back in time
the change, not deny the innovativeness of the change as such, which must have been
tightly connected with the importance of the private sphere in the Roman world (on the
problematic nature of Vitruvius’s account of Greek houses, see Kreeb 1985; Raeder
1988; Milnor 2005, 94-139; Wallace-Hadrill 2008, 190-196). In sum, ancient writings on
art and architecture were conditioned by established ideas and practices concerning
these fields and also contributed in turn to reinforcing or modifying them.

Varro’s own discussion of architecture occupied one of the nine books on Disciplines with
which he established his own system of knowledge, including grammar, dialectics,
rhetoric, music, arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, medicine, and architecture (Hiibner
2004; Hadot 2005). Varro’s attempt ultimately did not survive the test of time: the canon
of the liberal arts that Late Antiquity handed over to the Middle Ages did not include
medicine and architecture (Hadot 1984; see also Maffei 1991). Well beyond modern
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issues of classification, Varro’s case lays bare the stakes crucially entailed by the writing
of technical treatises in Greek and Roman antiquity, namely, the assessment of the
epistemological and sociocultural status of a given discipline in relation to the other
branches of knowledge. Decisions such as Vitruvius’s one about what to include—and
subsume—under the heading of architecture have clear hierarchical implications. On a
related level stand his preoccupations about the appropriate intellectual background of
the architect: “He should be a man of letters, a skillful draughtsman, a mathematician,
familiar with historical studies, a diligent student of philosophy, acquainted with music,
not ignorant of medicine, learned in the responses of juriconsults, familiar with
astronomy and astronomical calculations” (De arch. 1.1.3).

This passage introduces a long discussion about the degree to which the architect needs,
and can realistically be expected, to master skills typical of other arts and partitions of
knowledge. In this context, Vitruvius’s polemic against Pytheus, the fourth-century
architect of the Temple of Athena at Priene and one of his most influential literary
predecessors, is particularly interesting, because it suggests that this kind of concern is
almost connatural to the genre of the technical treatise: “And therefore Pytheus, one of
the old architects, who was the designer of the noble temple of Athena at Priene, says in
his commentaries that an architect ought to be able to do more in all arts and sciences
than those who, by industry and experience, have advanced individual arts to the highest
renown. But that is not in fact established” (1.1.12).

Vitruvius goes on (1.1.13-17) by amply elaborating on his final cautionary note in this
passage and by circumscribing and qualifying these encyclopedic ambitions through a
detailed discussion of what kinds of knowledge were actually useful for, and could
realistically be expected from, an architect. Vitruvius’s pragmatically oriented critique of
the utopian ideals put forward by Pytheus, however, should not mislead us into
overlooking that these two authors of architectural treatises, despite their chronological,

(.74 geographical, and cultural distance, ultimately share the same preoccupations
about the position of their specific knowledge in relation to other disciplines, to other
bodies of knowledge. Even more important, this agenda was not restricted to architects;
sculptors and especially painters were no less interested both in promoting their own
craft and in assessing its place in the system of knowledge in their writings—indeed,
through their writings. The painter Pamphilus of Amphipolis provides an emblematic
example:

Pamphilus was the first painter highly educated in all branches of learning,
especially arithmetic and geometry, without the aid of which he maintained art
could not attain perfection. He took no pupils at a lower fee than a talent.... It was
brought about by his influence, first at Sicyon and then in the whole of Greece as
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well, that children of free birth were given lessons in drawing, that is painting on
boxwood, and that this art was accepted into the front rank of the liberal sciences.

(Pliny, HN 35.76-77)

The words with which Pliny recounts this success story, whose verisimilitude is
corroborated by the tacit reception of some of Pamphilus’s principles by none other than
Aristotle in his Politics (1338), are characterized by a tone that resonates with the pride
exuding from Pamphilus’s contemporary Pytheus and in all likelihood goes back to
Pamphilus’s own writings (see below).

Therefore, in spite of all the changes that specialized artistic and architectural writings
might have undergone over time, some aspects are likely to have played an important
role with a certain degree of invariance. It is important to keep in mind, in this respect,
that writing almost constitutively belonged among the typical skills of craftsmen (as
briefly acknowledged in Harris 1989, 48). Without overemphasizing the well-known
semantic coincidence of the notions of “writing” and “painting” in the verb grapho, it
should suffice to point to the wide (and early) diffusion of inscriptions on vases
(Snodgrass 2000). Because of the complexity of the architectural procedures, however, it
is especially in this domain that acquaintance with writing is to be expected. One mainly
thinks of drawings for the sake of planning, but even those needed verbal supplements in
order to be put into effect, ranging from the basic alphabetic marks that helped in
determining the position of each individual building component (Weber 2013) to the
instructions and explanations needed to carry out delicate engineering tasks. On a
different yet related level, the scale of the expenditures entailed by public commissions
and the risks associated with the organization of large construction workshops made
accountability important and thereby favored the rise of detailed accounts concerning
materials, building parts, techniques, and workers (Hellmann 1999). The legal aspect of
writing, well exemplified by the epigraphic accounts of the construction of the Parthenon
and the other buildings on the Athenian Acropolis, clearly played an important role in this
context. Because of this long-term familiarity, artisans must have been among the first to
realize and explore the potential of writing as a means to reinforce memory, shape
thinking, and extend communication. Applied to technical knowledge, writing was a
powerful stabilizing tool that could be used to control and standardize procedures. At the
same time, by functioning as an external repository of knowledge, it allowed for reflection
on this knowledge from a distance, as it were. Finally, the durability and replicability of
the ®.75) written text expanded the author’s outreach in an ideal prolongation of typical
workshop practices such as teaching and traveling.

Perhaps the most important factor in this context is the relationship between writing and
the artifacts themselves. The production of texts corresponded to a move from writing on
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the objects to writing about them, which generated a productive tension—ultimately, the
tension between practice and theory—that lay at the heart of such texts, regardless of
any other difference. In fact, it is instructive to arrange the extant titles, which in most
cases are all that is left, according to their (conceptual) distance from their objects. Thus,
we have writings that are centered on just one building or artifact. Vitruvius, in his
already-mentioned catalog (De arch. 7 praef. 11-12), lists several such monographs
encompassing some of the main buildings of Greek architecture, starting with the
temples of Artemis at Ephesus (by Chersiphron and Metagenes) and of Hera at Samos (by
Theodorus), then the Parthenon (by Ictinus and “Carpion”), the Arsenal of the Piraeus (by
Philon of Eleusis), and the Mausoleum of Halicarnassus (by Satyrus and Pytheus), down
to the temples of Artemis at Magnesia and of Dionysus at Teos (both by Hermogenes).
Painting and bronze sculpture are represented in this category with one work each,
namely, a text by Agatharchus on a stage setting that he painted for a tragedy of
Aeschylus (Rouveret 1989) and Polyclitus’s Kanon (Philipp 1990; Pollitt 1995). A second
category concerns arts and artistic production, either considering them in their entirety
or focusing on specific aspects. Again, Vitruvius (De arch. 7 praef. 12-13) provides most
instances: Silenus (On the Proportions of the Doric Order), Philon (On the Proportions of
Sacred Buildings), Arcesius (On Corinthian Proportions), and many more authors of
prescriptive texts on proportions (praecepta symmetriarum): Nexaris, Theocydes,
Demophilus, Pollis, Leonidas, Silanion (bronze sculptor), Melampus, Sarnacus, Euphranor
(sculptor and painter). Euphranor’s treatise on proportions is also mentioned by Pliny,
along with a second work, On Colors (Pliny, HN 35.129). Further writings by painters
were Protogenes’s two books peri graphikeés kai schematon (Suda, s.v. Protogenés), and
those by Pamphilus (Suda, s.v. Pamphilos: peri zographikes kai zographon endoxon) and
Melanthius (Pliny, HN 1 ind. auctorum 35; compare Diogenes Laertius 4.18: en tois peri
zographikes). Sculpture was treated by Xenocrates (Pliny, HN 34.83: de sua arte) and
Menaichmus (Pliny, HN 1 ind. auctorum 33, 34: de toreutice; see also 36.80: scripsit de
sua arte). Finally, there are writings whose titles highlight the makers rather than the
made artifacts or the process of making; quite likely, they had a strong biographical
component. Pamphilus’s already mentioned book on painters and Menaichmus’s On
Artists (Athenaeus, 2.65b and 14.635b: peri techniton) are good examples of the category.

This classification also has a certain chronological value, insofar as the monographic
writings are already attested in the sixth century Bcg, while the others come up later. In
fact, writings on a specific art or its partitions written by artists are only attested from
the fourth century, even though the fifth century had already witnessed Democritus’s
treatises Peri zographias and Peri chroon (VS 68 A 33.5.2 and 13.2) and lectures peri
zographias and peri agalmatopoiias by the sophist Hippias (VS 86 A 2). The biographical
category probably was the very last one. It is important in this context to avoid two
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@.76) distinct but complementary mistakes. On the one hand, to conceive this
arrangement in terms of a quasi-teleological evolution from concreteness to abstraction
and from practice to theory; this is belied by the fact that the first category continued to
thrive well into the Hellenistic period. On the other hand, and following up on the
considerations expounded earlier, one should not overestimate the elements of
continuity; titles are an important clue to the character of texts, the only available one in
most of these cases, but of course, identity or similarity can also conceal major
differences.

Forms of Self-Awareness

Let us consider the debate about the nature and function of Greek architectural writings,
a great number of which belong to the monographs category (Coulton 1983). Scholars
investigating their character have tended to privilege one option above the others; they
have interpreted them either as official reports about the technical and financial aspects
of the construction process (e.g., Philipp 1968, 42-44) or as treatments with theoretical
aims (e.g., Drerup 1966, 192) or else as aids for planning (e.g., Wesenberg 1984;
Svenson-Evers 1996, 212 n. 1). In fact, the question, if phrased in rigidly exclusive terms,
is ill posed. A comparison with Polyclitus’s Kanon is quite instructive in this respect. As is
well known, the Argive sculptor’s treatise had a counterpart in an equally named statue,
commonly believed to be the Doryphorus (figure 29.2). As Pliny puts it: “He also made
what the artists call the Canon, as they draw their artistic outlines from it as from a sort
of rule; and he alone of mankind is deemed by means of a work of art to have produced a
whole artistic system” (HN 34.55).

The statue, which, according to Galen (De temp. 1.9), was produced following the
precepts expounded in the writing, functioned at the same time as a normative source for
the artists—starting with Polyclitus himself, if we believe Varro’s statement that his
statues were made paene ad unum exemplum (Pliny, HN 34.56). Describing what has
been done and prescribing what should be done are two complementary and alternating
facets of the process of artistic production, and this is true for architecture just as much
as for sculpture. Moreover, in the case of the colossal temples of the Archaic period,
whose construction times often extended over centuries, one might even wonder whether
the writings on the Artemision of Ephesus and the Heraion of Samos that Vitruvius
attributed to Chersiphron and Metagenes and to Theodorus were not the outcome of
more than one compositional layer. These monographs are called commentarii by
Vitruvius (De arch. 7 praef. 11, 14), who is our source for most of them (including the one
on scene painting by Agatharchus and with the only exception of Polyclitus). The term,
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which usually translates the Greek hupomnéma and can be rendered as “account” or
“commentary,” points to the factual dimension of such writings and is compatible with
the notion of a pragmatic updating of the texts over time.

The analogies between Polyclitus’s Kanon and the writings of Archaic architects are a
consequence of their shared focus on the artifact, but of course, they do not imply a
®.77) complete coincidence in nature of such monographs. Quite to the contrary, the

import of the epistemological shift represented by the Kanon with its theoretical
ambitions can hardly be underestimated. It is a well-known historical phenomenon of the
fifth century that concerns all technai and is linked to processes of rationalization and
self-reflection by artists and craftsmen (Cambiano 1992; Tanner 1999; Tanner 2006). This
professional self-consciousness was not simply made manifest in writing but was also
crucially shaped by it. On a basic level, putting down in writing the principles of their
crafts disclosed to the authors a specific arena, with its own rules and parameters, which
put them on a par with interlocutors from other fields. More to the point, thanks to its
potential independence from the actual artifacts, it led to a redefinition of the
epistemological status of the artists’ competences. Given the specific nature of the
“wisdom” of the artists—their sophia en tais technais, as Aristotle put it (Eth. Nic. 1141a;
see Settis 1973)—the use of writing encouraged them to reassess the role of practice
within the domain of their activities and define its relationship to thinking. Polyclitus’s
very oscillation between the embedding of principles within an individual artwork and
their verbal explication in the treatise is indicative of a crucial transitional moment. The
subsequent flourishing in the fourth century of writings on artistic principles and
workshop procedures detached from individual artifacts runs along these lines.

This trend did not leave the traditional monographic format unaffected, either. The
theoretical considerations of the great architects Pytheus and Hermogenes were almost
certainly expounded in their books about the individual temples they had built (see, on
Pytheus, Svenson-Evers 1996, 116-150; W. Hoepfner in KdA 11, 334-338; see, on
Hermogenes, Hoepfner and Schwandner 1990; W. Hoepfner in KdA I, 305-310; see also
chapter 6 below). At the same time, it is not coincidental that it is particularly in the field
of architecture that this format continued to play a role. Even discounting the bias of the
Vitruvian agenda, the preponderance of architects for this object-centered category is not
coincidental. It is likely a consequence of the ongoing centrality of the planning and
construction process, with all its complexities and intricacies, in the architect’s activity.
The time and energy required by work on actual buildings also must have been a crucial
factor in keeping this domain as the privileged locus for theoretical thinking. The way in
which Vitruvius characterizes Hermogenes’s contribution is highly significant in this
respect: “Hence Hermogenes must have had great and subtle skill to produce his works,
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and he has left sources [fontes] from which posterity could draw the principles of the
arts” (De arch. 3.3.9).

It is unclear whether the term fontes here refers to the written work of Hermogenes or to
his buildings; quite likely, the ambiguity is intentional. In any case, Vitruvius’s phrasing is
close to that of Pliny in the passage on Polyclitus’s canonical statue. At the very least, this
suggests the existence of a certain homology between the two cases, despite the
temporal distance.

Perhaps the most common, and also basic, form that professional self-awareness takes in
all texts on art and architecture is the proud proclamation of one’s achievements. Again,
writing was used from very early on for this purpose. The makers’ names inscribed on
objects can have several connotations and should not ®.78 be straightforwardly likened
to modern artists’ signatures. Yet a component of self-awareness, however minimal,
cannot be denied (Osborne 2010, to be read jointly with Tanner 2010, 283-288; see also
chapter 5 below). This holds particularly true when the names are placed in visual and
discursive contexts that are clearly meant to say something about the artists’ ambitions
regarding status and social acknowledgment, as it happens in the late sixth century BcE,
when the Athenian vase painter Smicrus labels a lying symposiast with his own name or
when his colleague Euthymides remarks disparagingly about his rival Euphronios (Catoni
2010, 333-362). Whereas the aim in these cases is to claim for the craftsmen a share of
the lifestyle and habits of the elite circles for which they worked, a group of epigrams
attributed to the mid- and late-fifth-century painters Apollodorus, Zeuxis, and Parrhasius,
originally placed on their works, specifically addresses their artistic skills (de Angelis
2005; see also chapter 5 below):

“It will be easier to blame this than to imitate it” (Pliny, HN 35.63).

“Herakleia is my fatherland; the name, Zeuxis. If any man claims to possess the
boundaries of our art, let him show it and be the winner...—but I think that I am
second to none” (Aristides, Or. 49.386).

“A man who lives in dainty style and at the same time honors virtue, made this
painting—Parrhasius, from Ephesus, his glorious fatherland. Nor have I left my
father forgotten, Euenor who begot me, his own son, to carry off the first honors
of the art among the Greeks” (Athenaeus, 12.543d).

“Though I speak to them that hear and believe not, yet I speak this: I declare that
now at last the sure goals of this art have been reached by my hand;
insurmountable is the boundary that I have fixed. Yet nothing that mortals have
done is without blame”

Page 10 of 17



Greek and Roman specialized Writing on Art and Architecture

(Athenaeus, 12.543e).

The intense competitive aspect of all these statements is evident; in some cases, the
epigrams even appear to be responding to each other. This competition takes place
within a situation of expanded communication, where artists are using writing both to
carry out an ideal dialogue among themselves in the direct absence of their interlocutors
and to project this discourse into the public sphere. These two factors are complementary
insofar as the written expression of professional self-consciousness and pride only can
arise if there is a broader audience that is interested in it.

This general frame of publicly acknowledged intense competition may also help us to
better understand the rise of the architectural writings of the sixth century. It might be
more than a coincidence that the known texts concern two of the largest sacred buildings
of the Greek world, the Samian Heraion and the Ephesian Artemision, the only ones that
Herodotus (2.148.2) considered worthy, if inferior, rivals of the great Egyptian
monuments and that Strabo (14.1.40, 958) still used as (superior) terms of reference to
give an idea of the dimensions of the Artemision of Magnesia. In fact, the technical
accomplishments of which these two temples were both the outcome and the visible
embodiment did not simply testify to the abilities of the architects but also were @.79

an important component of the rivalry between the two sanctuaries and their respective
poleis. The multiplicity of actors involved is most vividly expressed by the dedicatory
epigram celebrating a further engineering achievement of the Archaic period, namely,
the bridge over the Hellespont that another Samian architecton, Mandrocles, carried out
for King Darius in 513/512 BcE (Svenson-Evers 1996, 59-66). The epigram was placed on
a painting representing the crossing of the bridge by the Persian army that was dedicated
by Mandrocles in the Samian Heraion. It read: “After bridging the Bosphorus that teems
with fish, Mandrocles dedicated a memorial of the floating bridge to Hera, having won a
crown for himself, and fame for the Samians, doing the will of King Darius” (Herodotus
4.88.1-2).

The epigram ascribes in complementary terms the fame deriving from this engineering
feat both to Mandrocles and to his city, without forgetting the actual patron of the work,
the Persian king. It is conceivable that the publication and diffusion of the writings about
the temples by Chersiphron and Metagenes and by Theodorus were driven by a
comparable logic, in which the individual professional reputation of the architects both
contributed to civic glory and was reinforced by this collective frame.
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Xenocrates and the Medium of Writing

The writings on art and architecture crucially shaped the artists’ and architects’ self-
awareness also with respect to the diachronic dimension. Lysippus famously defined his
own artistic principle in opposition to those of his predecessors: “He scrupulously
preserved the symmetria (for which there is no word in Latin) by modifying the square
build of the figure of the old sculptors through a new and hitherto untried system of
proportions, and he used commonly to say that whereas his predecessors had made men
as they really were, he made them as they appeared to be” (Pliny, HN 34.65).

The reference, in this context, to the system of proportions of symmetria and to the
“squareness” of the human figures immediately points to Polyclitus (see Galen, De temp.
1.9 and Plac. Hipp. et Plat. 5; and Pliny, HN 34.56). In fact, such lucid and pointed
historical awareness would have been hardly thinkable without the Kanon, whose careful
reader (and viewer) Lysippus must have been. Our sources do not attribute any writings
to Lysippus himself. In all likelihood, however, the information about his relationship to
Polyclitus goes back to another text, the treatise On Sculpture by Xenocrates of Athens,
the second-generation disciple of Lysippus, who is usually, if somewhat emphatically,
considered “the father of art history” (Schweitzer 1932). The masterful reconstruction of
the intellectual profile of Xenocrates by Bernhard Schweitzer has found a splendid
confirmation thanks to the publication of Posidippus’s epigrams and should count among
the lasting achievements of properly conducted Quellenforschung (see Babler 2002,
contra the untimely and ill-founded doubts of Sprigath 2000; Stewart 2005; Strocka 2007;
Prioux 2009). What is worth stressing in our context is the fact .80 that Xenocrates’s
evolutionary model was informed not by primarily historical concerns but by the
competition principle. This was particularly evident in his treatment of Polyclitus, Myron,
and Pythagoras. To the extent that Pliny’s sections on these artists go back to Xenocrates,
it is apparent that the ascription of their flourishing to the same Olympiad (the ninetieth,
420-417 Bce), even though highly debatable from the point of view of chronological
exactness or plausibility, was meant to minimize the problems deriving from an
arrangement that aimed to attribute as much relevance as possible to the formal criteria.

As is well known, at the beginning of the Xenokratic evolutionary line stood Phidias:
“Phidias is deservedly deemed to have first disclosed the capabilities and indicated the
methods of bronze sculpture” (Pliny, HN 34.54).

Polyclitus followed suit, refining Phidias’s achievements: “Polyclitus is deemed to have
refined the art of bronze sculpture, just as Phidias is considered to have disclosed
it” (Pliny, HN 34.56).
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Myron’s style represented an improvement on Polyclitus from several points of view:
“Myron is the first sculptor who appears to have enlarged the scope of realism, being
more prolific in his art than Polyclitus and being more accurate in his proportions. Yet he
himself so far as surface configuration goes attained great finish, but he does not seem to
have given expression to the feelings of the mind, and moreover he has not treated the
hair and the pubes with any more accuracy than had been achieved by the rude work of
olden days” (Pliny, HN 34.58).

Pythagoras went even further in the direction of realism, according to Xenocrates/ Pliny:
“Myron was defeated by the Italian Pythagoras of Rhegium. ... He was the first sculptor
to show the sinews and veins, and to represent the hair more accurately” (Pliny, HN
34.59).

This development, which moved from idealism to realism, eventually culminated in
Lysippus (see the passage of Pliny, HN 34.65, quoted above). As is clear from Pliny’s
wording and now confirmed by the first of Posidippus’s Andriantopoiika epigrams, the
sequence thus established was not simply based on stylistic criteria but was crucially
interpreted through the lens of competitiveness. This ideal extension into time of the
typical contest mentality among artists—witnessed, among other things, by innumerable
anecdotes—must have been spurred precisely by the fact that the contest took place “on
paper,” as it were. In other words, it is likely that the medium of writing both favored the
comparison among artists of different ages and made it necessary, at the same time, to
provide justification in terms of chronology, even at the price of adjustments that look
“wrong” by proper historical standards.
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This chapter explores representations of images and buildings in the art and architecture
of ancient Greece and Rome, with emphasis on what they reveal about the self-
understanding of artists and architects and the reception of their works. In particular, it
considers representations that appear as metapictures within larger images, along with
those metapictures’ virtuoso exploitation of illusion and playful allusion. It also examines
the practice of representing an image within an image known as mise en abime, along
with its wide range of functions. The chapter provides examples of mise en abime images,
such as those of vases, statues, and buildings found within Roman wall paintings. Finally,
it suggests that the images of architecture within the various marble plans of Rome were
meant to epitomize authority and order.
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“When we recommend the introduction of art history into the syllabus, because works of
art so perfectly reflect their age, we should also add that like mirrors they will reflect
different facts about the age according to the way we turn them, or the standpoint we
adopt, not to mention the tiresome tendency of mirrors to throw back our own image,”
Ernst Gombrich wrote in 1979 (Gombrich 1979, 134). Gombrich was not alone in his
opinion. Nearly a century earlier, Oscar Wilde had written in the preface to The Picture of
Dorian Gray that “it is the spectator, and not life, that art really mirrors” (Wilde 2003, 2).
Gombrich and Wilde are correct that the reception of images depends, to a certain
extent, on the preconceptions of the viewer. As modern art historians and archaeologists,
we approach Greek and Roman images as a means of gaining insight into ancient
historical, political, religious, and social contexts and changes. And yet personal
inclinations can and do inflect our scholarship (see chapters 23 through 30 in this
volume).
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Yet if it is true that images can reflect modern concerns and considerations, it is equally
the case that ancient Greek and Roman art provides a window through which one can
gain an appreciation for ancient self-consciousness of, and engagement with, images. In
particular, this chapter addresses Greek and Roman representations of art and
architecture that appear as metapictures within larger images. I refer not only to images
of the same kind as their support (vases on vases, for instance) but also to metapictures
more generally—that is to say, images of vases, sculpture, or architecture represented in
other media. It is important to note that these types of images within images are neither
photographic nor always precise in their details. Rather, they are subject to the
conventions and limitations of their media (especially with regard to scale and detail).
Nonetheless, it must be emphasized that metapictures can be understood as significant
documents for our understanding of the underlying intentions of their artists and even
the contemporary reception of images and practices of image making (Marconi 2011). . 85)

Self-Aggrandizement

Self-aggrandizement is by no means a recent invention. In fact, leaving aside earlier
periods, one of the most fascinating aspects of Greek and Roman art is its tendency
toward self-reference and selective quotation. In terms of Greek vase decoration, for
instance, artists first painted metapictures of vases on ceramics dating to the Geometric
period (eighth century BcE), although the practice did not become conventional before the
early sixth century. By the end of the fifth century Bcg, representations of vases on vases
are prolific. In a similar vein, from the Archaic period through the Roman Imperial
period, statues and vases are often depicted in sculpture and painting, and likewise
images of architecture appear on architectural relief and in other media.

In art historical parlance, this practice of representing an image within an image is often
referred to as mise en abime, and as a discrete phenomenon, it has been a topic of
mounting scholarly attention. Julidn Gallego addressed the subject in his monograph EI
cuadro dentro del cuadro (Géallego 1978). Pierre Georgel and Anne-Marie Lecoq,
meanwhile, curated La peinture dans la peinture at the Musée des Beaux-Arts, Dijon, in
1983, a show that highlighted works as far-ranging as sixteenth-century genre scenes and
self-portraits by Picasso (Georgel and Lecoq 1983). More recently, Victor Stoichita has
discussed the seemingly paradoxical structure of Dutch, Flemish, and Spanish Old Master
paintings that present the spectator with a disintegration of the distinction between the
picture represented and the picture in which it is represented (Stoichita 1997). Such a
distinction, in its turn, may carry different resonance depending on whether the picture
being quoted within the picture is by the same artist or a contemporary artist or is an
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older work (Settis 1997, 11). In the field of Classical art history and archaeology, the
device of mise en abime has also generated increasing interest. Greek vases depicted on
vases, for example, have been discussed by Francois Lissarrague, Jenifer Neils, and
Werner Oenbrink, among others, while the representation of statues in vase paintings has
recently been the subject of various articles and two monographs, one by Oenbrink and
the other by Monica De Cesare (for vases in vase painting, see, among others, Gericke
1970; Oenbrink 1996; Sparkes 1996, 64-89; Lissarrague 2001, 30; Neils 2004; for statues
on vases, see Schefold 1937; Alroth 1992; De Cesare 1997; Oenbrink 1997; Marconi
2011).

This scholarship is invaluable for demonstrating the manner in which images within
images can be important statements made by the artists about the nature, intention, and
function of their own craft. In the case of Old Master paintings, for instance, Stoichita
rightly underscores examples in which an artist, apparently in order to demonstrate his
consummate abilities, inserts into his work not just the objects and subjects of the
painting (humans, animals, furnishings, and so on) but also another discrete work of art.
In his view, this image within the image becomes a significant tool with which to
interpret the overall painting—and, by extension, the stature of the artist himself—for
those privileged to know how to “read” the image. (. 86)

These conclusions regarding the deliberate and sophisticated artifice of mise en abime
are valid. Yet in the context of specifically Greek and Roman art, I would suggest (see
also Marconi 2011) that metapictures are equally noteworthy—if not more so—because
quotations between different artistic media illustrate the contemporary response to, and
reception of, works of art at a time proximate to their production. (There has been a
considerable amount of attention paid to the gaze and the viewer in theoretical writing
since the mid-twentieth century. The fundamental texts, all now with vast commentarial
bibliography, are Sartre 1956, 254-302; Foucault 1970, 3-17; Lacan 1979, 67-119.
Significant art historical contributions include, among others, Bryson 1983; Freedberg
1989; Crary 1990; Elsner 1995; Nelson 2000; Zanker 2000; Fredrick 2002; Platt 2002;
Elsner 2007.)

We know that the Greek and Roman cityscape was a world of images. Statues, for
example, appeared ubiquitously (see, e.g., Pliny, HN 34.17). If Pliny’s tallies are to be
believed, then a person walking through ancient Athens, Delphi, Olympia, Rhodes, or
Rome would have been surrounded by freestanding sculpture, to say nothing of wall
painting or architectural sculpture. Our understanding of what this hypothetical ancient
viewer would have seen, however, is compromised by the fact that many of our literary
sources providing artistic commentary—Pliny the Elder, the Philostrati, and so on (see
chapters 1 and 3 above)—date from centuries after the works of art to which they refer
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were created. Therefore, at best, these and other authors provide evidence for the later
reception of Greek art. But to go further and to gain an appreciation for the response to,
and reception of, Greek and Roman art at the time of its production, one must exploit the
hermeneutic potential of self-reference in images of Greek and Roman art and
architecture.

Representations of craftsmen at work are invaluable for the information they supply
about ancient tools and craft practices (see chapter 9 below). In much the same way,
metapictures of vases, statues, and buildings are suggestive documents for our
understanding of both the contemporary reception of Greek and Roman art and
architecture and the intentions of their makers. Thus, in this chapter, I concentrate on
the wide range of functions fulfilled by mise en abime. Certainly, images within images
are a statement about the artist’s own craftsmanship, but there is more to the story, with
implications for a broader Greek and Roman visual culture. From a personal joke on the
micro scale to a public display of power on the macro level, it will become clear in the
discussion that follows that metapictures encapsulate multivalent strategies with which
to engage the viewer.

Play

The first aspect of the play on images within images to be addressed here is truly that:
play. I am interested in the reflexive image, so to speak, in which the viewer is drawn into
a game of compare and contrast between the art object itself (a Greek vase, for instance)
and its imagery (a vase, statue, or building depicted as part of its decoration). ®.37)

At the most basic level, this idea of the reflexive image finds a one-to-one correspondence
between the art object and its decoration. Lissarrague has addressed this phenomenon in
his discussion of an Attic red-figure cup attributed to Douris, today in Florence (figure
4.1: ARV? 432.55; Para 374; Add? 237; BAPD 205099; Lissarrague 2001, 29-30, figs. 18-
22). The kylix is decorated with themes of the symposion on both interior and exterior.
The interior medallion is particularly interesting for our purposes. This depicts a solitary,
bearded komast (reveler) on an elevated couch (a kline), in front of which is a table
draped with two hanging ivy wreaths. A walking stick is shown in the background. The
man extends his right arm to hold out his own cup, as though to request another drink.
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As is well known, the kylix
was a form of Greek vase
used most often in the
context of the symposion.
It was the vessel from
which participants sipped
their watered wine. The
viewer of this image
would, in all likelihood,
have himself been in a
posture much like the man
, depicted: reclining on a
Click to view larger banquet couch, drinking,

Fig. 4.1 Attic red-figure cup attributed to Douris, and conversing with
from Chiusi. Symposion scene. C. 490-480 BCE. friends. Through this

Ceramic. Diameter 28.5 cm. Florence, Museo

Archeologico Nazionale inv. 3922. particular cup’s

(Su concessione della Soprintendenza per i Beni decoration, however,
Archeologici della Toscana, Firenze.) Douris implicates the
viewer in a game of

comparisons: the drinker in the medallion is depicted holding the same type of cup as the
one on which he is depicted and which the viewer himself is holding in order to drink.
The vase’s decoration is a savvy play on images within images, the result ®.88 of which
is a partial collapse of the distinction between the object and its user. It is a particularly
masterful touch that this “game” would have only been slowly revealed to the viewer. As
he drank from the cup and the liquid level decreased as wine was consumed, the
medallion would have slowly come into view. One can easily imagine the delight with
which a tipsy komast would have seen his own actions mirrored in the decoration of the
cup he was holding.

At a more complex level are works of art that experiment with a more nuanced interplay
between the primary image itself and the metapictures within. One finds, for instance,
any number of examples of Archaic vase paintings in which a god or goddess is illustrated
but in which it is unclear whether the deity depicted is meant as a stand-in for the god
himself or herself or as a statue of that god. In fact, it appears that this ambiguity was
deliberate: these images were intended to make the point that the represented deity is
not just in the image but that the represented deity is the image. Thus, in black-figure
scenes of the rape of Cassandra, the prophetess appears to be seeking protection not
with a statue of Athena but rather with the goddess herself (Alroth 1992, 12-16; Marconi
2011, 158).
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Schefold refers to images like these as die lebenden Statuen (living statues) (Schefold
1937, 33, 58-67; see also Bielefeld 1954-1955, 385 n. 39; Shapiro 1989, 27-36; Alroth
1992, 10-11). Deities are represented as being statuesque in appearance, but they move
and/or interfere in the events portrayed. This type of iiber-visuality, in which a real thing
can be conflated with, or confused by, an image of it, recalls a poem in the Anthologia
Graeca by a poet named Plato (16.160). He describes Aphrodite visiting Cnidus in order
to see her own image. After having looked at Praxiteles’s famous statue, the goddess
exclaims: “Where did Praxiteles see me naked?” (translation by Pollitt 1990, 86).
Metapictures like those of Athena in scenes of the rape of Cassandra just discussed are a
sophisticated example of the power of the reflexive image. Like Praxiteles’s statue of
Aphrodite in Plato’s poem, the painted statues of Athena on those vases succeeds in
confounding a viewer’s expectations and engaging his or her curiosity. The mise en abime
stages a game, as it were, of differentiation between inanimate image and supposedly
sentient deity.

This playful impulse is, of
course, not unique to
Greek vase painting; it has
a longer history across the
Mediterranean. Thus, in
both Greek and Roman
spheres, the real and
; ! i ' physically tangible floors

il " y and walls of buildings
m could often fade from view
Click to view larger under a trompe 1’oeil
Fig. 4.2 Unswept Floor, signed by Heraclitus, mosaic veneer of images. At

copy of second-century Bce original by Sosus of
Pergamum, from Vigna Lupi. Second century ck.

Pergamum, for instance,

Mosaic of tesserae. Width 4.05 m. Rome, Musei Pliny (HN 36.184) tells us
Vaticani inv. 10132. that Sosus, one of the most
(Photograph © Scala/Art Resource, New York, celebrated mosaic artists
ART94596.)

of the Hellenistic period,
created a mosaic that
resembled an unswept room after a meal. While the second-century BcE original no longer
survives, a number of Roman adaptations are extant and attest to the popularity of this
whimsical decorative motif. An example today in the Vatican Museums depicts fish bones,
empty shells, and other detritus from a meal scattered across the illusion of the

“floor” (figure 4.2: Nogara 1910, 3-5, plates 5-7; Skira 1989, 17; Dunbabin 1999, 18-37).
Just as Sosus and others who copied him adroitly manipulated their work to create the
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artifice of a messy floor, one finds countless examples of Roman wall paintings that
similarly negate real walls through the impression of painted architecture. .89

The so-called Villa of Poppea at Oplontis is an excellent example of this phenomenon,
given that its walls are lavishly decorated with wall paintings that effectively cover the
interior spaces with “buildings” and architectural vistas. Oplontis is one of the most
impressive examples of a Roman seaside villa, a villa maritima, which has survived to
modern times in relatively sound condition. Located just a short distance from Pompeii, in
what is today Torre Annunziata, the complex dates from the middle of the first century
BCE, although it was substantially renovated and enlarged in the early first century ck. It
underwent further restoration and rebuilding after the earthquake of 62 ce (with regard
to the earthquake, there will be more to say below). The villa was largely explored
between 1839 and 1840 under the Bourbons, and at the time, several wall paintings were
removed to the royal collections in Naples. The site was opened to the public in stages
between 1964 and 1984. Although excavation remains incomplete, visitors today are able
to access parts of the villa’s central section and to see for themselves the tour de force
wall paintings—and the metapictures therein—that decorated the property in antiquity.

The Second Style wall paintings in the atrium at Oplontis are among the finest examples
of the genre (Clarke 1991, 117; Wallace-Hadrill 1994, 27; Coarelli et al. 2002, 372). On
the west wall, which is the best preserved, false architectural recesses divided by
columns frame a faux wooden double door that stands at the top of a short staircase

®.20) (figure 4.3). The door, which is ornamented with large bronze knobs, is divided
into four panels: two simply framed panels distinguish the lower section, while two
symmetrical winged Victories hold trophies in the upper. Above the door is an inset panel
depicting a sacro-idyllic landscape in which figures move among small tetrastyle temples
and their propylaia, or entrance structures. Images of women embossed on clipei (round
medallions) worked in silver decorate the upper register.

On the adjacent north and south walls, the painted architectural decoration continues the
illusionistic theme (figure 4.4). Here the walls are represented with a red-painted socle at
the ground level, which is interrupted by projecting consoles seen in perspective. The
consoles support painted columns (some fluted, others decorated with diamond-shaped
lozenges) that frame the background wall. This recessed wall, which is vertically divided
into red, purple, and green belts, is further ornamented with candelabra depicted
between the columns and, in the center, another painted door whose upper panels are
again embellished with two winged Victories. Although the upper parts of the north and
south wall paintings are now lost, enough survives of the entablature zone to see that
this, too, was embellished: again, here, as on the west wall, portrait medallions surmount
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the areas to the sides of the central door, which itself is crowned with an inset panel
depicting several pedimented buildings.

It is important to note that the villa at Oplontis is not unique in its choice of decoration.
The same interplay between real and fictive architecture and architectural ornament is
found ubiquitously elsewhere, too, in contexts that are both equally grandiose and more
humble. Writ large, the Second Style wall paintings in the well-known cubiculum from the
Villa of P. Fannius Synistor at Boscoreale (New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art inv.
03.14.13a-g: Pappalardo and Capuano 2006, 75-90; Bergmann 2010, 28-32, figs. 55-60;
Meyer 2010, 33-46; Cain 2012, 108), for instance, repeat the fantasy architecture of the
atrium at Oplontis. To these two villas could be added many more examples. Absent an
entire ensemble of trompe 1’oeil architecture in a particular wall painting, a similar
interest in illusionistic details can be observed also on a more selective basis. The same
format of shield busts (clipeatae imagines), for example, is found in the wall paintings
decorating the atrium of the more modest Casa del Bell’'Impluvio (House 1.9.1) at
Pompeii. Medallion portraits, albeit slightly modified from the clipeus format, are also
found widely at Pompeii: on the walls of Room Four, a cubiculum in the Casa della Venere
in Conchiglia (House I1.3.3), and on the walls of an upper room of the Casa del Piano
Superiore (House 1.11.15), among other examples.

A large body of literature
addresses Roman wall
paintings such as those
discussed above and their
perpetual drive to fool the
eye, as it were, into seeing
spaces, architectural
decoration, and
architectural vistas beyond
the interior rooms
themselves (the classic
text on Roman wall

1
el

lick to view larger

Figs. 4.3 and 4.4 Oplontis, Villa of Poppea. Second

Style painting in the atrium. First century ce. Wall L "
painting. Height of atrium c. 4 m.(Photographs by painting and the “Four

Maryl B. Gensheimer.) Styles” is Mau 1882; for
more recent contributions,
see Ling 1991; Strocka 1996; Leach 2004). A related phenomenon is the recurrent effort
in Roman wall painting to simultaneously present a vision of nature as free and wild,
stretching toward the horizon, and a vision of nature as captive and cultivated within the
interior of the house, perhaps best seen in the garden room from Livia’s Villa at Prima
Porta (Rome, Museo Nazionale Romano, Palazzo Massimo alle Terme, ®.91) (@.92)
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without inventory: Calci and Messineo 1984; Carrara 2005, 17-24). This kind of visual
sophistication and the concomitant fascination with the sheer artistry of art is a hallmark
of Greek and Roman imagery and image making. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that
one hears anecdotes of famous painters (Pliny, HN 35.88-89 describes portraits painted
by Apelles as being so perfect that a physiognomist could tell how long the sitter had to
live or had already lived); of exquisite skill in sculptural technique (Schnapp 1994; Spivey
1995; Squire 2010); of works of art that deceive birds and animals into imagining them to
be real (see, e.g., Pliny, HN 35.65-66, for the famous contest between Zeuxis and
Parrhasius, and 35.95 for a painting of a horse by Apelles that seemed so real that it
prompted real horses to neigh when they saw it); and even of sexual intercourse with
statues so utterly beautiful as to be better than the real thing (see, e.g., Euripides, Alc.
348-352; Ovid, Met. 10.245-297; Pliny, HN 36.21; Clement of Alexandria, Protr. 4.50;
Athenaeus 13.605f-606b; for modern commentary, see Freedberg 1989, 12-26, 317-377;
Bryson 1990: 17-30; Elsner 2007, 113-131; Squire 2011, 53-56). What these and other
literary sources reveal is a shared impulse to engage the observer, to create a temporary
bridge across the picture plane, and to blur the line between real and fictive. In this
sense, despite differences in media, there are fundamental similarities between the
metapictures deployed in the vases, mosaics, and wall paintings discussed above. In the
particular case of the wall paintings, the mise en abime is an invaluable tool, since it
generates a reflex to compare and to contrast the real architecture in which the viewer is
standing with the fictive architecture depicted on the walls.

Richard Wollheim described this dichotomy as the difference between “seeing as” and
“seeing in,” or, in other words, the subtle distinction between “being a spectator in” and
“being a spectator of” (Wollheim 1980, 205-226; 1987, 101-177; 1998). Images, he
writes, embody a fundamental contradiction. On the one hand, they invite viewers to
equate representation with reality; on the other, they reveal the fallacy that this involves.
“Seeing in” exposes the fundamental pretense of “seeing as,” and one recognizes that the
thing that was seen—Apelles’s horse, for instance, or Zeuxis’s grapes—derives from an
act of visual volition. Looking, therefore, entails a suspension of disbelief that these
architectural montages or shield portraits are painted rather than real, a three-
dimensional fiction rather than a literal thing seen. As Wollheim describes them, these
two modes of “seeing as” and “seeing in” are simultaneous and inform practices of image
making across the world and across time. So while they are relevant constructs with
which to analyze Roman wall painting, for instance, they are also applicable to other
media and time periods. Thus, Michael Squire has argued that Greek nude sculpture
embodies a particular self-awareness about this representational paradox (Squire 2011,
67). Richard Neer has made a similar point about the developments of Greek vase
painting in the late sixth and early fifth centuries Bcg, drawing attention to what he calls
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its “chiastic tension” (Neer 2002, 27-86; see also Elsner 2006). Archaic Greek sculpture
and early Attic red-figure vase painting, in Squire and Neer’s view, oscillate between the
empirically convincing and the patently artificial in much the same way that Roman wall
paintings created nearly half a millennium later do, as discussed above. It would seem,
therefore, ®.93) that we are dealing with a widespread Greek and Roman phenomenon

of visual trickery, ambiguity, and riddles in which the mise en abime plays an intrinsic
role.

And yet I would suggest that this self-conscious enjoyment of trompe 1’oeil imagery—or
even heightened naturalism—is only a part of the story. Neither Greek and Roman art nor
the metapictures of art and architecture within other images that are the focus of this
essay are bound solely by a search for illusionistic forms or a celebration of the artists
who led the way in creating such forms. The superlative illusionism or naturalism of a
work of art—its artifice so brilliant as to disguise the fact that it is merely art, as Ovid
puts it (Met. 10.252: ars adeo latet arte sua)—is only one facet of ancient image
production. There are other impulses at work, too, and here again, metapictures are of
fundamental importance.

Piety

Thus far, our discussion
has centered on
metapictures’ virtuoso
exploitation of illusion and
playful allusion. But it is
equally true that images
within other images can be
more serious in tone.
Indeed, metapictures can
address something as

: | profound as humans’

Click to view larger changing perception of the

Fig. 4.5 Attic red-figure hydria (“Vivenzio Hydria”), gods. When compared with
i he Kleoph Pai fi la. C. .
attributed to the Kleophrades Painter, from Nola. C the vases discussed above,

480 Bce. Ceramic. Height 42 cm. Naples, Museo o .
Archeologico Nazionale inv. 81669. it is clear that a radical

(Photograph © DAI neg. 57.839.) change takes place in the
Late Archaic period in

terms of the manner in which statues are depicted within vase paintings: the gods are

|
¥
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now clearly represented in the form of a statue, instead of as a living person. On an Attic
red-figure hydria from Nola, now in Naples (figure 4.5: ARV? 189.74, 1632; Para 341;
Add? 189; BAPD .94 201724), therefore, even though Athena is still turned toward
Ajax and brandishes her spear against him, she is shown standing on a statue base. A
group of related works includes those vases whose decoration depicts both a deity or
hero and a statue of himself or herself. These are particularly sophisticated examples of
metapictures, since the images within the image can be seen interacting with, and
reacting to, their own likeness. Clemente Marconi has highlighted one such example, an
Apulian column krater (c. 380-360 Bce) of unknown provenance, today in New York
(Metropolitan Museum of Art inv. 50.11.4: Marconi 2011), which depicts an encaustic
painter working on a statue of Heracles in the presence of the hero himself. These two
examples belong to a larger trend of the period, defined by Greek vases that use clearly
defined statues as part of their decoration (De Cesare 1997, 87; Oenbrink 1997, 346).

Commensurate with this transition from “image as the deity” to “image as statue of the
deity” as seen in vase painting is a critical change in the literary sources of the period,
which confirm a heightened appreciation of a “factural” rather than “living” quality of
statues. Literary sources also evince recognition of the distancing gap between statues
and the deities that they are thought to represent (Marconi 2011, 159 n. 8; see in
particular Aeschylus, Ag. 416-417, on which see Steiner 2001, 49). This is the framework
within which we can understand why whereas in an earlier period the living deities and
their statues were portrayed very similarly in Greek vase painting, by the Early Classical
period, artists tended to differentiate them. This changed attitude is often manifested by
representing the statues of divinities as though in an earlier, Archaizing sculptural style,
by depicting the statues as being set on pedestals, and/or by positioning them frontally to
the viewer—unlike the humans depicted in the same vase paintings, who may be
represented with their bodies and heads in profile (De Cesare 1997, 87; Oenbrink 1997,
344).

As noted by several commentators, the transformation in the depiction of statues of gods
on vases during this period can be attributed to the self-conscious recognition that by
assimilating lifelike images of the gods with the gods themselves, artists had sacrificed
some of the mysterious and supernatural powers of Archaic statues (Borbein 1985, 260;
Hallett 1986, 79; Stewart 1990, 134; De Cesare 1997, 79). By differentiating between
deity and statue and by separating the statue from the narrative action of the vase
painting (by displaying the statue on a base, for instance), vase painters were able to
restore a greater sense of divinity to their images within images (Marconi 2011, 160-
161). Seen in this light, changing approaches to metapictures of statues within paintings
may be understood to underscore differences in the Greeks’ perception of their
relationship to the gods and statues of them.
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Document

Beyond comparatively lighthearted contexts of playful reflex or more profound questions
of divinity, metapictures also fulfill a third function. In fact, images within images can, at
times, be understood to represent a more objective reality. Here again, Pompeii ®. 95
and various archaeological sites along the Bay of Naples offer plentiful examples of the
“documentary” potential of metapictures.

In 62 cE, as is well known, Pompeii was devastated by an earthquake that caused heavy
damage to both public and private structures throughout the city (Tacitus, Ann. 15.22,
reports that “a large part of Pompeii collapsed”). The earthquake of 62 presaged the
series of tremors that would wrack the Bay of Naples (including the villa at Oplontis, as
mentioned above) and necessitate rebuilding for the next seventeen years, until the
eruption of Vesuvius in 79 ce. This picture of a disrupted city is vividly illustrated in a pair
of relief panels, each almost a meter long, found decorating a lararium (household shrine)
in the House of Lucius Caecilius Iucundus (House V.1.26), a local banker of sorts. The
reliefs depict two areas of the city rocked by the quake of 62 ce: the forum and the zone
around the city’s northern gate, leading toward Vesuvius. In the forum relief (figure 4.6),
the Capitoline Temple is shown leaning alarmingly toward the viewer’s left (Andreau
1974, fig. 4; Kraus and von Matt 1975, fig. 9). The equestrian statues on either side of the
temple seem to come alive, with the riders all but unseated from their mounts. To the left
side of the relief, the arch on the northwest side of the forum (in the direction of today’s
Vicolo dei Soprastanti and Vicolo delle Terme) is also clearly tottering from the shocks. In
the second relief, the Vesuvian Gate is shown lurching ominously toward the viewer’s
right, cleaving from the large water reservoir on its left.

That the Capitoline Temple at Pompeii suffered damage in the earthquake of 62 is
certainly suggested by the relief from the House of Lucius Caecilius Iucundus. It is also
corroborated by damage to the east and west cella walls of the temple itself (Dobbins
2007, 156). But a question naturally arises. To what extent may the relief be taken as a
faithful representation of the temple as it appeared at the time of the earthquake? Is the
relief accurate in its details? The extant Capitoline Temple at Pompeii is hexastyle
Corinthian, with a deep pronaos, or porch, of tufa columns. From the forum, two narrow
staircases that flank a rostrum (podium), which accommodated an altar and may have
also served as a speaker’s platform, approach the pronaos (Ulrich 1994, 224-248). Above
the rostrum is a broad staircase that ascends to the pronaos. Upon close examination, it
becomes obvious that the relief is a mélange of close attention to detail and schematic
simplification. The rostrum and flanking staircases are shown, as is the altar. The relief
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even depicts details such as the temple’s roof tiles and the Corinthian capitals
surmounting the columns of the pronaos. And yet, in what is a somewhat glaring
omission, the temple is represented as having only four columns across its facade rather
than the six documented in the archaeological record, probably as a way of laying
emphasis on the door and the cult statue on axis with it. In sum, it may be said that the
relief from the House of L. Caecilius Iucundus is “documentary” to the extent that it
narrates a historical event, but it is not a wholly accurate rendition of the monuments in
question.

If the relief from the
House of L. Caecilius
Iucundus shows the forum
in a moment of literal
upheaval, then other
metapictures are
significant for showing us
the opposite side of the
coin: scenes of daily life.
Wall paintings from the
Praedia of Julia Felix at
Pompeii are
“documentary” in the
sense that they reveal
what the monuments of
the city center would have

lick t viw Iarge

Fig. 4.6 Earthquake relief in the lararium of the

House of Lucius Caecilius Iucundus at Pompeii. 62- looked like under more
(Source: Kraus and von Matt 1975, fig. 9.) (p- 96)

The Praedia of Julia Felix,
so named for an inscription found in situ naming the owner of the property (CIL IV, no.
1136), occupied the entire insula at I1.4 and included shops, taverns, apartments, and a
bathing complex. Recent archaeological work has revealed that the property was created
by joining two insulae originally separated by a street, which was then eliminated and
incorporated into the property after the earthquake of 62 ce. The proprietor, after
acquisition, constructed a multipurpose complex that she rented out, along with its
associated commercial activities. Four distinct nuclei can be distinguished: a private
house, the area around the peristyle, the baths, and the garden. ®.97)
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The complex was first excavated between March and April 1757 under the direction of
the military engineer Rocque Joaquin de Alcubierre and his assistant, Karl Weber. At the
time, excavation was primarily concerned with the recovery of objets d’art of interest to
antiquarians. In much the same manner as was done at the villa at Oplontis, a group of
paintings were detached from the walls to enrich the Bourbon collection in Naples. As
was customary at the time, the complex was reburied after it had been stripped (Amedeo
Maiuri then reexcavated the Praedia of Julia Felix between 1936 and 1953; Maiuri 1954,
285-299). In a boon to archaeology, however, Weber, in May 1757, drew the plan of the
building and numbered the sites where objects had been found and removed or where
paintings had been cut out (on Weber’s plan and excavations, see Parslow 1995, 107-
122). This list of objects and paintings is invaluable today for reconstructing the
decorative program of the Praedia of Julia Felix.

Of particular interest here is the painted frieze from the entryway to the peristyle quarter
from the Via dell’Abbondanza (Olivito 2013). The frieze ran around the atrium (itself
measuring just more than 9 by 6 meters) at a height of some 2.5 meters above ground
level. Approximately 11 meters of the frieze was detached in the eighteenth century and
is now in the Naples museum. It is unclear how much more there would have been
originally, although some small and abraded fragments remain in situ. From these and
the works in Naples, the frieze’s sequence has been reconstructed (Nappo 1989). It
presents a series of vignettes taking place against the background of the Pompeii forum
porticoes and the equestrian statues that stood in front of those colonnades. One vignette
(figure 4.7), for instance, depicts a long public notice, written on a board or a scroll,
which has been fixed across the bases of three equestrian statues. Three adults and a boy
stand with their backs to the viewer, presumably reading the posted notice. In another
section, one sees commercial activities: women haggle with salesmen over pieces of
cloth; a man dressed in a toga selects a metal saucepan, while a young boy by his side
carries a shopping basket; and a baker serves a pair of men from what appears to be a
basket of rolls. In a third scene, a matron (accompanied by either a slave or her child)
appears to be giving money to a ragged beggar, himself accompanied by a dog. In the
background, two children converse on either side of a column, while in the foreground is
another equestrian statue.

The paintings are not, of course, strictly realistic. Like the rendering of the Capitoline
Temple in the relief discussed above, the background architecture is a rather simplified
version of the two-story forum colonnade. And yet the frieze, although fragmentary and
faded, prompts us to imagine beggars plying for cash, traders and artisans of all kinds,
local officials going about their business, and women prominent in their own right—
chatting, buying, and even distributing largesse to those less fortunate. It also illuminates
details of the ancient cityscape that have been lost: portable tables and market stalls,
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brightly colored clothing, wicker baskets, garlands hung between columns, and multiple
statues. In so doing, the frieze from the Praedia of Julia Felix and the metapictures of
statues and columns therein provide a vivid sense of the ancient city.

Click to view larger

Fig. 4.7 Painting from the atrium of the Praedia of
Julia Felix, Pompeii. Activities in the Forum of
Pompeii. Pre-79 ce. Wall painting. Height 64 cm.
Naples, Museo Archeologico Nazionale inv. 9068.

(Photograph © DAI neg. 75.1530.)
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In a very different way
from the images within
images discussed above,
which focus on a specific
vase, statue, or single
building or group of
buildings, other
metapictures evoke

®.98) whole cities. The
so-called Severan Marble
Plan of Rome (the Forma
Urbis Romae), for
Click to view larger example, is often vaunted

Fig. 4.8 Fragments 7a-d and 8a-b of the Severan as a consummate
Plan, from the Templu@ Pacis. The Septizodium. representation of the
Late second to early third century ce. Marble.

Height: 7a-d, 67 cm; 8a, 25.5 cm; 8b, 20 cm. Rome, monumentality of the
Musei Capitolini invv. 529, 685, 566. entire ancient city
(Source: Carettoni et al. 1960, pl. 17.) (Carettoni et al. 1960;

Rodriguez Almeida 1981;
the website of the Stanford Digital Forma Urbis Romae Project, http://
formaurbis.stanford.edu, is also a convenient source; in print, see Koller et al. 2006). No
more than an estimated 10 to 15 percent of the original map survives, but because the
wall in the Templum Pacis on which it was affixed is extant (reused as the exterior wall of
the Church of Saints Cosmas and Damian), we are sure of its original extent. One
hundred fifty marble plaques, together measuring 18 by 5 meters, depicted some four
thousand hectares of the city of Rome at the scale of 1:240. The plan is securely dated to
the reign of Septimius Severus because of the citation of the names of the emperor and
his elder son, Caracalla (Severi et Antonini Augg.); because of the inclusion of the
Severan Septizodium, which was inaugurated in 203 ck (figure 4.8); and because of the
absence of post-Severan buildings. Like its date, the circumstances that prompted the
Plan’s creation are also clear. A fire gutted the Flavian-era Templum Pacis during
Commodus’s reign, in 192 ce (Dio Cassius 72.24.1-2). Septimius’s reconstruction of this
precinct was an important component of ®.99 the restoration of order (to Rome and to
the Empire more generally) necessitated by the period of civil war that precipitated his
reign.

It is important to note that the Severan Marble Plan was not the first example of an
incised, monumental plan of Rome. Rather, it is generally assumed that earlier maps
dating back at least to the Augustan period preceded the Severan plan (Rodriguez
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Almeida 2002; Meneghini and Santangeli Valenzani 2006). The need for such plans can
be attributed to the Augustan reforms to the city of Rome and, above all, to the need to
oversee the population entitled to the distribution of free grain and other benefits on a
vicus-by-vicus (neighborhood-by-neighborhood) and possibly even insula-by-insula
(housing-block-by-housing-block) basis.

That this type of census information was gathered is confirmed by the occasional
discovery of a fragment of a marble plan that is evidently not the Severan one. In 1983,
for instance, a group of fragments were found in the Via Anicia in Trastevere (Rodriguez
Almeida 1983; Coarelli 1991; Tucci 1994; Rodriguez Almeida 2002). . 1000 These depict
the area surrounding the Temple of Castor and Pollux, on the north bank of the Tiber.
The Via Anicia fragments are drawn to exactly the same scale as the Severan plan
(1:240), but beyond that, there are notable differences. Whereas a single line normally
represents walls in the Severan plan, the Via Anicia fragments—like modern architectural
drawings—use two lines in order to indicate the thickness of the wall depicted. Another
striking difference is the fact that the Via Anicia fragments label not only public buildings
(CASTORIS.ET/POLLVCIS), as does the Severan plan, but also the names of the owners of
the neighboring private properties. Thus, below the temple, a group of shops or
warehouses is labeled CORNELIAE/ET.SOC[IORUM] (Cornelia and Associates). As a
second example, excavations in the Via dei Fori Imperiali in 1995 uncovered a fragment
of a marble plan beneath the Domitianic paving of the Forum Transitorium (thus ensuring
a first-century date). This fragment likewise observes a 1:240 scale and labels private
dwellings and shops (Rodriguez Almeida 2002, 61-66).

From this brief survey, it should be clear that the Severan Marble Plan, despite its
modern fame, is not necessarily the highest-quality example of a “documentary” plan of
the city of Rome. In fact, it seems not to have been cut to normal graphic standards.
Unlike its predecessors, the Severan Marble Plan economized by representing walls with
single lines. It also omitted the most important information, from the administrative point
of view—that is, the names of individual property owners and retail proprietors. As
Andrew Wallace-Hadrill has pointed out, the omission of this information on the Severan
plan strongly suggests that the map was not intended for practical, administrative
purposes (Wallace-Hadrill 2008, 307). This seems intuitive, given the sheer impracticality
of a city official consulting a document that rose some 15 meters above ground level. And
yet, for all its shortcuts, the Severan plan nonetheless is remarkably accurate in its
depiction of Rome—including the interior walls of houses, shops, and warehouses—as it
appeared in the first decade of the third century ce. Indeed, the impressive extent of local
knowledge and the rendering of infinitesimal details achieved by the imperial
administration in this and other marble plans must be stressed.
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The Roman census mandated the declaration of property. In theory, it would have been
possible to generate a map of the city of Rome from this information, and yet the disorder
of public records in the Republican period would have made the creation of a reliable
map a difficult undertaking in that time. In fact, there is no evidence of a detailed
Republican street map that identified individual properties and civic monuments (Nicolet
1991, 124-125; Wallace-Hadrill 2008, 312). To do as Septimius and his Imperial
predecessors did and commission and publicly display a detailed map of the city was a
powerful statement of Imperial knowledge and control of the city of Rome. In this sense,
marble plans of Rome (whether the famous Severan example or its antecedents from the
Augustan period onward) ingeniously exploit metapictures—in this case, images of
architecture within monumental relief—in order to facilitate the viewer’s full cognizance
of the power and expertise of the Imperial administration. ®. 101)

Conclusions

Neither the metapictures within the Severan Marble Plan nor those of its predecessors
constitute reflexive images of whimsy and illusion, as do some of the depictions of vases,
statues, and buildings within the vase and wall paintings discussed above. Nor are they
concerned solely with a documentary “snapshot” view, as it were, of a single moment in
time, whether the earthquake of 62 ce or a day in the forum of Pompeii. Rather, the
images of architecture within the various marble plans of Rome were intended to
effectively encapsulate authority and order. We have, in a sense, come full circle from the
point at which we began this chapter and have seen the full range of possibilities with
which depictions of images within images illuminate aspects of ancient self-consciousness
of the power of images created in a variety of media and for both public and private
contexts. Mise en abime images of vases, statues, or buildings may enliven a symposion.
They may, alternatively, astonish a visitor to a Roman house, address the relationship
between humans and the gods, or even underscore the various hierarchies and power
dynamics of humans’ relationships with, and status relative to, one another.
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on their social standing and on the problems involved in the reconstruction of their
specific contribution. It begins by tracing the history of interest in ancient Greek and
Roman artists, from the Renaissance to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It then
examines inscriptions and other representations showing artists at work, the social status
of Greek and Roman artists such as painters and sculptors in the ancient world, and how
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The interest in ancient Greek and Roman artists—fueled by references to their work and
lives in ancient sources such as Pliny’s Natural History—has a long history, which goes
back to the Renaissance and to the Commentarii by Lorenzo Ghiberti (1378-1455) (see
chapter 9 below). It is to Johann Joachim Winckelmann, however, that we owe the first
systematic treatment of this subject, in the second part of his influential Geschichte der
Kunst des Altertums (History of the Art of Antiquity), published in Dresden in 1764.
Although Winckelmann was more concerned with presenting a history of art, not of
artists and their lives, this text was the first to discuss their names and foremost works
within the larger narrative of the general development of ancient art and to consider
some of them “from an artistic point of view.”

A fundamental contribution to the equation between history of ancient art and history of
artists was given by Heinrich Brunn with his Geschichte der griechischen Kiinstler
(History of Greek Artists), a work clearly inspired by the widespread aesthetic of the
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genius formulated largely by Immanuel Kant (see chapter 23 below). Brunn’s History
treated Greek artists in two volumes. The first, published in 1853, dealt with sculptors,
while the second, published in 1859, dealt with painters, architects, metalworkers, gem
engravers, die engravers, and vase painters. The articulation of this work speaks to the
great significance assigned by Brunn to sculpture within the general development of
ancient Greek art. Brunn was also particularly interested in the significance of artistic
“schools” within this development.

Brunn’s reconstruction of the lives and careers of ancient Greek artists was based
primarily on ancient literary sources. This approach is not unexpected, given that our
knowledge about ancient artists has to rely primarily on ancient texts, produced by a
variety of authors, including poets, historians, or periegetai (see chapter 3 above); to
these texts, one can add inscriptions, including building records mentioning the names of
contributors to the design, construction, or decoration of architecture; honorary
inscriptions celebrating benefactions by artists; and signatures, sometimes found in
association with votive and funerary sculptures, painted pots, and other . 108 media
including coins and gems. Because of their importance as a source of information about
ancient artists, it is no surprise that in the wake of Brunn, two scholars systematically
collected literary and epigraphical sources during the second half of the nineteenth
century. Johannes Adolf Overbeck collected nearly twenty-five hundred passages of
ancient literary sources mentioning Greek artists (Overbeck 1868), while Emanuel Loewy
listed nearly six hundred inscriptions concerning Greek artists (Loewy 1885). Along
similar lines, Barclay Vincent Head wrote a compendium of ancient Greek coins (Head
1911, first published in 1887), and Adolf Furtwangler produced a work on ancient gems
(Furtwangler 1900), both of which laid emphasis on the contributions of artists in those
media. It may be noted that with the exception of Furtwangler’s book, all the remaining
nineteenth-century publications were focused on Greek artists.

The interest in Greek and Roman artists continued during the transition from the
nineteenth to the twentieth century, including two major encyclopedic works: Pauly’s
Realencyclopddie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft (RE), the authoritative German
encyclopedia of classical scholarship; and the Allgemeines Lexikon der Bildenden
Kiinstler von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart (Thieme and Becker 1907-1950), another
German encylcopedia, concerned with the biographies of artists from antiquity to the
present. These two works include the names of more than one thousand ancient artists.

The interest in artists continued during the first half of the twentieth century. In the
1920s, two publications addressed free painting, a medium that is now nearly completely
lost but is repeatedly mentioned by ancient literary sources. Adolphe Reinach collected
the ancient texts concerning this medium (Reinach 1921; Rouveret 1985), while Ernst
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Pfuhl dealt with the history of ancient painters (Pfuhl 1923). The latter was also the first
to write extensively about the history of Greek vase painting, during the same period that
Joseph Clark Hoppin did so for Attic vases (Hoppin 1919 and 1924). The most significant
work in this area is that of John Davidson Beazley, who extensively investigated Attic vase
painters and potters (Beazley 1925, 1928, 1956 [ABV], 1963 [ARV?], 1971 [Para];
Carpenter 1989 [Add?]), and of Arthur Dale Trendall, who focused on southern Italian and
Sicilian red-figure vase painters (Trendall 1936, 1938, 1967, 1970-1983, and 1974;
Trendall and Cambitoglou 1978-1982; Trendall 1987; Trendall 1989; Trendall and
Cambitoglou 1991-1993). Further work of connoisseurship along the lines established by
Beazley and Trendall has been produced more recently by Conrad Michael Stibbe for
Laconian vase painters (Stibbe 1972 and 2004), Darrell Arlynn Amyx for Corinthian vase
painters (Amyx 1988), Karl Kilinski for Boeotian vase painters (Kilinski 1990), and Robert
Manuel Cook and Pierre Dupont for East Greek vase painters (Cook and Dupont 1998).

In comparison, there was little interest in Roman artists until the late 1950s with the
publication of the work by Ida Calabi Limentani expressly devoted to this subject (Calabi
Limentani 1958). To this, one may add the studies by Donald E. Strong on Greek and
Roman gold and silver plate (Strong 1966), by Jerome ]. Pollitt on sources on Roman art
(Pollitt 1966), by Michael Donderer on mosaicists (Donderer 1989), and finally, by

@.109) Richard Petrovsky and Eberhard Thomas on Roman metalworkers (Petrovsky

1993; Thomas 2000).

In the same years, the interest in Greek and Roman artists continued in encyclopedic
works, including the Lexikon der Alten Welt (Andresen 1965), the Kleine Pauly (Ziegler,
Sontheimer, and Gartner 1964-1975), and the Enciclopedia dell’arte antica classica e
orientale (EAA; 1958, with supplements published in 1973 and 1994-1997), the EAA
collecting the largest number of artists—about fourteen hundred—known by that time.

In 1972, the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names was established, with the purpose of
collecting and publishing with documentation all known ancient Greek personal names,
drawn from every available source, including literature, inscriptions, graffiti, papyri,
coins, and vases, and for the period from the earliest Greek written records down to,
approximately, the sixth century ce (Fraser and Matthews 1987-2005; Osborne and Byrne
1994 and 1996; Corsten 2010). This project reflects the continued interest in Greek
artists during the second half of the twentieth century. This interest is also represented
by the work by Jean Marcadé on signatures by Greek sculptors (Marcadé 1953-1957),
Jerome ]J. Pollitt and Marion Muller-Dufeu on Greek artists (Pollitt 1990; Muller-Dufeu,
2002 and 2011), and Bernhard Hebert and Inga Schmidt specifically on Hellenistic artists
(Hebert 1989; Schmidt 1995). To this, one can add the project called Neue Overbeck

Page 3 of 37



Greek and Roman Artists

(New Overbeck), promoted by a group of scholars in Berlin and begun in 2004, whose
goal is to add about five hundred new literary and thirteen hundred new epigraphical
testimonies to the original publication by Overbeck, for a total of forty-three hundred
testimonies (Kansteiner et al. 2007).

In recent years, the most systematic attempt to collect the names of all documented
ancient artists and to discuss their biographies and work by experts all over the world
has been represented by the Kiinstlerlexikon der Antike (Lexicon of Ancient Artists),
published in two volumes in 2001 and 2004 (KdA) and republished in one volume in 2007
(Vollkommer 2007). The Lexicon, which includes both safely documented ancient artists
and doubtful or rejected ones, contains 3,891 entries, covering the period from about
3000 BcE to 750 ck. In total, the Lexicon features about 900 Egyptian artists, 2,500 Greek,
Roman and Byzantine artists, and 120 Middle and Near Eastern, Nabatian, southern
Arabian, Punic, Numidian, Etruscan, and Germanic artists.

Because of its comprehensive approach and the level of expertise involved, the Lexicon
has produced important results for our understanding of Greek and Roman artists,
especially from a comparative perspective. First, a vast number of Egyptian artists are
known by name; these artists were active, for the most part, in the third and second
millennia BCE, documented by both inscriptions and papyri, and were clearly proud of
their profession. Considering the importance of this documentation, it seems appropriate
to preface the discussion of Greek and Roman artists with a review of the Egyptian
documentation.

The earliest evidence for the names of Egyptian artists is perhaps as old as the first
dynasty of Egypt (c. 2900-2730%25 BCE; the Egyptian chronology is based on Hornung,
Krauss, and Warburton 2006). The names of Anchka, Bach, and Kahetep—living under

(®.110) the reign of the pharaoh Djer (c. 2870-2823*2% pce)—are found on a series of
axes uncovered in tombs at Abydos, which also include a series of tools, and are thus
presumed to have belonged to artists (F. Hoffmann in KdA I, 39, 112, 372). The first artist
certainly identified by name is the sculptor Kachet, active during the second dynasty (c.
2730-2593%25 gcE). His title as “commander of the sculptors” is found in his tomb at
Helwan near Cairo (F. Hoffmann in KdA I, 371).

Another reference to profession and skill is found in an inscription in the tomb of Hesy, a
man living during the third dynasty (c. 2592-2544+25 pcE). In this inscription, Hesy is
called an architect and “great” in carving ivory and arrows; extraordinary fine wood
reliefs deposed in his tomb in Sagqgara could be his own work (Quibell 1913; S. Hansch in
KdA, 316).
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The most famous architect of Egypt was obviously Imhotep (Wildung 1977; D. Wildung in
KdA'1, 336-337), who designed the earliest stone pyramid, for the pharaoh Djoser at
Saqqara (c. 2592-2566*2% BcE). Since the twenty-sixth dynasty (664-525 BCE), at the
latest, he was considered the son of the creator god Ptah and honored as a protector god,
especially against diseases, and as an architect. Another important architect was
Nefermaat (F. Hoffmann in KdA I, 122), who designed the pyramids of Huni (c. ?-2544+25
BCE), Snofru (c. 2543-2510725), and Khufu (Cheops, c. 2509-2483+25), the last finished by
Nefermaat’s son Hemiunu (S. L. Lippert in KdA I, 292). The first architect to express
pride in his accomplishments was Kaemtjenenet (F. Hoffmann in KdA I, 372), active as
early as the end of the fifth dynasty (c. twenty-fourth century BCE). An autobiographical
inscription from his tomb in Saqqgara explains the difficulties involved in setting up a
monumental sphinx in a temple, on an approximately 2.5-meter-high base, without
destroying either the base or the sphinx itself.

Along with inscriptions, we also have many representations showing artists at work, such
as the painter Khentika, who is featured with a palette and a kind of paintbrush in his
own mastaba at Saqqgara (James 1953, pl. 10; C. von Pfeil in KdA I, 139), or Imenuahsu,
shown painting a sphinx in the tomb of Paser in Sheikh Abd el-Qurna/Thebes West
(Theban Tomb 106), dated to the nineteenth dynasty (1292-1191 Bck) (Lepsius 1859, pl.
132, right; T. Schrottenbaum in KdA I, 354-355). Likewise, the sculptor Iuti is
represented with other sculptors, working on a statue for the princess Baketaten in the
decoration of the tomb of Huja at Amarna (de Garis Davies 1905, pls. 17-18; F. Hoffmann
in KdA 1, 369).

A different form of self-representation concerns Bak, an architect and head of the
sculptors active under the pharaoh Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten (1353-1336 Bce). Bak might
have carved a stele depicting himself and his wife, which may represent one of the
earliest documented self-portraits by an artist (Aldred 1968, pl. 79; M. A. Stadler in KdA I,
112). Literary sources also mention a stele at Assouan featuring Bak along with his
father, Men, the latter probably the head of the workshop responsible for making the
famous Colossi of Memnon, the twin statues depicting the pharaoh Amenhotep III (1390-
1353 BCE).

In conclusion, a large number of Egyptian artists are known by name, perpetuating their
memory through both texts and images. This is a clear indication of pride in their

(. 111) profession and accomplishments. Not by chance, the builder of the first pyramid,
at the latest since the twenty-sixth dynasty (664-525 BCE) but probably earlier, was
honored as a god.
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Greek and Roman “Artists” and Their
Signatures

This issue of pride introduces us to Greek and Roman artists, the first living in a culture
characterized by a spirit of contest, or agon. In ancient Greece and Rome, there was no
single term corresponding to our “work of art,” and there was no firm boundary between
“artist” and “craftsman,” such as a shoemaker or a carpenter (see chapter 1 above). In
Greece, all kinds of manual activities were called techné, meaning craft, skill, and
knowledge. In Latin, the word used for these activities was ars, which had a different
meaning from our “art.” All these terms refer to hard work, labor, performed by people
who could not afford to have leisure and had no time for politics. The artists clearly
belonged to the working class and, in general, to the lower ranks of society (Schweitzer
1963, I, 11-104; Burford 1972; Lauter 1974; Himmelmann 1979; Coarelli 1980; Donderer
1989; Tanner 2006; Stewart 2008, 10-38; Muller-Dufeu 2011, 140-147). Only a few
artists—sculptors, painters, and architects of extraordinary high level—were given
special consideration, while still being regarded as laborers. Of all ancient authors,
Lucian expresses this idea most clearly: “Even if you should become a Phidias or a
Polyclitus and produce many marvellous works, all will praise your art, but not one of
those who see your art, if he were in his right mind, would pray to be like you. For this is
what you will be: a common workman, a craftsman, one who makes his living with his
hands” (Somn. 9, translation by Pollitt 1990).

Nevertheless, artists were proud to sign their work, which is part of the reason we have,
to date, about twenty-five hundred names of Greek, Roman, and Byzantine artists (see
appendix 5.1 at the end of this chapter); this number is likely to increase thanks to new
discoveries of signed works.

The meaning of signatures by Greek and Roman artists has been much debated (see more
recently Viviers 2002 and 2006; Stewart 2008, 14-18; Osborne 2010; Muller-Dufeu 2011,
110-117). Usually consisting of the formula “so-and-so made [me],” using either the
aorist or the imperfect tense, and sometimes adding the patronymic (not necessarily an
indication that the father was in the same profession), signatures are found in association
with various media, especially sculpture, painted pottery, and, as we gather from literary
sources, free painting. Particularly interesting are, in the Archaic period, those
signatures on votive offerings, in which the signing artists are also the presenters of the
gift, expressing pride in their skill (Scheibler 1979). Also of interest are joint signatures,
pointing to collaborations by artists, in both sculptures (Goodlett 1989) and painted pots,

” o« ” o«

where egrapsen (meaning “wrote,” “drew,” “painted”) is used by the painter, and
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(. 112) epoiesen (meaning “made”) is employed by the potter (the maker of the signed

vase and/or the owner of the workshop) (Robertson 1972; Seeberg 1994; Maras 2005;
Villanueva Puig 2007). As for their general meaning, it seems fair to say that signatures
are an expression of personal satisfaction by the artists with their accomplishment.
Ancient authors seem to confirm this line of interpretation, some of them by relating the
practice of signing by artists to their desire for glory among future generations (e.g.,
Cicero, Tusc. 1.15.34), others by pointing to the practice of faking signatures in order to
increase the economic value of the works (Phaedrus, 5 prol.). Yet, that said, the problem
with signatures in Greek and Roman art is that these, far from representing the rule, are
the exception, most works remaining unsigned. In addition, as is best seen in the case of
painted pottery, artists do not always sign their best work. The rationale for selecting
certain pieces to sign thus remains unclear. In the case of sculpture, it has been proposed
that the use of signatures was related to the public versus private function of the works,
with the former more often signed than the latter, which begs the question of to what
extent ancient artists were allowed to sign their work without being authorized by their
patrons.

In analyzing signatures from a diachronic point of view, the first examples by Greek
artists are found on vases. The earliest one belongs to a potter and is written on a Late
Geometric fragment of the last decades of the eighth century Bcg, found on Ischia in the
Bay of Naples and written in Euboean. Unfortunately, only the last letters of the name are
preserved: [...]Jinos (Guarducci 1978, 476, fig. 187; Boardman 1998, 53, fig. 162). The
first completely preserved names of Greek potters date from a few decades later. The
Euboean potter Pyrrhus, son of Agasileos, signed an aryballos in the first half of the
seventh century Bcg; according to Guarducci and Wachter, this inscription may have been
made in a Euboean colony in the West (Jeffery 1990, 83-84, 88 no. 22, pl. 6; Guarducci
1978, 477-478 n. 5; Wachter 2001, 171-172 no. EUC 3; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 331).
The potter Aristonothus signed a krater of the first half of the seventh century found in
Caere and likely produced in South Italy (Jeffery 1990, 239, 241 no. 24; Guarducci 1978,
477-478, fig. 188; Boardman 1998, 114, fig. 282; Wachter 2001, 29 no. INC 1; W. Miiller
in KdA 1, 91). These two potters represent the earliest complete known names, together
with the following signatures: Callicleas potted a stand for a torch from Ithaca in the
second half of the seventh century (Jeffery 1990, 230-231, 234 no. 2, pl. 45; C. Miiller in
KdA1, 385), Andrias made a clay model from Thera dating to the third quarter of the
seventh century (Wachter 2001, 209 no. DOI 1; M. Dennert in KdA II, 541), and
Nicesermus made a series of fragmentary chalices produced on Chios in the late seventh
century and found at Emporio (Jeffery 1990, 338, 343 no. 42e, 377, pl. 65; Boardman
1967, 243-244 no. 614-616, pls. 97-99; Boardman 1998, 145; Wachter 2001, 211 no. IOD
4A-C; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 134).
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Unfortunately, the signature of Istrocles on the fragment of an Ionian dinos from Smyrna
dated to c. 640 BcE is too fragmentary to decide whether Istrocles was the potter or the
painter (Jeffery 1964, 45 no. 1, pl. 5a; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 364). If he were the
painter, this would be our earliest signature of a vase painter. The earliest signatures on
Attic painted vases are by Sophilus (590-570 BCE), who signed as both vase painter and
(®.113) potter (ABV 39.15-16, 681, and 42.36; Para 18; Add? 10-11; BAPD 305074-
305075, 305095; B. Kreuzer in KdA II, 407-408; Shapiro, Iozzo, and Lezzi-Hafter 2013).
The next example comes from one of the most famous Attic black-figure vases, the
Francois Vase (570-560 BCE), a volute krater signed by Ergotimus as potter and by
Clitias as vase painter (Florence, Museo Archeologico Nazionale inv. 4209: ABV 76.1,
682; Para 29; Add? 21; BAPD 300000; Guarducci 1978, 479-480, fig. 189; Cristofani,
Marzi, and Perissinotto 1981; B. Kreuzer in KdA I, 214, 419-421; Shapiro, Iozzo, and
Lezzi-Hafter 2013). From the Francois Vase onward, we have signatures of either a vase
painter or a potter or a combination of both on several hundred Attic vases of the sixth
and fifth centuries Bce. Various elements, including the combination of signatures, show
that potters were the owners of workshops, hiring vase painters to work for them. Potters
were thus dominant (Scheibler 1995, 127-128; Boardman 2001, 139-152), which explains
why there are several dedications of potters from the Athenian Acropolis but only one
from a vase painter (see in general Keesling 2003, 71-74). The potter Nearchus is likely
to have dedicated the statue of a kore (c. 520 BCE) signed by Antenor (Raubitschek
1949, 232-233 no. 197; Richter 1968, 68-70 no. 110, figs. 336-340; B. Kreuzer in KdA
II, 113-114; Keesling 2003, 56-59). Other dedications came from the potters Mnesiades,
Andocides, Euphronios (Raubitschek 1949, 213-216 no. 178, 255-258 no. 225; on these
potters, see T. Mannack in KdA II, 89 [Mnesiades]; K. Zimmermann in KdA I, 40-41
[Andocides]; D. von Bothmer in KdA I, 231-236 [Euphronios]), and Peicon (Raubitschek
1949, 46-47 no. 44; Wagner 2000, 383-384; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 201). On the other
hand, Onesimus, a vase painter active between 505 and 485 BCE, seems to have
dedicated a bronze animal statue and seven perirrhanteria, marble basins for lustral
water (Raubitschek 1949, 246-248 no. 217, 384-389 nos. 349-353, 391-392 nos. 357-
358; V. M. Strocka in KdA II, 160-165; Keesling 2003, 73). Interestingly, unlike their Attic
counterparts, red-figure potters and vase painters in South Italy and Sicily did not sign
their work, with two notable exceptions: Asteas and Python, both from Paestum
(Guarducci 1978, 484-485; Trendall 1989, 14, 196, 200; on the two painters, see G.
Broker in KdA I, 101 [Asteas], and R. Green in KdA 11, 341 [Python]).
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The earliest documented
signature by a sculptor
belongs to Euthycartides
of Naxos, on a marble
statue on Delos dated to
the last quarter of the
seventh century BCE
(figure 5.1: Jeffery 1990,
291, 304 no. 3, pl. 55;
Stewart 1990, 22; Gruben
1997, 279, fig. 11; G.

Kokkorou-Alewras in KdA
Fig 5.1 Kouros base signed by Euthycartides of
Naxos, from Delos. Ram, lion, and gorgon head I, 238; Muller-Dufeu 2002,

bosses. C. 625-600 Bce. Marble. Height 58 cm. Delos, 101 no. 360). It remains
Museum inv. A 728.

Click to view larger

unclear whether the name
of Nasstiades from Naxos
inscribed on a sculpture of
the second half of the seventh century is a signature or the name of a donor (Gruben
1997, 282-285, fig. 12a-d; G. Kokkorou-Alewras in KdA I, 109-110). The practice of
signing is documented for the period between the late seventh and early sixth centuries
at several different places: Grophon from Melos signed two sculptures found on Melos
and at Olympia (Jeffery 1990, 320, 324 no. 23, pl. 62; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 272);
Sphyllus signed a limestone group of a warrior on a horse from the cemetery of
Castiglione in Sicily (Di Stefano 2001, 57-58, 67-68, figs. 77-79; R. Vollkommer in KdA 1I,
418); and Terpsicles signed a limestone base for a sculpture at Didyma (Loewy 1885, 4
no. 2; Wiegand 1958, 3 no. 2, fig. 2; Jeffery 1990, 332-333, 342 no. 23, pl. 64; Muller-
Dufeu 2002, 160 no. 449; ®.114) R. Vollkommer in KdA 11, 441-442). Slightly later, in
about 590-580 BCE, [Polylmedes signed the well-known group of “Cleobis and

Biton” (probably representing the Dioskuroi) at Delphi (Jeffery 1990, 154-155, 168 no. 4,
pl. 26; Vatin 1977, 13-22, figs. 1-7; Stewart 1990, 112; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 296;
Muller-Dufeu 2002, 155 no. 438; Miller 2006, 91-97). By c. 500 BCE, signatures become
more frequent, and they are generally the work of specialized masons, not the artists
themselves. Most often, they appear in association with freestanding statues (but
generally not cult statues) and rarely on architectural sculpture and funerary reliefs. In
the first case, signatures may be featured on the base (more often the main, frontal face
but at times also the upper face) but also on the statue itself. Sometimes the sculptors
add the patronymic and the ethnic to their names; the ethnic, signifying the place of
origin, was regularly used for works displayed abroad, but occasionally, it is also used for
works in the home city. Both literary sources and inscriptions attest to the signatures by

(Photograph by Clemente Marconi.)
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the great sculptors of the fifth to fourth centuries BCE, including Phidias (V. M. Strocka
in KdA 11, 210-236; Muller-Dufeu 2002, 278-343; Donderer 2007), Polyclitus (E. Berger in
KdA1l, 276-287; Muller-Dufeu 2002, 392-405), Praxiteles (W. Geominy in KdA I, 305-319;
Muller-Dufeu 2002, 480-521), and Lysippus (P. Moreno in KdA II, 27-39; Muller-Dufeu
2002, 588-625). The practice of (.115) signing by sculptors continued during the
Hellenistic and Roman periods, for which we have the larger number of attestations. One
may mention the sculptors, Attic or affiliated with neo-Attic workshops, working for a
Roman clientele in the first century Bcg, such as Apollonius son of Nestor (Loewy 1885,
241-243 no. 343; Guarducci 1978, 413-414, fig. 155; Stewart 1990, 230; G. Broker and
W. Miller in KdA I, 71-72) or Aphrodisian sculptors such as Antonianus, active in the
Hadrianic period (Guarducci 1978, 414-415, fig. 156; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 60).

Unlike painted pottery and sculpture, Greek monumental painting, highly regarded in
antiquity according to literary sources, is almost completely lost. Ancient authors mention
the names of several early painters. According to Pliny, Boularchus from Clazomenae is
said to have painted the battle of the Magnetians as early as about 710 sce (Pliny, HN
35.55; W. Miiller in KdA I, 125). According to the same source, the painter Ecphantus
from Corinth, living in about 650 BcE, invented monochrome painting (Pliny, HN 35.16; R.
Vollkommer in KdA I, 200), a technique also used by other contemporary painters such as
Charmadas, Deinias and Hygiainon (R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 134 [Charmadas], 161
[Deinias], 330 [Hygiainon]). Ancient authors were clearly interested in inventions by
artists, particularly painters of this period; thus, Pliny informs us that the painter
Philocles from Egypt invented outline drawing (umbra hominis lineis circumducta)
together with the painter Cleanthes from Corinth (HN 35.16; R. Vollkommer in KdA I,
413); Athenagoras (Leg. 17.2, p. 53 Marcovish) mentions Saurias from Samos (L.
Lehmann in KdA II, 367-368) as the inventor of that technique; and in an Alexandrian
papyrus with a list of artists (Laterculi Alexandrini, col. 6.14 Diels), the painter Semon
from Athens is credited with this achievement (M. Dennert in KdA 11, 373). These painters
should all be dated to the beginning of the seventh century BcE, and for artists active this
early, one would assume that ancient sources were drawing on existing signatures, none
of which has survived.

In fact, ancient authors mention the practice of signing by painters, as in the case of the
fourth-century Bce painters Nicias (Pliny, HN 35.27; U. Koch-Brinkmann in KdA II, 135-
137) and Apelles (Pliny, HN praef. 26-27; Muller-Dufeu 2011, 112-113). However,
signatures on paintings are documented by only a few cases; these include for the
Archaic period a pinax from Penteskouphia near Corinth, which bears the signature of
Timonidas (c. 580-570 BCE), who was also a vase painter (Guarducci 1978, 438-439, fig.
164; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 475); and for the Hellenistic period a small (first century
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BCE) classicizing painted marble slab from Herculaneum, featuring Niobe and Leto and
signed by one Alexander of Athens (Guarducci 1978, 439-440, fig. 165; G. Broker in KdA
I, 20-21).

In Greece, the earliest decorated pebble mosaics date back to the end of the fifth century
BCE. The first mosaicist known by name is Gnosis, attested by his signature, Gnosis
epoesen, on a pebble mosaic from Pella, dated to the last quarter of the fourth century
BCE (Guarducci 1978, 441-442, fig. 166; Salzmann 1982, 107-108 no. 103, pls. 29, 101.2-
6, 102.1-2; D. Salzmann in KdA I, 269-270). The earliest signature on a mosaic with
regular cut stones (dated to the late third to early second century Bce) comes from Egypt
and @.116) belongs to Sophilus, on a mosaic in opus vermiculatum and in opus
tessellatum from Thmuis (today Tell Timai) in the Nile Delta southeast of Alexandria
(Guarducci 1978, 442; Daszewksi 1985, 142-158 no. 38; W. A. Daszewski in KdA II, 408-
409). The practice of signing mosaics is documented elsewhere during the Hellenistic
period.

Turning to Etruria and Rome, the earliest artists known by name are the Etruscan
coroplast Vulca (C. Weber-Lehmann in KdA II, 509-510), who made the cult statue for the
Temple of Jupiter Capitolinus along with an image of Hercules and a quadriga that
decorated its pediment at the end of the sixth century Bcg, and the Western Greek
painters and coroplasts Damophilus and Gorgasus (D. Vollkommer-Glokler in KdA I, 157
[Damophilus], 270 [Gorgasus]), responsible for the mural paintings and terracotta
sculptures decorating the Temple of Ceres in Rome, inaugurated in 493 Bce. The first
Roman painter was Gaius Fabius Pictor (R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 253), active at the end
of the fourth century BCE, who was responsible for the decoration of the walls of the
Temple of Salus on the Quirinal in Rome. Yet the earliest signature by a Roman artist is of
a Gaius Pomponius (CIL I? no. 546, XI no. 6720.21; Calabi Limentani 1958, 314-315 no.
106; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 299) on a bronze statuette of Jupiter datable between the
second half of the third century and the second century Bcg, probably found in Orvieto.

For the later period, particularly significant are the already-mentioned signatures of
sculptors—members of Greek communities working for a Roman clientele—specifying as
their place of origin either Athens or Aphrodisias, two centers with a long tradition of
sculpture; here the inscriptions may have served as a mark of quality (Squarciapino 1943;
Stewart 1979, 158-174; Smith et al. 2006, 27-28; Stewart 2008, 15-17).

The latest signatures are dated between the fifth and the eighth centuries ce. The latest
signed gem—a sardonyx intaglio—is by Flavius Romul[us?] Vest[alis?], dated to the
beginning of the fifth century ce (Zazoff 1983, 323, 377, pl. 96.7; M. Dennert in KdA I,

Page 11 of 37



Greek and Roman Artists

354). The last documented Roman sculptor in the West is a Proiectus mentioned in the
inscription on a sarcophagus from Trogir in Croatia (CIL III no. 14929; A. Rendi¢-
Miocevic¢ in KdA 11, 321) dated to 438 ck. This inscription refers to Proiectus as the seller
of the sarcophagus. In the East, the last documented sculptor is Patrophilus, who created
and signed a colossal—three times more than life-size—equestrian bronze statue of the
emperor Theodosius II (402-450 ce) for Constantinople, a sculpture later (543 cE) reused
by the emperor Justinian II for the decoration of his honorary column in the Augustaion.
Patrophilus is the last known bronze sculptor from Greek and Roman antiquity;
interestingly, his signature read Patrophilos plastés epoiese, a testament to the fact that
the word plastés was still used in Late Antiquity (SEG 48.898; Stichel 2000; M. Dennert in
KdA 1I, 197-198). The last known die carver is Johannes Nesteutes, who worked in
Constantinople at the end of the sixth century ce (Synaxarium ecclesiae
Constantinopolitanae: Propylaeum ad acta sanctorum novembris, Brussels, 1902, col. 7;
M. Dennert in KdA I, 370). Finally, Staurachus Ezbontinus and Euremius signed a mosaic
in opus tessellatum dated to about 750 cg, which decorates the church of Saint Stephanos
in Umm al-Rasas, thirty ®.117) kilometers southeast of Madaba. This is the latest signed
mosaic from antiquity, standing in the tradition of mosaics in Jordan (Donderer 1989, 79
no. A 38, pl. 24.2; Piccirillo 1993, 220, 238-239; F. M. Piccirillo in KdA II, 420).

One of the most interesting results of the Kiinstlerlexikon der Antike project concerns the
distribution of signatures according to artistic specialties (see appendix 5.1 below). Most
of the signatures belong to sculptors, representing nearly half of the total number of
artists known by name. This is a clear indication of pride in their status and particular
expertise. On the other hand, literary sources hint at the fact that free painters may have
enjoyed a higher social recognition (one need only mention the Athenian citizenship
awarded to Polygnotus of Thasos for his painting in the Stoa Poecile (Harpocration,
Lexikon, s.v. “Polygnotus”) and the honors decreed for him by the Amphiktyones in
Delphi (Pliny, HN 35.59; Pollitt 1990, 126-127; U. Koch-Brinkmann in KdA II, 272-274).
The lack of their signatures is a result of the irreparable loss of their work. For these
reasons, it is likely that in the future, our information regarding painters will remain
stable, whereas the number of signatures of sculptors will increase and with it our
knowledge of that particular craft.

It may also be noted that most of the signatures found in recent years concern sculptors
of the Hellenistic and Roman periods. This increase in the number of sculptors of these
periods challenges the traditional assumption that most known artists lived in the Archaic
to Classical periods. On the contrary, half of the known artists documented today were
active between the Roman and Byzantine periods. In considering what is preserved of
ancient sculpture, this result should not come as a surprise. Yet the traditional focus of
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scholarship on Greek art has produced the false impression that in the Roman and
Byzantine periods artistic output was on a reduced scale and that artists mostly gave up
signing their works, which was certainly not the case. Other media reinforce this picture:
except for coins, most of the known gold- and silversmiths, metalworkers, and coroplasts
lived in the Roman period.

Self-Evaluation

We have only a few
indications of the pride
that Greek and Roman
artists took in their craft.
Among Greek sculptors
(Charouzos 1946; Stewart
1990, 67-69), best known
are Euphron from Paros (c.
475-450 BcE), who
accompanies his signature
with the expression ouk
adaes, “not ignorant” (IG
I? no. 826; Loewy 1885,
38-39 no. 48; Jeffery 1990,
Click to view larger 365, 370 no. 29; E. Walter-

Fig. 5.2 Attic red-figure amphora signed by Karydi in KdA I, 230-231);
Euthymides, from Vulci. Revelers. C. 510 BcE.
Ceramic. Height 60 cm. Munich, Staatliche

Arcesilaus (fifth century

Antikensammlungen inv. 2307. BCE), who refers to himself
(Photograph © Staatliche Antikensammlungen und as “qualified” (axios) in an
Glyptothek Miinchen.) epigram composed by

Simonides (Diogenes
Laertius 4.45; Overbeck 1868, 90 no. 482; G. Broker in KdA I, 94); and Onatas of Aegina
(500-450 Bce) who qualifies himself as “skillful” (sophos) in the signature on his group of
Achaean heroes at Olympia, as reported by Pausanias (Pausanias 5.25.8-10; Overbeck
1868, 80-81 no. 425; Pollitt 1990, 38-39; E. Walter-Karydi in KdA 11, 155-159). For vase
painters, one may mention Euthymides’s proud statement, “as never [painted] (. 118)
Euphronios” (hos oudepote Euphronios), on a large Attic red-figure amphora in Munich,
an assertion that has been variously interpreted but most likely refers to artistic skill
(figure 5.2: ARV? 26.1; Para 323; Add? 155; BAPD 200160; Simon 1976, 101, fig. 113; J.
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Neils in KdA I, 240-241). Roman artists (see in general Stewart 2008, 21-28) were also
capable of self-praise: a Novius Blesamus, who seems to have been a sculptor active in
the Early Imperial period, states on his grave altar that he had “decorated the city and
the world with statues” (Hic olim statuis urbem decoravit et orbem) (CIL VI no. 23083;
Calabi Limentani 1958, 160 no. 57; Stewart 2008, 21; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 117). In
general, .119) however, unlike their Greek counterparts, self-representations by
Roman artists are notable for their understated tone, depicting them in the act of working
and in their humble clothing, without any hint of glorification (Zimmer 1982, 66-67;
Clarke 2003, 118-123; Stewart 2008, 28).

Ancient literary sources characterize two painters as being particularly eccentric. One
was Parrhasius (Reinach 1921, 220-243 nos. 257-301; Pollitt 1990, 153-156; U. Koch-
Brinkmann in KdA I, 186-188), probably born in Ephesus, active between the second half
of the fifth and the early fourth century Bce. Parrhasius is said to have been wealthy and
arrogant, with a penchant for showing off in public, particularly through his elaborate
clothes. Thus, in democratic Athens, he would go around dressed like a king, wearing a
purple cloak, a golden wreath or white fillet, and golden shoes, with a stick surrounded
by golden tendrils (Athenaeus 12.543c-f). Literary sources are emphatic about
Parrhasius’s competition with Zeuxis of Herakleia (Reinach 1921, 188-219 nos. 199-256;
Pollitt 1990, 149-153; U. Koch-Brinkmann in KdA II, 534-535), the other painter
renowned for his eccentric character, including showing off at Olympia by exhibiting his
name woven into the checks of his cloaks in golden letters, giving away his works as gifts
because they were of too high a value to be sold, or writing beneath one of his works the
verse “Easier to criticize than to imitate” (see especially Pliny, HN 35.61-66). Well known
is the anecdote recounted by Pliny about the contest between Parrhasius and Zeuxis: the
latter painted some grapes so successfully that birds flew up to the scene to pick them
up; on his part, Parrhasius painted a linen curtain with such verisimilitude that Zeuxis,
proud of his own achievement, requested that the curtain be removed in order to see his
rival’s painting. This error cost Zeuxis to concede, “because he himself had only deceived
birds, but Parrhasius had deceived him, an artist” (Pliny, HN 35.65, translation by Pollitt
1990). For such stories, we have to rely entirely on the literary tradition, which is
consistent in depicting the leading painters of the fourth century Bck as strong
personalities.
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Wages

Even if artists did not, in general, belong to the upper echelon of society, one wonders
whether they at least earned enough money and what the reward was for their work. The
remuneration of ancient artists represents a very troubled issue for us today (for
sculpture, see Himmelmann 1979; Stewart 1990, 65-67; Feyel 2006; Muller-Dufeu 2011,
134-140; for painted pots, see Boardman 2001, 153-167), on the one hand, because our
epigraphical and literary sources do not always offer specific enough indications about
wages (and to what extent the amount paid refers only to the execution of the work or if
it includes, for example, the making of models and the expenses for the materials) and, on
the other, because when concrete figures are provided, it is difficult to evaluate them in
terms of currency and value in contemporary economy. Some of this evidence is worth
reconsidering here.

(®.1200 Among the best and most frequently discussed sources are the Erechtheum
accounts, written between 409 and 406 Bce: “Mynnion, living in Argile, [made] the horse
and the man striking it, and later added the stele: 127 drachmas; Soclus, living in
Alopece, the man holding the bridle: 60 drachmas; Phyromachus of Cephisia, the man
leaning on a staff beside the altar: 60 drachmas; Iasus of Collytus, the woman with the
little girl leaning against her: 80 drachmas” (IG I3 no. 476, lines 169-183; Randall 1953;
Pollitt 1990, 191-193; Stewart 1990, 23-24 with translation; Loomis 1998, 117-119; for
the sculptors, see U. W. Gottschall in KdA I, 334-335 [Iasus], and R. Vollkommer in KdA
II, 96 [Mynnion], 258-259 [Phyromachus], 404 [Soclus]). Further on, two sculptors were
paid 240 drachmas: Agathanor for making a scene with two female figures and two mules
and Antiphanes for a biga and a youth (E. Paul in KdA I, 9 [Agathanor]; W. Miiller in KdA
I, 56 [Antiphanes]). We learn that the sculptors were paid by the size of the relief. As the
work probably took between one to two months and six to eight months, they were
probably paid like simple mercenaries (in 413, Thracian peltasts were paid by the
Athenians one drachma per day, according to Thucydides, 7.27.1-2; Loomis 1998, 44, 55-
56). Two other documents point to the same conclusion. In about 250 Bcg, the sculptor
Sarpedon was paid 25 drachmas for a wooden statue of Dionysus used in a Dionysiac
festival at Delos (Loewy 1885, 360 no. 530; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 364). In the second
to third centuries cg, the coppersmith Celatus was paid 100 sesterces for a bronze
statuette of Mars, found in the Fossdyke in Lincolnshire; the bronze itself already had a
value of three denarii (Calabi Limentani 1958, 130-131, 169 no. 142; Toynbee 1963, 131
no. 16, pl. 19; Potter 1997, 76, fig. 67; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 129).
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Delian inscriptions point to differences in income among artists. Thus, the painters
Antidotus (IG XI.2 no. 158 A, line 67; W. Miller in KdA I, 52) and Heracleides (IG XI.2 no.
158 A, line 67; R. Vollkommer in KdA, I, 296) were paid 200 drachmas in 282 BcE for
making two pinakes for the proskenion of the local theater, whereas the painters
Asclepiades and Goneus received 2,500 drachmas in 274 sck for painting the wooden
skenai and paraskenia of the same building (IG XI.2 no. 199 A, line 96; G. Broker in KdA I,
98). Considering the significant difference in the amounts being paid, one can infer that
the last two painters were seen as better painters and received a better reward.

Similarly, the sculptors of fame working on the figural decoration of the Temple of
Asclepius at Epidaurus received higher compensation than common sculptors. Thus,
Timotheus received 2,240 Aeginetan drachmas (about 3,200 Athenian drachmas) for
three acroterial sculptures, probably a total of four figures. In contrast, it seems that
Hectoridas received only 3,010 Aeginetan drachmas (4,300 Athenian drachmas) for about
twenty figures on both pediments (IG IV2.1 no. 102, lines 88-90 [Timotheus], 87-88, 109-
110 [Hectoridas]; Burford 1969, 215-217; Pollitt 1990, 104-105; Stewart 1990, 273-274;
Yalouris 1992, 67-74; A. Stewart in KdA II, 475-479 [Timotheus]; R. Vollkommer in KdA I,
290-291 [Hectoridas]).

In general, however, most sculptors and painters seem to have been paid like other
laborers. Famous artists were paid more, but on the whole, they did not receive . 121
stellar compensations, with some exceptions such as the above-mentioned Zeuxis and
Parrhasius. Another special case was the Athenian painter Nicias (Reinach 1921, 286-295
nos. 362-374; Pollitt 1990, 169-171; U. Koch-Brinkmann in KdA 1I, 135-137), who was
bestowed the honor of representing his phyle as choregos in 320-319 sce (IG II2 no.
3055). He could also afford to refuse to sell a painting of the Nekyia to Ptolemy I, giving it
as a gift to Athens instead (Pliny, HN 35.132). Nicias was honored with a public burial
and an inscription on his tombstone celebrating him as the best painter of his time
(Pausanias 1.29.15). Another exceptional case concerns the sculptor Damophon of
Messene (Stewart 1990, 303-304; Themelis 1996, 154-185; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 157-
160; Seve 2008), active between 210 and 180 Bce. Damophon was honored, with his sons,
receiving free food and accommodations for life, in the Sanctuary of Despoina at
Lycosura. This was because Damophon gave up the remuneration of 3,546 tetradrachmas
for his carving of the cult group of this sanctuary. Seven cities honored Damophon with
an inscription on a Doric column facing the Heroon D, located in front of the Asclepieum
at Messene. The heroon also may have been dedicated to the sculptor and may have
served as his tomb. The towns of Lycosura and Leucas also honored Damophon with two
bronze statues and gave him the title of benefactor.
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The most expensive Greek and Roman works of art known to us are paintings. Apelles’s
picture of Aphrodite Anadyomene for the Asclepieum at Cos was later moved by Augustus
to the Temple of Caesar in Rome, while giving a tax allowance of 100 talents to Cos
(Strabo 14.2.19; on the painter, see Reinach 1921, 314-361 nos. 400-486; Pollitt 1990,
158-163; G. Broker in KdA I, 62-64). The one or two paintings of Aristeides, son of
Nicomachus, from Thebes, representing Dionysus and Ariadne, was or were estimated to
be worth 600,000 denares (100 talents) and placed in the Temple of Ceres in Rome by
Lucius Mummius after the destruction of Corinth (Pliny, HN 35.100; on the painter, see
Reinach 1921, 272-280 nos. 347-349; Pollitt 1990, 168-169; G. Broker in KdA I, 82-83). A
painting by Cydias (fourth century Bce) showing the Argonauts was bought for 144,000
sesterces by the politician Hortensius in the first half of the first century Bce

(Pliny, HN 35.138; on the painter, see Reinach 1921, 296-297 nos. 376-377; Pollitt 1990,
175; W. Ehrhardt in KdA I, 433-434). Hortensius erected a temple in order to house this
painting in his villa in Tusculum. As a point of comparison, one may note that Sulla could
afford to live during the same years in a very convenient house for a total of 3,000
sesterces a year (Plutarch, Sull. 1.4).

Silver vases could also fetch very high prizes. The Greek silversmith Mentor, active in the
first half of the fourth century Bcg, was particularly famous for his silver vessels;
according to Pliny, the orator Lucius Crassus bought two skyphoi for 100,000 sesterces
(Pliny, HN 33.147; Pollitt 1990, 217; M. Seifert in KdA 11, 73). Two skyphoi made by the
Greek goldsmith Zopyrus, active in about the middle of the first century Bcg, were even
more expensive, their estimated price being 1,200,000 sesterces (Pliny, HN 33.156; F.
Baratte in KdA II, 537).

It should be emphasized that in all these cases, we are dealing with extreme prices for
special works of art made by leading artists; by no means should these prices be
considered common for works of art produced in the Greek and Roman periods. In this

(. 122) connection, one may mention the fact that we can very often find, even on the
most splendid silver plates from Roman treasures, stamps or inscriptions indicating the
weight of silver along with the name of the artist, only the weight serving as guarantee
for the prize of the vessel (Mango 1994, 38-44).

Schools

Only in the Pasitelean school do we come across the custom that the sculptor signed his
sculpture by also naming his master (Stewart 1990, 306-307). This is the way in which
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Stephanus, active in the second half of the first century Bcg, indicated that his master was
the sculptor Pasiteles, active in the first half of the first century Bce (IG XIV no. 1261;
Linfert 1989, 89-93 no. 20, pls. 29-33; Stewart 1990, 230; H. Weinstock in KdA II, 420-
422). Along similar lines, the sculptor Marcus Cossutius Menelaus mentioned that his
master was Stephanus (IG XIV no. 1252; Palma and de Lachenal 1983, 84-89 no. 35;
Stewart 1990, 230; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 148).

On the other hand, ancient authors quite often write of masters and pupils (in general,
see more recently Muller-Dufeu 2011, 106-108). We are told, for example, that the
sculptor Hageladas of Argos (active in the last quarter of the sixth century Bcg; Stewart
1990, 247-248; P. Moreno in KdA I, 275-276) was the father and teacher of the sculptor
Argeiadas (active in about 480 BCE; G. Broker and W. Miiller in KdA I, 78), who was the
father and teacher of another sculptor named Hageladas (active in the fifth century BCE;
P. Moreno in KdA 1, 276-280), who, in turn, was the teacher of the famous Polyclitus
(active in the second half of the fifth century BCE; Stewart 1990, 263-266; E. Berger in
KdA I, 276-287), who himself was the teacher of the sculptor and painter Aristeides I
(active between the end of the fifth and the beginning of the fourth century BCE; G.
Broker in KdA I, 81-82), who was the teacher of the painter and sculptor Euphranor I
(active in the fourth century BCE; Stewart 1990, 287-288; W. Miiller in KdA I, 229-230),
who was the teacher of the painters Charmantides (active in the fourth century BCE; R.
Vollkommer in KdA I, 134), Leonides (active in the fourth century BCE; R. Vollkommer in
KdA 11, 12), and Antidotus I (active in the fourth century BCE; W. Miiller in KdA II, 52),
who was the teacher of the successful Athenian painter Nicias. This is just one example
out of the many genealogies of artistic schools found in the literary record.

In addition, artists quite often had sons who were engaged in the same profession,
continuing their fathers’ practice (see in general Muller-Dufeu 2011, 103-106). This is
particulary apparent in the case of sculptors, for whom we have significant information
from signatures, often mentioning the patronymic of the artist, and from literary sources.
Famous cases include Praxiteles, the son of the sculptor Cephisodotus and the father of
two sculptors, Cephisodotus and Timarchus (Stewart 1990, 277-281, 295-297; M. Weber

in KdA 1, 408-410 [Cephisodotus I]; W. Geominy in KdA I, 305-319 [Praxiteles]; B.
Andreae in KdA I, 410-411 [Cephisodotus II], and II, 472 (.123) [Timarchus]), and
Scopas, the son of the sculptor Aristander (Stewart 1990, 284-286; C. Vorster in KdA 11,
391-396 [Scopas]; W. Miiller and G. Broker in KdA I, 80 [Aristander]). Sometimes such a
lineage could stretch for several generations, as, for example, in the Archaic period, with
the sculptors Boupalus and Athenis (Stewart 1990, 243-244; W. Miller in KdA I, 125-126
[Boupalus]; G. Broker in KdA I, 104-105 [Athenis]), who were sons of the sculptor
Archermus (active on Chios in the sixth century Bcg; Stewart 1990, 243-244; R.
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Vollkommer in KdA I, 76-77), who was himself the son of the sculptor Micciades (Stewart
1990, 243-244; A. Bohne in KdA II, 82), who was the son of Melas (R. Vollkommer in KdA
I1, 60). For a later period, one may mention the Hellenistic sculptor Simias, from Rhodes
(R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 388), who was the son of the sculptor Pythocritus, also from
Rhodes (S. Lehmann in KdA II, 340), who was himself the son of the sculptor Timocharis
from Eleutherna on Crete (R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 472-473); or the sculptor Pyrilampus
from Messene (S. Lehmann in KdA 11, 331), who was the son of the sculptor Agias, also
from Messene (E. Paul in KdA I, 13) and who was himself the son of the sculptor
Aristomenes (G. Broker in KdA I, 88-89).

Based on these and other such examples, it appears evident that both artists and authors
writing about artists were particularly interested in showing a clear line of descent. It
may have not been enough, in order to be regarded as a good artist, to be the son of a
well-known one, but it must have helped to a certain extant. This is consistent with the
general interest of Greek and Roman society in family trees and, ultimately, kinship and
genealogy (see in general Rawson 2011; Laurence and Stromberg 2012).

Mobility

Most Greek and Roman artists appear to have worked in one place. But we also know of
quite a few who traveled around, although, for the most part, not particularly far
distances. Examples are Phatres and Psenobastis, traveling painters and gilders of
mummy masks, active in the second century Bck in the region of Fayum (K. Parlasca and
H. Seemann in Walker and Bierbrier 2000, 157 no. 114; Clarysse 2001, 67-70; M.
Dennert in KdA II, 254).

Some artists, however, traveled greater distances. The sculptor Lysippus probably
traveled the most of all Greek and Roman artists, working in distant cities and regions.
His work is documented in Argos, Olympia, Sicyon, Corinth, Athens, Megara, Thebes,
Thespiae, Delphi, Helicon, Thermum, Mieza, Alyzeia, Pharsalus, Dion, Pella, Cassandreia,
Lampsacus, Ephesus, Myndus, Rhodes, Lindus, Cos, and Tarentum; to these, one can
probably add Sagalassus, Tyre, Sidon, and Alexandria in Egypt (Stewart 1990, 289-294;
P. Moreno in KdA 11, 27-39). This intense activity is confirmed by Pliny’s information (HN
34.37) that Lysippus created about fifteen hundred bronze statues over the course of his
career.

®.124) We have knowledge of some ancient sculptors who worked even farther afield.
The Greek sculptor Antiochus signed a marble statue probably representing the Parthian
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queen Musa (38/37 Bce-3/4 ce) found in Susa (Cumont 1939; D. RoRBler in KdA I, 55). The
Greek sculptor Phocas made two more-than-life-size bronze statues of the king
Dhamar’ali Yuhabirr and Tha’ran found in an-Nakhla al-Hamra’ (Yaqgla’ in antiquity) in
collaboration with the southern Arabian bronze caster Lahay’amm in Yemen at the end of
the third or the beginning of the fourth century ce (Weidemann 1983; M. Dennert in KdA
II, 3 [Lahay’amm], and 253 [Phocas]). Qatus (Fattus, Kantus), son of Sinimmar of
Babylonia, is mentioned as a Byzantine sculptor who carved a monumental equestrian
statue of a Sasanidian sovereign at Taqg-i Bustan near Kermanshah (northwest Iran)
(Mackintosh 1978, 173-177; von Gall 1990, 38-47, pls. 15-16; K. Hornig in KdA 11, 342-
343).

It is possible that we have even found traces of a Roman painter as far away as western
China. Paintings in the Buddhist shrine of the third century ce at Old Miran, which is
situated east of the Takla-Makan desert on the Silk Road in western China, are signed in
Indian Karoshti letters by a certain Tita, a name reminiscent of the Latin name Titus. The
paintings in the shrine offer a wide range of styles, Graeco-Indian, Graeco-Roman,
Persian, and native. The possibility of a Roman painter should be taken into serious
consideration, although the identification of the place of origin of Tita has proved very
controversial (Stein 1921, 512-531, figs. 136-137; K. Hornig in KdA 11, 479-480).

Female Artists

In the study of Greek and Roman art, the possibility of female artists has only rarely been
raised or acknowledged (Kampen 1975; Muller-Dufeu 2011, 173-175). This is consistent,
on one hand, with the general omission of female artists in the art historical canon
(Salomon 1991) but, on the other hand, also dependent on the limitations of the available
sources.

There seems to be evidence for female artists in a scene featuring a vase workshop on an
Attic red-figure kalpis attributed to the Leningrad Painter, showing a woman intent at
painting a volute krater on the right side (Vicenza, Collezione Banca Intesa 2 [C278];
ARV?2571.73, 1659; Para 390; Add? 261; BAPD 206564; Boardman 1979, 180, fig. 323; see
chapter 9 below) (figure 9.1). This is an unmistakable indication of the existence of female
artists. Unfortunately, however, with the complete lack of epigraphical evidence for them,
we have to rely entirely on ancient literary sources, which point to two particular areas of
expertise in two separate time periods: painters in the Hellenistic period and goldsmiths
in the Roman Imperial period. For Hellenistic female painters, a key text is a passage of
Pliny’s Natural History (35.147-148), listing the painters Aristarete, Timarete, Eirene,
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Calypso, Iaia, and Olympias (Reinach 1921, 20 no. 1, 168 no. 161, 172 no. 170; Pfuhl
1923, II: 917-918; G. Broker in KdA 1, 81 [Aristarete]; R. Vollkommer in . 125 KdA

I1, 472 [Timarete]; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 200 [Eirene]; P. Knuvener in KdA I, 399
[Calypso]; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 334 [Iaia]; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 153 [Olympias]).
The existence of female painters during this period is confirmed by Clement of
Alexandria, who mentions Anaxandra, the daughter of the painter Nealces of Sicyon,
active in the second half of the third century Bce (Strom. 4.124; Reinach 1921, 396 no.
524; W. Miller in KdA I, 38 [Anaxandra]) and Ptolemaeus Chennos, referring to Helene,
daughter of Timon, who was active about 330 Bce and painted the battle near Issos
(Photius, Bibl. p. 482; Reinach 1921, 402 no. 536; R. Vollkommer in KdA I, 291 [Helene]).

For the Roman Imperial period, we know a number of female goldsmiths, all documented
by funerary inscriptions from Rome, such as Pompeia Helena (CIL VI no. 4430; R.
Vollkommer in KdA 11, 299); Serapa, living in the first century ce (CIL VI no. 8741; R.
Vollkommer in KdA 11, 379); Sellia Epyre, living in the second to third centuries ce (CIL VI
no. 9214; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 373); and Vicentia, belonging to the third/fourth
century ce (CIL VI no. 9213; R. Vollkommer in KdA II, 497).

Conclusions

As repeatedly pointed out in this chapter, our knowledge of Greek and Roman artists is
generally very limited, based on the available evidence. New findings will certainly help
to get some more details about the lives and works of artists and the attitudes toward
them in contemporary society, but the general information will probably remain sporadic
and incomplete. Roman and Late Antique inscriptions, however, offer a very promising
avenue of research; for too long, the focus of scholarship has been on Greek artists.
Authors of the Roman and Byzantine periods were generally neglected because of the old
prejudice of artistic decline in these two periods, including a diminution of the practice of
signing. Surely, art was different, but artists continued to be artists and remained proud
of their work.

» 20 Appendix 5.1

The three following lists concern only Greek, Roman, Graeco-Roman, and Byzantine
artists known by their names. ®@.127)  (®.128) (. 129) (0. 130)
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Specialty Signature Inscriptions Inscriptions Pliny Pausanias Pliny and
and Pausanias
literature

Architect 28 165 10 3 7 1

Architect 1

and sculptor

Architect 1
and painter

Sculptor 691 100 41 83 71 8

Sculptor and 1 1 3 1
painter

Sculptor or 1
painter

Stonecutter 30 48
(teyvitng

and

A160&60¢)

Painter 9 46 4 90 5 2
Painter and/ 1
or stucco

worker

Painter and 2
coroplast
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Vase painter 34 2

Potter 109 4

Vase painter 11

and potter

Vase painter 1

or potter

Potter and 1

coroplast

Mosaicist 89 7 1
Gem 57 10 1 2
engraver

Gem and die 2

engraver

Die 48

engraver

Gold- and 26 62 1 5
silversmith

Metalworker 197 12 4
Gilder 2

Coroplast 50 4

Ivory carver 6

Oculariarius 2

Total 1,388 469 62 191
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Specialty Greek Roman Greek Byzantine Greek Total
before in the (East cannot
belonging Roman Rome be
to the Empire after 395 dated
Roman CE)

Empire
Architect 93 91 52 51 6 293
Architect 3 1 4

and sculptor

Architect 1 1
and painter

Sculptor 711 70 231 6 59 1,077
Sculptor and 7 1 1 9
painter

Sculptor or 1 1
painter

Stonecutter 6 4 30 41 81
(teyvitng

and

A160&60¢)

Painter 148 59 19 28 254
Painter and/ 1 1

or stucco

worker

Painter and 2 2

coroplast
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Vase painter 36 36
Potter 116 116
Vase painter 11 11
and potter

Vase painter 1 1
or potter

Potter and 1 1
coroplast

Mosaicist 9 37 21 31 98
Gem 37 13 23 1 74
engraver

Gem and die 2 2
engraver

Die engraver 47 1 1 49
Gold- and 12 65 19 2 2 100
silversmith

Metalworker 16 198 7 3 224
Gilder 1 1 2
Coroplast 21 3 29 1 54
Ivory carver 6 6
Oculariarius 2 2

Total 1,281 548 436 133 101 2,499
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Specialty Archaic Classical Hellenistic Roman Roman Roman Ro
(until and Late (330 to 30 Republic Imperial Imperial im
500- Classical BCE) (until 31 I (31 II (193 (ne
490 (500- BCE) BCE to to 395 att
BCE) 490 to 193 CE) CE) to
330
BCE)
Architect 13 27 53 19 81 23 17
Architect 1 2 1

and sculptor

Architect
and painter

Sculptor 112 208 391 6 161 59 73

Sculptor and 6 1 1
painter

Sculptor or 1
painter

Stonecutter 5 1 1 3 20 10
(teyvitng

and

A100€60¢)

Painter 17 58 73 §) 38 12 19
Painter and/ 1
or stucco

worker

Painter and 2
coroplast
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Vase painter 22

Potter 88

Vase painter 9
and potter

Vase painter 1
or potter

Potter and 1
coroplast

Mosaicist

Gem 4
engraver

Gem and die
engraver

Die
engraver

Gold- and
silversmith

Metalworker 4

Gilder

Coroplast 1

Ivory carver

Oculariarius

Total 276

14

28

42

406

29 8

10

19 1

599 42

14

23

50

191

26

e

30

17

167
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This chapter focuses on the architects of ancient Greece and Rome, with particular
emphasis on their social standing and on the problems involved in the reconstruction of
their specific contribution. It begins by considering evidence concerning Greek and
Roman architecture, including inscriptions and documents such as the treatise De
architectura by Vitruvius Pollio and the syngraphe (specification) and paradeigmata. It
then turns to a discussion of the role of architects as designers and contractors and
sometimes even as leaseholders and supervisors of buildings. It also discusses the
specific characteristics of the workshops to which the executing craftsmen belonged. The
chapter discusses some Greek and Roman architects such as Ictinus, Callicrates,
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In the perception of ancient contemporary society, Greek and Roman architects occupied
an odd median position. Because of the increasing complexity of buildings, architects
were less and less involved in their actual construction, providing instead the necessary
plans and overseeing their erection. Therefore, architects were expected to be able to
plan the building process with their clients, calculate the necessary costs, and, finally,
direct the construction of buildings in coordination with the craftsmen or the contractors.
Naturally, the construction of a temple or a residential building, with all its requirements,
was much more demanding than the simple carving of a statue, and because of this
expertise, the architect was regarded as an intellectual (Plato, PIt. 295E-260A), raised
above the level of simple craftsmen (banausoi) (Coulton 1977, 23-26; Hellmann 2002, 34-
35; Gros 1983). However, in the ancient Greek and Roman world, an architect was not
necessarily paid significantly more than a craftsman (for Classical Athens, see Loomis
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1998, 97-120, 277-282); yet because of his managing position, he had more possibilities
to earn additional money (Hellmann 2002, 50-51).

As a rule, plans to construct buildings were most likely defined in advance, and the
architects were involved only later to bring the plans to fruition. Thus, for example,
Deinocrates failed to persuade Alexander the Great to transform Mount Athos into a
portrait of the ruler holding a city in his hands (Vitruvius, De arch. 2 praef. 2).

Despite this fact, there were also architects of fame. Pytheus (supposedly from Asia
Minor, and on whom see below), for instance, was hired for the construction of the tomb
of King Mausolus of Caria (De arch. 7. praef. 12-13), and Hermogenes (possibly from
Priene, and on whom see below) was hired for that of the Temple of Artemis at Magnesia
(De arch. 3.2.6). However, it often remains unclear what was exactly the basis for an
outstanding reputation. According to our experience with contemporary architects, or
“archistars,” one would expect that a major personality would be linked with exceptional
skills in design. However, in the Greek and Roman world, other qualities probably also
played an important role, such as the ability to coordinate the construction process and to
solve specific technical problems.

®.137) Thus, the architects were often not only the authors of the design but also the

contractors (ergolabos) (a contentious issue; see Noack 1927, 311; Coulton 1977, 23;
Jacquemin 1990, 87) and sometimes even the leaseholders and supervisors of buildings,
such as theaters (Demosthenes 18.28). Finally, architects were also members of
committees that conducted the examination of buildings (Wittenburg 1978). As such,
architects were deeply embedded in contemporary society and also had to prove
themselves with the help of their rhetorical skills (Hellmann 2002, 37-38).

Our information concerning Greek and Roman architects relies on scattered references in
the ancient literary tradition and on the information provided by inscriptions, which
generally give an account of the construction process (see in general Scranton 1960;
Hellmann 1999; Hellmann 2002, 22-27; see also chapter 8 below). These inscriptions
belong for the most part to the Greek world, where their function was as proof for the
attentive supervision of the building process. One would expect similar written records
from the Roman world, but those are not preserved, because they were stored in archives
and only rarely written into stone (e.g., the building inscription from Puteoli; Riccobono
et al. 1940-1943 no. 153). Because of the different social system in the Roman world and
the different positions of the supervising officers and dedicators, including the emperors,
it was not necessary to provide additional information by publishing those records.

On the other hand, the Roman world has provided us with the treatise De architectura by
Vitruvius Pollio, an inexhaustible source of information for ancient architecture, which
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provides an apparently authentic record of the work of at least one Roman architect (see
in general Ferri 1960; Geertman and de Jong 1989; Gros 1997; Howe and Rowland 1999;
H. Knell in KdA II, 498-509; Knell 2008; Schofield and Tavernor 2009; see also chapter 2
above). Furthermore, Vitruvius names a large number of predecessors, above all Greek
architects, some of whom had produced their own writings. None of these treatises
documenting the practice of writing on the part of ancient architects (Wesenberg 1984) is
preserved.

On balance, our information concerning Greek and Roman architects appears
distinctively different for the two cultures. However, in both cases, constructions can be
directly attributed to architects based on specific features of design and in spite of the
fact that inscriptions that serve as signatures are almost never present on Greek
buildings (Hellmann 2002, 51), while their existence in the Roman world, presumed on
the basis of ancient literary sources (Pliny, HN 36.42), appears no less problematic (Gros
2006, 505).

Based on the specific features of buildings attributable to particular architects, several
attempts have been made to reconstruct whole oeuvres (Hellmann 2002, 53-55).
However, depending on the author, these lists of buildings can be very different from one
another, mainly because of the lack of safe, viable criteria for attribution. In this respect,
these attempts are very similar to those made in association with other media, including
the reconstruction of the oeuvres of famous sculptors and painters (consider the case of
the “Theseum Architect”; Miles 1989, 221; see chapter 23 below). Additionally, there is
the risk that the ancient tradition itself may not always be reliable, such as when ®. 138)
Pausanias (8.41.9) mentions Ictinus (on whom see below), one of the architects of the
Parthenon (figure 6.1), as the author of the Temple of Apollo at Bassae. While this is not
necessarily a misattribution, it should be taken with a grain of salt, given the many
similar aggrandizing misattributions to famous authors found in Pausanias (e.g., his
attribution of the pedimental sculptures of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia to Paeonius
and Alcamenes; see Rolley 1994, 363-364).
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Ty & Consequently, for no

A= Greek or Roman architect
do we have at our disposal
a large body of work safely
attributable based on
external criteria that
would allow us to
recognize the different
phases of development of
his artistic personality.
Apparently, this was
already a difficult task for
contemporary art criticism
in the ancient world. While
specific criteria for

Ck o view Iargr
Fig. 6.1 Parthenon, Athens, view from the
northwest. 447-432 Bce. Pentelic marble.

(Photograph © Marie Mauzy/Art Resource, New oo
York, ART392249.) stylistic judgment are

documented for sculptors
and painters in order to distinguish and characterize their work, comparable criteria are
missing in the case of architects. Thus, when Vitruvius formulates his judgments, they are
linked only to single personalities. As a result, no master-student relationship is
documented for architects, comparable to the one attested for sculptors, including
Polyclitus and his school (Arnold 1969). By and large, the ancient tradition about
architecture ignores the large number of architects attested by both the mass of
buildings produced and the documentation provided by the epigraphical sources. Only
such knowledge would make it possible to clearly set apart the outstanding achievements
and their distinctive features.

(. 139) Vitruvius (De arch. 1. praef. 1.4-5), for instance, refers to the training of
architects and lists all the knowledge that an architect must have, including, among many
other fields, law, medicine, and geography (Anderson 1997, 4-8). However, in Middle
Comedy (fourth century Bce), even cooks were supposed to have such knowledge, and
Vitruvius’s list characterized a specialist in general (Wilkins 2000).

Overall, it is difficult to attribute innovative impulses in architecture to single individuals.
Can the new, innovative plan of the Parthenon be attributed to the genius of a single
architect, or was it built to meet the requirements of the political committees that served
as patrons (Neils 2005)? A similar question could be asked with regard to the Forum of
Trajan. Was it Apollodorus’s (on whom see below) achievement—if he indeed designed
the entire project—to have created innovative forms through the combination of diverse
types of buildings, or was it Trajan’s, in his role as adviser (Packer 2001)?
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In addition, Greek and Roman building construction was a process during which the
original concept could repeatedly be changed, sometimes to a large extent. The atrium of
the Pantheon in Rome was probably lowered because the available column shafts were
not long enough (Wilson Jones 2000, 199-201) (figure 8.6). Often the construction of
temples was interrupted, and buildings were left unfinished, even for centuries. Famous
examples are the Olympieion at Athens, which was began under the Pisistratids and
continued after centuries, first under Antiochus IV Epiphanes, then under Augustus, and
finally completed under Hadrian (Tolle-Kastenbein 1994; Gruben 2001, 246-253).
Another example is the Temple of Apollo at Didyma (Gruben 2001, 396-412). The
Propylaea on the Acropolis and the Telesterion at Eleusis were originally planned
differently and were only partially completed (Gruben 2001, 191-202, 235-246). The
architects who were involved in these constructions did not live to see the completed
buildings, and others had to continue their work.

Changes to the original aesthetic concept were frequent. During the construction of the
Parthenon, for instance, the distribution of the relief decoration (including the frieze and
the metopes) seems to have been altered (Neils 2005). When the Trajaneum at
Pergamum was built, the originally intended height of the columns in the surrounding
halls no longer seemed appropriate and was therefore increased (Nohlen 1984). As a
result, today it is hard to establish whether the architect himself or someone else
involved in the building construction changed the original plans.

The scope of the architect’s work poses another unsolved problem. What were the details
that an architect provided, and how precise were they? Did he determine individual
forms, such as the curve of the Doric capital, the way it was painted, or the decoration of
the sima? Ancient sources, especially inscriptions, suggest that people often worked with
models or samples of these parts (paradeigma; see below), including, besides pure
decoration, dowels and furnishings. The architect and the building committee always had
to approve these models or samples. However, these parts were often only designed by
the time of their execution, as is shown in a few preserved buildings (Hellmann 2002, 39-
41). Therefore, a consistent execution of the original design was not guaranteed.

We also have to consider the specific characteristics of the workshops to which the
executing craftsmen belonged (Hellmann 2002, 70-71). Otherwise, it would be . 140)
impossible to explain the numerous large and small variations that can be seen in the
preserved buildings. Because the architect’s work was determined, much more than
today, by the dialogue among the various constituencies involved in the construction of a
building, it remains difficult to recognize the specific characteristics that reveal an
architect’s personal profile.
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Greek Architects

According to the Homeric poems, experts in planning—namely, architects—are absent
from the early Greek period (tenth to eighth centuries Bce) (Philipp 1968). For instance,
the Iliad (6.315-317) mentions the tektones, the carpenters who created the thalamos, the
house and court of the palace of Alexander, and who are comparable to the carpenters
responsible for complex constructions such as ships (Il. 15.411). In Homer, planning and
execution appear closely connected, with the patron giving the most important
instructions. Achilles (Il. 23.164), for instance, designs the funeral pyre of Patroclus,
which has an outside length of 100 feet (about 30 meters). In addition, in Homer, the
patron himself is usually capable of building basic things. Odysseus, for instance, carves
his thalamos’s bed out of an olive tree (Od. 23.184-204).

The word architekton literally means the first or leader of the carpenters. The term
appears for the first time in the fifth century BcE, initially in Herodotus (3.60, 4.87) and
later in inscriptions (Coulton 1977, 15-16; Orlandos and Travlos 1986, 40; Callebat 1999-
2000; Hellmann 2002, 32-33). Since at least the late fifth century BCE, there appear to
be three distinct areas of specialization for architects: one is the architect specializing in
design, most likely responsible for the plan of an entire building; another was the
contractor (ergolabos), in charge of the actual construction; the third was the architect
who, as member of a public committee or institution, inspected and controlled the
execution of the work. This spectrum of skills began to develop over the course of the
Archaic period. However, a concrete professional profile with a set curriculum for
training, comparable to that for physicians, never seems to have existed, not even at the
end of the Hellenistic period or in Roman times. When a contractor—similar to the
character Habinnas described by Petronius in Trimalchio’s dinner (Sat. 71.5-6)—built a
house, a tomb, or a simple construction, he probably used established examples and
therefore did not have to hire an architect to design the plan.

Conversely, larger architectural layouts gained importance. Hippodamus of Miletus
connected the best form of government with respective layouts for cities and perhaps had
a role in the planning of both the Piraeus and the colony of Thurii (McCredie 1971;
Martin 1974, 15-16, 103-106; Benvenuti Falciai 1982; Schuller, Hoepfner, and
Schwandner 1989; Gorman 1995; M.-C. Hellmann in KdA I, 321-326).

Increasing specialization was necessary for the first large constructions in the Archaic
period, particularly those made of stone. A good example is the Temple of Aphaea at
Aegina (Bankel 1993; Gruben 2001, 121-127). Here the correspondence between the
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(@.141) blocks and their joints in the platform with the position of the walls and the

columns above is so accurate that we have to assume that a detailed plan was made
before the construction. This is not evident for the earlier Temple of Hera at Olympia
(Gruben 2001, 51-56). The various solutions to the so-called Doric corner conflict also
document that a design existed before the construction was started, because with a shift
in the arrangement of the frieze, the position of the columns underneath would also
change. Consequently, the position of the columns had to be determined first, and this
decision then had an impact on the design of the platform (Coulton 1977, 60-64).
However, as the buildings became more and more complex, the planning and decision-
making procedures also became more elaborate, and the work of the architects was split
into the three areas mentioned above.

In a Greek polis, the people’s assembly decided with a decree (psephisma) on the work
and the means that were necessary for its execution (Hocker 1993). Occasionally, the
assembly could also choose the architect, although this decision more often fell to the
committee, which had to control and monitor the construction. The members of such
committees could be renewed at certain intervals, and they had numerous tasks
(Wittenburg 1978). First and foremost, they had to make sure that the constructions were
executed according to the specifications (syngraphai). Aside from the form of the
construction, these specifications also included the timeframe in which the building
should be finished. Moreover, the committees took care of various other problems,
including supplying materials such as stones—if the polis had control over the quarries—
or negotiating with contractors. At the same time, poleis could also build on their own
(Schaps 1996), as is documented in Athens during the fifth and fourth centuries Bce with
the Erechtheum or buildings at Eleusis. In Eleusis, an architect was hired who only
received his full pay once he had completed specific buildings by hiring carpenters or day
workers and was thus treated as a contractor employed directly by the state.

In the various forms of government in the Greek world, the situation was probably very
similar, because an aristocratic regime or a tyrant had to hand tasks to committees, too,
but possibly also had more say. In any case, this extensive exchange of information
between the participating patrons and their committees and the workers, including the
architect, led to a differentiated dialogue, which is illustrated in various categories of
documents (see chapter 8 below).

One type of evidence, important for the understanding of the architect’s work, is the
syngraphe (specification), or description of the construction project (Coulton 1977, 54-
55; Hellmann 2002, 23-25). The first preserved record that we have of a syngraphe is the
Nike Temple decree (IG I3 no. 35; Mark 1993, 104-107), dated to the mid-fifth century
BCE, commissioning the Nike Temple and its altar on the Athenian Acropolis and referring

Page 7 of 21



Greek and Roman Architects

to the architect Callicrates as the author of the specifications. The syngraphai of the
Skeuotheke of Philon at the Piraeus (IG II2 no. 1668; Hellmann 1999, 46 no. 12) and of
the Temple of Zeus at Lebadea (IG VII no. 3073; Hellmann 1999, 52 no. 13), with their
abundance of detailed information, represent the best documentation for this type of
record. With the help of the syngraphai, the architect described the construction to the
people’s assembly so that a decision could be made, while at the same ®.142) time
making the appropriate preparations for the construction. Drawings were not so
important for this presentation, but they could be used for internal communication
(Heisel 1993).

Next came paradeigmata (Coulton 1977, 55-58; Hellmann 2002, 38-39; Wesenberg
2007). It remains unclear what paradeigmata looked like. Most likely, they were models
or drawings that helped to illustrate the qualities of buildings. Herodotus (5.62) reports
that the Alcmaeonidae built the Temple of Apollo at Delphi more beautifully than the
existing paradeigma. This type of planning was thus in use from at least the Late Archaic
period. Building models are already documented from the Geometric period, and there
are representations of buildings in drawing or relief from the sixth century Bce (Schattner
1990; Kienast 1985). In the preserved contexts, they served as votive offerings or were
introduced in representations with a narrative character, such as the scenes on the
Francois Vase (Florence, Museo Archeologico Nazionale inv. 4209: ABV 76.1, 682; Para
29; Add? 21; BAPD 300000; Arias and Hirmer 1962, pl. 44; Shapiro, Iozzo, and Lezzi-
Hafter 2013, pls. 26, 31, 38-40, 43) or one small pediment from the Acropolis (Floren
1987, 243 n. 36). Together with architectural drawings, which are documented for the
Near East and Egypt beginning in the second millennium, they show that such forms of
representation can be expected at a relatively early date. An important example is the
ship’s bridge across the Hellespont built by Mandrocles of Samos in 513 BcE for Darius 1.
Mandrocles dedicated an image of the bridge to Hera in the sanctuary of the goddess of
his home city (Herodotus 4.88; Pollitt 1990, 125-126). This must have been a
reproduction of his construction that emphasized its function, since the king and his army
also appeared. Thus, paradeigma could represent both the plan and the completed
project.

Paradeigmata could have also served as models of certain refinements of details, such as
the curvature, entasis, or other effects that sometimes only appeared in certain regions
(Haselberger 1999). The curvature could be produced with the help of the circle, with
drawings similar to the ones that Lothar Haselberger has discovered and analyzed on the
walls of the Temple of Apollo at Didyma (Haselberger 1991; see chapter 2 above). Various
forms of graphic clarification can be assumed in relation to the construction of buildings,
despite the fact that no comprehensive drawings are preserved, and they are rarely
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mentioned in inscriptions (Coulton 1977, 51-53, 68-73; Hellmann 2002, 39-41). Among
other reasons, this practice is explained by the fact that the architects had to
communicate their work to many different employees.

According to the inscriptions, the architect had many responsibilities during the
construction of a building (Hellmann 1999). He took part in the selection of the location,
made sure that the measurements were correct, oversaw the execution of even minute
details including the rendering of rough-picked areas, managed the payments, and
approved the work. He also created additional sketches with details of special parts
(anagraphai, hypographe; Coulton 1977, 70-71) to convey plans to the contractor and
carpenters. Finally, he oversaw the erection of the stelai with records of the documents
and building accounts in the appropriate public places. One person, however, was not
always responsible for all of these jobs.

@.143) If we look at individual, well-known names of architects of the Archaic and
Classical periods, a dilemma becomes apparent that is similar to that regarding other
intellectuals in Greek and Roman antiquity. In the later reception, the names that made it
into the historical record were those of architects who were responsible for the famous
monuments of the various Greek poleis.

The following discussion focuses on a few Greek architects, in order to illustrate aspects
of the ancient tradition and organization of the work. According to Pausanias (8.41.9; see
also Strabo 9.395), Ictinus (Svenson-Evers 1996, 157-211; M. Korres in KdA I, 338-345)
built the Parthenon, but Plutarch (Per. 13) adds the name of Callicrates (Svenson-Evers
1996, 214-336; M. Korres in KdA I, 387-393), who built the long walls to the Piraeus and
the Nike Temple. Ictinus also created the Telesterion at Eleusis (Strabo 9.395; Vitruvius,
De arch. 7 praef. 16) and allegedly also the Temple of Apollo at Bassae (Pausanias 8.41.9).
Some problems in this tradition can be solved in various ways, for instance, by assuming
that Ictinus was the architect responsible for the design of the Parthenon and Callicrates,
on the other hand, served as contractor (McCredie 1979). However, this explanation
generates its own problems, including the question of whether a single contractor could
have built the long walls to the Piraeus or the Parthenon.

On the other hand, we only know about the architects of the Erechtheum through
inscriptions, which mention a certain Philocles and Archilochus as an architect of the
committee (Svenson-Evers 1996, 273 and 279; W. Miller in KdA 11, 244 [Philocles]; R.
Vollkommer in KdA I, 77-78 [Archilochus]). However, the name of the actual creator of
the building is missing, because it is not preserved in the inscription. In the process of
tradition, certain individuals may have asserted themselves through their
accomplishments, but uncertainty prevails, because later writers most likely preferred to
resort to famous names, because several architects were usually involved in construction,
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as the inscriptions show, and, finally, because it is possible that names were confused
between generations.

Mnesicles is mentioned twice as the architect of the Propylaea in ancient literature, once
relatively early in the third century Bce by the Atthidographer Philochorus (Harpocration,
s.v. Propylaia) and later again by Plutarch (Per. 13) (Svenson-Evers 1996, 252-267; M.
Korres in KdA II, 89-92). However, it remains unclear whether his name can be restored
in the gap of the second Callias decree (IG I3 no. 52 B), in which the name of the architect
is lost. It is striking how such individual performances were common among architects.
According to Pausanias (5.10.3), Libon built the Temple of Zeus at Olympia; aside from
this, nothing is known of this architect (Coulton 1977, 28; Svenson-Evers 1996, 373-379;
M.-C. Hellmann in KdA 11, 14-19).

Theodotus, for instance, is only known through inscriptions, which name him as the
architect of the Temple of Asclepius at Epidaurus, mainly mentioning the payment of his
salary (he was privileged in being paid throughout the year) (Burford 1969, 141-144;
Svenson-Evers 1996, 406-414; K. Reber in KdA 11, 452-454). According to the
inscriptions, he worked at least four years on the construction. If we assume a career
span of approximately forty years, he could probably have designed and worked on ten
such constructions.

(».144) We have the most detailed records for Philon of Eleusis (Fabricius 1941;
Svenson-Evers 1996, 301-315; L. Lehmann in KdA II, 245-247). Apparently, he was
already known among his contemporaries as a brilliant rhetorician, who convinced the
Athenian assembly gathered in the theater of the quality of his Arsenal (skeuotheke) for
the Piraeus (Cicero, De or. 1.14.62). The work began in 346, was interrupted in 339, and
was not completed until 330/329 Bce. Thus, the work of a structure approximately 120
meters long lasted about ten to twelve years.

Philon’s second building is the portico to the Telesterion at Eleusis, for which Vitruvius
(De arch. 7 praef. 17) names Philon as the architect and provides a date of around 317 BcE
through his reference to Demetrius of Phaleron. The building inscriptions, on the other
hand, date the beginning of the work for the years around 356 to 352 Bce and name the

architect Philagrus. The work was interrupted and not continued until around 330 Bck. It
is possible that Philon took up the work at that time, after the Arsenal was completed,

and it is also possible that he wrote his lost essay De aedium sacrarum symmetris in
connection with this work at Eleusis. Additionally, a Philon is known from Delphi as one
of twelve contractors who were entrusted in the years after 346 sce with the rebuilding of
the sanctuary, which had been plundered by the Phocians, including the construction of a
hoplotheke and a stoa. From this series of building projects emerges a coherent
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curriculum with heterogeneous tasks that does not make it possible for us to trace the
development of an artistic personality. It is possible that Philon had reached a certain
status as contractor, if with this character one can identify the name, documented in
inscriptions, of a trierarch (IG 11?2 1622, 1. 694) and of a dedicator to Asclepius in the
sanctuary of the god in Athens (IG I12 1533, 1. 95).

Pytheus was a contemporary of Philon, about whom much information is preserved,
mainly thanks to Vitruvius (Riemann 1963; Svenson-Evers 1996, 116-150; W. Hoepfner in
KdA 11, 334-338). A Hellenistic papyrus (Laterculi Alexandrini 7) already names Pytheus
as the architect of the tomb of King Mausolus at Halicarnassus, whereas according to
Pliny (HN 36.31), he was the sculptor who created the quadriga crowning that
monument. Furthermore, Vitruvius repeatedly (e.qg., De arch. 1.1.12) names Pytheus as
the architect of the Temple of Athena at Priene (figure 6.2), an attribution for which we
lack additional sources. Because the plan of the temple conforms to the city’s grid
system, the design of the general urban plan has also been attributed to the same
architect. However, this cannot be verified. Finally, Pytheus was also active as a writer
and apparently emphasized the exceptional role of architecture in comparison with the
other arts and consequently also asked for an appropriate education for architects.
Additionally, he disapproved of the Doric order. As in the case of Philon, the dates for
Pytheus merge into a coherent curriculum. The plans for the Mausoleion are dated to
before 350 Bce, while those for the Temple of Athena date to before 334 Bce. However, it
remains unclear how and why Philon or Pytheus received these large commissions.

During the Hellenistic
period, a radical political
and social change took
place. With this change,
courts now gained
significance, guaranteeing
more stable working
conditions for larger
projects. The tradition
concerning Deinocrates’s

Athos project has alread
Fig. 6.2 Temple of Athena Polias, Priene. C. 340 BcE. proj ] y
Marble. been mentioned (Meyer

Click to view Iarge-r.-

(Photograph by Clemente Marconi.) 1986; R. Vollkommer in
KdA'1, 162). Supposedly,
he ®.145) disguised himself as Heracles and managed to have access to Alexander

(Vitruvius, De arch. 2 praef. 1-2). This is hardly surprising if we keep in mind the
references in ancient literature to the public performances by Hippodamus (Raeck 2005)
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and to the practice of disguising oneself as a god in the early Hellenistic period. In
ancient literature, Deinocrates is connected with the urban plan of Alexandria in Egypt,
but again, the information is confusing, also because of its often anecdotal character.

It is even more difficult to assess Sostratus of Cnidus, son of Dexiphanes (Miiller 1989,
204-205; W. Miiller in KdA II, 414-415). He supposedly built the Pharos of Alexandria
under the first Ptolemies, which was completed in approximately 280 Bce. His name was
written on the building. This alone makes it unlikely that he was the executing architect.
Moreover, he belonged to the close circle of friends (the philoi) around Ptolemy II. It is
possible that he had already distinguished himself in 285 and 272 Bck in Delphi with the
execution of buildings and had erected a hall on high foundations. Apparently, he had
good connections with the Greeks in many prominent places, as attested by the decrees
honoring him from Delos. Therefore, he should probably be considered the contractor
rather than the executing architect.

Many details are known about Cleon, only from papyri (Tittel 1924; Lewis 1986, 37-45; E.
Wirbelauer in KdA I, 417). He worked in the Fayum as an architect in the years around
260 to 253/252 BcE, involved in both design and supervision. He was responsible for all
public buildings and the maintenance of the canals feeding into Lake Moeris and was
highly respected. After an inspection under Ptolemy II in the Fayum, Cleon was (. 146)
dismissed, apparently because of financial problems, and was replaced by Theodorus,
who had previously worked as an assistant (hyparchitekton) for Cleon, a fact that
indicates a well-structured hierarchy (Mertens 1985).

Apparently, the architects’ tasks and the division of labor had not fundamentally changed.
They could, however, have closer ties to the royal house and therefore had certain
advantages and better opportunities to realize their projects, and they probably also
received better payments. On the other hand, the position also involved a higher risk of
falling into disgrace with the rulers.

In the Hellenistic cities, no substantial changes can be seen regarding the architects’
position and tasks (Barresi 2007). In addition, however, there must have been designing
architects who worked in different places. Among them was Hermogenes, an architect of
the third to second century Bce, whom we know almost exclusively through Vitruvius’s
treatise (Hoepfner and Schwandner 1990; W. Hoepfner in KdA I, 305-310). Hermogenes
wrote an essay about the two large temples he built, De aede Dianae ionica quae est
Magnesiae pseudodipteros et Liberi Patris Teo monopteros (Vitruvius, De arch. 7 praef.
12), and dismissed, similarly to Pytheus, the Doric order. It is not clear to what extent
such considerations became part of the public debate, but for sure, Doric temples
continued to be built. It is possible that this Hermogenes is the same person, son of
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Harpalus, who dedicated in Priene the hypographe of a temple (Hiller von Gaertringen
1906, no. 207).

Perhaps the fact that architects since the fourth century BCE increasingly made an effort
also to comment on their works in writing argues for a new intellectuality among
architects (Gros 1983; Wesenberg 1984; see chapters 2 and 3 above). They not only
referred to the buildings they themselves had constructed but also spoke about general
principles, as far as we can tell from the titles and rare thoughts that are preserved.
Theodorus of Phocaea (F. Seiler in KdA 11, 448-449), for example, wrote about the Tholos
that he had built in Delphi (Vitruvius, De arch. 7 praef. 12), a Silenus wrote about de
symmetriis doricorum (De arch. 7 praef. 12), and an Arcesius (G. Broker in KdA I, 79)
wrote about the temple at Tralles, which he had built, and the Corinthian order (De arch.
7 praef. 12). In these texts, the distinction between the designing architect and the ones
who worked as contractors might have become more apparent.

Roman Architects

Architecture in Italy developed at first under similar conditions to those in Greece. For
example, it is very likely that the Temple of the Capitoline Triad on the Capitoline in
Rome, similar in its large size to the contemporary dipteroi in Ionia, was built with an
executing planner and supervisor who were responsible for the construction. However,
actual names of architects are known to us only through Vitruvius’s work (De arch. 7
praef. 17). Vitruvius praises, as among the first representatives of his profession in Italy,
Cossutius (W. Miiller in KdA I, 147) and Mucius (C. Leschke in KdA ®.147) 1II, 94-95)—
Cossutius because he significantly contributed to the construction of the Olympieion in
Athens under King Antiochus IV Epiphanes and Mucius because of his innovative
contribution to design in building a temple commissioned by Gaius Marius.

We also have to take a closer look at Vitruvius. His work records several significant
changes in the training and profession of architects in the Roman period. A large number
of these architects were trained in the context of the army. Vitruvius himself participated
in Caesar’s campaigns and gained considerable experience working with different kinds
of materials and construction methods, including artillery and construction related to
water supply.

Architects also worked in the civilian sector. Vitruvius, for instance, designed a basilica
for the city of Fanum on the Adriatic, and he worked under Agrippa to maintain the water
supply for Rome (cura aquarum).
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Because of its strong ties to the emperor, the army had many resources at its disposal.
Under Trajan, Apollodorus of Damascus (W. Miiller in KdA I, 66-67), for instance, built a
large bridge across the Donau for the emperor’s campaigns in Dacia and probably also
wrote an essay about catapults. Therefore, it is not surprising that the emperor also hired
Apollodorus to work on large projects in Rome. If help was needed in the provinces, the
governors turned to the emperor and asked him to send experts. From Pliny the Younger,
we know that not all these requests were granted (Ep. 10.37), but that was most likely
not always the case. What is clear is that through imperial supervision, a more distinct
hierarchy of standards, demand for quality, and skills developed for architects. In this
period, many more names of architects are recorded. In addition, there are a number of
funerary monuments, which are sometimes quite elaborate and suggest a lucrative status
and a prominent position in the social hierarchy (Donderer 1996).

However, also with regard to the Roman world, it is not possible for us to reconstruct an
architect’s oeuvre on a larger scale. Celer (W. Miiller in KdA I, 129) and Severus (P. Gros
in KdA 11, 345-346) supposedly designed Nero’s Domus Aurea. According to Tacitus (Ann.
15.42), they also designed a canal on which ships could travel from Pozzuoli to the Tiber.
Domitian’s residence on the Palatine Hill is often connected with Rabirius, who was
apparently a friend of the poet Martial and is therefore mentioned in his work (7.56;
10.71). Finally, we can add the aforementioned Apollodorus, to whom modern literature
attributes the largest number of constructions, including the Pantheon.

However, here also, it must be clarified what exactly were an architect’s responsibilities.
First of all, he designed the blueprints, as Vitruvius describes for his basilica in Fanum.
The goal was to create the greatest possible effect with minimal costs. The writer Fronto,
who lived under the Antonines, reports (Aulus Gellius, NA 19.10.2-5) that several
architects submitted their plans and calculations of costs in competition to win
commissions for construction.

We do not know what the situation was like with regard to the large constructions of the

Republican period, such as the Theater of Pompey (figure 16.1), the Sanctuary of Fortuna
at Praeneste, or, later, the imperial fora, the large baths, or the palace complexes.

If Apollodorus, as reported by Cassius Dio (69.4), designed Trajan’s forum and the

gymnasium identified with the baths on the Oppian Hill, that means that the design of
(. 148) the entire construction was his achievement, while individual contractors

(redemptores) took care of the execution, with more or less freedom in translating the

design into an actual building (on contractors in Roman architecture, see Lancaster 2008,
257).
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Regarding the Colosseum (figure 26.2), Lynne Lancaster was able to show that the
overall plan was executed by redemptores and that one of them wrongly interpreted the
blueprint (Lancaster 2005). The project was not in danger because of this; however, it did
result in one flight of stairs being constructed differently from the others.

Similar to the case in the Greek period, the profession of the architect was split into
different areas. There was the architect who designed the construction and whose work
could bring him fame. In fact, it is a topos characteristic of Roman culture that the
patrons often tried to keep the architect’s name secret, because they feared losing their
fame to the architect. In the provinces, we see what this fame could actually look like.
The citizens of Saldae, a city in Mauretania, spent a significant amount of money on an
aqueduct that failed to work. Therefore, an engineer from the Legio III who had already
retired was asked to help. He was able to solve the problem, and the citizens of Saldae

praised him effusively (CIL VIII no. 2728).

There were many different types of architects in the administration and in the army, and
a large workforce was available. This situation probably also allowed for technological
progress, including in surveying and mapping. Furthermore, in Roman architecture,
precision of execution was often less important than the logistical management of
gigantic projects. This management might have been the most significant skill and
accomplishment of many outstanding architects.

At any rate, it is difficult to find a distinct signature. Hadrian’s Villa at Tivoli contains a
large number of quite unusual constructions whose main characteristic is their
unorthodox form. Records say that Hadrian was interested in construction and that
Apollodorus once contemptuously rejected him by saying that he should mind his
“pumpkins,” by which he meant the domes in the emperor’s villa (Gros 2002).

However, this behavior was quite typical for members of Roman aristocracy. As indicated
by his correspondence, Cicero often visited the construction sites of his villas, managed
the projects, and made changes to the plans (Anderson 1997). Caligula negotiated with
architects the design of a theater just as a Jewish delegation was visiting him. Galba is
said to have gone to his architect directly after a sacrifice in order to speed up the
construction of his villa. Hadrian can very well be added to this list.

Thus, all of these builders repeatedly and actively shaped their private constructions and
therefore influenced the process greatly. It is not clear to what extent they made use of
actual blueprints or concrete designs. It is possible that Hadrian went further than his
precursors and produced detailed sketches. However, it is not very likely that he himself
oversaw the construction.
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Compared with the architect’s profession in modern times, the work of the architect in
Greek and Roman antiquity was a blend of many diverse skills, and theory and practice
were tightly intertwined.

(Translated from the German by Clemente Marconi.)
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Abstract and Keywords

This chapter focuses on the patronage, financing, and sponsorship of art in ancient
Greece and Rome, from sculpture to portraiture and triumphal arches. It begins by
analyzing issues of patronage surrounding the east pediment of the Temple of Zeus at
Olympia, before turning to the collaboration between Pericles as patron and Phidias as
master designer in the reconstruction of the Acropolis in Athens. It then examines how
artists gained more agency in the fourth century, in part because of the cultural and
political interstices that opened up between the dominance of poleis such as Athens or
Elis as patrons. It also looks at the Ptolemies and Attalids as the most prolific patrons
during the Hellenistic period, along with Roman kings as the primary sources of
patronage, including Augustus, Tiberius, and Nero. The chapter concludes by considering
private individuals as patrons and collectors of visual arts such as funerary art.
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Because the majority of extant works of Greek and Roman art are anonymous and
unsigned, art historical interpretations are often focused on the intentions and
communicative strategies of the patron. Identities have been created for artists posited
on their work (see chapter 5 above and chapter 23 below), as, for instance, in Athenian
and Apulian vase painting (with ad hoc names such as the “Achilles” or “Darius Painters”)
or the putative “masters” behind important works of Roman sculpture such as Trajan’s
column (“Maestro delle Imprese di Traiano”; Bianchi Bandinelli 1969, 250) or the
portraits of Caracalla (“the Caracalla Master”; Nodelman 1965; see also Kleiner 1992,
324). The identities and social classes of patrons, however, are much more likely to be
made explicit through inscriptions or ancient textual sources. While issues of patronage
have been central to the study of Greek and Roman art beginning with Renaissance
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humanists, they also raise crucial questions concerning intentionality in ancient art that
have direct bearing on current theoretical debates in art criticism.

To be sure, art historical
assessments of ancient
Greek art, largely based on
Pliny, can construct a
stylistic and developmental
narrative based on the
names of famous artists
and their most well-known
compositions. James
Whitley, however, has
attempted to show in a
discussion of agency that
Greek sculpture within its
original contexts can
foreground the patron over

) ) ) ) the artist; inscriptions,
Fig. 7.1 Delphi Charioteer, from Delphi. C. 478 or .
474 Bce. Bronze with copper, silver, and onyx. Height such as those associated
1.80 m. Delphi, Archaeological Museum inv. 3517. with the Delphi Charioteer

Click to view larger

(Photograph by C. Marconi.) (figure 7.1), make explicit
statements about their

patrons as agents of their making, where the text inscribes Polyzalus, the son of
Deinomenes the tyrant of Gela, as its patron, while a subsidiary inscription has suggested
to some scholars that its sculptor may have been Sotadas. In addition, modern accounts
and even the traditional way of naming the Antenor Kore give precedence to the artist,
Antenor, but its own inscription actually gives primacy to the patron, Nearchus (Whitley
2012, 583-585). The Delphi dedication, which has been recut, proves prosopgraphically
problematic, however, and (. 153) may not actually be associated with the bronze statue,
which appears to be later than the inscription and thus anonymous and without a known
patron or artist (Adornato 2008). Nevertheless, the inscription remains highly relevant
for discussions of patronage, as the second recarved version changes the votive formula,
highlights Polyzalus as patron, and does, in fact, omit any mention of an artist (“Polyzalus
dedicated me”) (Neer 2007, 237-238).

Artists actually did develop a great deal of autonomy and agency by the fourth century
BCE, partly as a result of an expanding pool of patrons (Tanner 2006, 172). Ultimately,
Whitley seeks to discount semiotic approaches to ancient art founded on notions of visual
literacy, but both Greek and Roman patrons emphatically employed legible works of
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sculpture, painting, mosaic, and ceramics, along with glyptic and numismatic objects as
rhetorical devices intended to communicate very specific messages. Indeed, an
understanding of the semiotic intentions of patrons adds additional layers of meaning to
Greek and Roman monuments as works of art, archaeological objects, and material
culture, whose claims are not competing but complementary. Patrons are indeed agents,
but they are also authors of the works they commission.

» 1o Olympia: A Problematic Pediment

Issues of patronage loom large in debates surrounding the iconographical interpretation
of the east pediment of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia. The temple was commissioned
between 470 and 457 Bck by the citizens of Elis to celebrate their victory over the city of
Pisa (Pausanias 5.10.2; Barringer 2005, 213). The east pediment represents the contest
between the hero of Elis, Pelops, and Oenomaus, king of Pisa (Pausanias 5.8.2; Pindar, Ol.
1.67-88). Oenomaus challenged any suitor of his daughter Hippodamia to a chariot race
and had defeated and killed thirteen potential grooms before his race with Pelops. Pelops,
however, with the aid of winged horses given to him by Poseidon, was victorious in the
race and secured his marriage to Hippodamia and ultimately the inheritance of
Oenomaus’s kingdom. The race was also considered the origin of the Olympic games
(Pindar, Ol. 1; Shapiro 1994, 78-83; Barringer 2005, 218). An alternative version of the
myth, not attested textually until c. 440 Bce with the work of Pherecydes, ascribes
Pelops’s victory to cheating (Pherecydes, FrGrH 3 F 37; Barringer 2008, 10).

The east pediment and the west pediment, featuring the battle between Lapiths and
Centaurs and the metopes with the labors of Heracles, have engendered subtle
arguments involving the images’ relationship to poetry, tragedy, philosophy, and politics
(Barringer 2005, 220-221). In particular, by focusing on the cheating version of the
Pelops myth, the east pediment has been read as a warning against hubris and
underhanded tactics in the Olympic games. The patrons of the pediments, however, are
unlikely to have originally intended such a negative inflection. In the years immediately
following the Eleans’ victory over Pisa in 470 Bcg, the pediment functions on some levels
as a mythological gloss on contemporary geopolitical events in the Peloponnese, through
Pelops’s defeat of Oenomaus, king of Pisa. Almost six hundred years later, Pausanias was
still well aware of the temple’s connection to the Elean victory.
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Paradigms of Patronage: Pericles and Phidias
on the Acropolis

In Athens, the reconstruction of the Acropolis as a spectacular series of interconnected
victory monuments after its destruction by the Persians in 480 Bce has become the
canonical locus for discussions of patronage (Hurwit 1999, 222-234; Schultz 2001, 40;
Martin-McAuliffe and Papadopolous 2012, 338-340; Neils and Schultz 2012). The new
monuments included some of the most famous works of the Classical period, such as the
large bronze statue of Athena by Phidias (the Athena Promachos), the Parthenon (figure
6.1) and its colossal image of Athena Parthenos (figure 30.1), the Propylaea, and the
Temple of Athena Nike. Framed by Plutarch (Per. 13) more than five hundred years later
as a coordinated .155) collaboration between Pericles as patron and Phidias as master
designer, the rebuilding of the Acropolis raises several critical issues concerning the
intentions of patrons and artists and the legibility of its rich iconographic program.
Monumental reconstruction had already commenced in the years immediately following
the battle of Plataea in 479, under the auspices of Themistocles and Cimon (M. C.
Monaco in Greco 2010, 61-63); signed statue bases dated to this period suggest the
involvement of the sculptors Critius and Nesiotes, and the “Critius boy” itself provides
important evidence for the sculptural production of this period. Pausanias and other
authors also record the work of Myron (Athena and Marsyas) and his son Lycius
(horsemen), along with Calamis (Athena). Toward the end of the 460s, the very first work
commissioned from Phidias was the colossal bronze statue of Athena Promachos, which
took nine years to complete (c. 463-454) (M. C. Monaco in Greco 2010, 63; for a later
date, c. 440, see Marginesu 2010, 30).

The collaboration between Phidias and Pericles, which began in 447 BcE, is described as
one of friendship (Plutarch, Per. 13.9). Phidias (Davison 2009) was responsible for
overseeing the other artists and architects involved at the site, such as Mnesicles, Ictinus,
and Callicrates, and he himself was the author of the program’s most spectacular work of
sculpture, the chryselephantine statue of Athena Parthenos; yet Plutarch presents the
artistic and architectural achievements of this period as the accomplishments of Pericles
(ta Perikleous erga), thus ascribing to him the role of visionary patron (Per. 13.3;
Marginesu 2010, 19-20). The visual component of the Acropolis program, however, was
the result of ongoing negotiations among Pericles, Phidias, the polis, and its officials, in
particular the epistatai, who were city magistrates responsible for overseeing
constructions, sculptures, and their expenditures as recorded on surviving stelae (see
chapter 6 above). Indeed, the whole Acropolis enterprise seems to have been impelled by
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complicated negotiations among the polis, the epistatai, Pericles, Phidias, and the other
artists, architects, and artisans employed on the project (Marginesu 2010).

The Fourth Century: Artistic Autonomy?

The cultural and political interstices that opened up between the dominance of poleis
such as Athens or Elis as patrons throughout most of the fifth century Bce and the rise of
Philip IT of Macedon and Alexander and the Hellenistic dynasts allowed for far more
agency on the part of artists in the fourth century. Ancient authors highlight the aesthetic
rivalries between artists, which caused them, in effect, to become patrons of their own
work. In sculpture, Praxiteles’s Eros, which was eventually dedicated in honor of his
mistress Phryne at Thespiae, may represent the most dramatic claim for artistic
autonomy and agency (Tanner 2006, 178-179). Phryne had tricked Praxiteles into
revealing that he valued his Eros and his Satyr most highly among all of his sculptural
creations, ®.156) and he eventually gave the Eros to her (Pausanias 1.20.1-2). For its
display at Thespiae, Praxiteles composed a dedicatory inscription for its base, which read:
“Praxiteles rendered precisely the love he suffered,/Drawing the archetype from his own
heart./Phryne received me as a gift; love philtres no longer/Do I shoot with any bow, but
love is stirred by looking at me” (Athenaeus 13.5914a, translated by Pollitt 1990, 88;
Tanner 2006, 179). The inscription imbues the statue with its own agency but highlights
Praxiteles himself as artist, patron, and dedicator.

In painting, Zeuxis composed a group of centaurs, like the Eros of Praxiteles also
apparently without a patron, whose untraditional depiction of its subjects as peaceful and
civilized foregrounded its aesthetic rather than iconographic meanings. A female centaur,
represented in a complicated pose, nurses her newborn offspring, one at her human
breast and one at her equine teat, while her husband scares the infants with a lion cub.
Lucian, who had seen a copy of the painting, praises especially the subtle transition
between the human and horse elements in the female centaur; when he realized that
viewers were more interested in the painting’s unusual subject matter than in its virtuoso
technique (“art for art’s sake”), Zeuxis, as both patron and author of the piece, had it
removed from display (Lucian, Zeuxis 3-7; Tanner 2006, 179-180). To be sure, fourth-
century artists such as Zeuxis continued to engage with powerful patrons. Zeuxis painted
for Archelaus of Macedon (Aelianus, VH 14.17) and Megabyzus (Aelianus, VH 2.2;
Plutarch, Mor. 472); Apelles for Alexander (Aelianus, VH 2.3; Pliny, HN 35.85-86);
Protogenes for Demetrius Poliorcetes (Pliny, HN 35.104-105; Aulus Gellius, NA 15.31);
Scopas, Bryaxis, Timotheus, and Leochares are all reported to have worked for Mausolus
(Pliny, HN 36.30-31).

Page 5 of 30



The Patronage of Greek and Roman Art

Issues of patronage have also clouded the relationship among Philip II, Alexander, and
Leochares for the Philippeion at Olympia. According to Pausanias, the monument was
commissioned by (or for) Philip after his victory at Chaeronea in 338, and the portraits in
it (and likely also the architecture) were created by Leochares (Pausanias 5.17.4; 5.20.9-
10; it remains unclear whether the monument was created by or for Philipp; Lohr 2000
no. 137; Krumeich 2007, 168-169). Scholars have variously attributed the patronage of
the monument and its dynastic aspirations to Philip, Alexander, or a combination of both.
The circular monument contained a base that originally supported statues of Philip, his
wife Olympias, his father Amyntas, his mother Eurydice, and his son Alexander. The
female portraits were eventually removed to the Heraion. Pausanias describes the statues
as chryselephantine, but they actually seem to have been marble with applied gilding,
designed to mimic ivory and gold. The architectural elements of the monument and the
statue base were all apparently quarried at the same time. Peter Schultz’s reassessment
of the architecture and sculptural program of the Philippeion, however, has revealed it to
be a close creative collaboration between Philip and Leochares which redeployed the
traditional tholos format for spectacular theatrical effect in order to celebrate the nascent
dynasty and its achievements at the sacred heart of Olympia, the Altis (Schultz 2007).
The partnership between patron and artist, the circumstances surrounding the genesis of
the monument, and its agency were still very apparent to Pausanias centuries later.

(®.157) At Delphi, the Daochus monument is nearly contemporary with the Philippeion,
but here the patron of the monument and its subjects have essentially eclipsed the artists
responsible for the group, which represented six generations of Daochus’s family,
including his son Sisyphus II, his father Sisyphus I, his grandfather Daochus I, his great-
grandfather Agias, his great-great-grandfather Aconius, and Agaloas and Telemecho, the
brothers of Agias, who had won Pythian crowns, all identified by mostly epigrammatic
inscriptions on the base of the monument (Lohr 2000 no. 139; Krumeich 2007, 170-71). A
related base from Pharsalus, now lost, belonged, presumably, to a nearly contemporary
statue of Agias and names the sculptor as none other than Lysippus (Preuner 1900;
Moreno 1974, 44 no. 6, fig. 17; Edwards 1996, 135; Geominy 2007, 84). The lost epigram
from Pharsalus is nearly identical to Agias’s epigram at Delphi, which is notably without
attribution to Lysippus (Moreno 1974, 44 no. 7, fig. 18). The surviving marble Agias at
Delphi is often considered to be a reflection of Lysippus’s presumed bronze, the Agias
from Pharsalus, but the connection is far from definitive (Edwards 1996, 135-137). The
Delphi statues are all of Pentelic marble, except for the Sisyphus II, which is of Parian
marble (Palagia and Herz 2002, 246). The Parian marble, and also the pose of the statue
leaning on a herm, may have been used to heroize Sisyphus II, who may have been dead
at the time of the monument’s creation (Geominy 2007, 95). The monument is
traditionally dated to c. 337 BcE, the period when Daochus II was hieromnemon at Delphi.
At Delphi, the seat of his office, the identities of Daochus and his family members have
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eclipsed the importance of any of the artists associated with the monument. Although
modern scholarship has attempted to associate the monument with a named sculptor,
Lysippus, the work itself insists on actively promoting the patron and his familial agenda
over the agency or autonomy of its artists. (Geominy 1998 and 2007 has challenged the
traditional date of the monument and proposes a later date in the first quarter of the
third century, with a putative homonymous grandson as the actual donor. Geominy also
sees the style of the Delphi Agias as significantly later than the characteristic style of
Lysippus [Geominy 2007, 93]. His arguments, however, seem to needlessly complicate
the interpretation of the monument, and his analysis of sculptural style may be too strict,
not allowing for a plurality of styles already proliferating throughout the Mediterranean
by the end of the fourth century BCE).

As was done for Praxiteles and Zeuxis, ancient authors present Lysippus as an
autonomous artist. Works such as his Charis and Apoxyomenos are exclusively associated
with his artistic persona as an innovative sculptor and not initially with any particular
patron (Moreno 1995; Tanner 2006). Later, the Apoxyomenos would play a central role in
ongoing negotiations of public display of Greek art in Rome, but it always remained
closely associated with Lysippus’s sculptural virtuosity (Pollitt 1978). While it is praised
for its realism, Lysippus’s Granicus monument, however, is more often considered to be
an important commission of Alexander himself, who wished to create an appropriate
memorial for his fallen companions at the site of his first major defeat of the Persians.
The group was made up of at least twenty-five equestrian bronze statues, a size nowhere
attested before for a sculptural group. Ultimately, this group is also closely connected
with a new patron, Quintus Caecilius Metellus Macedonicus, who brought it to Rome
(®.158) in 148 BcE for display in his newly built portico (Pliny, HN 34.65; Arrian, Anab.

1.16.4; Velleius Paterculus 1.2.2-5). The group is also associated with Augustus and his
sister Octavia, who rebuilt the Porticus of Metellus at the end of the first century Bce
(Livy, Epit. 140; Festus 188L; Ovid, Ars am. 1.69-70; Suetonius, Aug. 29.4; Cassius Dio
49.43.8; Velleius Paterculus 1.11.3). Lysippus’s Granicus monument acquires a
complicated history of patronage stretching over three hundred years and including
Alexander, Metellus, Augustus, and Octavia.

Prolific Patronage: Ptolemies and Attalids

Among Alexander’s successors, the Ptolemies and the Attalids stand out as the most
prolific patrons during the Hellenistic period. The Ptolemies famously expanded and
embellished Alexander’s new capital at Alexandria with splendid works of art and
architecture. In addition, Ptolemy II Philadelphus and Ptolemy III Euergetes both acted as
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literary patrons for the poet Callimachus. Ptolemy II also commissioned an ephemeral
work of art consisting of a festival pavilion of great magnificence and a procession. The
pavilion itself was decorated with one hundred statues by important sculptors, plus
paintings of the “Sicyonian School.” Although the pavilion and the procession were not
permanent works of patronage, their lasting fame was ensured by literary descriptions
preserved in Athenaeus (197A-202B; Pollitt 1986, 280-281; Stewart 1993, 236-238). The
literary evocations of the pavilion clearly influenced later royal architecture at sites such
as Alexandria or Imperial examples such as Nero’s Domus Aurea (Salza Prina Ricotti
1989). Although descriptions mention the extensive works of art displayed within the
pavilion, they highlight it as an extravagant example of royal patronage.

A distinguishing aspect of Ptolemaic patronage is the sponsorship of works in distinct
artistic idioms. In Egypt, images were created for the Ptolemies in both traditional
pharaonic styles and more cosmopolitan Hellenistic styles or a hybrid of both (Pollitt
1986, 250-263; Ashton 2001). Works created in the pharaonic style in Egyptian hard
stones were likely created by local artists, while those in marble, at least initially, must
have been created by Greek sculptors. At some point in the first half of the third century
BCE, the Ptolemies commissioned the Greek sculptor Bryaxis to create a statue of Serapis,
which was likely displayed in the Serapeum at Alexandria (on the problematic dating of
the image and conflicting evidence in ancient authors, see Pollitt 1986, 279-280).
Bryaxis’s representation of the syncretic deity, heavily promoted by the Ptolemies,
survives in numerous later versions. Ptolemaic patronage was by no means limited to
Egypt but occurs in cities and sanctuaries throughout the Mediterranean.
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The Attalids established
their own capital at
Pergamum and lavishly
decorated it with
innovative and influential
works of art and
architecture, their most
significant act of artistic
patronage being the Great
Altar of Zeus (figure 7.2).

Although its precise date

. RN -
S e MR s (®.159) has still failed to
- -. " B .'-‘ T
=l generate scholarly

e —— unanimity, the altar was
Click to view larger most likely commissioned
Fig. 7.2 The Great Altar, Pergamum, north wing, by Eumenes II. Its complex
reconstructed in Berlin. C. 175-150 Bce. Marble. iconographical program

Height of frieze 2.30 m. Berlin, Staatliche Museen. has clear Cosmological

(Photograph by C. Marconi.) implications and also
seems to be linked with

Hesiod’s Theogony, and the Stoic philosopher Crates of Mallos may have been involved in
designing the altar’s artistic program (Simon 1975; Pfanner 1979; Pollitt 1986, 97-110;
Andreae 2011; Demandt 2013). The Great Altar stands as an impressive artistic
collaboration among ruler, philosopher, and sculptors which employed a dramatic and
emphatic new sculptural style. Intended to celebrate the victories of Eumenes II, its main
frieze depicts a gigantomachy and is unprecedented in terms of its scale; its hyperbolic
style would prove an enduring influence for centuries and ensure the reputation of the
Attalids as enlightened patrons.

Other dedications at Pergamum and Athens in both sculpture and painting celebrated
Pergamene victories over the eastern Gauls (Kuttner 1995, 179). As with the Great Altar,
precise details concerning the date of the “Lesser Attalid” group displayed on the slopes
of the Acropolis at Athens are still elusive, but this group should probably be associated
with Eumenes’s father, Attalus I. According to Pausanias (1.25.2), the group depicted the
Amazonomachy, the Gigantomacy, the Battle of Marathon, and the Mysian Galatomachy.
Attalus may have commissioned Phyromachos and Epigonos to design ®.160) the

sculptural group, dated to c. 200 BcE, for celebrating his military victories, including an
important defeat of the Gauls (Stewart 2004). At Pergamum, Attalus may also have
employed the same sculptors to create another sculptural group celebrating the Galatian
victory (although the Pergamene monument and evidence for surviving bases are often
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associated with the Ludovisi Gauls in Rome, these statues are almost certainly second-
century ce Roman works carved in a style evoking earlier Pergamene style; Marvin 2002,
Andreae et al. 1990). Despite the difficulties in interpretation of the various Attalid
victory monuments, what remains clear is that both Attalus and Eumenes were active
patrons whose commissioned works transformed the urban landscapes of both Pergamum
and Athens. Like that of the Ptolemies, their patronage played out on the world stage.

Rome: Royal and Republican Patrons

Unsurprisingly, historical narratives of the regal period focus on Rome’s kings as the
primary sources of patronage. The kings are credited with major religious constructions,
such as Numa Pompilius for the Temple of Vesta (Plutarch, Num. 2; Scott 1999), while the
two Tarquins, Tarquinius Priscus and Tarquinius Superbus, patronized the most
ambitious religious and civic projects of the sixth century Bck related to Rome’s urban
infrastructure, such as the Temple of Jupiter Optimus Maximus Capitolinus (Tagliamonte
1996, 144-146; Davies 2006), the Circus Maximus (Ciancio Rossetto 1993), and the
Cloaca Maxima (Bauer 1993; Hopkins 2007).

Indeed, the scope of works accredited to the Tarquins is comparable to that of their
contemporary Greek counterparts, such as the Pisistratids in Athens (Shapiro 1989, 5-8.),
and both Pliny and Strabo celebrate the Cloaca Maxima as one of the greatest building
projects ever undertaken in the Mediterranean (Pliny, HN 36.24; Strabo 5.2). Tarquinius
Superbus should also probably be assigned as patron of Vulca of Veii, who created the
terracotta cult image for the Temple of Jupiter Optimus Maximus Capitolinus (Pliny, HN
35.157; see also 35.158; Dionysius of Halicarnassus 3.69 and 4.59; Livy 1.55.2-4, 7, and
1.56.1; Andrén, 1976-1977). Vulca may have been entrusted with other terracotta
sculpture for the temple, including the quadriga group for the roof (Pliny, HN 38.16;
Festus, Ratumena porta 340 f L; Plutarch, Publicola 13; Andrén 1976-1977, 70-71).

After the Republic was established in 509 Bcg, the emphasis shifted to elite individuals
who vied for power and prestige through their patronage programs. The arena for
competition was largely architectural, and agency was mostly invested in the patron.
Manubial temples in particular were designed to perpetuate the military
accomplishments of the donor (see chapter 8 below). By the early first century Bcg, the
builders of manubial temples could also create highly individualized sculptural programs.
Quintus Lutatius Catulus appears to have employed the most famous sculptor working in
Rome, Scopas the Younger, to create the acrolithic cult image for his Temple of Fortuna
Huiusce Diei in the Area Sacra of the Largo Argentina; fragments of this statue, including
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the ®.161) head, are now displayed in the Centrale Montemartini (Centrale
Montemartini inv. 2780: Coarelli 1978, 724; Leach 2010, 130-132); other works displayed
in this temple included a group of the Seven against Thebes by Pythagoras (Pliny, HN
34.60) and two signa palliata by Phidias, dedicated by Aemilius Paulus (Pliny, HN 34.54).

In certain cases, the prestige of artists could eclipse that of their patrons. The first named
Roman painter, Gaius Fabius Pictor, was from an aristocratic Roman family, and in 304
BCE, he completed paintings for the Temple of Salus on the Quirinal. Apparently highly
admired and influential until their destruction in a fire during the principate of Claudius,
these paintings most likely celebrated the military achievements in the Samnite Wars of
Gaius Junius Bubulcus, who vowed the temple in 311 and dedicated it in 303 (Pliny, HN
35.19; Valerius Maximus 8.14.6). Pictor is likely responsible for the origins of Roman
historical painting, and his work seems to have been characterized by a particular
coloristic technique called splendor by Pliny (HN 35.29) or antéron by Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, who ascribes it as a hallmark of Pictor’s work (Ant. Rom. 16.3.6). Pictor’s
accomplishments as a painter have ensured his subsequent reputation, whereas Bubulcus
is largely a historical footnote and relevant mostly because he commissioned Pictor to
decorate the Temple of Salus (Leach 2004, 4).

Imperial Patrons in the Early Empire:
Augustus, Tiberius, and Nero

Patrons from all levels of Roman society continued to actively shape the messages
encoded in works of art throughout the Imperial period (Smith 2002, 73 and 96, has
elided patrons and viewers as “consumers” of works of art and underscores that their
agendas fundamentally structure works of art). Foremost among them, of course, were
the emperors such as Augustus, Nero, Domitian, Trajan, Hadrian, and Maxentius, who
stand out as especially prolific patrons. In architecture, imperial patronage produced
spectacular results at the capital, and Nero, Domitian, and Trajan are all linked with
specific architects, namely Severus and Celer, Rabirius, and Apollodorus of Damascus
(see chapter 8 below). Imperial sponsorship of artists in other media is also attested.
Augustus commissioned the gem engraver Dioscurides to create a seal with the
emperor’s portrait, and it is tempting to associate this artist with the emergence of
cameos and intaglios with imperial portraits as a new genre in the Augustan period
(Suetonius, Aug. 50; Megow 1987, 8-14).
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By the Imperial period, collecting had also become a significant component of both
private and imperial patronage. Programmatic arrangements of sculpture displayed at
the temples of Apollo Palatinus, Concord, and Divus Augustus are important early
examples. The collection of art from the Temple of Apollo Palatinus was one of three
important assemblages closely associated with Augustus, which also included the
collections at the Forum of Augustus and the Portico of Octavia (Rutledge 2012, ®.162)

237-262). The temple was vowed in 36 BcE at the Battle of Naulochus against Sextus
Pompey and eventually dedicated in 28 Bce (Velleius Paterculus 2.81.3). After its
dedication, the temple came to be closely associated with Augustus’s victory over Antony
and Cleopatra at Actium, and it acquired the epithets of Actiacus, Actius, or Navalis
(Navalis is also equally appropriate for the naval victory at Naulochus; Actiacus: Ovid,
Met. 13.715; Actius: Servius, Ad. Aen. 8.704; Ovid, Met. 13.715; Propertius 4.6.17; 4.6.70;
Navalis: Propertius 4.1.3). The close connections of the temple precinct and its collection
with its patron were further underscored by its deliberate location immediately adjacent
to the house of Augustus on the Palatine.

The collection included a cult image of Apollo Citharoedus by Scopas, flanked by a Latona
by Cephisodotus and an Artemis by Timotheus, restored by the Roman sculptor Avianius
Evander (Apollo by Scopas: Pliny, HN 36.25; Propertius 2.31.15-16; Celani 1998, 96-98;
Latona by Cephisodotus: Pliny, HN 36.24; Celani 1998, 98; Artemis by Timotheus: Pliny,
HN 36.32; Celani 1998, 98-99; for Avianius Evander: Horace, Sermones 1.3.90-91
[Porphyrio’s scholion]; Rutledge 2012, 238). The roof was decorated with Archaic statues
by Athenis and Boupalus, the sons of Archermus, including a chariot of the son (Pliny, HN
36.13, 37.11; Celani 1998, 91-96). Four bulls by Myron adorned the four corners of the
temple’s altar (Propertius 2.31.7-8; Celani 1998, 99-101). The doors to the temple
displayed reliefs representing the punishment of the Niobids and the destruction of the
Gauls at Delphi (Propertius 2.31.12-16). An arch dedicated to Augustus’s father, Gaius
Octavius, was surmounted by a quadriga with Apollo and Diana/Artemis by Lysias (Pliny,
HN 36.36: Kleiner 1988; Celani 1998, 114). The intercolumniations of the temple’s portico
contained statues of the fifty daughters of Danaus, all but one of whom murdered their
cousin-husbands, the fifty sons of Aegyptus, on their wedding night.

Although the identities of famous individual artists add measurable prestige to the
ensemble, the original intention and context of the works were no longer operative. The
sculptures all worked in concert to celebrate themes of vindication, retribution, and
restoration of order for their new patron/collector, Augustus. The original location of the
Apollo by Scopas in the Temple of Nemesis at Rhamnus would also have underscored
these themes for viewers (such as Pliny) who knew the statue’s provenance. In addition,
works such as the Danaids allude to Egypt and its annexation and to the defeat of
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Cleopatra. The architectural sculpture of the complex contained a series of archaizing
polychrome terracotta plaques that depicted the struggle between Apollo and Hercules
for the Delphic tripod. The retrospective style and material of the reliefs align them with
the actual Archaic sculpture on the roof. Because Augustus was linked so closely with
Apollo and Antony had highlighted his descent from Hercules, the reliefs cannot have
failed to bring to mind the recent victory at Actium and the consequent annexation of
Egypt in the minds of visually astute viewers (Kellum 1986). Like the sculptures of the
west pediment at Olympia more than four hundred years earlier, they use the allusive
language of mythology to commemorate contemporary geopolitical achievements of their
patron.

Tiberius also personally collected and curated collections of art at Rome with specific
programmatic intent (Becatti 1973-1974). His complete reconstruction of the Temple of

(®-163) Concord was begun in 7 Bce and included the installation of numerous works of
sculpture and painting. According to Cassius Dio (59.9.6), Tiberius acquired a statue of
Vesta (Hestia) from Paros expressly for the temple in 6 Bck on his way to his retirement on
Rhodes (Cassius Dio 55.9.5-6; Bravi 1998, 61-63). The temple was eventually dedicated
on January 16 in 10 or 12 cg, the anniversary of the day Octavian had assumed the name
Augustus (Suetonius, Tib. 20 [12 cg]; Cassius Dio 56.25.1 [10 cE]; see also Ovid, Fast.
1.638-650; for the assemblage of sculpture, see Kellum 1990 and Bravi 1998). In addition
to the Hestia from Paros, the works of art included sculptures of Apollo and Juno by
Baton; Latona with Diana and Apollo by Euphranor (Pliny, HN 34.77; Bravi 1998, 48-50);
Aesculapius and Hygieia by Niceratus (Pliny, HN 34.80; Bravi 1998, 50-52); Mars and
Mercury by Piston (Pliny, HN 34.89; Bravi 1998, 52-53); Ceres, Jupiter, and Minerva by
Sthennis (Pliny, HN 34.90; Bravi 1998, 53-55); paintings of Marsyas by Zeuxis (Pliny, HN
35.66; Bravi 1998, 55-57), Liber Pater by Nicias (Pliny, HN 35.131-132); and Cassandra
by Theorus (Pliny, HN 35.144; Bravi 1998, 60-61). In addition, numismatic
representations of the temple confirm that the exterior included sculptures of the
Capitoline triad at the apex of the pediment flanked by Ceres and Diana, while Mercury
and Hercules were at either side of the stairway leading up to the pronaos (Pliny, HN
34.73; Bravi 1998, 46-48). Ultimately, the collected works of art celebrated traditional
Republican notions of concordia among the orders, a new Concordia Augusta within the
emerging imperial dynasty, and important aspects of peace (Pax Augusta, Pax Armata,
and Pax Deorum), which intertwined with notions of salus (good health) for the Roman
state, along with notions of ideal kingship (for interpretations of the overall program, see
Kellum 1990; Bravi 1998, 64-65; Celani 1998, 125-132).

New equestrian portrait statues were also added to the assembled collection and
included images of Gaius and Lucius Caesar, Germanicus, and likely also Drusus Caesar
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(Tabua Siarensis b1-2, Heinemann 2007, 90-93; Champlin 2011, 83 n. 29). Augustus also
donated four elephants sculpted out of obsidian (Pliny, HN 36.196). In an extraordinary
act of virtual posthumous patronage, the temple’s inscription claims Tiberius and his
deceased brother Drusus as active sponsors of the building, just as in the dedicatory
inscription for the Temple of Castor and Pollux across the Forum in 6 cg

(Suetonius, Tib. 20; Cassius Dio 56.25.1; Champlin 2011, 82-83).

Although it was not dedicated until approximately five months after Tiberius’s death, the
Temple of Divus Augustus and its assemblage of painting and sculpture must have been
substantially completed during his principate. Located between the Forum Romanum and
the Palatine, the temple was richly decorated with important works of art (Lehmann
1941; Fischwick 1992; Rutledge 2012, 263-266). Martial records the eclectic collection at
the temple, which included paintings of Hyacinthus (14.173) and Danae (14.175) by
Nicias, another painting of Europa (14.180), a terracotta statue of a boy (the “Brutus”) by
Strongylion (2.77), bronze and terracotta statues of Hercules (14.173), a terracotta
statuette by Vulca of Veii (14.171; Pliny, HN 35.131), a golden statue of Victory (14.170),
a silver statue of Minerva (14.179), a terracotta statue of a hunchback (14.182), reliefs of
Hermaphroditus and Leander (14.174, 181), and a German war mask over the door of the
cella (14.176). According to Pliny, Tiberius personally dedicated the painting ®.164) of
Hyacinthus because Nicias was a painter particularly admired by Augustus, and this may
also partially account for the inclusion of his Liber Pater in the works collected for the
Temple of Concordia Augusta (Pliny, HN 35.131). Nicias’s oeuvre appears to have been
more conservative than that of some of his fourth-century contemporaries, with a more
political or historical, as opposed to aesthetic, focus, featuring especially naval and
cavalry battles, which might have appealed to the emperor (for Nicias’s more
conservative approach, see Demetrius, On Style 76; Tanner 2006, 203).

If the endeavors of Augustus and Tiberius as patron collectors (with the exception of
Tiberius’s requisition of the Apoxyomenos [Pliny, HN 34.62; Pollitt 1978, 167] and the
erotic painting of Atalanta and Meleager displayed at Capri [Suetonius, Tib. 44.2]) are
generally given a positive or neutral assessment in ancient authors, those of Nero are
universally condemned as acts of cultural plunder (for an overview of the negative
assessments of Nero’s collecting, see Miles 2008, 255-259, characterizing Nero as a
“Verrine” emperor in the mold of the rapacious first governor of Sicily, Gaius Verres, who
was prosecuted by Cicero; see also chapter 22 below). Because Nero’s collections have
been effectively erased and rearranged by Vespasian at the Templum Pacis, his intentions
as patron cannot be recuperated. Like his great-great-grandfather before him, Nero was
undoubtedly assembling collections worthy of adorning and improving the urban fabric of
the capital, especially after the fire of 64 ce. The works imported by Nero augmented the
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city’s collections immeasurably and are likely to have been highly esteemed during
Nero’s principate. It is probably not coincidental that Galba commissioned Agricola to
catalog all of the important works of art extant in the city immediately after Nero’s death
(Pliny, HN 35.26; Bravi 1998, 45), and it is also surely significant that Vespasian does not
insist on repatriating any of them, including the Eros of Thespiae by Praxiteles, which
had been taken to Rome once before by Caligula and returned to the Thespians by
Claudius (Pliny, HN 36.22; Pausanias 9.27.3). Praxiteles’s Eros is a locus for invective
against inappropriate and rapacious collecting (Gutzwiler 2004; Miles 2008, 254;
Rutledge 2012, 55). If Nero had exhibited the statue at the Domus Aurea, Vespasian
apparently transferred the Eros to the collections displayed in the Portico of Octavia,
where it was visible during Pliny’s day (HN 36.22: eiusdem est et Cupido, obiectus a
Cicerone Verri ille, propter quem Thespiae visebantur, nunc in Octaviae scholis positus:
“By Praxiteles, too, there is a Cupid, a statue which occasioned one of the charges
brought by Cicero against Verres, and for the sake of seeing which persons used to visit
Thespiae: at the present day, it is to be seen in the Schools of Octavia”). It is possible that
it was Nero who actually placed the statue in the Portico of Octavia if it was not used at
the Domus Aurea (see Miles 2008, 254).

Other works were apparently relocated to the Temple of Peace, which Vespasian
dedicated in 75 ck. Josephus (BJ 7.159-60) states that the Templum Pacis contained all
the great masterpieces of art that had previously been displayed all over the world. Many
of these works are presumed to be those collected by Nero. Pliny explicitly states that the
most celebrated of the works that he has enumerated in book 34 of the Natural History
were (re)dedicated by Vespasian in the Temple of Peace and other locations, after Nero
had brought them to Rome by violent means for display at the Domus Aurea (34.84: atque
ex (p.165) omnibus, quae rettuli, clarissima quaeque in urbe iam sunt dicata a
Vespasiano principe in templo Pacis aliisque eius operibus, violentia Neronis in urbem
convecta et in sellariis domus aureae disposta: “And from all of these that I have
recounted the most renowned have now been dedicated by the Princeps Vespasian in the
Templum Pacis and his other public buildings at Rome, works formerly conveyed to the
city through violent means by Nero and arranged in the reception rooms of the Domus
Aurea”; this passage has frequently been misconstrued to refer to the works immediately
preceding it, namely, battle monuments created for Attalus and Eumenes to celebrate
their victories over the Gauls and Boethus’s boy strangling a goose, but Pliny’s use of
atque ex omnibus, quae rettuli would seem to be much more inclusive and thus refer to
all the works he has been recounting). Pliny’s list is extensive, but works that are known
to have ultimately been displayed in the Templum Pacis include paintings of Ialysos by
Protogenes (Pliny, HN 35.102) and of the Battle of Issos by Helene (Photius, Bibl. 149.28-
33), sculptures of a bronze cow by Myron (Procopius, Goth. 4.21 [perhaps moved from the
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Temple of Apollo Palatinus]), a Ganymedes by Leochares (Juvenal 9.22-26; Pliny, HN
34.79; Anth. Pal. 12.221; IG XIV no. 1523; Florence, Museo Nazionale Archeologico: La
Rocca 2001, 196, fig. 17), the Pythokles of Polyclitus (Rome, Musei Capitolini: La Rocca
2001, 196-197, fig. 18), a Scylla by Nicomachus (Pliny, HN 35.109), a Nile in basanite
(Pliny, HN. 36.58), and an Aphrodite by an anonymous sculptor (Pliny, HN 36.27).
Fragments of three statue bases also suggest works by Praxiteles (or possibly Pasiteles),
Cephisodotus, and Parthenocles (La Rocca 2001, 197-199, figs. 19a-c). After they were
expropriated and recontextualized by their new patron, Vespasian, the remnants of
Nero’s collection lost their potential for invective and negative agency and reverted to
aesthetic objects, politically positive or at least neutral in their inflections (Norefia 2003,
28-29).

As with his collecting, Nero’s patronage of the painter Famulus has been cast in negative
terms by Pliny (HN 35.120), who famously called the Domus Aurea the prison of the
painter’s great artistic achievement, but in fact, the emerging innovations of the Fourth
Style in the Neronian period, in addition to the programmatic use of images in both the
Domus Transitoria (figure 7.3) and the Domus Aurea, can be attributed to the close
collaboration between imperial patron and artist (De Vos 1990 has also posited the
involvement of Seneca with the painter and the Trojan-themed paintings from the
Palatine nymphaeum of the Domus Transitoria; for Famulus, Nero, and Neronian
painting, see Bragantini 2011). Indeed, Pliny’s characterization of Famulus’s ouevre as
floridly extravagant (floridis tumidus) is equally appropriate for the patron as for his
painter (HN 35.120: fuit et nuper gravis ac severus idemque floridis tumidus pictor
Famulus).

Nero also notably
employed the sculptor
Zenodorus to create the
bronze colossus that was
intended to be the
centerpiece of the
vestibule of the Domus
Aurea (Pliny, HN 34.45-7;
_ : Albertson 2001). Although
Cick to view larger this collaborative project
between artist and patron

Fig. 7.3 Rome, Palatine, frescoed ceiling from the

Domus Transitoria nymphaeum complex. C. 59-64 ck. resulted in the largest
Rome, Museo Palatino. bronze statue from Greek
(Photograph by E. R. Varner.) and Roman antiquity, the

sculpture was always
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intimately associated with its patron, Nero, despite the fact that it was not completed
according to his original intentions and was dedicated seven years after his death in an
altered format. Nero had envisioned the Colossus as a Neronian incarnation of Apollo-
Helios, and its imagery and iconography are reflected in contemporary works (. 166) of
art (Bergmann 1993; Bergmann 1998, 190-201; Cadario 2011, 182-189). Zenodorus even
devised a new formula for the bronze alloy of the statue to secure its stability. He was
renowned as the foremost sculptor of the Neronian age, not inconspicuous for its
important and innovative artists and architects, yet his name is largely absent from art
historical accounts of ancient sculpture, and his greatest creation remains indelibly
associated with the outsize personality of his patron, Nero (Albertson 2001).

Private Patronage: Domestic Decoration and
Funerary Art

Like emperors, private individuals were also active as patrons, collectors, and curators.
Pompeian wall painting, in particular, has proved a rich source of information on private
patronage in the Late Republican and Early Imperial period. Although Richardson has
attempted to identify individual painters and workshops at Pompeii, the artists
themselves remain anonymous, like many of their Athenian and Apulian predecessors in
vase painting, and are identified by their most characteristic works (such as the
Boscotreacase or Dioscuri Painters) (Richardson 2000). Patrons and (. 167) painters
closely collaborated to create highly individualized ensembles. The emerging emphasis on
recreating picture galleries that began in the late Second Style especially allowed for the
expression of patrons’ aesthetic and iconographical aspirations (Leach 1982; Clarke
2003; Leach 2004; Wyler 2006). Far from being merely a kind of decorative wallpaper,
Roman frescoed interiors were major expressions of patrons’ agency in shaping their
domestic visual environments (see Bergmann 2001; Tybout 2001; Hallett 2001; Tybout
2002 for debate about the “social significance” of Roman wall painting, which is
essentially concerned with intentions of patrons; see also chapters 13 and 15 below).
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Funerary art also provides
another important and
well-explored avenue for
close consideration of
private patronage in the
visual arts. Several
monuments that are
complex iconographically
are preserved together
with their dedicatory

inscriptions, such as the
Fig. 7.4 Sarcophagus of Gaius Eunius Euhodus and

sarcophagus of Gaius
Metilia Acte. C. 161-170 ce. Marble. Width 2.10 m. . phag
Rome, Musei Vaticani inv. 1195. Eunius Euhodus and

(Photograph by E. R. Varner.) Metilia Acte from Isola
Sacra, dated to c. 161-170
cE (figure 7.4: Wood 1978; Zanker and Ewald 2004, 299-301; Birk 2013, 27-28, 96, 299
no. 552, fig. 11). The inscription on the lid of the sarcophagus clearly states that Euhodus

i-

Click to view larger

commissioned the monument for himself and his wife, Metilia Acte (CIL XIV no. 371). The
inscription adds additional biographical information and indicates that Euhodus was a
magistrate of an Ostian carpenters’ association and Metilia Acte was a priestess of the
Magna Mater. The tragic myth chosen by Euhodus is fairly unusual among the corpus of
Roman sarcophagi and is personalized through the insertion of (. 168 portraits with
Euhodus and Metilia Acte playing the roles of Admetus and Alcestis. The story unfolds in
three episodes of essentially continuous narration. At the proper left of the sarcophagus
are Apollo and Admetus; the central scene depicts the deathbed farewell of Admetus and
Alcestis, who has agreed to die in her husband’s place; while the final scene shows
Hercules reuniting the couple after bringing Alcestis back from the underworld. The
sarcophagus expresses the strength of the bonds forged between Euhodus and Metilia
Acte which will survive death, in part through their memories kept alive by the
monument itself. The triumph over death by being remembered is further underscored by
the flying figures of victory supporting the inscription plaque at the center of the lid.
Here a private patron has enlisted anonymous artists to craft a monument that ensures a
memorial afterlife for himself and his wife, who play starring roles in its imagery.

Slightly later, in the early third century, two unidentified couples have also inserted
themselves into another tragic myth, also fairly uncommon in the corpus of Roman
sarcophagi. Two sarcophagi in the Cortile Ottagono of the Vatican Museums depict the
story of Achilles and Penthesilea (Rome, Musei Vaticani invv. 900, 933: Zanker and Ewald
2004, 285-288; Birk 2013, 298 nos. 546-557). In both sarcophagi, Achilles and
Penthesilea appear with late Severan portraits. These sarcophagi isolate the couple as
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Penthesilea collapses in the last moments of her death, while the battle between the
Greeks and the Amazons rages around them. They are further heroized by the scale,
larger than the other participants in the battle, and their pose, which is borrowed from
that of the well-known Pasquino composition. Like the story of Alcestis and Admetus, the
myth expresses the strength of personal bonds that defy death. Its choice here may also
be related to a possibly contemporary poem on the fall of Troy by Quintus Smyrnaeus,
which celebrated the encounter between the Trojan hero and the Amazonian queen and
especially focused on the exceptional beauty of Penthesilea at the moment of her death,
which would also suggest an elevated and sophisticated literary allusion. These Roman
funerary monuments confirm that patrons continued to employ the highly effective and
richly evocative language of mythology to further their commemorative agendas.

Roman Patronage: Ideal Sculpture and
Portraiture

Roman monuments, however, were by no means always anonymous or unsigned or
focused exclusively on the political, ideological, social, or eschatological aims of imperial
or private patrons. Several surviving works of ideal sculpture and portraiture are signed
with no mention of the patron. Two important works closely associated with the school of
Pasiteles in the first century Bce bear signatures that proclaim their artistic lineage. The
Stephanus Athlete, now in the Torlonia collection, is signed ®. 169 by its artist,
Stephanus, who affiliates himself as a pupil of the great master Pasiteles (Villa Albani inv.
909: Pollitt 1986, 175, fig. 173; Bol 1989, 115-117 no. 30; Kleiner 1992, 29-30, fig. 6).
The Ludovisi “Orestes and Electra” is signed by Menelaus, who in turn states that he is
the pupil of Stephanus (Rome, Palazzo Altemps inv. 8604: Pollitt 1986, 175, fig. 184;
Kleiner 1992, 31, fig. 9; de Angelis d’Ossat 2002, 168; Hartswick 2004, 140-142, fig.
3.49). Here in both statues, artistic genealogy seems paramount, and the works may not
have been created for specific patrons. The location of the “Orestes and Electra,”
however, in the gardens of Sallust may have made the identity of the patron implicit.

Similarly, the display context of the black marble centaurs from Hadrian’s Villa signed by
Aristeias and Papias may have implied their imperial patronage (Rome, Musei Capitolini
invv. 656, 658: Helbig 1963-1972, II: 203-204; Haskell and Penny 1981, 178-179 no. 20;
MacDonald and Pinto 1995, 292-293, figs. 381-383). The inscriptions, however, only
mention the artists and the fact that they are from Aphrodisias, a fact further
underscored by the black Aphrodisian marble (Gopktepe) from which they are carved
(Attanasio, Bruno, and Yavuz 2009, 344; the marble was long thought to be Nero Antico).
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The famous relief of Antinous as Silvanus is also signed by Antonianos, who identifies
himself as an Aphrodisian (Museo Nazionale Romano, Palazzo Massimo alle Terme inv.
374071: Meyer 1991, 96-98 no. 1.75, pls. 86.4-5, 87). The signature on the Farnese
Hercules makes no mention of a patron or of the original inventor of this type, but it does
not fail to mention that the carver is an Athenian (Naples, Museo Archeologico Nazionale
inv. 6002: F. Rausa in Gasparri 2009, 17-20 no. 1). Like the Tivoli centaurs, its display
context within the Baths of Caracalla may have implied its imperial patron. Other
signatures could emphasize the patronymic of the artist, as in the case of the Belvedere
Torso (Brinkman et al. 1998), which is signed by Apollonius, the son of Nestor, who may
also be the same artist responsible for the new cult image of Jupiter Optimus Maximus
Capitolinus after the restoration of the temple carried out in the early first century Bce
by Quintus Lutatius Catulus (Cassius Dio 54.25.4; Josephus, AJ 19.1.2; Ovid, Fast.

6.37, 652; Suetonius, Calig. 52.2; Andrén 1976-1977, 67 n. 10; Nodelman 1987, 80-82;
Waszink 1962, 330-331).

Of all Roman monuments, portraits are probably most closely associated with the
individual identities of their patrons, and they are seldom signed. Within the genre of
portraiture, patrons dominate the discourse and appear as the most active agents, as is
also the case in funerary representations such as the sarcophagus of Gaius Junius
Euhodus and Metilia Acte, where no mention is made of the artists responsible for the
carving. When portraits are inscribed, such as an Antonine bust in Ostia, the inscription
identifies the sitter, Volcacius Myronopous (Ostia, Museo Archeologico inv. 38: Calza
1977, 33-34 no. 36, pl. 28). In rare instances, however, portraits can be signed. Thus, two
second-century portraits, probably created by a father and son, have prominent
inscriptions, in Greek, identifying them as the work of Zenas, son of Alexander (Rome,
Musei Capitolini inv. 579: Fittschen, Zanker, and Cain 2010, 84-86 no. 80, pls. 96-97)
and Zenas Junior (Rome, Musei Capitolini inv. 459: Fittschen, Zanker, and Cain 2010,
102-104 no. 98, pls. 96, 120, Beil. 32d). While context and accompanying inscriptions
may (p-170) have identified the patrons and/or the sitters, the works themselves bear
only the signatures of the artists, and the use of a patronymic and their shared name of
Zenas suggest a prominent dynasty of portrait sculptors.

Public Patronage? Triumphal Arches and
Senate and People of Rome (SPQR)

Roman triumphal arches also raise important issues about patronage, agency, and
reception. The Arch of Titus makes ostensible claims about its authorship. Its inscription
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straightforwardly announces that the Senate and People of Rome dedicated the arch in
honor of Divine Titus, son of Divine Vespasian (CIL VI no. 945: Senatus populusque
Romanus divo Tito divi Vespasiani f[ilio] Vespasiano Augusto). Nevertheless, the
patronage of the arch is most often assigned to Domitian, who intended it as a dynastic
monument celebrating the consecratio of his brother (Arce 1993). An alternative
interpretation, based on a lost inscription formerly in old St. Peter, assigns the patronage
of the arch to Trajan (CIL VI no. 946; see Magi 1975). This inscription, however, is
probably not to be associated with the arch, and it would be contradictory to have one of
the arch’s inscriptions proclaiming a dedication by the Senate and People of Rome, while
the other explicitly states that Trajan made it. Like the Arch of Titus, the Arch of
Septimius Severus in the Roman Forum, dedicated in 203 cE, has an inscription that
assigns authorship of the arch to the Senate and People of Rome (SPQR) but is generally
interpreted as a triumphal and dynastic monument engineered by the emperor himself
(Brilliant 1993). The four large historical panels over the lateral bays of the arch
represent Severus’s important victories at Edessa, Ctesiphon, Nisibis, and Hatra.

The Arch of Constantine, erected between 312 and 315 ck, collapses taxonomies of patron
and viewer. Again, the inscription insists on the Senate and People of Rome as the
authors of the monument. The arch itself has engendered heated debate over both its
patron (Constantine or the Senate?) and its ideological programs. (For a review of
scholarship on the arch proposing programmatic aspects of the reuse, first proposed by
H. P. L’Orange in L’Orange and von Gerkan 1939, 190-191, see Liverani 2004, 383-399,
and Liverani 2011. Liverani’s interpretation of the arch is too heavily influenced by
literary theory. For alternative readings that give more meaning to the program of reused
and newly created sculptures, see Elsner 2000, 172-175; Elsner 2003, 216-217; Faust
2011.) As an assemblage of reused and newly created reliefs, it activates a series of
associative messages. Constantine is clearly being presented as the present incarnation
of imperial continuum and as a new exemplum of a “good” emperor like Trajan, Hadrian,
and Marcus Aurelius before him. The Senate and People of Rome are simultaneously
viewers of the arch and its ostensible patrons. The inscription makes possibly
disingenuous @171 claims about patronage that complicate the interpretation of the
arch; nevertheless, this text foregrounds the emphasis on patrons as primary agents in
the creation of art in Greek and Roman antiquity.
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the ancient world, embodied by Alexander and Deinocrates. It then examines some of the
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