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D M Sypbicin Cotlon  ana The British School at Rome,
%&; g;ua’—d %‘Mm
Yo Tionzo, 22 - Goft $6654.5
00798 Pora

Via Gramsci, 61,
06197 Roma.
Sevptember 8th, 1979.
Dear VMiss Grace,
A number of years ago, I had the pleasure of meeting you, and
Miss Lucy Talcott, at the Agora and at The American School at
Athens.

I am writing to you, at the suggestion of Professor Zevi. I
am in process of finishing the definitive revport on the excavations
at the San Rocco villa, Francolise, Campania. Professor Zevi tells
me that whereas you used to say that the Rhodian amnhora stamps,
like those of iainhaisteo® in the attached note, did not continue
after the second century B.C., you now think that they continued
into the first century. He thought that you might like to have a
note about the dne we found.

Whilst it is unstratified, the villa was not built, I think,
until abou io B.C., and that on an unoccupied site. However, there
were some 4 Greek coins in the original ore-villa sub-soil. But

the amphora handle may not have reached the site until after 70
B.C. How it got there, and where it came from in Italy, is not
khown.

As you will see, Joyce Reynolds wrote it un for me, somé 12
years ago. I wondered whether, since then, you have found a date
for this stamp? It would be most kind of you if you could find the
time to senc me a nate about it.

Yours very sincerely,
(Dr. M. Aylwin Cotton)
Miss Virg)nia Grace.

2,07 |



2.03

Amnhora handle. (FPig.63, 19 and P1.00))
19. (P11). A stamred handle, in nlain buff pasée smoothed ex-
ternally. A single example, found in top soil.

Miss Joyce Reynolds has kindly examined this niece, and
writes:— "This readsins should T think be H¢aleTiamNog (2
looks 1like an A, rresumably because the base has been smudged
out), and theh object below is a caduceus (Haiphaisteof'g stamos
stamps always do have a caduceus below them). This is a Rhodian
amrhora stamp. There is another examonle in the British Museum
(IGXII.1.1310) and A number have been found in various parts of
the Mediterranean world, cf. Nilsson, 1909, 427-8, no. 226 and
Grace, 1952, 516ff. (she records 8 examples found in Delns). It
gives the name of the manufacturer, but we lack the corresponding
stamn from the second handle giving the cate of the Rhodian
eponymous pnriest. As far as we have been able to discover, no
stamp of Haiphaisteo® has ever been recorded tied to its con-
temmorary date stamp, though it looks to me, from WMunro, 1890,
35, as if one example was found in a Cypriote tomb along with
stamps (separate) of the eponyms Teisaroras and Pythogenes.
For lists of Rhodian enonyms, cf. von Bleckman, 1912, 249 f.;
von Gaertringen, 1931; Grace, 1953, 116f. But no date is off#er@d
for the stamps of Haiphaisteofi. Nor, unfortunately, can the San
Rocco exam~le help in the matter, for it was found in unstrat-

ified top soil."

Bibliography
von Bleckman, 1912 - 'Zu den rhodischen eponymen Helios-
priesten', Klio, xii, 249-258.

von Gaertringen, 1931 - c.v. Rhodes, Pauly-Wissowa, Supp. V.

Grace, 1952 - 'Timbres amphoriques trouvées a Delos', BCH,
1xxvi, 514-540.
______ 1953,- 'The Eponyms named on Rhodian Amphora Stamps!,

Munro, 1890- 'Bxcavations in Cyprus¥ 1889, etc.,' JHS, x1, 31-60.
Nilsson, 1909, Timbres amvhoriques de T.indos. Yopenhagen.
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difficulties of the present moment, my work will

be printed as soon as possible.

‘ In the hope to see you in Italy again, let

me express the feelings of my gratitude for what |

you hgve made, and of my friendship.

Yours very sincerely

S e
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May 14, 1960

Dr. Giacomo Caputo, Sopintendents,
Soprintendenza alle Antichite d'Etruria
Firenze

Italia

Dear Dr. Caputo,

Thank you very much for your interesting offprint; amd the olear photo- ‘

graphs and drawings of the fragment of which you would like to mow the
date., The 1 : 1 profile drawing was of particular help in suggesting to me

UL N L AT

an identificatian, ‘f
Actually, according to the types of amphoras which we have found here, a

it appears that this fragment must be an intrusion in your early tomb,~ ( F(":“—“'”"\B

perhaps fallen in through the opening made by the robbers? The skape and |

scale seem to identify it with a olass of Italien jars of which many were

imported to Athemns at about the beglnning of the lst century B.C. (/(:T, (o x
8ince I am not at all an expert in Roman amphoras, I am sending on

your letter with all its emolosures to Mrs, 8. F, Will, 525 West Foster Avenus,

State College, Pomnnsylvamia., Mrse Will is publishing our Roman amphores,

in a general study of Roman amphoras found in tho eastern Msditerranean

aréa. She will be able to control my guess as to the sourve and date of

your fragment,
The tomb seems to be of great importance and intercst, and I hopo that

you will report it more fully later.

Yours very sincerely,

Virginia Grace



















FC’ opy from the Catalog the shelf numbers of the book you waéM:] A

SHELF NUMBERS .....oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirireiiereeiaenenneacnsennsen VOL..............
AUTHOR ...ttt cvnecen et enen e enenenrnenans COPY.....cccuuee
TITLE

..........................................................................................




For its sake, recently muoch traffic with correspn
Black Sea.

incl}xde stuff found about the

volums ready by early summer.

in an effort to

hind the curtain,

orrespondence

cc Ne
LY AND SICIL‘}'

COA
W ITa

T P.F Athens, January 4, 1958

Dear Peter,

Hore are two lists, one of names on Coan (as we are pretty well convinced)
bhandles, and the other of western sites from which stamped handles are pub-

lished in I. G. XIV. For the latter, we are now so fixed that we can readily

look up what there is from any partiocular site, though we have not time this
year to get up a general presentation. Apart from what is here, we have informatic
also for Coaa and for Morgantion (Serra Orlendo). As most of the handles are
Rhodian, it occurred to me you might have some interest. Please don't throw away .
the 1ist, but send it back if you don't feel you will use it,
The names on double handles have beenm looked up in Paton and Hioks, in

¥ilnsterberg, in Maiuri (Nuov. 5ill.), in something by Herzog, and in a fow other
places. In the enclosed 1ist, about 37 per cent of the names are marked with

asterisks in pencil: these are names which we have not yot found on coins or

Yours,

insoriptions of Cos, and if you cen give us known Coan parallels for some of
these we would be grateful. I should also like to know your present opinion
on the possibility of asscolating some of the other two thirds rather exclusively
b with Cos, something which you suggested we ought to try to do, or you might be
interested in doing it for us. Quite a lot of them, of oourse, appear on other
7 olasses of handles; but I note,from a quick glgnoe through MZ's lists, that the
J following names which are Coan do not seem to appsar on non=-Coan handles: ABATI(,
APIZTH, APXETIOAIZ, AAMAZ, AAMEAZ, AQPIMAXOZ, EIZISH, EKATOARPOZ, ENIIKOYPOZ, BRMHZ,
j EYMENEZ, EYMH(, EYNOZ, EYTHPIAAZ, EYTYXIAAZ, EYTYXIZ, EYTYXOZ, BBIZAAOX, GEYTTMIAAY
§ | AOXOZ, MAKAPINOZ, MEAANIINIOZ, MINNION, ZANGIITIOZ, ZRINIZ, I[AZIAZ, NPRTIMN, ZKOMAZ,
Others should probably be added, for instance ZZIYPOZ has apart from Coan stamps

only a rather dubious existence on Rhodian. On the other hand, some of the nams g

g‘io here listed occur on only one or two handles.






Amsrioan School of Classiocal Studies
Athens, Gresoe

June 29, 1955

r, Hatto Sohmitt
Brahmsstre. 26/0 be.Beyer
Minchen 8
Germany
Dear Mr., Schmitt:

I am so sorry not to have somnsr y ur ingquiry of Maroh 37. I have
bee very busy with proof for a forthecming article, and other matters
that could not be postponed.

About 865 stamped jar handles fmund in Italy, Sicily, and Sardinie
are published in I.G, XIV, under no.2393, of whioh 750 or perhaps more
are Rhodian, Comsiderable study would be needed for the identification
of all the early types among these stampse. But I had occasion & few ysars ago
to look up early khodian found in Tarentum, as published in this volume,
and found the following datable not far from 300 B.C., perhaps earlier:
the eponyms
Aglokritos (30), Nikon (387a and b), Soohares (471-2, 3 examples ), and Philoni=
das (512); the fabriocants Dionysios (213) and Agesikles (?547) and Mikythos
(367) wore probably of about the same date, The numbhers are those of the
publiocation, under the general mumber 2393. Weo cannot give definite dates
to Rhodian stamps before the mmd late 4th century, so you see these handles
-do not give you an indication of the bozinning of trade between Rhodes and

Ramo

With best wishes for the progress and suseess of your studies,

Yours sincerely,

Virginia Graoce







August 9, 1957

Dr. Hatto Sohmitt
Brahmsstrasse 26/0 b, Beyer
Munchen 8, Germany

Dear Dr, Schmitt:

Thank you very much for the ocopybof your thesis, "Rom und Rhodos,?
which I have just reasived, in accordance with your kind letter of
Yarch 7, 1956 in which you promised to send me ones I look forward
with much interest to reading it.

I enclose here a oopy of & short arbiclo of mine which gives a
report on the stamped handles found in Alezendria, the results of an
investigation made early in 1966,

With congratulations on the successful tormination of your
.examinationa and the publication of your thesis, I em

Yours sinceroly,

Virginia Grace
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December 27, 1959

i)

Signorina Slisa Lissi
Via Ugo Bassi 1 A
¥ilano

Italia

Dear Signorina Lissi:
1 enclose a copy of a letter to Dr. Sestieri
¥ drawings of
in which I mention seeing the,fragments from your
excavations in Lokri which may be from the same series

' as the (unpublished) amphora from his tomb in Paestum.

' I wvas greatly interested in what you showed ms,

and hope some time to have the opportunity to visit
Lokri.
With best wishes for the New Year,

Yours very sincerely,

Virginia Gpace













ITALY - LOKROI and PAESTUM 121

MINOR GROUPS = LOKRIAN

December 27, 1969

Dr. Pellegrino Claudio Sestieri
Superintendent of Antiquities
S8alerno, Italy
Dear Dr, Sestieri:
I must apologize for the long deley in acknowledging the very interesting
offprint you sent me of your article "fomba a Camera d'Bta Lucana,” Bolletino
d'Artd, 1968, pped6, £fe, to which you had attached a photograph of the large
3.V Lo ‘Péurt- v ouaa el ) & ll
undecorated emphora fram this tomb. *M 0 il - MR g/eau j
the amphora !
The fact is that at first,ét seemed to me a completely strange type, about chft m\’:
which 1 seemed to have nothing to tell you. A recent visit from Signorina Elisa {
Lissi, and study with her of amphora fragments found by her in great quantity in i
Lokri, of which she had brought profile drawings, gave ms occasion to look again
at your photogreph. Now I think that many of her fragments come from amphoras of
the same class as yours from the tomb; also that we can probably attribute to the
sams class soms pieces catalogued at the Athendan Agora, P 26337 and P 26357,

These latter show certain differences from your jar which may b explained by a

diffarence in date, since ocontext indicates en early 4th century date for the

Agora examples, while your figured pottery, as I understand, datos thelater buria)}

in your tomb rather late in the 4th century. The Agora pieces had looked strange
encugh in their context to suggest they were an intrusion; now one scees they are ‘
a not of “Roman%dete but probably of Italian origin, perhaps from Lokri.

‘v" I hope you will publish this amphora soan, supplementing the photograph with

a profile drgging showing one side in soction, so we cen seo just what 1ip and too

are like. Thie is a great help in identifying fragmsnts.

#ith many thanks for your kimhess, and best wishes for the Hew Year,
Yours sincerely,

B o . e
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’ f . San ViTALE
Ll NITALR
/ 4‘_ THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF [OWA )
IOWA CITY
DEI;ARTMENT OF ART 23 October 1947

Dr. Virginia Grace
Institue for Advanced Study
Princetony New Jersey

Dear Virginia,

I shall send you your off-print of the
elephant very soon. The printers by mistake
sent all the copies to wrong people, and that
delayed things badly.

I don't want to excite you with false
expectations, but during a lecture the other
day it struck me that some of the Byzantine
churches in Ravenna may contain thousands of
your amphora, and I just wonder if you ever
came across the reference that San Vitale has

) a very large dome made of hundreds of your
~ vessels, or at least vessels shaped like =~

D G G,

and which are stuck tail into mouth and ar-
ranged horizontal in spirals at least two layers
thick, over a radius of about 32 feet.

This only in a rush.

. - K({ ?
f pitf Ll '{}“‘?L b Sy ”‘w"":a} L (JVV\.&',
o iy g y /
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KUNSTHISTORISCH INSTITUUT DER RUKSUNIVERSITEIT TE UTRECHT

UTRECHT. . 19.
DRIFT 25
November 9th, 1958 TEL. 12653

Dear Virginisa,

Thanks for your letter which terminates, I gather, an
eleven year silence., I am glad to learn that your book
is about to be printed and if, in my humble way, I can
provide a good picture, I shall do so without fail.

It may take some time bec:zuse I shall be dependent on
the cooperation of others., But let me tell you what
steps I intend to take:

a.) I have a colleague here who is in charge of
architecture- I shall try to move his staff; he him-
self is immobile.

b.) if this doesn't work out, I shall write to a
very nice man in Ravenna, Giuseppe Bovini, who is
soperintendenteof monuments and ask him to send
a foto direct to you, giving him all éhe necessary de-
tails as well as your need for PUBLICATION.

In other words: pasienza,

I hope, however, tht all this will be settled before
the end of November so that you needn't cross the
Ocean empiy-handed.

Diana is a young girl who has just finished foéur
nights of public dancing (ballet) on the local stage;
apart from her strenmuous Dutch schoolwork. Number two
girl, Kathy, is a horsewoman (terribky expensive).

We are eagerly looking forward to the Homer Thompsons'
forthcoming visit to Utrecht. Holland seems to be an
importan®’place for archaeologists.

I suddenly remember that the Handbuch der Kunst-

wissenschaft has a good drawing of the systhem of

those domes. I only hope that those things stuck into
one another are of the type you want them to bel

Best greetings and love from Mary (who at the
present point lies in bed with pneumonia (which the
Dutch treat with Aspirine and similar daring things)).

As ever yours,
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Indications in the upper right corners olassify handle andfor stamp, distinguishing 1
ped vessel if not an amphora; 3) language if not Greek: 4) shape of stamp if not a ;
nnmbers and any other documentation go to the left, any descriptive comment to the rig

stamped. Numbers in the middle are negative numbers,
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American School of Classical Studies
Athens, Gyresce

September 8, 1960

Dear Willem,

I am ashamed that I neither replied to your letter of Januvary, 1959,
nor acted on it, by getting in touch with your student Miss M. Mulder

while she was working at Ravenna. The result is, that with a new orisis

over that pioture book about amphoras, I em now in just the same position
as I was two years ago, that is, for Ravemna I have only the picture of

the roof of the tomb of Galla Placidia (Boll. d'%Arte, VIII, 1914, PPEXX

somewhere between pp. 1-22, fig.s 37 and 38) which could be better.

This is Just to say that if in the meanwhile you have notieed anything 1

Tours Py

in the way of a good clear pnotograph of roof ognstrustion whioch employs

I sxpeot to be back in Hovember.

these jars - and the photograph should show the shape of the whole Jab,
to be perfeot 4 I am still very much in the market for ity and if I
could get it in a couple of weeks it would go into this editiom of the

booklet, |

T TR

Professor Bovini, alas, never did reply to my letter of December,19568,

Watohing a recent rerocofing of the Ameriocan 8chool of Classical Studies,
the
I refdect that the jars i.nAGallia Plaoidia tomdb are really more for insulationm,

arendt they; they seem to be just laid in loosa.

When are you coming to Gpoeeos?

1 have to thank you for soms very nice chits and photgraphs sent sinoe
your letter: a fipe Photo of a wo2l in Ostia with jars sticking out of its wallgg
& referonce to a delizhtful piocture of OAYZEYX navigating on amphoras in the

Ashmolean whioh will sertainly get stuck in samewherey a fine mosaic in Ostig
with ships and wine being loaded 7 is this published scmowhers ?

y

ﬁy love to Iﬁav.

I expeoct to fly to the US on or about Sept. 30s The baoklet ought to he

ready then. Remombor me in your orismms.
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REGIONE HI. — 487 — REGGIO DI CALABRIA

Frammento fittile, su cui & graffita la lettera: B.
Altro frammento in cui leggesi pure a graffito: I
Pezzo di tegola col noto bollo impresso: SHAJONS.’

Manico di anfora rodia col bollo rettangolare a lettere rilevate (Dumont, p. 100
n. 176): :

]\@M ‘ MAPSYA

"AAANIOY

Altro manico col bollo pure rettangolare (Dumont, p. 79, n. 17):

MQM\ ATOPANAKT

APTAMITIoY

Altro manico col bollo: -
ENIEPEQ ¢

}%,\&/»L " APISTQNOE®

EMINOGIOY

Altri due manichi pure con bolli, imcompleti per cattiva impressione e di diffi-

cile lettura:
@) EN KA€VE_V( ' b)}AMoY a
LV 1o4q  Nvclov Vo . NTloY .

Dal Inogo medesimo provengono vari bolli -di piombo con leggende greco-bizantine.

;. Insieme a varie monete di bronzo, greco-reggine, rinvenute nel predetto luogo,
. 8¢ ne rinvenpero delle elegantissime mamertine, e notiamo, che & frequente nel nostro
territorio il ritrovarsi queste ultime monete, che fanmo testimonianza degli attivis-
simi commerci tra i due popoli, nel tempo in cui Messina era occupata dai Ma-
mertini. Invece raramente si trovano le monete col MEZZANIQN, se si eccettuano
quelle antichissime di argento, colla figura della lepre, che rimontano alla dominazione
dei Messeni sopra l'una e l'altra cittd dello stretto. .

Pid volte, parlando delle colline che sovrastano alla cittd, dalla parte di oriente,
si fece menzione dell'esistenza di antiche :t‘}se, scavate in forma conica, sino alla
profonditd di 5 o 6 m., aventi alla base | diametro di m. 2 § a 8, con semplice
rivestimento di calce che aderisce al terreno, scavato in giro per lo spessore di m. 0,05.

. Pud credersi che fossero usate per conservare grano od altri cereali, per la pub-
blica sussistenza, tanto pit che appariscono costruite in determinate distanze, a par-
tire dall'alto delle colline, fino presso 1'abitato. Nei tempi successivi, vi & da rite-
nere, che volendo ridurre a coltura quelle camt agne, cacciarono entro quelle fosse tutto
il pietrame ed i rottami di laterizi di cui erhno disseminati quei luoghi, non rispar-
miando le tombg ivi esistenti. :

Onde & che frugando in tali buche, spesso lavviene di trovarvi ossa umane con resti

di suppellettile funebre. Cosl da talune di esse, ricercate di “récente per cavarne

-pietre, pervennero al museo molti piccoli vasi e lucerne di svariate forme, ‘ed una
congerie di frammenti ceramici. Notiamo parte di un disco fittile che doveva avere

-
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JULLBTTING ARCHROLOGICO S1RDO

Anro V

N.e b. Maggio 1859.

Nomi greci che si leggono nei Manubrj di diole di terracolla —
Anelli antichi (continuazione della pag. 88) Sigilli e Materia— Nuova

inferprelasione della Stela Fenicia di Tharros' — Terme antiche

ed acque termali tn Sardegna.

NOMI GRECI CIHE SI LEGGONO NEI l\lANUﬁRJ

DI DIOTE DI TERRACOTTA (1)

Moltissime sono le diote greche scoperte in Sicilia, ed

ultimamente in Sardegna nella necropoli di Tharros, le
quali nei manubrii hauno il bollo con iscrizione greca,
come si pud vedere nclla tav. L messa in fronte (2). Se non

() 11 Ch. P. Pinc. Federico Pogwisch dei MM. Conventuali in Messina,
Socio dcII’ Instituto Archeologico, ch’ ebhimo la fortuna di conoscere nel mag-
gio del 1886, allorche ¢i trovavamo in Messina, ci ha mandato questa disqui-
sizione , la quale si collega colle diote greche trovate in Sardegna. A questo
distinto archrolugo avevdfmu coraunicalo le iscrizioni dei manubrii sardi, e ci
rallegriamo di aver combinato nei scnhmenh, ringraziandolo dell’ onore che ar-
Teca a quesio nostro lavoro col di lui scritlo (N del Diret. ).

{2) Gli impronti che gli comunicammo furono solamenle quaitro, ecioé quelli
defla nostra rarcolta. Siccome perd di queste diote ne furono estratte altre dalle
tombe i Tharros , cosi ora ne possiamo enumerare 12, ciot ¢ di Lord Wer-
non (V. Tav. N. 6 ¢ 7), 3 del cav. D. Paolo Spano (N. 4, 8,9), ed altre
5 dd R. Museo (N. 3, 4, 8), oltre guelle che furono csporlalu all’ estero
delle quali nen al)luamo potuto avere gli impronti. Anche in Cozliari si cono-
seevano -simili diote , pz.rc]u: Fine. Crespi trovd uno di quesli manubrii,
quando nello scorso anno si scavavano le fondamenta per fore'la cinta ali’ ingrandi-
mento del Gampo Santo. Recentencnte pare ne sono state scoperte altre due col
nome del vasaio Eraclieu e colla solita marca del caduceo, dall’ altra parte col
nome di due eponoml uuovi Austrato , e Timoditheo (Nola dcl Diret. ).
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che gli autori che parlarono di queste iscrizioni vi ravvi-
sarono i nomi dei mesi degli antichi Siciliani. Il ch. Zor-
remysza nella sua opera delle Iscrizioni di Sicilia,e di al-
tre Isole ad essa vicine (pag: LVIL e LXVI), parlando
delle epoche cronologiche dei Siciliani e deiloro mesi, per
mezzo di questi bolli impressi nei manubrii di certe an-
fore trovate in Sicilia, ha creduto di scuoprire dei mesi
areco-siculi nei nomi aggiunti a quelli dei Rettori Eponomi.’

Sebhene all’ opinione del dotto autore abbiano aderito

I' Avolio, ed il Crispi, quanto a me’ dico che in essa non
lo veduto mai chiaro, e pilt mi sono riconfermato dopo
che di questi simili’ manubrii ne vennero in mio potere, e
dopp che il mio amico Gan. Spano, direttore di questo Bul-
lcttino, mi favori gl’ impronti di quelle diote trovate in
Sardegna (1). I nomi dei mesi greco-siculi ritrovati dal ci-
tato Torremuzza sarebbero i seguenti (p. LIX). Carneus,
Panemus, Poseidonius, Arthemithius, Badromius, Thesmo-
phorius, Theudesius, Agrianius, Dalius, Lyamus, Laromius,
Hyacinthius. Questi nomi che vengono dopo il ‘nome degli
Eponomi dico che a vece d’ indicare i mesi proprii ai Sici-
liani, siano nomi propy] del padre, o della patria, oppure

aguomi di coloro che crano Rettori di quel luogo ove.fu- -

vono fabbricati i suddetti vasi.
A favore di questa mia opinione mi ‘si presentano da

prima i varj monumenti che lo stesso Torremuzza ha pub- -

blicati nella cit. opera alla classe VIII, nei quali i nori

(1) La diota disegnata A & quella su i di cui manubrj (4 e 2)silrovano le
jscrizioni in rilievo. Lie diote sono della stessa altezza, un melro circa, ¢ della
sless_g' capacitd. Quella notata B, t di manifattura sarda, ed intanlo 1’ abbiamo
messy per confronto, perchi pare sia fatta ad imitozione della prima. Di questa
formga se ne sono estratte molte che possono vedersi nel R. Musco, oltre quelle
che possiedono i parlicolari. Le iscrizioni l¢ abbiamo collocate come si trovano
disposte nei manubrii, cioe quelle che sono collocate a destra corrispondono al
manybrio destro dell’ anfora, ¢ quelle a sinistra al sinistro ‘manubrio, come si
vedano nella cit. ‘Tavola che diamo in fronte. (Nota del Diret.)
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che sono aggiunti a quegli aliri cui é affissa, o no, la prZ—
posizione éxl, abbiano o no tali secondi.-nomi apposto
I’ articolo 7év , sempre sono tradotti dallo stesso autore
come nomi di padre, e non di mese: mi si presentand al-
tresi 1 bolli degli stessi manubrii da lui riferiti nella classe
XV, ai num., LVII, LXII e LXIII, nei quali i tre nomi
aggiunti ai tre. primi coll’ éni sono riguardati dal mede-
simo non come nomi di mese, ma dei genitori rispet;tivi;
Se dunque non sono indicati nei monumenti di maggior
importanza, come sono quelli della classe VIII, o:e si
leggono i nomi delle autoritd "eponome, i nomi dei mesi,
molto meno questi si debbono rinvenire nelle brevi iscri-
zioni dei manubrii delle anfore: e se in" questi (classe XV)
ha trovato alcuni bolli coll’ aggiunta del nome dei genitori
per. analogia i doveva riconoscere negli altri simili com;,
per esempio nel bollo LVII nell’ ENI TIMO®EOY NHE&‘@IOT
che traduce sub Timotheo Nieuthii filio; mentre che non
fa lo stesso nel bollo XXXIII traducendo I’ EII KI.LETKPA.
TEIZ AAMOTY sub Cleucrate Dalio mense, in vece dl sub
Cleucrate Dalii filio. Per la stessa ragione di analogia io
deduco che il Dalio nel bollo non indichi che un nome di
.distinzio.ne relativo al soggetto che ivi si ricorda dopo la
preposizione;; e lo stesso affermo per tutti quei diversi
nomi che il Torremuzza ci dichiara come mesi.
. . < 1 . . ’
trovate 1 noime e o, B oot sggiunti_ sbbia
o mesi o perche nella storia greca
trovd alcuni di questi secondi nomi simili a quei dei mesi
adoperati dagli antichi greci, come ei scrive alla pag. LIX
come sono Panemus, Artemithius, Boedromius: ma quest;.

similitudine dei nomi ‘trovata nei bolli delle anfore con al

cuni dei mesi usati dai Greei non ¢ sufficiente per con-
chiudere che quelli fossero nomi di mesi, trovandosi -nomi
e,l;poinomt.c,he. corrispondono. a quelli: anzi vi sono dei mesi
che hanno preso i g Ji ini i

_ preso il nome da quello’ degli ‘uomini -stessi.
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Tralasciando le antiche iscrizioni latine coi nomi Junuarius
- Martius, Julius ecc., nelle iscrizioni greche dei medesimi
_ bolh abbiamo quello di TANAMOZ, e quello di AAAm0Z :
anzi il Torremuzza stesso osserva che il Carneo era un
cognome anche proprio di Apollo, e che da (uesto nome
sia stato poi provenuto ad uno dei mesi (loc. cit. p. LXVI).
Altronde & da notare, a confessione dello stesso autore, che
gli ultimi quattro nomi di mese Dalius, Lyamus, Laromius,
e Hyacinthius von li trovd adoperati dai Greci, come aveva
potuto trovare i primi otlo. T

A tutto questo poi si aggiunge che altri secondi nomi
sono stati rinvenuti in altri bolli i quali certo mon sono
da reputarsi nomi di mesi, ma del padre, della patria,
ovvero agnomi atti a distinguere quei soggetti, o Rettori
dagli omonimi loro corrispondenti. Di tal fatta sono quell
siferiti dall’ dvolio nella sna opera delle antiche fatture di
argilla in cuel bollo (tav. IIT num 12) EIfl APXIAA AOTIMOT
ed in quelle formole di sua traduzione nel gowerno di
Arsidano Geloo, di Pitogene Sartamita, ecc. ecc. (pag- 93,94)
¢ di tale specie se ne osscrvano in alwi bolli della mia
raccolta. Occorre pure che in essi bolli alcuni Rettori hanno
lo stesso nome che non pnd esser di mese, come per esem-
pio alla pag. 209, n. 38 del Torremuzza, ed in quella-del-
I Avolio alla tav. 3, num. 23 si ricorda un bollo con
£l APISTOFETOT 8AAIOT, riferendosi un  altro Aristogeto
Allio: ora se questi aggiunti fosscro mesi, quanti mesi si
avrebbero nello stesso anno? Conviene dunque meglio dire
che il Dalios ¢ nome di uomo, come viene dimostrato nei
due bolli da me posseduti. Cosi stesso nei due Erei, uno
presso il Torremuzza (p. 213, n. 13) coll’ aggiunta di Jr-.-
chida, e I altro presso I' Avolio (p. 93) coll' aggiunto di
Agrianio, riconoscendo in questi aggiunti una distinzioné
degli omonimi. E finalmente si rileva negli aggiunti dei
due Anaxibuli, uno dello Spano, in quei bolli di Tharros

o -
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che mostra dopo di sé un EMINIOIOT (v. num. g), e l'altro
nell’operadell’ Avolio coll'aggiunta di Agrianio, e del Tharrese.

Parliamo ora di quei bolli che dopo la preposizione EnI
hanno il solo nome, come sono quelli del Torremuzza (211,
212, € 213) ENI SOZTPATOTY — EIll KAEARXOr — LEIIl
KAEYKPATEYZ — Efll ENOPANETS — EIIl [IATZANIA, ecc.
e quelli dell’ Avolio (pag. 86, 89 e 94) coi soli nomi
Casicrate, Enoesero, Callicrate, ecc. ai quali si possono ag-
giungerc due della mia collezione EIll AINHZIAAMOT ed
E[IKPATIAA. Ora se per legge dei Rettori, o dell’autoritd
locale i vasellai dovevano mettere il nome decl mese nei
loro bolli, non vedo la ragione perché¢ manchino i mesiin
questi ed altri bolli. Conviene adunque inferirne che 1 no-
mi aggiunti siano per indicare i soggetti omoninii onde scan-
sare (ualche equivoco tra i Retlori o Eponomi.E cosa poi
certa che s’ incontrino dei manubrj i quali hanno dei bolli
senza la preposizione EIY, ¢ nulla di meno hanno nomi ri-
putati sinora ¢ome mesi, tale ¢ per esempio quecllo del
Torremuzza (pag. 204) MAPZIA (Marsia) IIANAMOT | e quel
dell'Avolio, oltre a quell’ #racxibulo Agrianio, un certo Strato
Carnio ; e nella mia collezione ho due manubrj, uno col bello
‘MAPSIA APTAMITIOY e Paltro con IITGOTENET ATPIANIOY,
‘Questi nomi adunque devono essere nomi vasellaj, e non diRet-
tori Eponomi per mancare la preposizione che per il Torre-
muzza ¢ lo Spanemio ¢ il contrassegno di tal sorta di Autorit.
- Rimane ora di osservare alcuna cosa intorno a quei bolli
nei quali si ¢ scoperto dal Torremuzza e dall’ Avolio, non
solo il nome del mese, ma eziandio del giorno in cui fu
lavorata I’ anfora: e di pil intorno a quegli altri nei quali

‘crede il Torremuzza d’ essere indicato il mese intercalare,

come sono quei bolii riportati alla pagina LXVII e
e LXVIII della sua opera, ove all’ EIIl preposto al nome

‘si scorgono altri due nomi MANAMOY AEYTEPOY. Da quanto
-mi .pare inconcepibile che quegli artefici tanto industriosi
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Zvrebbero preparato i sigilli da adoperare in un giorno
solamente, percid sostengo che ucl’ nome reputato dal
Torremuzza ¢ dal Crispi per giorno primo del mese, non
& alro che il nome del vasellajo. Uno di questi bolli ¢ ri-

ferito dal primo alla pag. 206, num. XXII che egli ot-

tenne dalle schede di Gaetano Noto, nella seguente forma

EINI TIMOTP
POAOY

BAAPOMIOT
IMA

L’ altro poi & riportato dal Crispi negli opuscoli di let-
teratura (tav. 6, fig. 3) nel seguente modo.

EM ITAT
SANIA

TIANAMOT

IMA

Il primo spiegd Sub Timurrodo Badromii mensis die
prima. I secondo tradusse Em Iaveavie Iavépov fiuépe mpory
soggiungendo che Pausanias est Pracfecti, sive Gubernato-
ris nomen, sub cujus impcrio Juit  figulinum hoc fic-
tum et inscriptum. Alensis wéepos fuit Corinthiorum, a qui-
bus in Siciliam pertransivit, ct dorice mavepos dictus. . . .

lua est abbreviatio solita, linca super literas adpicla. Pri-

mae exprimunt wipe pro muépe die . . . remanct A, quae
nynerum primum signat (I cit. p. 261, 262). Ma io sog-
giungo che quell’ IMA det surriferiti bolli, non significhi
ng giorno né primo, hensi & per indicare il semplice nome
del vasellajo, perché quantunque vi si volesse scorgere
cgl Crispi un’ abbreviazione di vocabolo, -ci potrebbe ri-
chiamare quell’ IMAPATOY dell’ 4wolio alla Tav. IV, n.3g.
Le recenli scoperte poi di manubrj ci dimostrano lo stesso
IMA solitario nel bollo, e quindi senza alcun dubbio
dev’ esser nome di artefice. Di fatto io posseggo due di

P
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tali manubrj che sotto ' ima hanno un caduceo. Bisognéx
adunque credere che le copie di quelle iscrizioni trasmesse
al Torremuzza ed al Crispi siano state eseguite con poca
esattezza, e che per ragione di brevitd, il copista abbia
unito I’ iscrizione che stava impressa in, due distinti - ma-
nubrii dell’ anfora, contentandosi di frapporre la linea per
non confondere il nome dell’ artefice ‘con quello dell’ Epo-
nomo , e col suo aggiunto ; oppure che abbia malamente
copiato il segno del caduceo.

In riguardo poi a quei bolli ove si scorge il IIANAMOY col-
I'aggiunto AEYTEPOY, per es. EINl NIKASATOPA TANAMOT,
AETTEPOY, ed in cui il Torremuzza (pag. LXIII e seg.)
ritrovd un mecse intercalare, che ei chiama Panamo, o Pane-
mo secondo, io osservo che il devtéru unito col Panamu di-

.mostri, non la differenza di due mesi omonimi, ma la differenza

di due soggetti. Imperciocché sa ognuno, come cosa solenne
era presso gli antichi di aggiungere un nome di distinzione
ordinale ai nomi simili di due soggetti. Cid era in uso non
solo presso i Greci, ma anche presso i Latini. Rispetto a
questi il Fabretti (Inscrizione p. 368 e seg. ) ci rende av-
vertiti che essi significavano si fatta diversitdi con i voca-
boli major , minor, senior , junior, secondo I’ ordine di
loro mascita, per cui tanto frequienti i prenomi di Primus,
Secundus , Tertius , Quartus , Quintus etc. comune pure
agli Etruschi, secondo il Zanzi (Sag. di Ling. Etr. tom.
I, p. 131), soggiungendo che tal costume vigeva fin dal
secolo d’ oro. ' _
Che poi cotal costume d’ apporre i nomi indicanti distin-
Zione d’ ordine fosse comune anche ai Greci, lo dimostrano
chiaramente le iscrizioni antiche, tra le quali quella ripor-
tata dal Marini (Iscrizioni della casa Albani pag. 184) in
cui ¢ ricordata una ZHNOBIQI I0YNIOPI, alla qual voce dice
il cit. Autore che, quelli che non amarono di latinizzare
disscro neotérus ¢ figlivoli che avevano gli stessi nomi e.
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cognomi dei loro padri , 0 i fratelli e le sorelle omonime
per distinguere gli uni dagli altri. Sebbene perd non abbia
visto epigrafi greche alle quali sia apposto il deirepos come

cognome di distinzione di soggetti omonimi, cid non di

meno leggo nel Reinesio (Classe XIV, n. LVIII) un

Aniana cui & dato il cognome di Deutera , il quale seb-

bene usato in una iscrizione latina, fa vedere d’ essere
stato il cognome adoperato anche dai Greci.

Da tutto cid non esito punto di affermare che il devte-
ros congiunto col nome Panamo dchbasi tradurre per Se-
cundus , colla differenza che ove il Torremuzza lo stima
in aggiunta di ordine successivo in due mesi omonimi, 10
csdudundo I’ intercalazione del mese Panamo, lo giudico
un aggiunto di ordine successivo in due persone dl nome
snmlc. Mi conferma di pidt il vedere nei medesimi bolli
riportati dal Torremuzza, che il devteru ora ¢ dopo il Pa-
namu , ed ora interposto tra due nomi, come quello della
pag- LXVII della cit. opera EII APZSIODAEOZ Al“TTl"POT
richiedendo cid I uso degli altri monumenti, ove I' agget-
tivo d’ ordine non si mette mai prima, ma dopo del nome,
come si vede in quella di Atene dallo stesso Torremuzza
riportata n0ZEIAEQNA. A. 110 ZEIAEQNA. B. per contrasse-
gnare i due mesi omonimi.

La sovraesposta mia oplmone viene confermata dalle altre
iscrizioni’ delle diote di Tharvos, raccolte’ dal ch. mio amico
C. Sp'mo , in guisa che ricordano "li stessi nomi di molli

trovali in Sicilia come Hyacinthio, ./1"7'1(1"10 ) /1"&7""3‘0’ :

Sminithio ece. (V. cit. Tav, num. 1, 3 4, /,9) Da cid pel‘o
non inferisco che in Sardegna , sebbene vi fossero altre e
malte officine plastiche ( Bullct. ann. II, p. 80-83), che
ivi siano state fubbricate queste diote , ma pidt presto che
siano state importate dalla Sicilia. Altre scoperte che si
potranno fare sul pmposuo aob:unwcranno fede al nostre
giudizio, vale a dire che i secondi. nomi degli anzidetti

-9
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bolli cosi della Sicilia che della Sardegna non siano aggiunti
ai primi che per distinguere quei soggetti omonimi che ivi
si ricordano, senza alcuna relazione a quei mesi o giorni ,
che il Torremuzza ed altri Auton stimarono di esservi

dinotati. ,
P. V. Fep. Pocwiscu

ANELLI ANTICHI SARDI
{Contin, della kng. o)

SIGILLI E MATERIA

L’ uso di segnare o sigillare coll’ anello & antichissimo,
e pare che per qucsto' solo oggetto sia stato inventato in
origine, vale a dire per la comoditd di poterlo aver pronto,
e di non esporsi al pericolo di perderlo, portandolo nelle
giunture delle dita ben assicurato. L’ anello che Faraone
diede a Ginseppe fu per sigillare, e percio. si chiamava
signatorius , e da Vopisco sigillaritium. Coll’ anello si sigil-
lavano i patti, i diplomi, i testamenti, le carte nuziali,
i congedi militari (1), le scritture, le lettere (2) per I' au~
tenticitd dell’ esecuzione. La lettera che Jezabele mando per
trucidare il povero Nabotl: era segnata coll’ anello del Re
Acabbo (III Reg.-XXI, 8). Assuero di la facoltd a Mar-
docheo di mandar lettere segndte col sigillo del suo anello

per rivocare il feral decreto contro gli Ebrei (Esth. VIII 8).

(1) V. Il nostro Frammento di un Congedo militare sardo. Cagl: 1842, ¢
Bulletl, Append. An. I. Gli anelli servivano anche per marcare le derralo, onde
avessero credito , col nome del [-roprwlarxo , Come il pane le stoviglie,, zolfo ,
minié , linle, ecc, come si & trovalo in Pompc .

(3) Seneca de;rderava che gli uomini non si scrviscero mai dei sigill, volendo
con cid indicare la buona fede colle sole parole. .
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American School of Classical Studies
Athons, Greece Cable address; AMSCHOOL
Athens

August 1, 1960

Dearest Pip,

I am not quite sure I understand the address you gave me, but write
on the ochance = b0 ask you if you will as far as convenient take photos
of any anolent blg jars of my type you may see in Serdinia. I am sure
there are somee If not in misoums, then in houses of fishermen, dragged
up by the deep~lying nets used from large sailing or motor ships. 3Zven
quite informal photos are very helpful., If possible, zet the jars in a
good 8ide view, handles opposite each other, mouth a gtraight line.

Again if possidble, ?gzzumment of one in each picture, or a msasurable
object inoluded in the picture,

They have given me a place 4n the jet from here to the U.S. - N.Y, =
on Ootober 1. They are working on @ place for you on August 31; they had
got you as far as Paris whon last queried, Would Oot,l give mo a chance to
gee Judy before the great owdht?? I hops so, I have also asked for
accommodation in Delos for us both, for which we would leave Peiracus
August 17, a 1little after noon.

I must stép this, because somsbody is noblg typing something for me
in the other roem
80 I can got ehead with my WORK, and how would it look if they suddenly
camd in to ask som point of form.

How wonderful that you are coming. I am practising sleeping on the
torrace that has no parapet, as they have torn up the surfage of the rejulay
torrace. 1 tother myself arcund the middle to the bod,

My best to the Suteliffes,
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" Variante B (Tav. III n. 9) s -

4) C
Valle Pega: erratico. s

Anfore simili sono state rinvenute ad Atene?’. Diversi confronti si tro- ,
vano anche in Sicilia, tra le anfore di Camarina?, -

“ 9. 186 (a cremazione);
t :gdone); T. 555 (a inuma
. mazione); T. 995 (a int
* . Valle Pega: T. 51
"T. 328 A (a inumazione
.Incerto), Inv. 45099;
Queste due anfore sono piu tarde rispetto alle precedenti. Questo, oltre - .29 B (a inumazione
che sulla base del corredo della T. 349 B da Valle Pega, databile agli ultimi .. eerto); T. 501 B (rito
decenni del IV secolo, & visibile anche dall’'evoluzione che ha subito il bordo. '~ mionc); T. 685 B (a in

diri fl di deci ¢ .. 1. 2C (a inumazione)
Questo, da convesso ¢ diritto o appena estroflesso, diventa decisamente . Inv. 46006; T. 143 C (

Variante C (Tav. III n. 10).

Valle Pega: T. 349 B (a inumazione); erratico, Inv. 40550.

estroflesso e ad angolo, probabilmente in seguito alla tendenza, diffusa forse ./ T.325C (a inumazion
da tipi ionici, rodii in particolare, a rendere cosi la sua forma. Sono i tipi, del . = lnv. 46009; T. 368 C (
resto, da cui si sviluppera la greco-italica, e particolarmente diffusi in epoca [ v T.491 C (a inumazion
ellenistica - T. 576 C (a inumazion

: Inv. 40889; T. 596 C (

= - T.622C (rito incerto)

7 mazione); T. 654 C (a
) lnumazlone)

3) Cuassk III-Ionica (?) (Tav. IV nn. 11-13) Tl ',: Appartengono

in condizioni
Valle Trebba: T. 1152 (a inumazione); T. 1170 (a inumazione); T. 1182 (a inuma- 1zioni moltc

zione). . L'argilla non &
Valle Pega : T. 222 A (a inumazione), Inv. 45088; T. 331 A (a cremazione), Inv. 45098; ) ticelle di ‘chamot
T. 716 B (a inumazione); T. 1056 B (a cremazione); T. 4 C (a inumazione), Inv. 40888. - quarzo.
Queste anfore hanno un’argilla che all'esterno si presenta di un colore o ‘ La cottura, tra

camoscio pii o meno scuro; all'interno presentano un raffreddamento gene- l‘lliento ossidante
ralmente ossidante, ma talvolta di tipo eterogeneo. La pasta & abbastanza & gia as.:)lro
fine, con piccole inclusioni bianche e altre lucenti, forse quarzo. :\ IRy 0o databili |
P : ; PR i' + ¢olo aC.; nei corr
La forma presenta alcune varianti, per le quali perd non si & ritenuta op- * zione al
s . . . e
portuna una distinzione tipologica. s " cale. alto-adriatic;
Per quanto riguarda la cronologia, anche in questo caso va fissata, sulla ~y . . . P
. . . © e . PR . ST er
base dei contestj tombali, fra gli ultimi decenni del IV e gli inizi del IIl secolo - & .- .~ eonfro quello ch
. cioé in eta ellenistica. nti soprattu
. ne un solo co;
~-Foai, un campo to

Al
B C. Boulter, art. cit. alla nota 22, p. 101 n. 147 Tav. 39. R Ross Holloway, Explora- Lo
tion of the southest Stoa’, in Hesperia, XXXV 1966 tav. 28h. L
4 Queste sono attualmente oggetto di studio da parte della Dottoressa Pelagatti. N

® Vanderpool.c
in Hespena x_x
‘ula- in He.'.pena XN
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In Sicilia questo tipo di anfora & diffuso in tutta la regione occidentale : a
Gela®, a Lilibeo (Marsala)?’, nel tratto di mare vicino a Mondello (Pa-
lermo)2*.

Molte anfore di questo tipo, inedite, si trovano in diversi musei della Si-
cilia®.

Soprintendenza di Siracusa

I rinvenimenti sono per lo piu frammentari e provenienti da relitti,
quindi non databili. La maggior parte proviene dalle ricerche fatte dal Con-
sole Britannico Warden Baker nei porti di Siracusa nel 1954-563. Di queste
anfore esiste uno schedario presso la stessa Soprintendenza, che riporta le
seguenti sottocollocazioni: N.F. 12; 529; 533; 5116; 5124; 5206; 5226; 5227,
T42; T53; T55; T57; T77; T92; T5; 122; 137; 154; 160; 161; 173; 177; 199. Queste
anfore hanno una forma pit o meno allungata, per cui bisogna pensare ad
una loro appartenenza ad epoche diverse, per un periodo che pu6 andare
dalla fine del IV al II secolo a.C.

Soprintendenza di Agrigento

- Due anfore da S. Leone (Agrigento).

- Anfora C 1906.

- Anfora consegnata da un certo E. Siracusa, come recuperata il
13/X1/1961 nelle acque di Pantelleria Lampedusa.

- Tre anfore erratiche.

Soprintendenza di Palermo

Provengono per lo piu dagli scavi di Marsala:
- Marsala, scavi del 1949, sep. 20 B '

- Marsala, scavo del 1970, N.I. 18376, T. 26

— Marsala, scavo del 1971, N.I. 18387

2% P, Orlandini, art. cit. alla nota 16, anfore del gruppo B.

27 A, M. Bisi, in Not. Sc., 1971, p. 692 ss., datate al III-II secolo a.C. (si pud intendere
come un attardamento culturale, in ambiente punico, di questa forma); H. Frost, Mar-
sala (Trapani) - Relitto di una nave punica del 11 sec. a.C. al largo dell'lsola Lunga, in
Not. 8c., XXVI, 1972, p. 651 ss.

28 V. Tusa, Ricerche archeologiche sottomarine sulla costa nord-occidentale della Sici-
lia, in Aui del Il Congresso internazionale di archeologia sottomarina, p. 73-79, datate
all'inizio del III secolo a.C.

2 Ringrazio le diverse Soprintendenze e quanti mi hanno consentito di ricavare
questi dati.

¥ Vedi A del II Congresso internazionale di archeologia sottomarina, Albenga 1958.
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Ner

esame molto piu attento del materiale sia di Spina che di Adria; comunque
“gia da adesso sembrerebbe di vedere una certa posteriorita delle anfore di
Adria dalla forma piu allungata, rispetto alle altre. Se cosi fosse,.potremmo
avere ad Adria una interessante testimonianza per quello che riguarda I'evo-
luzione da una forma probabilmente mutuata da modelli greci, a una tipica-
mente italica.

Le anfore piu simili a quelle di Spina sono le seguenti: T. 119; T. 249
(due anfore); T. 250 (con iscrizione graffita sulla pancia); T. 251; T. 254;
T. 282; T. 283; T. 284; T. 285; T. 288; T. 290 (?); T. 295; T. 296; T. 302; T. 310;
T.327: T. 364; T. 366; T. 368; T. 377; T 4, 1.G. 35; T. 25, I.G. 336; T. 58, L.G. 830;
T. 67, L.G. 968; T. 160 (due anfore), I.G. 2077-2079. Hanno gia una forma pia
allungata: T. 9, [.G. 120; T. 7, 1.G. 72; T. 8, L.G. 97; T. 21, LG. 276; T. 191, LG.
2485. Tra le anfore che hanno una forma decisamente allungata, databili al II
secolo: T. 180, I.G. 2283; T. 181, L.G. 230l. Tra i tipi che pia si avvicinano al
tipo Benoit 18: T. 55, .G. 792; T. 8, I.G. 98; T. 105, L.G. 10511; T. 25, L.G. 10216.

II - PROBLEMI PER UN'IDENTIFICAZIONE DI FABBRICHE

I — Crasse [ (VARIANTI A-B-C-D). CORCIRESE O CORINZIO B?

La possibile appartenenza di anfore di questo tipo ad una fabbrica tanto
corcirese che corinzia, viene presa in considerazione per la prima volta a
proposito di alcune anfore rinvenute ad Atene? e a Corinto?’.

s C. Boulter, Pottery of the mid-fifth century in the Athenian Agora, in Hesperia, XXIL
1953, pp. 108-109, dove si dice che molte anfore dello stesso tipo sono state rinvenute
anche a Corinto: ma mentre I'A. prende in considerazione la possibilita di una fabbrica
corinzia, nello stesso tempo osserva che i mattoni e le altre anfore tipicamente corin-
zie hanno un tipo di argilla e di cottura molto diverse. A favore di una fabbrica corci-
rese porta i seguenti argomenti: 1) un bollo circolare di una stella a sette o otto raggi.
rinvenuto in questo tipo di anfore, uno dei quali & stato trovato negli scavi di Corfu, a
proposito del quale (H. Bulle, Ath. Mirt, LIX, 1934, p. 207) ¢ stato fatto un confronto
con analoghe monete corciresi del IV secolo; 2) una testimonianza letteraria (Pseudo-
Aristotele, De mir. auscult., 104, p. 839b, 8).

L’A. dice inoltre che anfore di questo tipo possono avere anche un bollo alla base
dell'ansa raffigurante una palmetta; ma invece che di una palmetta si potrebbe anche
trattare di una spiga, come quella dell'anfora da Valle Pega T. 248 A

Vedi inoltre Hesperia, Suppl. X, 1956, p. 167 n. 204.

" Henry S. Robinson, A sanctuary and cemetery in western Corinth, in Hesperia,
XXXVIIL 1969, p. 10-11, nn. 3 e 9.

Charles K. Williams, 11 : Corinth 1969, Forum area, in Hesperia, XX XIX, 1970, tav. 1
n. 2.

Charles K. Williams, II and Joan E. Fisher, Corinth 1972, The Forwum area, in Hespe-
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che una merce corinzia potesse giungere fino ad un'epoca cosi tarda, per le
stesse ragioni per cui non potevano piu arrivare neanche le merci ateniesi.

Infine, ancora un’altra considerazione ci porta a respingere questa ipo-
tesi di una fabbricazione corinzia. Queste anfore, infatti, presentano un tipo
d'argilla e di cottura in tutto diverse dai classici prodotti corinzi* e la pre-
senza, in un’unica citta, di due fabbriche di anfore che usassero tecniche di-
verse € cosa inusitata per il mondo antico.

L'ipotesi 3) sembra invece la piti verosimile. Infatti il prodotto attico po-
teva giungere dall’'entroterra fino alla costa dell’Epiro opposta a Corcira, per
mezzo di carri. I Corciresi avrebbero provveduto a travasare l'olio o il vino
nei contenitori, adatti per il trasporto per mare, fabbricati nell’isola stessa.
Al loro trasporto fino al delta padano potevano provvedere o le navi ate-
niesi, per le quali Corcira era una tappa obbligata, o le stesse navi corciresi.
Del resto anche la ceramica attica poteva seguire la stessa via dell’olio, e so-
prattutto in momenti in cui Atene non poteva disporre di molte navi da im-
pegnare sui mercati esteri. Per quanto riguarda, poi, le Varianti di questa
classe appartenenti ad un periodo in cui il commercio di Spina con I'Attica
-doveva essere ormai finito (dalla seconda meta del IV secolo fino agli inizi
del III), non si pud sapere con certezza se contenessero ancora l'olio attico o
qualche altro prodotto, che poteva giungere dalla stessa Corcira o anche del
vicino entroterra?!.

Altri due argomenti mi sembrano sufficientemente probanti una fabbri-
cazione corcirese: 1) la testimonianza letteraria dello Pseudo-Aristotele; 2)
un confronto con certi tipi monetali di Corcira.

1) Pseudo-Aristotele, De mir. auscult., 104, p. 839 b: Aeyetar... fwau 58
xai Twa ToTOV Ev TOlG ava pégov SaoTaow eig v dyopag xowaic yvouévng
Twhelofar Tapd pév T6v Ex 00 [16vTou fundpwv dvaBawdvtwy t& Aéofa xai
Xio xai @dowa, Tapd 8 iV éx 100 ‘Adplou Keprupaixols dupopeic. A

2) 1l Braccesi*? cita una moneta con la scritta Kopxupaiwv ed il simbolo
della spiga, riportabile ad un tipo monetale di Corcira. Un'anfora, prove-
niente dalla necropoli di Valle Pega** appartenente alla variante C e datata
alla seconda meta del IV secolo, presenta su un'ansa un bollo circolare con

% Cfr. anche, a questo proposito, quanto detto in Hesperia XXII, 1953, p. 108, art.
cit. alla nota 36.

' Come argomento a favore di un'esportazione di vino si possono considerare i re-
sti di una sostanza rossa, schiumosa e fibrosa, rinvenuta nel fondo di diverse anfore,
inserite nella variante D.

41 In Grecita adriatica, Bologna 1971, p. 52.

43 Dalla Témba 248 A; Inv. 46000.
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2) CLassE II (VARIANTI A-B-C). CHIOTA?

Soprattutto per le anfore piu tarde l'attribuzione a questa fabbrica non A
puo essere ancora definitiva, data la scarsita - se non la mancanza assoluta- *

necropolﬁnofsol'ov quattro, questo non puo escludere una loro presenza piu
massiccia nell’abitato.

La definizione di queste anfore come chiote, & confortata anche dalla te-
stimonianza di Strabone (VII, 5, 9, 317) che ci parla del rinvenimento di cera-
mica di Chio e di Taso alle foci del Maron, e dello Pseudo-Aristotele (De mir.
auscult. 104 p. 839 b, 8) a proposito di una via commerciale terrestre, seguita
dai mercanti del Ponto che portavano vino di Lesbo, Taso e Chio nei mercati
interni dell'Istria, dove a loro volta acquistavano anfore corciresi.

3) CrassEk III, IoNicA?

Differiscono dalle anfore della classe IV per tipo d'argilla e per alcuni
particolari della forma, che ricorda molto da vicino certi tipi rodii, o ionici in
genere™. Questo tipo, tra l'altro, per quanto ho potuto vedere, non trova nes-
sun confronto né in Sicilia, né tra le altre anfore pubblicate, cosa che rende
ancor piu difficile una definizione della fabbrica. Questa considerazione, in-
sieme al fatto che queste anfore si trovano a Spina in un momento in cui il
commercio con |'Attica era venuto meno, mi portano ad escludere una im-
portazione dalla Grecia, o dal bacino egeo in genere. Perd la somiglianza con
anfore di produzione ionica sono tali che, anche escludendo una importa-
zione diretta dalla Ionia, verrebbe da pensare almeno ad una loro fabbrica-
zione in questo ambiente, ad esempio in una colonia, come quella di Pharos.

La colonia paria, che fu dedotta con l'appoggio di Dionisio il Vecchio®,
rientrava anch’essa in qualche modo nell'orbita siracusana. Per cui non ci sa-
rebbe niente di strano se anche Pharos fosse parte attiva nell'ambito degli
intensi scambi commerciali, venutisi a creare in tutto I'Adriatico, dopo che il
commercio ateniese era declinato. . .

Ma qui non siamo che nel campo delle ipotesi.

0 Cfr. ad es. : Hesperia, Suppl., VIIL, 1949, Tav. 19 in particolare, nn. 5 e 8; Hesperia
XXXIE l9t.';2 Tav. 19 n. 6; A Maiuri, Una fabbrica di anfore rodie, in Annali della Scuola
Archec;logica di Atene, vol. IV-V, p. 261.

< piodoro XV, 13, 4.
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quanta la produzione della ceramica cosiddetta alto-adriatica®. Questo pud
essere dovuto o al fatto che l'argilla veniva ricavata da due diverse cave, op-
pure ad una piu alta o piu bassa temperatura, in cottura. Farebbero pensare
ad una fabbricazione locale anche i graffiti di lettere etrusche, rinvenuti fre-
quentemente sulla spalla di queste anfore, una delle quali — un erratico da
Valle Pega — ha addirittura una iscrizione*".

Ma se la maggior parte di queste anfore deve essere di fabbricazione lo-
cale, non é detto che lo siano tutte. Fra queste, infatti, ne esiste una’ con un
bollo su un'ansa che, per quanto un po’' logoro, sembrerebbe in lettere gre-
che; questa anfora potrebbe essere d'importazione siceliota’”. Nessuna diffe-
renza apparente corre tra queste anfore di Spina, e molte di quelle che ho
potuto vedere in Sicilia.

Penso che, a questo punto, solo un'analisi delle argille potrebbe risol-
vere qualche dubbio; mentre I'unica prova inconfutabile per una fabbrica-
zione locale sarebbe il rinvenimento delle stesse fornaci.

III - BREVI NOTE SULLA PROBLEMATICA
DELLE IMPORTAZIONI CERAMICHE A SPINA
A PARTIRE DALLA SECONDA META DEL IV SECOLO A.C.

E notevole il fatto che quasi tutte le anfore rinvenute nelle necropoli di
Spina provengano da tombe databili, in base ai loro corredi, dalla seconda
meta del IV agli inizi del III secolo a.C. Periodo in cui dovevano essere com-
pletamente finite le importazioni attiche a Spina, tranne che per certi pezzi a
vernice nera e pochi altri oggetti, che probabilmente vi arrivavano per via in-
diretta, ad esempio dall’Apulia, o dai mercati del Ponto.

s+ Questa differenza di colore & gia stata xiilev'zzta dalla Felletti Maj, La cronologia
delle necropoli di Spina e la cer.amica alto adriatica, in St. Etr., XIV, 1940, p. 734; la attri-
buisce ad una diversita di argilla. .

- 35 Queste lettere sono state graffite dopo la cottura, e quindi potevano anche ve-
nire aggiunte su merci imp.ort:'ne: ma va notato 'che questo genef'alme.nte avviene nel
caso di dediche di determinatl ?ggettl,'menm‘: in questo caso ci troviamo davanti a
graffiti che dovevano indicare misure di capacita o sigle di destinazione.

s6 Da Valle Pega, Tomba 501 B. o
s Cfr. i bolli sulle anfore di Gela, pubblicati da P. Orlandini in Nor. Sc, 1956,

p. 355-357.

A sm
" -.sto perio;
“perbenc
. ronadel
.. ganciand
"> - anche sol
- dissimo i

‘ Ad es

- vano nei (
- giddetto |
xlone atti

“la sede p

* questi va:
~- .- Pproposito

N Mede

L - della z0p;
Particolar
uentj

ﬂll Copeﬁ
fica potre
Spi che 10;

. troviamg












































































During the restoration of the two scenes from the
Christological cycle, namely the Miracles and the Tempta-
tion of Christ, which are at the Cloisters in New York, I
have made a few technological observations which have a
bearing on the problems covered by art history.? (IIl. 3)
First, the painting technique was investigated and the re-
sults point out to a mixed technique of buon fresco and
secco which was usual during the Middle Ages. In this
particular procedure the large, uncomplicated color surfaces,
such as the bands of the background, and the sketching of
the scenes appear to have been done in the true fresco, i.e.
on the still wet lime plaster. Then the figures and architec-
ture were painted with some tempera medium over the
sketched forms so that two sets of images exist superposed.
The evidence for this assumption was furnished by the
appearance and a varying solubility of the painted surfaces.
Quite resistant to the steam were the colored zones, less
were the red, green, and blackish garments and white flesh
parts; quite soluble were the areas of ochre paint. Signifi-
cantly, no joints can be ascertained in the painting which
would be necessary if the entire paintings were executed on
the wet plaster.

The three upper background zones have polished sur-
faces and the middle one shows in addition an effect of
mottled, fused paint which is hardly feasible on the dry
plaster with tempera paint. A minute evidence was found
that two of these bands were probably overlaid with secco
layers of strong blue and red-purple, incompatible with the
alkaline condition of the fresco. Finally, the paint on the
figures is thicker in general and the brushstrokes of the
flesh parts achieve a relief quality.

The distinct style and technique of the heads and
hands are of great interest as they emphasize the excep-
tional character of this painted ensemble. The flesh is uni-
formly  white and flat, the lines of the features, almost
calligraphic in their sure execution, are black and the lim-
ited modeling is provided with thin washes of terra verde
color. Conspicuous is the absence of brown or reddish
color in the execution of the faces which otherwise occur
currently. The green modeling used here may be possibly
a remote remembrance of the Byzantine proplasma which
the painter might have seen on the faces of Italo-Byzantine
frescoes. The curved stroke in green on the forehead which
appears as a depression may have been perhaps a distortion
of the schematic conformation of the center of the forehead
in the Byzantine tradition. However, the possibility of the
schooling of the painter in the Byzantine painting method
must be.ru]ed out because the affinity does not go beyond a
solely visual experience and the process itself is reversed.
In Byzantine painting the green proplasma is the first layer
over which lighter flesh colors and finally whites are placed
on the protruding portions to model the face while in our
painting green is glazed over the white flesh paint.

The painting of the faces with a thick continuous layer
of white was confined in Berlanga only to the religious
cycle in the nave. In the religious scenes in the apse and in
the hunting scenes an orangy-pink color was used as a
foundation and strokes of white, thickly painted, modu-
lated the surface.’® This suggests, along with stylistic dif-
ferences, that two painters who were trained in two diffe?-
ent painting traditions worked in San Baudelio. I feel that

the usual attribution of the Berlanga frescoes to two mas-
ters, assigning to one the entire secular cycle and to the
other the religious cycle, is arbitrary and that in reality
there is a more intricate division: the decoration of the apse
with religious subjects is by the painter of the hunting
scenes, the same morphology prevails (vide the peculiar
trees, the flaring garments, shape of the hands). The exe-
cution is more careless. The differences in quality in the
panels on the tribune also seem to indicate more than one
painter; for example, the camel may possibly be by the
master of the religious scenes.

It may be perhaps argued that the master of the Hunt-
ing Scenes was older of the two, and certainly of a less
international outlook, and that he painted his share first as
the apse was usually decorated first. On the other hand, it
may be mentioned that by reason of practicality the paint-
ing was usually started at the top of the walls which would
make the hunting frieze the last. Nothing really contradicts
the proposition that both worked simultaneously, one
starting in the apse, the other in the vault.

The concept of the white flesh and black lines with
green modeling shadows is personal to the master.of the
religious scenes in Berlanga and is rare in wall painting.
A slightly amended version of it is used, significantly
enough, in the frescoes from a hermitage church of the
Hnly Cross at Maderuelu (Segovia). This representational
principle for flesh was not entirely adherred to as brown
shading is used instead of green and large rouge-like dots
are placed on the cheeks of some faces. The general color

scheme is warmer and sandy and red-brown colors pre-
dominate. (Ill. 4)

The style in Maderuelo is obviously close to that of
the San Baudelio frescoes as may be seen in.the formulae
of drawing the faces, drapery and architecture—yet the
patterns of the design are more exaggerated, flat and orna-
mental. The forms are less subtle and more crudely drawn.
Although the workshop connection is certain I do not
think, as did the authors in the Ars Hispaniae, that all the
religious Berlanga and Maderuelo frescoes are by the same
master. I feel that an assistant of the Berlangd master,
who was thoroughly imbued with the vocabulary of the

Christological cycle in San Baudelio, worked in Maderuelo
and not the master himself.

The consideration of the kind and degree of relation-
ship, so important for the art historical classification, brings
us back to a close look at the style throughout the San
Baudelio frescoes. The Maderuelo paintings are closer to
some of the Berlanga scenes than to others. They are closer
to the Miracle scenes than they are to the Temptation,
Differences between the latter two may be recognized in
the canon of the figures, in the degree of sensibility in
the drawing of forms, the different thythm of the drapery
and in the coloring., As to the last, a reddish color wa;
used for the hair and beards of the figures in the Miracles,

een in the Temptation. Another

?vhite with white acce
ing of the masonry.
Miracles while in the

nts there is a difference in the draw-
Only burnt umber was used in the
Temptation the entire drawing was

done in burnt siena and a few lines in burnt umber were
used for fortifying the structure. This subtle multiplication
of the coloristic means is a sign of a greater sophistication.

The Marriage at Cana in the Indianapolis Museum
of Art coincides with the Temptation in the sensitivity of
line, a certain feeling for the bodily volume, guarded use
of boisterous drapery conformations, svelte bodily propor-
tions, as well as in the gentle nobility of the mood. (IIl. 5)
The Marys at the Tomb in the Boston Museum of Fine Arts
are relative in some respects. On the other hand, a lesser
consistency and schematization of shapes, and greater exub-
erancy and irrationality in the sweeping drapery organiza-
tion are apparent in the Miracles as well as in the Entry of
Christ into Jerusalem (Indianapolis); yet the quality of
the last is inferior. I propose that the chief master painted
the Marriage at Cana and the Temptation which were on
the west wall over the tribune while his associate painted
the north wall (the Marys at the Tomb and the Temptation
of Christ); it is conceivable that a close cooperation existed
and that the master might have finished his associate’s work
by drawing some features of the faces. The scenes of the
Last Supper and Entry of Christ into Jerusalem (the former
in Boston) are much weaker and cannot be from the hand
of the master nor the other painter. Let us, for example,
compare the monotony in placing the feet o€ the Apostles
in the Last Supper, forming an abstract zigzag pattern,
with the greater sensitivity in conceiving this motif in Cana
or with the inventive spacing of the soldiers’ feet in the
Sepulcher scene. The least accomplished two scenes were
on the south wall where the conditions of light were the
worst. It is quite understandable that the master would
have left the decoration of the wall above the entrance door
entirely to his assistant and kept for himself the most im-
portant wall from the standpoint of the worshippers on
the tribune, the one which was the best accessible and well
lighted by the door, a little window, now walled in, and
furthermore by the window in the apse.

It is precisely in those two weakest paintings that the
Berlanga frescoes can be convincingly compared with
Maderuelo, e.g. with the scenes in the lunettes. A dis-
humanization of the countenances with blank, staring
gazes and an inaptitude to render the stereoscopicity of the
heads reveals a helper in both cases. He and the associate
of the chief master were most likely responsible for the
entire wall decoration in Maderuelo.

The suggested connection of the Catalan frescoes in
Santa Maria de Tahull to Berlanga appears to be much
looser than that of Maderuelo to Berlanga. It can be, how-
ever, perceived easier between Maderuelo and Tahull. For
example, the elongated faces in which the over-sized eyes,
nose, and mouth consume, so to speak, the entire surface
of the face occur in both (the angel above the Magdalen
on the East wall at Maderuelo and the Magi in the apse of
Santa Maria de Tahull.’? Reddish dots on the cheeks are
used in both ensembles. I cannot accept the assertion that
the same painter painted all three cycles; although some
kind of connection must have existed as shows the compari-
son of the traits of the face and hair, architectural framing
as well as the ornamental borders and medallions. Yet in
Tahull the linear ornamentalization of forms is much

stronger, I would say it is more brutal, and the forms have

. less reference to the reality than in either of the other two.

(Ill. 6) The contention has been made that the painter,
called the Master of Maderuelo, worked first in Catalonia
where the Italian influence would have penetrated more
easily and then he was called to Castile. As a supporting
historical webb it was used that the owner of Tahull, baron
of Erill, was vassal of Count of Palars-Jussi and that he
took part on the campaign of Alfonso el Batallador. Count
of Palars-Jussi was member of the king’s court. Moreover,
the churches at Tahull were consecrated by San Ramén de
Roda, almoner at the court of this king.

The frescoes are important from the standpoint of
chronology because their dating may be inferred from the
date of the consecration of both churches in Tahull, San
Clemente and Santa Maria, namely in the year 1123.13 This
would mean, following the above theory, that the Berlanga
paintings would be later than this and the Maderuelo later
still. It may be noted at this point that the Maderuelo
frescoes have been dated in a recent publication ca. 1125.14

The study of these three painted ensembles suggests
to us a different interpretation of their sequence. The fact
of the superior quality and formal sophistication of the
Berlanga frescoes, or at least those by the chief master,
raises the question as to whether it was on the contrary
the influence of the master’s atelier active in Castile that
reached Catalonia rather than the usually accepted assump-
tion that it was the reverse.’ It is plausible to propose
that the style of the Berlanga Master became more formal-
istic and abstract in the paintings of his Catalan follower.
The unvarying details such as the less daring drawings of
the nose are less personal by the latter. If this kind of re-
lationship is to be accepted, then it will ensue that the
Berlanga and Tahull frescoes must belong to the same time.
I think that the Berlanga frescoes can be tentatively dated
to the last years of the fizst quarter of the twelfth century.1s
The fact that in Berlanga we are facing a fully developed
Romanesque style, pointed out as an argument for a late
dating, needs not to disturb us because the creative artists
lead the evolution and cannot be measured by the yardstick
of the evidence gained from the only average works which
happen to be dated. The Berlanga Master, as I prefer to
call the author of the best religious scenes, may be regarded
as one of the artists who transcend the boundaries of re-
gionalism to create 2 more international style in the same

way as did the best image makers of the Pilgrimage
Roads sculpture.??

NOTES
1. M. Gbmez-Moreno, Iglesias Mozdrabes. Arte Espanol de los
siglos 1X a XI., Madrid 1919, pp. 317ff; José Garnelo,
“Descripcién de las pinturas murales que decoran la ermita de
San Baudelio en Casillas de Berlanga (Soria),” Boletin de la
Sociedad Espanola de Excursiones, XXXI1I, Madrid 1924, pp.
96-109; Charles H. Hawes, “Two Twelfth Century Frescoes
from the Hermitage Church of San Baudelio de Berlanga,
Spain,” Bulletin of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, Febr.
1928, pp. 6-11; Walter W. S. Cook, “Romanesque Spanish
Mural Painting (II)—San Baudelio de Berlanga,” The Art
Bulletin, March 1930, pp. 21-42; W. W. S. Cook and José
Gudiol Ricart, Pintura e imagineria romanicas, Ars Hispaniae,
vol. VI, Madrid 1950, pp. 139-149; Chandler Rathbon Post,
A History of Spanish Painting, vol. 1, Cambridge, Mass. 1930,
PP. 197-201, 208f.; Maria Elena Gémez-Moreno, Mil foyas del
arte Espanol, vol. I, Barcelona 1947, p. 255f.; Edgar Waterman
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Aspects Of The Development Of

Ottonian Respousse

Note: This paper is intended as an exploratory examination
of Ottonian goldsmith work. Many of the conjectures and
conclusions are presented in the most extreme terms in
order to emphasize the nature of the existing problems.

One must inevitably turn to Carolingian roots in order
to explain the stylistic and inconographic base of specific
Ottonian works. For our purpose two major examples of
Carolingian gold repoussé work will serve as a departure
point. These are the Arnulf Altar (Fig. 1) and the Milan
“Wolvinus Altar” (Fig. 2), the two major examples ol;
Carolingian repoussé extant.

The Arnulf Altar -reliefs fall stylistically within the
workshop that also produced the gold reliefs of the Codex
Aureus of St. Emmeram’s, (Munich Staatsb. Co. Lat.
14000) and the Lindau Gospels (Morgan Ms. 1)t This
style, the linear, non-plastic illusionism of the Utrecht
Psalter, generally knownas the"Reims School”" style, is
clearly evident in all three works. Before describing’ its
manifestations on the Arnulf Altar, it is necessary to indi-
cate an additional gold-relief tradition in Carolingian times.
This tradition appears in the Milan Altar. This work, from
an inscription, can be dated ca. 835. The Arnulf Altar has
generally been regarded as dating ca. 870. The difference
in dates aids in establishing a provenance for the Milan
Altar. 1f it were executed in northern Europe (within the
Reims ambient) at this date (835), one would expect it
to be in closer stylistic relationship to the Utrecht Psalter
Inasmuch as it does not manifest the Psalter style, one can'
hypothesize that the Milan Altar is of north Italian prove-
nance. Its stylistic character not only bears out this assump-
tion, but places it within a different stylistic tradition than
the Arnulf Altar.?

Stylistically, the Arnulf Altar reliefs show an active,
linear illusionism with thin, fluttering draperies molded to
gesticulating figures. The non-plastic, linear quality of the
reliefs is particularly apparent in the scene of the “Raising
of the Youth of Naim”, where the tufts of grass appearing
behind the hillocks are engraved lines. In the same scene,
the light, dancing quality of this energetic style can be seen
in the ballet-toe position of the figure to the right. Such
stylistic similarities to the Utrecht Psalter are borne out by
the inconography. The Psalter scene of the “Healing of the
Leper” is paralleled in the Altar scene of the “Raising of
Lazarus”. In both, the scene is placed within an architec-
tural setting. Christ advances with His left foot, appearing
to dance as He does, and gestures with His right arm ex.
tended. The hand gesture itself is almost identical—pa]m
down, forefingers extended, and thumb well separated from
the hand. This peculiar thumb convention appears frequent-
ly on the Altar, and is one of the particular traits of the
Utrecht Psalter. Comparable goldsmith work, stylisticall
is found on the upper cover of the Codex Aureus of S);’
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Stanley Ferber
Haspur College

Gold Work

Emmeram’s and the Lindau Gospels. On the basis of style
these reliefs have been given a Reims provenance.®
One Carolingian stylistic tradition has been discussed
above; the other is represented by the Milan antependium.
In this work, the figures appear weightier, are less ener-
getic, and are rather more plastic than linear, with a certain
heaviness to the drapery. If one accepts Elbern’s thesis that
the Milan Altar was wrought in Milan or Lombardy (not
unlikely, due to the residual, classical plasticism indigenous
to the area, as also evidenced by the near contemporary,
stylistically akin, stone reliefs on the ciborium of St. Am-
brogio), then we deal not only with two different stylistic
manners, but two distinct geographical centers. Hence, one
cannot speak, as H. Swarzenski* does of a single, over-
riding Carolingian tradition that runs like a red thread
through Ottonian art into Romanesque. The repoussé gold
work, in any case, as I shall demonstrate, reveals two stylis-
tic traditions that are not only operative in Ottonian art,
but together form the base of Romanesque style.
~ The first Ottonian work to be considered are the re-
liefs of the cover of the Codex Aureus of Echternach ¢Fig.
tah)c I:l;ere;lfefts},l ir:] very b’Ia'g condition, are insgri.bed with
the Empress ThZo }?nOI- lf s comrfnssxoned by
of TrieF: betweenp 92;]309:1;1t le)wokahop of Bishop Egbert
reliefs, (,me immediatei réc ople the b_ad state of the
figures of the Reims st lye ’l"h(?gn~lZT:s o hght’ a.ttenuated
Arnulf Altar is clearl yest‘ab]' ,}51 sc;y' e ftionship to The
(lower left corner oyf th l§de vl Hgares of Otto 1
Theophano (in the come SIble panel) and the Empress
“dance” in toe-pointed IPﬂl’a € opposite position), who
to see a direct develoe Sfances. Some have gone so far as
Emmeram's and pment from the Codex Aureus of St.
s and the Arnulf Altar, through Metz, to Trier
and the Echternach cover.s This ;s an ig o oo
. . ntrlgumg propost-
tion, and one would like 2 tew more
one hundred L ‘€ monuments ot that
firmly. Hou year mt?nm to establish such a link more
e o, s monumen, are vondrs i we s
festation. (If we consider th e ate Carolingian mani-
gration of decorative f o total cover however, the inte-
2 Ve Iraming strips, jewels, enamels, re-

liefs, and ivor .
“13 ive an over- ’
with Ottonian.y)’ 8 ver-all surface pattern associated

ol Tjjiy cclJ:temporary are the reliefs of the Aachen
s (Fig. 4).5 The reliefs surround a Byzantine

hodeoetsis v .
we'\e"fc;)hm 1;f>ry, apd styhstlcally seem related to the reliefs
N, etend. 1scussing. Before we can relate the covers to a
y radition and attempt a provenance, however, other
aoned which enter into the pr;)blem.
re n i
Aachen Daty o early contemporary, include the

, s (Fig 63,) th ingl .
f€pousse plaque of St. M © single extant, silver
1L, (Fig.') and the great o o ("¢ Ambo of Henry

8reat Basel gold altar of Henry 11

(Fig. 7). All of these works can be safely dated within a
period of twenty years, 1000-1020. However, their stylistic
evolution and provenance bring us to the crux of our prob-
lem. Much' current literature has' dealt with this problem
and could probably best be summed up by the title of H.
Schnitzler’s recent paper, “Fulda oder Reichenau?""?

I would give the Aachen gold cover, contrary to al-
most all opinion® to a center closely related to the Trier
workshop that was responsible for the Codex Aureus of
Echternach cover. Perhaps it should be to Echternach itself
and date cz. 1000-1005. Although the reliefs of the Aachen
cover have little of the linearity and attenuation of the
Reims tradition we've discussed, their greater plasticity is
charged with a vibrant energy that is strongly consistent
with this stylistic’ tradition. In the panel of the Crucifixion
(Fig. 6b) on the Aachen covers, Longinus and Stephaton
move forward to their prey, lance and sponge poised at
ready (reminiscent of 9th century ivory Crucifixion depic-
tions of the Liuthard and Metz Groups). In the “Assupm-
tion of Christ” scene on the covers, He steps upward on
His mandorla, actively assisting the Father to raise Him.
W. Otto® in attempting to designate a Reichenau prove-
nance . for the cover, while recognizing the difference be-
tween its depiction of the “Assumption” and that in an
illumination of the same subject in the Egbert Codex (a
Reichenau work), resorts to explaining away the differences
by a change in format. (The Egbert Codex illumination is
a vertical composition, while the Aachen cover composition
is horizontal, thus forcing the mandorla, in the latter, to
be “tipped” over.) This question aside, Otto does not
recognize the totally different spirit that animates the re-
spective scenes. Whereas the Aachen cover scenes vibrate
with light, activity, and energy, the Egbert Codex scenes
seem to present action, distilled and frozen.

I would place the repoussé plaque of St Matthew
from the Ambo of Henry II slightly later (possibly ca.
1005-1010), but within the same Reims stylistic tradition.
The Evangelist appears to be derived from the St. Matthew
of the Vienna Schatzkammer Gospels, for that is the only
representation I know of which depicts the Evangelist from
the side, facing to the right, with his inkhorn in his left
hand, and his left foot resting upon the pedestal of his
writing desk. (The St. Matthew of the Ebbo Gospels has a
different foot position, although the inkhorn is held in
the same manner.) Aside from similarities of the lecterns,
all other details differ from the illumination. What is more
to the point is that the Reims tradition is manifest in the
attenuation of the figure and the architectural setting within
which he is placed. In addition one notes the naturalistic
treatment of ground with engraved tufts of grass (similar
to those previously noted on The Arnulf Altar).

The Evangelist's hair and beard is given an engraved,
linear, treatment quite distinct from the hair conventions
of contemporary relief work. This feature clearly dis-
tinguishes the ambo-plaque from the Aachen covers, but
may be accounted for. It is generally acknowledged that
the ambo-plaque is the earliest of Henry II's extant dona-
tions. As one recalls, Henry had been brought up at Hilde-
sheim, where “He received his first groundings in an edu-
cation which made him in all ways a cultivated man . . "0

The early connections between the Reims school and Hilde-
sheim are well established, hence it would appear natural
that Henry's first stylistic enthusiasms should come from
this source; especially since at this time, Bernward’s bronze
workshop was beginning its activity in a continuation of
the Reims style. The likelihood of a Hildesheim provenance
for the ambo-plaque is slight in light of the aforemen-
tioned similarities to the Vienna Schatzkammer St. Mat-
thew, of Aachen provenance: In light of the above, I would
tentatively suggest a provenance for the ambo-plaque of
the Aachen, Echternach, Trier area—perhaps some center
(un-named) related to al three.

The next work to enter into the discussion is the Pala
d’'Oro of Aachen. This work, a gift of Otto III, has been
dated ca. 1600.11 I find myself in agreement with prevailing
opinion inasmuch as historical, iconographic and stylistic
observations bear out this date just prior to Otto’s death. In
general compoéition and disposition of scenes, including
the disposition of the Evangelist symbols around the central
Majesty (as convincingly reconstructed by W. Otto??,) the
Pala d'Oro is undoubtedly derived from the Milan Altar.:
The Lombard Kingdom which had successfully revolted
against Otto III and was not reconquered until 1004 by.
Henry II, was one of Otto’s main imperial interests—with
the ultimate goal of a true unity of Italy and Germany.1®
One therefore has the historical basis for the relationship of
the Aachen and Milan Altars. More specifically, one finds
stylistic and iconographic relationships that place these two
works within an orbit other than that circumscribed by the
Reims tradition.

The figures of the Pala d'Oro tend to a shortness and
heaviness that are reminiscent of the Milan Altar. In both
works, action is restrained and reserved—a far cry from
those works we've related to the Reims tradition. The
eatlier description of the Crucifixion scene on ¢he Aachen
cover, for example, which I associated with the Reims tra-
dition, is totally different in spirit from the frozen symmetry
of the scene on the Pala d'Oro. The dependence of the Pala
d’Oro on the Milan Altar is readily apparent when one
compares its representation of “Christ Entering Jerusalem”
with the depiction of a horseman in the lower left panel
on the back of the Milan work. In both works the mount
moves to the right with its left forefoot raised and ad-
vanced. The landscape (diminished and de-emphasized in
Ottonian fashion) rises from left to right, giving-the
overall direction to the composition. Finally, in relating
the Aachen and .Milan Altars, the central “Christ in
Majesty” shows inconographic and stylistic affinities which
undoubtedly point to the latter as beirig the inspiration
for the former.

The stylistic tradition of the Pala d’Oro which we
have found to be distinct from the Reims tradition is modi-
fied and carried on in the Basel Altar of Henry II. This
work has been associated stylistically with the Pala d'Oro,
but' has continually raised questions as to provenance. The
majority of opinion has given it to Reichenau and dated it
ca. 1016-1020. The greatest uncertainty was expressed by
von Falke and Frauberger't who couldn't decide between
Trier, Reichenau, or Brunswick. Hauttman'® tentatively
suggested Regensburg. Regensburg is known to have been
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a large and important goldsmithing center at the time of
Henry II, but except for filigree and jewelled work, as on

the cover of Munich Latin ms. 4452, it has been difficult
to establish a Regensburg provenance for any known Otto-
nian gold reliefs. Schnitzler’® decided in favor of Fulda,
but did so by including the Aachen Pala d’Oro and the
Henry II Ambo-plaque as earlier phases of Fulda work.
He thus constructed a Fulda goldsmith workshop of monu-
mental proportions, with varied iconographic and stylistic
roots. Whereas I tend to concur with a Fulda provenance
for the Pala d'Oro, I cannot agree with one large Fulda
workshop of such varied styles within a short span of two
decades. For the present writer, nothing mitigates against
separate workshops for these pieces, each operating inde-
pendently within its own stylistic traditions, and borrowing
from such sources as were available or “stylish”. Thus I
would -give the Aachen Pala d'Oro a Fulda provenance,
while retaining a Reichenau provenance for the Basel Altar.

Taking these works 1n turn, the Aachen Altar has
been seen as Reichenau work by W. Otto'? and A. Haseloff
and H. Sauerland.»® This opinion has been rejected by W.
Schmidt and E. Basserman-Jordan® and H. Swarzenski,20
who tentatively suggest Aachen. My concurrence with a
Fulda provenance for the Aachen Altar is based upon the
strong connections between Fulda and Metz, and the mani-
festations of a late Metz style and iconography in the
Aachen reliefs. The generally short, awkward figures of
the Pala d’Oro are suggestive of the ivories of the cover
of the Drogo Sacramentary. In both cases the scenes in
individual compartments have a low-relief plasticity which
takes precedence over any sharp, active linearity. In an
ivory of the Metz School (ca. 850?), now in the Bibl;.
othéque Nationale, Paris (Latin ms. 9388), there is a
crude, blocklike ground convention similar to the treatment
of the mountain in the scene of "Christ on the Mt. of
Olives” in the Aachen Altar. Iconographically, there is a
similarity between the soldiers crowded behind the tomb
in the scene of the “Maries at the Tomb” in the Pala d'Oro
and this scene on the ivory of the cover of Munich Latin
ms. 4452. This ivory has long been considered part of
Goldschmidt’s “Liuthard Group™ of Reims provenance, but

" questions can be raised about this attribution (Metz being

a much likelier provenance). Thus I believe there to be
sufficient stylistic and iconographic evidence for placing the
Aachen Altar within a Fulda orbit.2:

The Basel Altar stands apart from the Pala d’Oro in
many ways. As an altar, its form is totally different from
the Pala d'Oro and Milan Altar tradition. The placing of
full-length, standing figures within framing arcades is
different in concept from the many-figured narrative scenes
of the Pala d'Oro. A good deal of this change in concept
can be credited to the full evolution of an ‘Ottonian styllz
with its attendant emphasis on an overall, integrated sur:
face pattern (evidenced in the Basel Altar by the rich
profusion of its numerous rinceaux borders); and to the
tectonic structural quality of a nascent Romanesque The
question of provenance has been decided in favor of Mainz
by H. Swarzenski2? on the basis of the very close relat;
ship of the rinceaux borders of the Basel Altar to 2 m .
script drawing of known Mainz provenance. Althoy halt]l:l-
evidence is striking, it is by no means conclusive or linglit“ing‘E

The rinceaux work of the Tuotilo ivory of St. Gall prove-
nance, ca. 900, especially in the foliate endings of its vines,
is equally close and relations between St. Gall and Reich-
enau could easily explain an influence moving to Reichenau.
In addition, the figures of the Basel Altar have drapery
treatment close to the conventions characteristic of Reich-
enau manuscripts, as in the drapery treatment of Christ’s
robes in the Basel Altar with their appearance of frozen,
suspended animation. One also finds in the Basel Altar the
hierarchic frontality, and empty gold backgrounds that are
not only indicative of Byzantine influence (strongly felt at
Reichenau), but also of the clear gold backgrounds of
Reichenau manuscripts (Egbert Codex, Pericope of Henry
II, etc.). The rinceaux motifs of the Basel Altar also find
a more direct prototype in the gold cover of Munich Latin
ms. 4454. An early 11th century work of the Reichenau
Sd'lool,23 the cover is of repoussé inhabited scrolls. The
twisting, turning vines can certainly be seen as forerunners
of the most highly organized, symmetrical Basel Altar
rinceaux, while the precedent for bird and beast inhabitants
of the scroll is also there. Further, the Munich cover with
its beasts adossé is reminiscent of Byzantine influence.
Hence prototypical sources for the Basel Altar can be seen
in the Reichenau ambient, while an equally substantial case

can be made for the Pala d'Oro at Fulda. One must there-

fore recognize at least two major goldsmith workshops at

the height of Ottonian times,

One should not assume a direct line of development
flzom the Aachen Altar to the Basel Altar, and account for
dfﬁ?ren.ces by supposing them to arise purely from the
distinction of originating workshops. Between the Aachen
and Basel Altars, one should interpose such Byzantine work
as the plate with reliefs in the Cathedral Treasury at Hal-
berstadt. Here one finds the rigid, frozen classicism of the
mid-Byzantine style, in full standing figures—suggestive of
the Basel Altar and distinct from the figural treatment of
the Aachen Altar. The Halberstadt plate also displays ron-

dels with busts similar to thoge found in the Basel Altar.

This is by no means to
su
was a direct sty ggest that the Halberstadt plate

listic prototype for the Ba
i i . 3asel Altar. The
glat:er;tngtll, ratl}er, Is to indicate the type of influence the
tar displays which further demarcates it from the

nances, and date from the end of the '30’s to the '50’s of
the 11th century. The first of these to be considered is the
Portable Altar of Gertrud (Fig. 8). It has been given the
date of ca. 1038 by H. Swarzenski,?® while Schnitzler?s
would date it 1040-50. Von Falke, Schmidt, and G. Swar-
zenski?” tend to relate it to the Basel Altar, but date it
slightly later—which might bring it to the date suggested
by H. Swarzenski. I would agree with this dating.

Although the general format of the portable altar
suggests the Basel Altar (on a smaller scale) i.e., single
figures standing within framing arcades, the relationship
is quite different. The figures, in relatively low relief, are
shifted to a side or head turned position so that they all
relate to the central image of the cloisonné enamel cross.
The separating arcades are hardly relief frames at all, but
rather surface bands decorated with niello-work. This very
aspect not only separates the Gertrud Altar from the Basel
Altar, but moves it from a fully developed Ottonian style
to the formative phase of the structural, compartmentaliza-
tion of the Romanesque. The decorative arcade with the
low-reliefs (combined with the jewelled and filigree bor-
der), however, still give an overall surface pattern more
Ottonian than Romanesque. The relative activity of the
figures suggested by their hand gestures and the thin, flut-
tery drapery, bring to mind the Reims tradition as modified
by Hildesheim and dispersed from there. Hence the Bruns-
wick provenance and suggested date are in accord with the
visual evidence.

The gold cover of the Abbess Theophanu (Fig. 9)
can be dated, through the activity of the Abbess, between
1039 and 1056. Although the Abbess and saints depicted
are all associated with Essen, and would argue for an
Essen provenance, the central ivory, of the same .pe.riod,
seems to show a Cologne provenance (related stylistically
to the ivory from the cover of the evangelary of St. Mary,
in Cologne). On this basis, Elbern?® would suggest a
Cologne provenance for the covers, while H. Swarzenski®
suggests Essen with a date of 1040-50. Although the gen-
eral composition of the Theophanu cover goes back to that
of the Echternach cover, significant changes have taken
place. The decorative borders and jewelled framing of the
Theophanu cover stand in higher relief and have less
surface unity with the total cover. The relief figures fill
their allotted space, and are more fully plastic than the
dancingly linear figures of the Echternach cover. Empty
spaces left by the diagonal framing strips are filled in an
almost “structural” manner by twisting vines that fill in
the triangular wedges in the upper and lower right and
left sides. In like manner, the figures in the top and bottom
horizontal registers are designed and composed to fill their
odd-shaped space. In the upper register, Christ in Majesty
is flanked by angels, moving away from Him. Their wing
tips are extended to fill out the diagonal space, just as their
legs move in the same direction and at the same angle as
the diagonal strip so as to function tectonically within the
space. In the lower register, the “Virgin and Child En-
throned” are adored by Ss. Pinnosa and Waldburg, with
the donatrix kneeling at the Virgin's feet. The saints step
and lean forward at an angle almost equal to that of the
diagonal, jewelled strips, becoming a structural unit within

the spatial compartment. The architectonic nature of the
composition is emphasized by the columns which frame the
Virgin. They visually act as supporting members for the
central plaque. The side panel figures, standing within
their separate arches are still reminiscent of a Byzantine
tradition, but are vitalized and charged by the more netvous
folds of their drapery and by their shift from frontality.

Stylistically, it is these very qualities that support the
Cologne provenaunce suggested by the ivory. The light and
shade shimmering on the gold reliefs, with their irregular
surfaces appear related to Byzantine painting, as modified
in such Cologne manuscripts as the Hitda Codex. Although'
I find it difficult to agree with Swarzenski on an Essen
provenance for the cover, I would accept his later dating
of 1040-50, inasmuch as the structural use of the figure
within the framing devices is suggestive of the develop-
ment of Romanesque reliefs and their adjustment to an
architectural setting (as on church tympana).

Purely as an epilogue to the foregoing study, one
might consider the gold cover of Judith of Flanders (Mor-
gan Ms. 708). Dated 1040-50 by H. Swarzenski,*® and
sometime before 1066 by M. C. Ross,3! the work seems to
be the product of an Anglo-Saxon workshop. For it was
only in England, at this time, that one can account for the
confluence of styles evident in the work. We can decognize
the Reims/Winchester style mixed, possibly, with Liege
and Mosan work of the mid-11th century. The very high
relief of the figures (in places full-round) and the monu-
mental concept expressed in a broad plasticity, bring us
to the verge of a Romanesque sculptural style, and thus
beyond the scope of this paper.

A general summation would lead us from the nervous,
illusionistic style of the Arnulf Altar through a small group
of stylistically related gold reliefs, bringing us to the end
of the first decade of the 11th century in Germany, and
keeping us in the area of the Lower Rhine, West and
North of Fulda. This line of development is largely free
of Byzantine influence. Another, contemporary line of de-

velopment, grows from the Milan Altar, travels as far '

North as Fulda, but is more closely related to Reichenau.
This development is more susceptible to Byzantine influ-
ence. Last, we return to the Rhineland, by the middle of
the 11th century, to find the various influences Ottonian
art was prone to, synthesized into a proto-Romanesque style
—the Theophanu cover for the “architectural” relationshi
of design and figures to the whole, and the Judith of
Flanders cover for its fully plastic, near monumental
(conceptually) figures.?

. FOOTNOTES
1. Liier and Creutz, Geschichte der Metallkunst, Bd. 11, Stuttgart,
1909, pp. 95ff., go so far as to state that all three works were
from the same hand.

. Cf. V. H. Elbern, Der Karolingische Goldaliar von Mailand,
Bonn, 1952, G. B. Tatum, “The Paliotto of Sant’ Ambrogio
at Milan", The Art Bulletin, V. 26, 1944, p. 25ff.

- But on the basis of the lost, gold altar-frontal of St. Denis
(visually known only through a 15th century painting by the
Master of St. Giles), and iconographic material related to the
translation of the Celestial Hierarc y by the Pseudo-Dionysius
made for Charles the Bald when he was lay-abbot of St. Denis,
an abbey of St. Denis goldsmith shop, responsible for all the
above pieces, has been proposed. Cf. A. M. Friend, “Carolin-
gian Art in the Abbey of St. Denis”, A Studies, Vol. 1
1923, pp. 67-75. I don't believe the evidence is sufficient to
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Romanesque Architecture and some
Eighteenth Century Critics by

For many eighteenth century Englishmen of taste
Gothic was fine in the garden, but Romanesque was best
in oblivion. No one used the word Romanesque, of course;
it had not been invented. And disapproval extended to
the whole range of architecture between Constantine and
the thirteenth century since writers were unable to disting-
uish changes in style before the pointed arch and flying
buttress gave them simple clues. Nevertheless, remarks
about pre-Gothic works are usually comments on the
Romanesque style because most of the available earlier
buildings were eleventh and twelfth century structures.
Men faithful to their classicist upbringing, as well as early
romantic writers, each for their own reasons regarded these
early buildings as decadent or as still unformed. It was
natural, then, that Romanesque would be largely ignored.

In the midst of this general apathy, it is interesting
and even surprising to find a substratum of early and posi-
tive interest in Romanesque. It will be the purpose of this
paper to trace the emotional and aesthetic response to it in
statements by English architects, poets, and antiquaries who
wrote before handbooks and art historical surveys obliged
their authors to speak of the style.

Seventeenth century classicist writers, such as Jean
Francois Félibien' and Florent LeComte? found Roman-
esque achitecture noteworthy only for its size and solidity.
In a treatise of 1713, Sir Christopher Wren brought a more
affirmative viewpoint to the discussion by associating the
style with Roman work and contrasting Romanesque with
Gothic, of whose structural system he disapproved. The
man who had substituted a Baroque St. Paul's for the
burned Gothic one was probably drawn to Romanesque
architecture because it preserved the round arches and
massive qualities which Wren associated with Roman art,
No doubt, too, he was drawn to Romanesque because it
was clearly not Gothic. Apparently believing that Gothic
art was a Norman import into England, he described what
we know now to be post-Conquest Romanesque as Saxon
architecture, and implied approval of it on grounds of
structural strength:

""Sebert, King of the East Saxons, built a Monastery and
church here [at Westminster], in 605, which, being
destroyed by the Danes, was about 360 years after re-
paired by the pious King Edgar. This, it is probable, was
a strong good Building, after the Mode of that Age, not
much altered from the Roman. We have some Examples
of this ancient Saxon Manner, which was with Peers or
round Pillars, much stronger than the Tuscam, round-
headed Arches, and Windows; such was Winchester
Cathedral and such at this Day the Royal Chapel in the
White-tower of London; the Chapel of St. Crosses: the
Chapel of Cbhrist-Charch in Oxford . . . and di,verse
others I need not name, built before the Conquest | . . s
The notion that there was aesthetic pleasure to be de-

rived from Romanesque architecture appeared in The
History of Newcastle upon Tyne, written by Henry Bourne
a young minister of the city, before 1733, the year of hi;

Carol H. Krinsky
Institute of Fine Arts, New York

premature death. In discussing the late twelfth century keep
of the castle there, he described it as having “been a build-
ing of great Strength and no little Beauty; the vast Thick-
ness of the Walls speaks the one, and the Ruines of some
curious workmanship speaks the other”.* Nevertheless,
comments on Romanesque style were rare until the middle
of the century, in part because little descriptive vocabulary
existed. But by about 1750, the desire to promote Gothic
or to import other styles to rival or vary or supplement the
classical one led increasing numbers of writers to study
styles in architecture.

According to Dr. Andrew C. Ducarel, an English anti-
quary, in “about the year 1742”5 the Right Reverend
Charles, Lord Bishop of Carlisle and President of the
Society of Antiquaries of London, addressed some fellow
students on the differences between the Norman structures
and those of the Saxons. Although we do not know what
he said, we can deduce from remarks made by Dr. Ducarel
that the Lord Bishop was discussing the characteristics of
spgciﬁcally Romanesque architecture, remarkable indeed at
this time. Perhaps the Lord Bishop was really interested in
establishing the historical changes introduced at the time of
the Conquest, a problem that absorbed English attention
then as it has down to our own time, but art historians
will observe that he used monuments of art to help him
write his dissertation, and that style criticism of some sort
was among his tools.®

Not long afterwards, men of letters joined the dis-
cussion of medieval architecture. The first systematic
description of Romanesque architecture was written by
Thomas Gray, who is better remembered for his “Elegy”

t!lan for his remarks on this st le, which i

lnshfd until 1814, In 1754, GrZy composeileI:i:}?:?t ?;Eﬁls)e
on “the old Norman (or as Sir Christopher Wren calls it)
the Saxon Architecture” which “seems to have lasted in
England from the time of the Conquest (if not earlier to
about 1216.” He found that this style of “great solidi
heaviness, and rude simplicity” was derived from I:Zé

lfnperial Roman work in a2 “degenerate state” but said that
since local building traditions and ecclesiastical use had
become associated with this style, it was entirely reasonable
fOt.the descendants of Saxons, Gauls, and “other barbarous
nations” to build in this manner rather than in imitation of
the' "beautiful remains of a better age.” Gray listed five
major characteristics of Romanesque architecture: round-
heafled ar‘ches, massive piers, varied byt squat a;1d 0SS
aapitals, timber ceilings, and types of ornament whicﬁ he
Eﬁ:ts}izl:erseti das c;u;le as the capitals. He suggested that
o fy might enable students to discern other char-

ics of the style and also its development; this sug-

gestion implies that for all the ity i
i crudity in ornament, he
found material worth studying in these buildings. In fact,

his concluding remarks show the attitude that early ro-
mantic writers might be expected to adopt:

“Upon the whole, these huge structures claim not only

the veneration due to their great antiquity, but (though

far surpassed in beauty by the buildings of the three suc-

ceeding centuries) have really a rude kind of majesty,

resulting from the loftiness of their naves, the gloom of
their ailes, and the hugeness of their massive members,
which seem_calculated for a lon, ion.”'?

Six years later, William Warburton, Bishop of Glou-
cester, published the works of Alexander Pope, Warburton
was Pope’s literary executor. In volume 3, dealing with
Pope’s moral essays, Warburton offered severely critical
remarks on Romanesque architecture, which he felt was a
poor imitation of such debased structures as the Holy
Sepulchre at Jerusalem. He explained the massiveness of
the style as the preservation of the appearance of sepulchres
and subterranean caverns where early Christianity was prac-
ticed. Warburton’s ideas were garbled, but they were widely
distributed, and from a positive point of view they popu-
larized an awareness of some relationship to Roman art
which Wren had mentioned earlier, and an interest in the
solemn effect of mass to which Gray had also been
sensitive.® . .

The Bishop's negative remarks did not, happily
enough, prevent others from examining Romanesque archi-
tecture. Reverend Thomas Warton, professor of poetry and
history at Oxford and poet laureate of England, offered the
first division of all medieval architecture into periods, rising
above previous considerations of Saxon and Norman origins
of Romanesque to suggest that it was a style practiced not
only in northwest France and England but also throughout
Europe until about 1200. Romanesque was still debased
antique architecture for him, and his list of its characteris-
tics did not exceed Gray's, but his historical analysis and
perspective were new and provided the basis for further
refinements in periodization.?

The book published by Dr. Ducarel, with its hints
about the interests of the Lord Bishop of Carlisle and a
theory about Romanesque style, appeared in 1767. Ducarel

.had visited Normandy about a decade earlier in an effort
‘to determine the truth of the Lord Bishop's studies, and

the book presented Ducarel’s point of view with the aid
of large engraved plates and the first handy list of Roman-
esque buildings in Normandy and England. His thesis was
that the difference between Norman and Saxon work was
to be found in the arch moldings—plain in Norman and
ornamented in Saxon work. The theory is of less interest
to us than the presentation in words and pictures of ex-
amples of Romanesque art, and the evidence of the pleasure
he took in certain aspects of it. At La Trinité in Caen, he
observed that:

“The church of this abbey is a plain near building, both
within and without, and entirely free from Gothic orna-
ments. The two square towers at the west end were
anciently extremely lofty, and built in a taste which did
honour to the judgment of the architect; but their upper
parts svgere demolished by Charles, King of Navarre,
in 13 *

1n c e e .
St. Etienne at Caen was also described as “free from oma-
ments” and “neat,” in opposition to the prevailing taste
for Gothic ornament—not to speak of the Rococo.1®

Ducarel's contemporary, the antiquary Francis Grose,
also showed some aesthetic response to Romanesque. He
had reservations about the style int general, and called its
ornament grotesque. But in the midst of what he considered
a jumble of types of osnament, he found that some Saxon
(i.e. Romanesque) arches could be quite beautiful, especial-
ly those with geometric designs, and he said that the con-
trast of plain areas with ornament at a few points pleased
him. He preferred this arrangement to the Gothic buildings
“which, being equally ornamented all over, fatigue and
distract, rather than gratify the eye."t*

Ducarel’s and Grose's appreciation of aspects of Ro-
manesque style did not gain wide acceptance. When
Romanesque was discussed by other writers, its forms were

enumerated but further judgments were omitted. Reverend

James Bentham, for example, who published a widely

read History of the Cathedral Church of Ely in 1771, spoke

of Romanesque in more detail than most writers did, but
despite his intelligent description of its features and his
statement that the Norman churches were to be differenti-
ated from the Saxon ones essentially by the Normans'
greater massiveness and size, he had nothing to say about
the aesthetic effect of the style. For forty years, Bentham’s
remained the most extensive discussion available on Ro-

manesque architecture.1? . .

The Gothic revival was the important thing, and until
the twentieth century, Romanesque was to be considered
as a mere way-station en route to Gothic. Mr. J. Taylor, who
collected and published the Warton, Grose, and Bentham
accounts of medieval architecture, summarized contempor-
ary opinion when he wrote that Gothic was introduced
under the Saxons but was perfected under the Normans
who used the pointed arch. Later functionalists, romantics,
and handbook writers seconded his opinion. Nevertheless,
it is not surprising that it was an Englishman, Thomas

Rickman, who was the first to give Romanesque architec-

tural details a relatively extensive treatment in his 1811

handbook of medieval architecture! which, issued in many

subsequent editions, became a standard text on the subject

down to our own century. And it is indicative of the im-

portant role played by the eighteenth century English “dis-

coverers” of Romanesque that the notes of Ardsse de

Caumont'* reveal a greater dependence upon English works

than on those of the scholars of any other nation. Although

Caumont, lecturing at Caen, might have been drawn to the

English writers who frequently spoke of Normaa buildings

(for their own historical reasons), it may on the other

hand have been the very existence of English studies that

drew him, and through his extraordinary work, later schol-
ars, to the modern study of Romanesque architecture.
NOTES

*The material contained in this paper formed part of a report
P ] in a i in the Historiography of Medieval Art
held under the direction of Professor Harry Bober at New York
University, Institute of Fine Arts, in 1962. 1 should like to
express my appreciation to him for his interest, and for his
excellent criticism and advice,
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Gislebertus

The publication of Gislebertus, Sculpteur d’Autun*
caused considerable stir in France about two years ago. This
was not a usual “art book”, although the photographs alone
would justify it. It was the painstaking documentation by
text and photographs of a theory: that someone named
Gislebertus had done, singlehandedly, the entire ensemble
of sculpture (with few and minor exceptions) for the
Cathedral of Saint Lazarus at Autun in Burgundy. What the
book did was to rediscover a great 12th century sculptor.
And one of the interesting facets of this rediscovery is the
chapter it makes in the history of taste. One wonders if it
can be an accident that this happened now. The name of
Gislebertus has been known for more than 800 years: he
signed the great tympanum of the west door: GISLEBER-
TUS HOC FECIT (Gislebertus made this). His work had
been regarded and disregarded. As recently as 1923, Emile
Male, in his Art Religieux du Xlle siécle, wrote of this
tympanum: “A giant Christ dominates the immensely tall
figures; they make you think you are looking in a deforming
mirror. In truth, the artist divided the space so badly that
in order to fill up the middle section, he had to elongate
his figures beyond any resemblance.” But in 1960, the
French press called Gislebertus one of the most remarkable
sculptors in the history of Western Europe, and André
Malraux officially pronounced him a “Romanesque
Cézanne”. (Il 1)

Now, Gislebertus has had an exhibition at the M, H.
De Young Memorial Museum in San Francisco, and, al-
though the portable sculpture (portable because it had been
knocked off the cathedral) went back to France when the
exhibition closed, the life-size photographs of all the known
works of Gislebertus at Autun, at Vézelay, and other parts
of Burgundy, are making a tour of American cities. Keep-
ing the photographs of the tympanum (which Gislebertus
signed) before us, and comparing with it the fifty sculp-
tured capitals of the cathedral or that famous Eve (IlL. 6),
we are compelled by a style so singular, so homogeneous,
to agree that one man, and that one Gislebertus, alone
could have done them. And we wonder why no one had
thought of it before. According to a press release, Mr.
Arnold Fawcus, head of the Trianon Press, made his first
visit to Autun in 1949 and was struck by the beauty and
the consistent style of the ensemble of sculpture. "Abbé
Denis Grivot, choirmaster of the Cathedral and student of
Romanesque art, had long thought one sculptor had done
them all. They invited Professor George Zarnecki of the

Courtauld Institute and the University of London to join

them, and this book is the result of their research, It is not
only a documentation of their theory; it is a work of
homage to Gislebertus, Sculptor of Autun.

*Denis Grivot and George Zarnecki,

Pari i
Published simultaneously in England. aris, Trianon Press, 196p.

Hoc Fecit

... by
Marthiel Mathews
Frenchtown, N. J.

No doubt it is not an accident that this sculptor has
been rediscovered now. But why should this be? Why does
this sculpture speak to us? Sculpture that treats most forms
abstractly, as triangles, trapezoids, circles, according to the
space they are to fill, that treats the human figure not as
“a fixed idea, a theme with variations,” as Henri Focillon
has said, “but as compressible or extensible matter.” Sculp-
ture that takes hold of the turbulent chaotic world of man
and animal and subjects it to 2 geometrical order that is
almost completely indifferent to the natural world. Has
something happened to our taste? The history of Gisle-
bertus and the Cathedral of Saint Lazarus, of their fate
and fortunes, serves almost as a paradigm of the fortunes
of Romanesque art in the history of taste since the 13th
century.

In the first place, absolutely nothing is known about
Gislebertus; no document mentioning him has survived. He
must have had considerable fame in his time to have
signed his work so boldly, under Christ’s feet, and to have
had an entire church turned over to him to decorate. But
all we have is his signature.

About the church of Saint Lazarus, we know that it
was consecrated in 1130 by Pope Innocent II, but we do
not kngw when it was begun or finished or even why it
was built, almost in the yard of the already existing Cathe-
dral of Saint Nazaire, whose title of “Cathedral” Saint
I.azams' shared after 1195. Even its form, its large covered
porch, is something of a mystery. Perhaps it was built to
shelter and‘ to isolate the lepers who came on pilgrimage to
pray to Samt.Lazarus whose relics lay in the great tomb
beside the main altar. There is even confusion about Saint

Lazarus, amicus Christi, raised from the dead, who set sail

from the Holy Land with his sisters Martha and Mary
Magdalene, to become the first bishop of Marseille. Some-
where alﬂong the way, between the time of his burial sup-
posedly in Provence, and the 10th century, when he began
‘o be venerated at Autun, he got mixed u,p with the poor
Lazarus of the parable whose wounds were licked by dogs
and he became the patron saint of lepers. ’ ,
Another mystery is why so much of the architecture

and sculpture has survived intact from the 12th centur
This 1s not so rare for small churches in out-of-ﬂle-WZi’
places, but large ones, cathedrals, almost invariably under-
went the modifications necessary to make them conform to
the taste of the time, or the necessary repairs which were
always carried out according to contemporary fashion. For
:nstar}ce, flying buttresses were added in the 13th ceiituf)'
tﬁerclﬂzntf]orce the vaults; a late Gothic bell tower replaced
Do 2 century tower whep it fell in 1469. As Viollet-le-
C has pointed out, the idea of “restoring” monuments

in the style in which th weri it i :
ey were built
older than a hundred years. wilt Is an idea not much

Things went along in this way for Gislebertus and
Saint Lazarus of Autun until the 18th century. The church
had been modified in one way and another, but the sculp-
ture had never been tampered with. Then, in 1766, the
canons of the Cathedral, “ashamed of these shocking sur-
vivals of a barbarous age”, had the 12th century apse en-
tirely covered with marble, and they had Gisleber.tus'
signed tympanum above the west door covered with bricks
and plaster. Whatever stuck out too far for a smocgth
plaster job was knocked off: the head of the “giant” Christ,
the medallions of the inner archivolt above Christ's head,
and all of the sculptured trumeau, the pillar in the center
of the doorway that supported the tympanum. But on the
north door, where the reclining Eve had formed half the
lintel, instead of plaster, sledges were used and all the
sculpture — tympanum, archivolts, and trumeau — were
knocked down. The carved capitals of the nave could not
be knocked down, the vault would have fallen; nor were
they defaced. If we owe all this destruction to the reason
and taste of the 18th century canons, we no doubt owe to
them also the preservation of what remains of thé 1'2th
century sculpture. Twenty years later, Saint Lazarus might
have met the same fate as the great monastery of Cluny.
In any case, the sculpture, covered with marble and plaster,
was forgotten. S

In 1837, Abbé Devoucoux, a local archaeologist, dis-
covered in the proceedings of an inquiry made in 1482 into
the authenticity of the relics of Saint Lazarus, 2 description
of the Cathedral and a mention of a sculptured relief over
the west door representing The Last Judgment. He recorc'led
in his diary for the 23rd of May: “Today I had a sounding
made in the plaster of those tasteless architects of the le}st
century. Happily, the sculpture is preserved; they were satis-
fred to plaster over this work which seems very good for
its time.”

In 1858, the restoration of the Cathedral of Saint
Lazarus was begun under the supervision of Viollet-le-Duc,
General Inspector of Church Buildings. The fragments of
the sculpture were collected, wherever they could be found,
and were eventually put in the Rolin Museum toward the
end of the century. One of the first finds was the reclining
Eve, and she is the sole survivor of that famous triumvirate
which formed the lintel over the north door: Eve plucking
her apple. All that is left of Satan is his claws, sunk in the
tree of knowledge. Eve, used as a building block, was found
in the wall of a house that had been built in 1769 and
torn down in 1866. Now she is the chef d'oeuvre of the
Rolin Museum. In 1939, the marble was removed from
the apse and there, in its integrity, stood the 12th century
structure and its capitals, among them what must be the
first work Gislebertus did for the Cathedral. And it was a
great event for Autun when, in 1948, a detailed head of
Christ was identified as that of the Christ of the tympanum,
and restored to its place.

Now, 1n the 1960's, we pay homage to Gislebertus.
Looking at this from the point of view of taste, we may
very well ask: Why?

Since Gothic cathedrals are on the itinerary of every
tourist who goes to Europe, it is certainly superfluous to
point out-that Gothic art and architecture are now consid-
ered important. But their rehabilitation did not come of

itself; it was a hard fought battle, and Viollet-le-Duc was
a warrior in the cause. To him, Gothic, “the secular art
and architecture”, as he called it, was the high point of
medieval art. The centuries before, the Romanesque period,
he saw as one of preparation (as Emile Mile also saw it).
Although Romanesque art and architecture achieved a “rel-
ative perfection”, they were not based on solid and absolute
principles, on “the verities”. They were “hieratic” and thus
“non-progressive”; they were derivative and the civilization
that produced them was “winded”, “decadent”. The
Gothic movement came about because “lay artists” took it
over, threw off the “yoke of the church”; because a new
spirit, in architecture geometrical principles inherent in
nature, and in art, the idealized imitation of nature, in-
formed their work. Its generating spirit was “'in the use of
materials according to their own properties, and in allowing
the means used in construction to be seen, as, in the human
body, we can distinguish the skeleton, where the muscles
are fastened, where the organs are located. Form,” he said,
“is the result of this use . . .” Romanesque monuments
were important because they were part of the legacy of the
French people. They should be restored and preserved as
demonstrations of the evolution, the progress of French
art and architecture toward the summit: Gothic.

This is not to denigrate Viollet-le-Duc, whose diction-
ary of French medieval architecture is a great mine where
scholars still dig to their profit.

And he was a man of great intelligence and pro-
digious activity. He had a hand in all the important restor-
ations of medieval monuments in France from 1840 on,
among them, beginning in 1858, the Cathedral of Saint
Lazarus in Autun. Indeed when we look at some French
medieval buildings, we don’t know whether we are looking
at something from the Middle Ages or from Viollet-le-Duc.
Along with his other work, he wrote his Dictionnaire
raisonné de U'architecture francaise due Xle au XVle siécle,
published in 1854 in ten volumes. In it, Viollet-le-Duc not
only sketched out the main lines art scholars and historians
have followed in their study of Gothic, but of Romanesque
as well. And it is a capital work for the history of taste.

By the end of the first quarter of the 19th century,
he said, a few writers and scholars were studying the
Middle Ages seriously. This avant-garde no longer saw
Gothic cathedrals as capricious imitations of “the forests of
Germany”, nor the pointed arch as “sick because it was
broken”. Viollet-le-Duc lectured his contemporaries end-
lessly. It might be, he said, that some medieval sculptors
(and he was no doubt thinking of Romanesque) had been
“incapable of carving anything but long, skinny figures
encased in sheaths and drapery that look like organ pipes,
and with faces whose sole expression was ascetic, morbib,
sickly”. But this was not true for all: witness the sculpture
at Rheims. The great originality of medieval art, he pointed
out, was its “expressionism’, making “le sentiment moral”
prevail over plastic form. As Meyer-Shapiro said later of
the ecstatic prophets at Moissac: they are “symbolic projec-
tions of inward metaphysical states.”

In his article on Sculpture in the Dictionary, Viollet-
le-Duc sketched out the great currents that operated on and
were absorbed in the development of the Romanesque in-
ternational style. Even a listing of them gives an idea of



his (and their) scope: the importance of the Benedictine
monastery of Cluny in the renascence of figure sculpture
in the 11th century, and the relations of Cluny with the
Orient; Byzantine manuscripts; Gallo-Roman remains; the
Greek churches of Syria between Antioch and Aleppo and
their painting; Irish influence (of Coptic derivation, in
part); Coptic sculpture in Egypt; Scandinavian and Nor-
man influences; the survival of ancient forms (Indian, Far
Eastern, Persian, among others); Oriental textiles. And in
his article, "Symbol”, he recognizes the fundamental sym-
bolic character of Christianity, based on Plato, and the
richness which this symbolic view of both organic and
inorganic nature produced. Yet, he persisted in seeing this
art through the frame of an aesthetic, based on Aristotle,
that belonged to Greece and Rome. And this, no doubt,
accounts for his low opinion of Gislebertus' sculpture at
Autun which, he said, was “flat and without effect”. But
there was, in fact, this same split between the Romanesque
and the Gothic periods, when the Aristotelian revolution

modified and even transformed the Christian view of the
world )
One might wonder why Viollet-le-Duc discussed sculp-

ture at such length in a dictionary of architecture, and he
begins his article with an explanation: in the Middle Ages
the two were so closely linked, one can’t be discussed with-
out the other. “A unity of principle directed the builders
of the Middle Ages”; the building and its decoration were
all of a piece.

‘ But it is in his analyses of architecture that his seminal
ideas are to be found, and they are seminal for Romanesque
sculpture as well. For him, architecture was the greatest of
the arts because it is a purely human creation, created by
1"na’n‘s reason out of the geometric forms inherent in nature:
it is, in fact, only an application of the principles that are
outside us and that we learn by observation. “If we pene-
trate into the knowledge of the great principles of the
universe we recognize quickly that creation developed in a
logical succession, and to do this it had to submit to laws
that e).cisted anterior to the creative idea. This is so true
one might say, ‘In the beginning were numbers and geome-
try’. The Egyptians and the Greeks understood this very
well. For them, numbers and geometric forms were sacred.”

And Viollet-le-Duc might have said: they were sacred
also to the Christians of the Romanesque world. For
Romanesque cosmology, its view of the geometrical struc-
ture of the universe, derived from Plato. (IIl. 5)

These are ideas that have ted to important work. In
France, Henri Focillon ( A d’Occident) has insisted
that Romanesque art and architecture can no longer be
dismissed as “a step in the evolution toward Gothic”. nor
as an accumulation of “influences”. They have their,own
proper laws which have to do with the perception and
representation of the geometrical forms in nature. It is
qnly through the study of forms, the technique of c-lecora-
tion, that we can resolve the apparent contradiction in this
art between the power, the stability, the reasonable ualj
of the buildings, and the tumult of their sculptured in?a e J
That technique has a double character: it is architectur§1 ph
that it subjects figures to the frame around them, and jt liI;
Prnamental in that it designs and combines ﬁgur,es accor‘d-
ing to the same schemas that are used for ornament. And

the genius of this art was to associate sculpture with
function.

Jurgis Balteusaitis (La Stylistique ornamentale dans la
sculpture somane), has developed these ideas. It is the
frame that organizes the interior and what it contains, im-
posing its structure and economy on the sculpture. People,
animals, plants are used geometrically as triangles, rec-
tangles, circles, cubes. They are mutilated and recomposed
by the schema of the frame. “The human form is constantly
transformed. Subjected to the frame, to an architectural
element, it is partly destroyed, it loses something of its
personality, its own life, in order to be recreated under
a new aspect.” Abstract form presides over the Romanesque
sculptor’s creation. He is not only an image-maker
(imagier), he is a mathematician, with a concern for
measure. He is a geometrician who speculates about straight
lines, angles, curves. For any line, whether it makes the
image of a man or of an ornament, can be interpreted in
two ways, as a mathematical solution or as the contour, the
silhouette, that tells a story. The medieval sculptor lived in
the world of reality, and also in the world of his imagina-
tion. In him, these two worlds, so opposed in appearance,
encounter each other: the turbulent, chaotic world around
him and the immobile world of schemas and structures, of
an abstract order. A look at the Last Judgment of Gisle-
bertus’ tympanum, the side representing Hell and the
damned, will demonstrate what Baltruaitis is getting at:
t!1e strict geometrical layout, the turbulence within the
llmits imposed. (Ill. 4) And a look at any one of the
capitals will do the same. When a sculptor carved a story
ona capital he was not carving a frieze to decorate it. The
carving grows out of the stone, becomes part of the internal
i?‘;)r;dn;:{l:qn with its‘ own points _of support and equilib-
b, T 1 0 bt et
nature, ’In it we can see : Sal:m: ObjeCthe forms as-m
through the combination afwhoe geometry; by looking
RomaneSCIue scuIPtor saw hq t .ese geometric forms, the

1s universe. (Il1. 2)
for o?llét ‘}:’;yesge(:;;ldn;}:e quan?sque sculptor, Gislebertus
concern;d with repre uret’m s w'z.iy? Why was f?e ot
“world of appearanlc)esfe?n% the. na?ura.l world”, the
and why was it oo ¢ there did this view come from
an art that covered the en? é}:w’ho'le of Romanesque art

These are questions tl}:e Pnst:an world?
the New York University I att' rofesso.r Harry Bober, of
and the answer has to c¥o nS.llt]Ute g F"}e A rts,.has acked
world, of reality, and it hawit dthe o stian view of the
base of Professor Bober’s > 10 do with Plato. At the very

ol ideas is this: that R ue
was a Christian Platonic art and ; at fomanesq
nd it must be seen as such.

;t dgveloped a new means of expression to deal with the
un :fn‘ental questions of its time, the questions Christianity
posed: its _do'gm.at:c and symbolic ideas, its abstract concepts
A naturalistic, illusionist P,

IC system w :

a sc.het'x'matic system was deve¥oped toorll(jrer;(;nltorﬁgee{\:zzl:i
rBe(z)lll;:Z h:_f S:;é?;andt}:}i?log{, and physical theory. Professor
’ ted this schematic system as i -

glzcead gra:gh:cally in medieval manusci"ipts. Th;t‘?:xe?ne:t:l"
comrr;eSiti e stlandard '|llustrations of schoolbooks, and their
wheﬁ, on lay l.)ehl'nd the composition of medieval art
er an illumination of a manuscript or of a tympanun;

in stone. What they taught was basic: the nature of the
universe and the harmony of all its parts. They are neither
illustrations in the sense of scenes, nor diagrams in the
usual sense, although some give simple scientific data. For
the most part they go far beyond that, and embrace every
area of medieval theoretical and practical knowledge: God
and man, the heavens and earth, doctrine and history, their
interrelations and correspondences. They provided a system
for representing such abstract ideas. (IlL. 5)

The central problem for Christian physical theory (as
it is for modern physics) was a unified concept of reality,
and the Christian concept is based on the cosmology of
Plato as described in the Timaens. From Plato comes the
idea common to the Greeks, the Middle Ages, and to mod-
ern physics: the belief in the mathematical structure of
reality. The Church Fathers, Saint Augustine among therp,
fused the Platonic account of creation with the account in
Genesis, and with the verse from The Wisdom of Solomon:
“By measure and number and weight God ordered all
things.” (Ill. 3) Numbers and geometric forms were stud-
ied as keys to the knowledge of the universe, the knowledge
of its nature, “the immutable and unchanging reality, the
number pre-existant in the mind of the world-creating
God.” In taking over Plato’s account of the nature and
creation of the universe as a unified harmonious whole,
each part of which is related to every other part by con-
stant mathematical proportions, the Church Fathers took
over also the arithmology or “mystical arithmetic” that
played such a large part in medieval thinking and in medi-
eval art and architecture. By it, they attempted to penetrate
to the order of causes and to demonstrate mathematically
the relations or “‘correspondences”, the harmony between
all parts of the universe, physical or spiritual. By it they
justified the proportions and relations between the parts of
their churches; by it they ordered and arranged the compo-
sition of their sculpture and painting. And in taking over
Plato’s idea that the physical world was modelled on an
ideal world of which it and everything in it was the mirror
of -a greater spiritual reality, a sign of something beyond
itself, they created a symbolic view of the world, a concep-
tion of the universe as a system of signs and symbols cap-
able of revealing aspects of reality that defied other means
of understanding.

To come back to the present for a moment, and to
the history of taste, there are certain “correspondences” be-
tween this view of the universe and our view which may
have some bearing on our rediscovery of Romanesque art
and Gislebertus. Our consciousness of the geometric struc-
ture of organic forms lies behind Malraux’s compatison of
Gislebertus to Cézanne. And there are other correspond-
ences between the symbolic view of Platonic Christianity
and the views of modern physics (which is our view, con-
sciously or not).

Although the Greeks proposed that the atom was the
one indivisible unit of matter, modern physics has discov-
ered it to be composed of many particles. Although the
search for “final causes”, has been abandoned, it goes on
for “‘unity”, for some “underlying simplicity”. The Greeks
(and the Romanesque world) had at their disposal a very
limited mathematics—geometrical forms related to natural
phenomena—and conceived of atoms as occupying space.

But it is not possible, Werner Heisenberg has said (Philo-
sophic Problems of Nuclear Physics), “to fit the modern
atom into a materialistic concept of the universe, because
atoms are not material bodies in the proper sense of the
word: they are symbols which can be represented mathe-
matically and they can be perceived only through the mind.”
Nor could Plato, and after him, Christianity “‘explain™ the
universe in materialistic terms.

Platonic Christianity kept another Greek idea, and,
Heisenberg says, it has been retained by modern physics:
“the belief in the purposely directive power of mathematical
structures.” This idea was first expressed by Pythagoras in
relation to his study of musical harmony: a totality of sound
appears to the human ear to be in harmony only if certain
simple mathematical relations are realized. (Ill. 3) So, if
the essence of musical harmony or of a form of art can be
discovered in its mathematical structure, then the rational
order of surrounding nature must have its basis in “the
mathematical nucleus of the laws of nature.” This convic-
tion, which was also Plato’s, found its first expression in
the Pythagorean teaching of the harmony of the spheres,
in the attribution of regular shapes to the elements. “Thus
in the Timaens,” Heisenberg says, *‘Plato explains the atoms
of earth, fire, air, and water, as cube, tetrahedron, octahe-
dron, and icosahedron respectively. But in the last resort
the whole of mathematical natural science is based on such
conviction.” (Ill. 5)

It is out of such a view of the universe, Professor
Bober says, that Christian-Platonic theology developed, and
Christian art. A new system was needed to express these
abstract concepts, and the new system was schematic. The
“schemata’ are a kind of mathematics that could be applied
to any theme and to many themes at once and they allowed
for the simultaneous interpretation of many levels of mean-
ing: typological, eschatological, anagogical, allegorical. It
was not enough to present events; their Christian meaning
must be presented also. The schemata were a new system
of abstraction (abstract in the sense Brancusi used when
he spoke of his work as dealing with “essential forms”,
“universal reality”, “‘ideas made palpable”; in effect, with
what lies behind appearance), and this meant a new scale
of relations. The “giant” Christ in Majesty of the Saint
Lazarus tympanum is larger than the angels, the angels are
larger than men. It is hardly likely, as Mflle thought, that
this was due to the incompetence of Gislebertus; such a
scale is as common to Romanesque as it was to Egyptian
art. Metaphysical states, moral conditions, Good and Evil,
‘Heaven and Hell, all were as “'real”” to this Christian world
as the geometrical structure of nature. The “expressionism™
developed by Romanesque artists could represent these states
also, as we see in the beatific expression of Gislebertus’
angels, in the inhuman stalky figures of the devils.

The schematic system that lies behind the tympanum
of Saint Lazarus is less complicated than many schemata
developed in manuscripts, yet it demonstrates Professor
Bober’s explanation of how the schemata work. The subject
is the Last Judgment, but its theme, its main concern, is an
abstract one: the Creation, and End, of the World in Time,
and Salvation, the object of man for whom the world was
created. At the center is the great Christ in Majesty, Alpha
and Omega, the Beginning and the End, with the saved at






The article by Professor Francois Bucher appearing in
this issue gives the academic background of a venture which
from its inception was romantic, exciting and at times
dramatic. This writer is proud to have been part of it from
the beginning. The whole venture was inspired and guided
through its first stage by Professor Bucher. When he first
proposed the excavation there was some doubt about
whether .C.R.A. cound undertake the venture. But as we
got into it, it became more and more apparent that Pro-
fessor Bucher was right about the concept and approach,
All of us at .C.R.A. want to express our gratitude for
the work and our admiration for the way in which the
dlﬂicultne§ were overcome. (At one time Professor Bucher
vytas )hospntallzed due to an accident which occurred at the
site.
It gives the writer great pleasure and satisfaction to
;gknowledge the help received by the Associazione Amici
Pioizgjgio ;f;ft etlll)_e I’;‘hahanhgovemment represented through
e or interrl;at'o eyl ave greatly contributed to make
s a y s ional event. We are indebted to Pro-
>0 runo 1oscano and our Italian friends who recog-
:lllzew hthz:lt ;he great monuments of the past transcend to

0 dedicate themselves to their rediscovery.

Thus Professor Bucher and his friends

3 ( s in Italy deserve
our thanks for discovering and developing one of );he most
exciting archaeological “digs” in recent times.

DAVID M. FREUDENTHAL
President ’

I. C. R. A. Excavates in Spoleto.

The Palace of Theoderic (?)
in Spoleto.

IN MEMORIAM
GIUSEPPE SORDINI
1853-1914

On Monday, June 24, 1:30 p.m. the representatives of the
LR.C.A, the archbishopric, City government and the association
Amici di Spoleto as well as members of the Italian Press assembled
at the foot of a towering wall on the Via dello Spagna in Spoleto.
In his short address Mr. David Freudenthal stressed the importance
of international cooperation in cultural undertakings. While he
was speaking some loose material tumbled down the 45 foot iron
tube which had been erected to remove the débris and which was
to be dubbed “Anonymous sculpture: Elephant's Trunk” by some
Spoletini.

Thus the International Center of Romanesque Art had finally
embarked upon its first excavation which was to prove bountiful,
but was also to produce results so mysterious that even now only
tentative answers to the enigma of the monumental gallery em-
bedded in the walls can be given. (Plan 1, IIl. 1)

The success of the excavation must be fully attributed to the
dedication and committment of 2 number of persons, who en-
couraged us not only through generous gifts but even more so
through their fascination with the past ancf their unprovincial sup-
port of an international venture. Mr. Henry J. Heinz II provided
for a third of the excavation costs. So did Mr. and Mrs. David
Freudenthal who encouraged us at the site and who with Messrs.
G. Nebolsine and Morichelli gave us legal advice. The Spears
Fund of the Department of Art and Archaeology, Princeton Uni-
versity paid for the plans, photographic materials, enlargements
and measuring equipment. The unexpected generous gift of the
Associazione Amici di Spoleto who contributed 1 Million lire, and
finally a benevolent promise of the Italian Government to look
after the completed excavation gave us a financial base from which
we could operate without a feeling of restriction.

The contracting end of the dig was in the hands of Alberto
Mariani and Oscar Projetti. Their dedication never _stopped to
amaze us. Structural problems were analyzed by Engineer Oscar
Rosini whom the city of Spoleto put at our disposal. The workmen
with whom we shared pick and shovel were as enthusiastic as
they were capable. Their names alone as—Dante, or Pasqualino—
evoked Italy’s medieval past. Another word of thanks goes to the
helpers who were ensnared by the site: Betty Land, a housewife
from Minnesota and George Grogan from the Ballet Rambert,
London. The owners of the adjoining properties, the families
Bellani and Viola not only gave us permission to enter the site,
but also put up with the continuous noise of falling rock and
added to our energy through their hospitality.

In its second stage the excavation moved into the garden of
H. E. the archbishop of Spoleto, Msgr. Raffacle Radossi. His
generous permission to explore the arian or pagan past, and the
support ofp his gardener Mr. Mario Zago in spite of our destructive
influence on his tomato plantation is deeply apprpcnated. This
report bears the name of Bruno Toscano as well, since we both
shared not only all our ideas and our material cc_mtmqously, but
worked together at the site and spent many evenings in specula-
tions on the day's harvest. In addition Prof. Toscano provided the
link with the City of Spoleto whose mayor and City Council
facilitated our work whenever possible.

... by
Francois Bucher and Bruno Toscano

The excavation would.probably never have been undertaken
without the preliminary advice from my colleagues Messrs. G.
Forsyth, R. Krautheimer, H. Thompson, F. Brown and Miss L.
Banti.

At the site we enjoyed continuous support from Prof. Gisberto
Martelli, Sovrintendente alle Gallerie e ai Monumenti dell’ Umbria
and architect Pardi of the Sovrintendenza. Messrs. Alceo Rambaldi
and Umberto Ciotti as well as Mr. Luigi Antonini, president of
the Amici di Spoleto took a very active interest in our finds. After
the excavation we received information from Miss M. Lang, L.
Shoe, V. Grace and Mrs. E. Ettlinger, as well as from Messrs. H.
Belting, A. von Gerkan, Richard Brilliant, A. Alfoldi, E. Sjbqvist,
R. Stillwell, and especially C. Pietrangeli and' F. Brown who
visited the site.

Our architect, Jacques Vicari who had worked in Iran and
Palmyra is responsible for the plans published here for the first
time.

Finally Maestro Gian Carlo Menotti gave us through his
Festival dei Due Mondi the élan to return from the past to the
present without resentment.

I LOCATION

The Umbrian city of Spoleto lies on a hill which rises
sharply from North and West to a plateau on which the
“most splendid” Roman Spoletium was located. A branch
of the Via Flaminia crossed the still existing first century
B. C. Ponte Sanguinario, bypassed the second century A. D.
Amphitheater, turned into the city through a northern gate
and then rose sharply toward the Forum which today lies
buried under the market place. From here one narrow slope
climbs eastward toward the medieval castle, the Rocca. The
small plateau of ca 300 x 200 m. contained a theater, baths,
the forum flanked by a temple to which the arch of Drusus
is attached, other still existing temples, and presumably
administration buildings. (Bruno Toscano, Spoleto in
Pietre, 1963). The frequently unchanged character of cer-
tain sections of Roman cities throughout the Middle Ages
(Capitol in Rome) makes it likely that, continuing an
established tradition, the administrative center was located
close to the most easily defendable northeastern edge of
the plateau where we today find not only the municipal
buildings grouped around a medieval tower but also the
archbishop’s palace. Between them lies the early eleventh
century church of St. Eufemia which is unique for Umbria
since it contains a matroneum and tastefully reused Lango-
bard sculptural remains indicating that an eatlier church
which may have stood on the same site could have been a
Palace Chapel.! Its apse faces the stairs leading to the



twelfth century cathedral under which lies an unpublished
and still accessible ninth or tenth century church. Its north
wall, however, faces the towering palace of the archbishop
which overlooks all the territory to the North and East.
It is thus almost unassailable, a fact corroborated by a
description of Barbarossa’s siege of 1155.2

This fifteenth to seventeenth century Palace and the
garden on its north side rest on a monumental structure
clinging ponderously to a 35° incline. (Plan 1.) This
structure enlarged the central plateau of the city in a
northerly direction. Originally its north wall stood above a
very steep drop of ca. 180 feet since all the buildings
existing on the slope today are built on medieval fill.3

II PUBLICATIONS

_The structure which popular tradition calls Palazzo
Regio or Palazzo Ducale has been carefully studied only
by Giuseppe Sordini who never published his handwritten
notes on which he based the talk he gave on September
26, 1905. (Report in “II Messagero™ Rome, September
28, 1905.) A list of further descriptions follows, none
of them complete or conclusive:

G. Sordini, “La Nuova Umbriz’ 1877, Nr. 15-17-18.
G. Sordini, "Boll. di Storia Patria per 'Umbria”, 1907.

G. Sordini, Notes; Arch. Sordini P. 2, 17, presso Arch. di
Stato, Spoleto.

Carlo Bandini: Spoleto, p- 40, Bergamo, 1924.
Carlo Cecchelli: Motivi Orientali ¢ Octidentali in I Goti in

gc;igesnlte, Centro Studi sull’Alto Medioevo III, Spoleto, 1956,

B. Toscano: Spoleto in Pietre. Spoleto, 1963, p. 168.

G. Antonelli: I/ Ducato in Immagini ¢ Memorie di Sbol
Spoleto, 1963. IIl. 12 following p. 3 2.3 rie di Spoleto,

D. M. Freudenthal: §
Gazette, July 4, 1923,a earch for Great Castle. Bucks County

Associazione Amici di Spoleto, A bl
15 Sepionpnone A i & p ssemblea Generale, Spoleto,

C. Pietrangeli. L'interesse storico e archeologico del
o gico dello scavo
in via dello Spagna. 1| Messagero, Rome, 21 September, 1963.

1955R. Morghen: L’Excidium di Spoleto, Spoletium, December,

IIT TECHNIQUE OF EXCAVATION

From June 24 to July 22, 1963, about 200 tons of
earth were removed from the galleries and an equal amount
from the interior. (Plan 2) In the galleries we worked
-our way down in horizontal layers of 30 cm. at one time
except for an earth ramp which was left for the removal
of the debris through two iron tubes, One of the tubes
led from the archbishop’s garden through a destroyed
segment of the wall into the north gallery and the other
through the northern-most arcade of the west gallery down

to street level. This permitted us to check the contents of

each.shovel-load and to recheck it a second time at the
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diagonal wall (Plan 2) at a height of 5.50 m. measured
from the foundation of the gallery walls. Thus the thrust
of the earth exerting an ever increasing pressure on the
severely damaged northern wall has been eliminated. This
part became accessible through an opening measuring 100
X 70 cm. made through a destroyed portion of the interior
west gallery wall. The cracks in the vaults and in the north
corner were filled with mortar by June 27th and the severe
lesions of the walls were repaired by a technique which
would make the additions easily discernable from the
original wall. Electric lighting was introduced and the
galleries as well as the interior space are now accessible
through the freed original entrance which is protected
by a gate. '
IV DESCRIPTION
THE STRUCTURE AND THE FINDS

1) THE EXTERIOR (IIl. 2)

The impressive pile of masonry consists of layers of
cut gray limestone which alternate with huge binders, some
over six feet, of a brown porous limestone resembling tuffa.
The north wall was dangerously dislocated—over a length
of 470 m.—by an earthquake and was probably restored
in the thirteenth century through the aposition of a new
layer of masonry which prevented the collapse of the
structure. It had again reached a very precarious state before
we repaired it. (Plan 2) The fotal original height is
difficult to determine since the stone facing which original-
ly protected the vaults has disappeared. At its highest point
the building measured at least 12.20 m., at its south
corner 7.0 m. (Plan 3)

2) THE GALLERIES

The outer walls of the galleries rest on bedrock and
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and one must therefore assume that it was accessible when
the gallery was built. (Plan 2, IIl. 5)

The galleries were accessible through two doors. The
entrance at the eastern end is very narrow. (1.0 m.) At
present it leads into a semicircular, probably post-medieval
wall which may have contained a large well. (Plan 5) The
sill was detached perhaps for drainage purposes and shows
a great deal of use. Two square cavities in the lowest
voussoits may have held a door swinging on two hinges.
The original entrance on the west side is monumental.
(1.80 x 3.80 m. IIl. 9)

The interior wall is definitely of two periods. (Plan 6)
Its lower part of 3.20 m. including the foundation never
reached down to bedrock. It is composed of irregularly
hewn stones embedded in a great deal of mortar. The
surface facing the garden is even more irregular. (Plan 6)
The upper wall is contemporary with the vaults and arcades.
It is built of regularly cut rectangular limestone blocks.
The courses are not and never were horizontal and the
joints are emphasized with sculpturally treated layers of
mortar. (Ill. 8) This upper wall is so sturdy that an
earthquake dislocated only the lower, earlier portion, dam-
aging the crown so severely that grave lesions occurred,
some of them penetrating to the interior. These lesions
must at first have not been visible and would if not taken
care of, have endangered the total structure in the ‘mmedi-
ate future. The only severe break in the upper wall occurs
in the north-west corner. Strangely enough it contained the
bones of a pig. The sturdy diagonal wall found under the
garden is more closely related to the lower interior gallery
wall than to the upper wall. (Plan 6)

Embedded in the crown of the upper walls we found
the square holes designed to carry the wooden centering
for the concrete and rubber vaults. We used them again
for the consolidation of cracks. The vault itself still shows
the imprint of the boards on top of which it was pou_red
in a process very akin to our modern concrete construction.
(Ill. 7)  Above them rests a bed of humus (ca. 1.50 m.)
which is contained by a thin wall built probably in the
18th century. (Plan 6)

3) THE OBJECTS IN THE GALLERIES

Our primary aim was to reach the original floor }evel
which was probably never more than packed earth with a
thin layer of water resistant cement. Eventually the original
fill will have to be analyzed as well.

The southern section of the north gallery (9.40 m.)
was never disturbed and was separated from the north
section by a 15th or 16th century wall which we took down.
(Plan 2) A drainage canal through the southernmost
section of the wall left the building under the door and
contained no datable shards. A fragment of an unguen-
tatium or perfume bottle (6 cm.), the cover of an amphora
(diameter 14 cm.), fragments of Roman type tiles, and a
few 16 to 18 century shards were the only objects found
in this area. .

The dividing wall contained a small brick chamber
(3.50 m. from floor level) with the bones of a cock or
hen, most probably a witness of the wu.dely spree}d aqd
only recently abolished practice of sacrificing an animal in
the process of construction.

The fill in the northern part of the west gall_ery had
accumulated to a height of 1.75 m. and contained an
array of objects, pottery and bones. First appeared early
19th century pottery of the Delft type, then a very large
number of 18th and 17th century shards. redbrown glazed
with white baroque designs. Near the door leading into
the Bellani property half a mortar was found and at

irregular intervals going down, spouts from large water
vessels, the largest one at 0.50 m. above the original floor.
(IIl. 10) In this area there were also a few badly cut up
fragments of human bones. In a layer ca. 10 cm above the
original floor we found a phial of very thin glass, two small
pieces of terra sigillata, more spouts, a few 16th century
and perhaps 15th century painted and glazed shards. We
recomposed whatever we could but most vessels were in a
very fragmentary state.

The problems encountered in the nosrth gallery were
more complex due to the lesions beginning at the crown
of the older interior wall and continuing down as far as

'1.0 m. forming occasional holes through which seepage of

the fill in the archbishop’s garden could penetrate. Along
the south wall we found first tiles which are probably
Roman or early medieval, parts of amphorae and an 18th
century porcelain terrine. On a layer averaging 1.0 m.
above the floor 15th and 16th century shards appeared,
many of them from beautifully painted large vessels, some
with a spotted “tiger” glaze. A triangular tripod (side-
length 20 cm) of iron and another iron piece resembling
a scraper (17.5 cm long) were embedded below the central
arcade. Our complex spout continued to appear. One ex-
ample was dated by a specialist as being from the second
Millenium B. C. which was somewhat frustrating since it
lay close to a reasonably recent wooden pen holder. We
finally resolved the spout problem by finding a magnificent
complete jug of the same type among the objects dug up
in the Roman theater at Spoleto and many water-jugs of
the same basic type being sold today on the market-place
of Spoleto. The renacious continuity of certain well estab-
lished practical forms was as bewildering to me as it was
to the specialist who was present when we visited the
market.

Placed immediately above the original floor level the
north gallery produced a series of fragments of a water-
tight reddish sand and cement floor varying in thickness
between 4 and 7 cm. It is of a type frequently found in
baths and kitchens and even churches from the Roman
period into the twelfth century. It may have been the
original floor covering over the compressed earth.

4) EXPLORATION OF THE INTERIOR

The galleries enclosed a large interior space which
was filled with earth and debris in successive periods as
indicated in the schematic and as yet incomplete cross
section D-D (Plan 2) shown in Plan 6.

LAYER A. 0.5 m.

The humus layer averaging 0.5 m. produced little
more than an enlisted man’s army button (0.4 m.) which
we_ brought back to its original splendor in a bath of
hydrochloric acid. (IIl. 11)

LAYER B. 0.85 m.

The density of stones was markedly increased and the
first fragments of painted stucco from a bold, probably
mostly geometric wall decoration began to appear at 1.40 m.
About 250 pieces were found down to layer I. They varied
in thickness from 3.5 to 4 cm. The colors ranged through
the whole spectrum. Blue, red, green were predominant
but also yellow, white and black were found. Since these
pieces were usually located in the proximity of the walls
with a greater density occurring in the more narrow, south-
ern part of the hole, we must assume that the walls were
painted. But only the diagonal wall shows a mortar base
which could have supported the stucco layer. Only three
pieces showed abstract floral (?) decorations. (Ill. 12,
length 14.5 cm) These were painted with a freedom
found in earlier Roman painting, in the fourth century
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AD. and again in Carolingian decorative elements, one
example being the church under Spoleto cathedral.4

At the bottom of layer B a fragment of a pilaster
capital (22 cm long) appeared. The hard limestone shows
tightly wound linear spirals flanking the remains of what
was possibly a stylized eagle. (Ill. 13) The date could
be as early as 6th but not later than the eighth century. A
great variety of similar objects exist ranging from a capital
in Spoleto with concentric rings®, S. Salvddor in Toledos,
S. Vincenzo in Prato and San Simpliciano in Milan, the
crypta of the basilica in Agliate’; and a delayed example
of the early tenth century in Rueggisbergs.
LAYER C. 1.0 m.

This layer measuring ca. 1 m. was of a markedly dif-
ferent grey color and reached down to fragments of water

- resistant cement of an inferior quality. It contained many

roof tiles, larger stones and again fragments of painted
stucco as well as an iron disk (diameter 2.5 an) of a type
which appeared once more at a depth of 7.50 m. (111, 14)
One side shows a greek cross with four globules between
its arms. The other side is convex and too corroded to
reveal any design. It is extremely tempting to identify this
piece as a barbarian coin. An almost identical design s
found only on very small Greek coins from Calabria®, The
motif becomes frequent on Byzantine gold coins and abun.
dant in the Carolingian period'®, The coinage of two
spoletan Dukes shows the ‘cross with globules'!, Op the
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and 4.5 m. width running diagonally and merging with
the contemporary fragment of another wall which was 2.35
m. long, 0.85 m. wide and 1.16 m. high. (Plans 2, 6; IIL.
17)  This partially preserved wall has all the earmarks of
a seventh or eighth century construction. I certainly cannot
think of any other period producing similarly bad work.
On its east side this wall contained a room whose earth
floor, found at a depth of 3.25 m. was covered with make-
§h|ft pieces, tiles, stucco, flat stones and a shard with an
inscription which may have been part of layer D. (See
below) ‘The foundations of this construction were 1m-
mediately revealed.

LAYER D.

.. At the depth of 2.75 m. a very solid wall of 0.75 m.
width running diagonally toward the west gallery became
visible. (Plan’2, black)  This wall is most closely related
to the lower interior gallery walls. Its great stability, 1ts
rortar covering which probably supported stucco, its prob-
able foundation over bedrock make it possible that it pre-
dates the gallery. Unfortunately its ends could not be ex-
plored and a fina] analysis cannot yet be given.'* The badly
made wall described above was riding on top of its crown.
The makeshift floor on its east side contained one shard
Wwhich may be part of layer D. This fragment from the
shoulder of 2 amphora measures 13.5 x 12 cm (Iil. 16).

It contains the following j s
. Ing incomp'ete inscription 1n 1€
letters applied with a bn%sh: P P

++-OeMSIEPIDIO« U . . .
.- - RUS « MUSTUM « ADDIT o
. The Pof Lepidio’ could also be read as a C. Accord-
Ing to A. Alfoldi the cognomen Lepidius was restricted to
Oe Aemilii in the Jast centuries of the Roman Republic.
On t_he_ other hand the name LISSIDIUS appears on an
lSnsc{ Ption in the church of the Madonna Jells Neve in
cg: eio. * C. Pietrangeli states that our inscription is of 2
bsll'l la‘r date.’s The very rich Monte Testaccio material
F;atlsd ed by H. Dressel,*® shows only three somewhat
ridere examples.*® The inscription itself which states that
cid t'Was added to the vine seems unique. But many 1n-
}]). lons identifying the owner, the vineyard, praising the
Juality of the wine or a]] three exist.
HE AMPHORAE OF LAYER D.
€W inches below the crown of the diagonal wall

30 .
lib;::gslo(ﬂll]el.appeared. Since the full area has not yet been

i 17 dotted surface) as many as seven pieces
'sli'l;g lsltlll bg bun‘ed. The amphorae had bzen stacked right
or rgi:n upside down against the wall in a tight roW
and ins lage purposes and possibly a reduction of weight
To o Wlation at the moment when layer D was filled in.**
ngiﬁie tlhe lower row with fewer amphorae a ditch was
COntaine(:i gyer E. The vessels showed signs of use an
interior h.ghseeds and a black sybstance clinging to the
We deal wigp 5t Be catbonized o, The possibility thet
fangement L1 2 storage room is excluded due to the ar
Were original two superimposed vertical rows. All pieces
Snally intact though some were slightly ChiPPe.:d'
erated the presure p toduced hairline cracks and once lib-
y collapsed quickly. (111, 18) At present only
€ been reconstructed and are available fOf
0 S ({ar as we were able to ascerta;g
ted as their sizes. (Ca. 60 cm t
typical, Butoge ™) The example shown( in IIl. 20 18
arrelled haﬂdvety Mmuch more stocky group with double
ot 'y 5,79 e i e Sy srpee
Ply poi X appeared as well as other:
Rho I;n “;ec? !‘:ncues indicating » possible origin from
» Judging from handbooks, we seem to have

run into a small amphora museum.

An exact date for these amphorae is the key for the
dating of the galleries since they cannot have been made
much earlier than the wall. But the opinion of the special-
ists varies considerably the general consensus being that
they stem from the first century B. C. to the first century
A. D. but three specialists consider it possible that they
are as late as the sixth century.

We must reserve our judgment until the final recon-
stitution of all of the pieces. Nevertheless and judging
from the spouts of the water-jugs found in the galleries,
we must admit of a possible persistant almost unchanging
continuation of established practical forms over long peri-
ods of time. Thus in Rhodes or in Tunisia amphorae are
sold today which depart very little from Greek or Roman
prototypes.  Furthermore we have as yet not f?und a
stamp which would allow us to identify a potter's shop
securely. )

The squat jars of the fourth century B. C. resembling
those found in the Agora®? reappeared again in a seventh
century A. D. Byzantine shipwreck where .they' are flat
bottomed and found side by side with the “typical” forms.?

In spite of these possibilities we must admit that the
general habitus of our amphorae fits smoothly between 100
B. C. and 100 A. D. The sharply undercut lip of Jar A.
(Il 20) is related to a group of Amphorae from Nyon
dating from 7 B. C. to 53 A. D.** But their pear-shaped
body is very different. The undercut lip appears already
in amphorae from Roman Spain one of which was found
in Corinth and pre-dates 146 B. C. Here the' ned.( is loqg,
the shoulder energetically set off.** A Rhodian jar which
can be compared with our piece showing the sha'rply broken
handles is seen in the same picture.** H. S. Robinson shows
some related examples which range from the first to the
middle of the third century A. D.* )

Some post second century A. D. Ron;n;m examples in
Cyprus can be compared with our Jar A%

At the moment only one thing is certain. The am-
phorae came from at least two different sites since half of
them are made of clay whic'lllhﬁreduyel]oyvcgsc:rzhge::?ecrr
half of cl hich fired red. The yellow pieces £,
their su(;f?éewislcnever even or tre);ted‘ with slip and their
form is not very elegant. The red pieces vary g;featly in
type and possible also in age. Their form indicates a
tradition which evolved in the Eastern Mediterranean.

Close to the upper row of the amphorae (depth 3.4:17
m., diameter 23 mm) a Roman Ass of 87 B. C. appeared.
The bronze coin shows a triremis with a scroll shaped prow
and a standing ancestor of Licinus holding a spear. He is
flanked by the inscriptions S C (Ex Senatus Consulto).
(Ill. 21, 22)2® The obverse is p:ovnded wnt'h a ianus
type double profile of a bearded man. The dating of the
coin could indicate an early dating of the amphorae, that is,
after 87 B. C. if we assume that the coin was not contained
in the fill.

LAYER E. 1.50 m. .

The lower row of amphorae was probably inserted
into a trench dug into layer E which contains a great deal
of stones. A transitional campanian or neapolitan, two
drachme piece from the late 4th or 3rd century B. C. ap-
peared (depth ca. 4.50 m. diameter 17 mm.). iny the
reverse of the copper coin could be cleaned sufficiently to
identify an androcephalic bull. Above its back a victory
flies to the right to crown him. (IIl. 23) The obverse
showed Parthenope, her profile turned to the right and at
the left probably a letter E.3 )

Three more objects of interest were found in layer E

between 4.50 and 5 m. One is a limestone fragment, 20 x
13 em. showing a'still polychromed palmette under an arch.
(Il. 24, 20 x 13 cm. Colors green, yellow.) This piece
is too fragmentary to be securely dated. I am quite certain
that it is not later than the 6th century A. D.

The other limestone fragment measuring 15 x 10.5
cm. shows a rather dry closed palmette found in the 5th
century doors of S. Sabina and very frequently in Italian
Romanesque capitals. (Ill. 25) A much freer, but related
form can be seen in the 4th century portal of San Salvatore
in Spoleto-and especially on one of its capitals.3!

A commercially manufactured fragment of a lamp
of gray clay varying in thickness from 2.5 to 5 mm. was
found at a depth of 5.0 m. (Ill. 27, left center.) The
same type of lamp was found in the Agora excavations and
is dated from the first to the third century A. D.32 But the
globular surface treatment still is used in the seventh cen-
tury A. D.33
LAYER F 0.85 m.

This layer consisted of earth mixed with yellow sand.
Except for pieces of painted stucco which appeared in every
layer it contained nothing of importance.

LAYER G 0.5 m.

A terracotta fragment of an ornamental tile (9 x 7.7
cm without the flange) was embedded in brown earth at
a depth of 6.50 m. and therefore perhaps already part of
layer I. (Ill. 26) One can suggest that it was one of a
series of ornamental tiles running either above or along
the eaves of an Umbrian house of the third or fourth
century B. C.3¢
LAYER H 4 cm.

A thin layer of gray sand -which dips down toward
the diagonal wall could be the remains of a stuccoed ceiling
decoration which fell down or even more likely disinte-
grated stucco from the interior gallery wall.

LAYERI 1.80 m.

With layer I composed of very dark earth we reached
the bottom of the foundation of the gallery wall at 8:30 m
and continued down to 8.40 m. The ornamental tile
described above could have been at the top of this layer
which showed a marked increase in the number of objects.
Many pieces of painted stucco, mainly blue, red and green
were found here also, some of them showing traces of a
fire. Another coin-like iron object turned up (depth 7.50
m.) It was more corroded than the piece in layer C and
had a diameter of 2.4 cm. (Ill. 14) The greek cross was
discernible but the globules seemed to have been larger.
The back was completely corroded.

The working conditions at this level became dangerous
due to small landslides. But the objects mentioned here
were embedded firmly.

Almost reaching the foundation level many examples
of “campanian” black ware appeared, some with a matt
and others with a glazed surface, a few of them with walls
as thin as 3 mm. As far as could be determined the
stemmed from vases of different types including a pelie,
a stemless £ylix and an oinochoe. (1ll. 27) In date they
may go back as far as the fourth century B. C. The same
level showed also covers of amphorae and other containers
made of extremely coarse, porous clay which had suffered
from a fire. (Ill. 28, right side.) At the foundation level
lay a fibula of silver, 7.4 cm long and complete except for
the pin which was originally attached to the still extant
spring. It is most closely related to the celtic fibulae of the
years between 400 and 500 as seen in the large collection
of the Historic Museum in Bern.

A piece of azurite (length 2 cm) lay nearby. It may




have been used to produce the blue color of the wall decor-
ation. At this point even rougher shards appeared with a
few human teeth, some vertebrae, a boar’s tusk still within
the broken jawbone, a sea shell which would have had to
be transported over 70 miles. (Civitavecchia Spoleto: 118
km. Spoleto, Grottamare 95 km. air distance.) A few
inches below (8.40 m) a silver buckle (length 3.5 cm) of
the simplest type turned up. (Ill. 28) Furthermore we
found two pieces of terra sigillata, one with a series of tiny
globules (3 mm. thick) and another one of dark brown
color with a relief ring of cuplike oval forms. (3 mm thick,
4 cm wide.) One last piece of the sigillata type with an
extremely fine scratched circular design was 8 mm. thick
and was found at the depth of 8.50 m. (IlL. 29, top center)
One thin sliver of polished marble may be the only trace
of a revetment which could have covered the lower parts
of the wall.
6) THE INTERIOR WALL
By this time the interior wall had been stripped down
to its foundation. (Plan 6) It reflected exactly the disposi-
tion of the gallery with its two distinctly different types of
wall. The lower part being extremely solid and done with
roughly hewn blocks and a great deal of mortar, the upper
part being made up of more carefully cut limestone with
carefully indicated mortar joints. (IIl. 30, 31. TII. 30 does
not show the lower part of the wall but gives a view of
the diagonal wall in the foreground.)
V CONCLUSIONS FROM THE FINDS
THE GALLERY
In spite of the quality of certain objects we must
consider them precious rubbish which accumulated from
the fifteenth century onwards. This and the fact that the
south end of the west gallery was never touched indicates
that the corridors were never used for anything which
would have left identifiable traces. The unguentarium and
fragments of Roman type tiles could have belonged to
users of the thoroughfare which most likely led from the
city to a point in the direction of the lower plateau now
taken up by the cathedral square or then into a building
which the galleries contained or thirdly into the substruc-
tures of a large building. It is extremely surprising that
this eminently defensible pile was never integrated into the
city fortifications but we must recall that Barbarossa's at-
tack took the citizens by surprise. When they finally retired
from the Porta Ponziana to the hi gh place near the cathedral
it was too late to make use of the galleries whose ventila-
tion slits were placed too high for any effective last minute
defense. The badly mangled human bones appearing in the
débris (hip, thigh, parts of a hand) may have belonged
to a lonely defender who was followed. Exploraé%
trenches below the original floor level have producerc)l'
nothing as yet. The character of the structure resembles
that of a Roman cryptoporticus of which we have man
(Arles, Anxur-Terracina, and the many galleries undy.
the capitoline hill in Rome or under Roman theat, N
This point must be discussed at length. )

THE INTERIOR
The finds of the interior admit fiv ibiliti

'I"he galleries may have surrounded cham?aeprgsﬁlrt;:gtzie's.t' 2
tive layers of fill indicate a sequence of tim'e Th lgbmc-
which is identical with examples of the fifth ce;nture A lil)a
was found below the first fill with its fourth century ieces.
Painted stucco was found from the bottom of la ery glicei'
The “newer” wall was very carefully built andy its j ot
were tightly closed with mortar indicating the layer JOI}:]tS
making it flat and if need be, at the same time ydr; tar:!j

rough enough to carry stucco. We would then have to
assume one or two levels of painted chambers reaching
slightly above the level of the amphorae.
2) The galleries may have formed a cryptoporticus in this
case a monumental retaining wall designed to contain a
large volume of earth or substructures supporting a terrace
on which a small building could have been erected. (II.
33) We would then have to assume that the painted
stucco is part of the fill and that the fibula could be dated
from any period, its form being very simple. The wall
beginning .with layer E (Plan 6) could be consciously dis-
located toward the interior, a clever move introduced to
buttress the earth more securely. The fill would have been
put in in successive stages up to the top of layer D. The
amphorae embedded in this layer for the purpose of
drainage and pressure relief prove that at one point fill
was systematically added. The compressed earth was then
covered with a layer of watertight cement of which we
found pieces. The amphorae could be contemporary with
the coin which would date the major parts of the galleries
as some time after 87 B. C.
3) Both possibilities must be considered side by side. The
galleries may have protected painted chambers for a few
decades. The first fill would then be I. The dislocation of
the wall may have indicated the changeover from a marble
revetment to stucco. Then the whole space including layer
D was filled. The masonry housing the vault would then
have formed a parapel around a terrace.
4) If the amphora forms current between 100 B. C. and
(1100 A: C. survived stubbornly we could assume that we
Slia\l, ‘:ltt'zh an early medieval cryptoporticus filled in several
i ages as the construction prpceded. The diagonal
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WALLS IN SPOLETO

We have in Spoleto a magnificent collection of walls
from different periods. Along Via Cecili a har.Jbook in
stone shows at the bottom the heavy and awkvsard Umbrian
polygonal wall of the sixth century B. C. When Spoleto
became a Roman colony in 241 B. C. the wall was height-
ened in a regularized polygonal style. Then in the first
century A. D. 18 courses of well cut rectangular blocks
of varying size forming a reasonably horizontal arrange-
ment were superimposed on the old walls, the seventh
course being made of slightly larger blocks. Above this
point we have thirteenth century walls paid for in yard
widths by certain families whose names and contributions
are known. This part is of roughly hewn blocks embedded
in a good deal of mortar. Then above a set-back we have
later walls up to the twentieth century.

None of these walls resemble any of the galleries.3®
The Porta Monterone which is attributed to the third
century B. C. but which is certainly heavily restored shows
a clearly recessed arch and on its west side slabs covering
and following the voussoirs of the extrados.

1 80 B. C. Spoleto was sacked during the civil war.
If the first century B. C. theory should prove correct the
shards of level I might have been in a fire at that time. It
is unlikely that in the period of reconstruction immediately
following something as “‘useless™ as a cryptoporticus would
have been erected. An existing wall, now in the Giardino
Piperno however was restored right after the war. The
wide, rectangular blocks are related in material and tech-
nique with the upper walls of our galleries which were
also smoothed down with an axe. But in the Piperno wall
little or no mortar was used.?

The great rise of Spoletium to a city which Cicero
called “most splendid” came in the Augustean period of
the late first century B. C. and continued into the early
second century A. D. The so-called Ponte Sanguinario was
built shortly after 27 B. C. Its heavy, magnificent ashlar
construction uses embossed blocks to heighten the impres-
sion of solidity.3¢

From the early first century A. D. we have the house
possibly owned by Vespasia Polla, Vespasian's mother,
which is not related to our construction. I have to say the
same for the arch of Drusus and Germanicus of ca. 23
A. D. Its heavy, relatively clumsy ashlar masonry seems to
lack mortar, the voussoirs are short and form regular
extrados.?® Equally unrelated are the two most magnificent
Roman remains of Spoleto. One is the temple near the
arch of Drusus with a beautiful ashlar masonry, heavy
cornices and very strange proportions. It now contains the
crypt of S. Isacco of the eleventh century which once again
bears no resemblance to our structure. The walls contain
possibly Roman ventilation slits measuring 50 x 105 cm.*°
The so-called basilica is an amazingly preserved first cen-
tury structure built of large embossed blocks with no
visible mortar.!

The theater of the first half of the first century A. D.
presents difficult problems since its east sector was badly
damaged by earthquake shortly after its completion. Addi-
tionally it was transformed into a fortress in ca. 546 A. D.
The masonry closing the arches of the original facade could
have been restored in the Roman period or in the sixth
century.** The courses are laid in a haphazard manner
weaving up and down and resemble rather closely the
lower walls of our galleries which are even more irregular.
The late dating of the arcade repairs can be supported by
the fact that the restorations were undertaken in opus
reticulatum. Interestingly enough the narrowest ambulatory

shows the proportions 1:2, 3.

The situation is even more complex in the amphi-
theater built probably in the second century A. D. and
transformed into a fort by the Ostrogoth Totila shortly
after 545. The inner wall of the wide not completely
excavated ambulatory is once more rather closely related
to the lower wall of our galleries. The arcades of the
eastern part were closed in the sixth century. The wall was
hastily built of roughly hewn, rather small stones and con-
tains ventilation or defense slits measuring 43 x 120 am in
the interior.3

Our uninterrupted series of construction finds another
climax in the monumental church of San Salvatore of
which the larger parts including the magnificently dignified
facade are undoubtedly of the fourth century.** San Salva-
tore was followed by the miraculously preserved fifth cen-
tury Tempietto del Clitunno on the Via Flaminia. Of these
two structures the Tempietto has more in common with
our galleries. An uneven extrados of the north portal, a
heavy ashlar wall with mortar, a rubble and concrete vault
and strangely stilted overall proportions bring it close to
the final stages of a thousand year architectural tradition
which begins with the similarly awkward treasure houses
at Delphi, and finally ends with the pseudo Romanitas of
Theoderic as expressed with dignity in his barbarian
Mausoleum.

We now come to the strange vacuum during which
Spoleto became an important city in Theoderic’s realm, as
we know from his letters, then the capital of a very power-
ful Langobard Duchy and finally part of a Frankish Prov-
ince. In contrast to all earlier periods only a ninth (?)
century church under the cathedral and a few scattered
fragments scem to have survived. Among them are reliefs
integrated into the church of San Giuliano and an eighth
century lintel reused in a house on Via Saffi. With the
eleventh century construction of St. Eufemia in which
another lintel serves as a column, the building activity in
Spoleto is renewed.

We can deal only briefly with the medieval structures
since they are related to our building only through a con-
tinning building tradition. S. Eufemia which makes use
of the terrace held in by our galleries shows a careful
application of mortar along the courses of its facade which
was touched but little by the fire erupting during Barba-
rossa’s assult of 1155.4% The well known cathedral with
its facade mosaic under which the artist declares in 1207
that he is a leader of “arte modernus” is important to us
through its tower built between 1173 and 1198. Its ashlar
masonry containing Roman inscriptions and reliefs which
may be from the early middle ages must have come either
from the Forum or from a structure built over our galleries.

A series of highly interesting twelfth and thirteenth
century houses show the quick treatment of the stone
blocks with an axe, leaving a surface which is characteristic
for the upper gallery walls. These houses are located at
the foqt of the Via dell Assalto, on the Via San Gregoria
della Sinagoga, on the Via della Terme near the Roman
theater and finally off Via Cecili where the beautiful wall
of the so-called Cassero rests on the Umbrian polygonal
masonry.** Some of this building activity may be related
to the temporary residence of Pope Gregory IX ( 4-1241)
in Spoleto. And finally we again find in the lower town
walls of 1349 along Viale Martiri a technique which in
its general character reminds us of the upper gallery walls.
We must once more remind ourselves of this uninterrupted
building activity in Spoleto through the centuries, to better
understand the strangeness of the void occurring at a time
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when it had lost nothing of its importance: namely through
the periods of the reign of Theoderic and of the Lango-
bard Dukes who not only threatened to conquer Rome, but
on two occasions were elected kings of Italy.

ROMAN WALLS

We found no Roman monuments in which the peculi-
arities of the Spoleto galleries are repeated. A list of the
titles mentioned in the text is found in a note.”

The irregular extrados of the arcades is rare in the
second century B. C. It occurs in the Villa Galba in Terra-
cina (Lugli 69.4) In the first century B. C. we find the
irregular extrados in Terracina's Piccolo Tempio and in
the substructure of the temple of Jupiter Anxur where we
have a cryptoporticus in wider proportions done in opus
mixtum; (Lugli, 119, 120 No. 4) and in substrctures at
Todi (Lugli, 60). The smooth semicircular extrados was so
much the rule that it was used for purely utilitarian struc-
tures as bridges or cloaca openings. (Kihler, 55)

Other large Roman substructures which at first glance
seemed rather similar turned out to be less closely related
than we expected. Praeneste-Palestrina or the wall of the
amphitheater in Pompeii both of the early first centu
emEhaslze the opus mixtum and precision in the arcadersy
IgKat;]er, 24 .45,.51) The large substructures of Grotta:
tsrg:; zl:& . Tivoli (Lugli, 117, 144) have no relationship

Some provincial walls, however, are of 2 sim:
as our lower gallery walls. They are in the bath:mll;irestzre
the theaters of Sepino, Assisi and Gubbio (Lugli 5
Only late in the fi i nd e o)

y la rst and in the early second centy th
proportions of these galleries become narrower and gghei

as those of the Capitoline hill and
Forum Traiani botfl)1 in Rome. a'(]Kﬁt}})]li e edia of the

: assage-
the Jupiter temple in Arl?xur-'gr e::gi r:::rgugh the arcades of

ated the early first

masonty, however, is
roughly cut stone, the arche
Passage opens into large oute
POS'I;(OMAN CONSTRUCTION

¢ must exclude the possibility th i
Langt_)bard w;ork sipce Langoli)ard m;?'ont; tis“é?thdea! with 2
or mltalcled ‘:‘Ilth brick courses. (Belting, '3 s cBular
seventh and eighth century sculptyre i i ;
1s now at the most recreated.PBl:-te ??eli;l;srlscacl) !

visited the Spoleto corridor have been immediately re-
minded of the Mausoleum of Theoderic dated before 526
A. D. Except for a general feeling which should not be
underrated, only four elements are closely related. The
arcades of the Spoleto gallery are exceptionally deep and
the structure is very much “overengineered.” The bottom
of the spandrel is filled with a carefully cut block which
gives the impression that the arches are connected by a
huge monolith. This is actually the case in Ravenna. Third-
ly, the ashlar blocks are worked with only seeming preci-
ston which is corrected with a relatively thick bed of mortar.
Some of the blocks of the interior piers are bonded with
the outer wall. The
E?;h structures have in common is the monolithic sill of
4 _openings. The east wall of the lower story in Theo-
eric’s Mausoleum contains two openings cut right into the
g”ﬁf °lf four monumental blocks, (F. Deichmann, F. X.
mil:ch’ . 69-73) 1 obviously would have been verv
this eai;er fo leavg an opening between two block thougk
as 'ctoné have fadilitated entry into the chamber. I have
wal)lebuiﬁlinbunable to study in detail the stone and tuffa
Clivus y Theoglenc In Verona.*® [ haven't seen the
stadiumneard San Giovanni and Paolo in Rome nor the
eoder'a'n Palatine chapel which are supposed to be
serve 'ucliCS work, both in Rome. T also have to re-
seen gs gmelr:t on the Palatium in Ravenna. What I have
Spoleto r\r;;ec threstored and bears little resemblance to
bilities,. erefore must analyze the historical possi-

enV‘IvIe }‘HE PALACE OF SPOLETO
led right into thound (hat the door of the north corridor
factly declared ¢ wall of a well the workmen matter of
through whiih .t;)]? t in spite of the wall this was the door
passageWay Thi coderic went to church using the covered
to amaze us Tl;i type of specific statement never stopped
in which Tl;eodes-c men did not know of the three letters
he had visiteq gt .. LS to Spoleto making it likely that
ocation on the s}f strategic city more than once due to its
facts are the follo:)vritest route from Rome to Ravenna. The

. . On A H
year old prip ng. L ugust 28, 489, the thirty five
Goths inﬂlu dciigccvf:om,gamed by perhaps as many as 300,000

and beg, en and children crossed the Isonzo
the mu%dgr ?fe &Jinquest of Ttaly which he completed with
year he s guonoier of March 15, 494, In the preceding
eoderic wasp P Oseld _to have passed through Spoleto.
and considereq };;0&: aimed king, " took the title Dominus
Romang hlmself the sovereign of the Goths and
Byzantine em ew om _h,e Wished to reconcile. In 498 the
fom then onpa;:()'r legitimatized his claims and he assumed
€8an to resto 'mperial role. He conquered the Provence,
thl'ough edicts ¢ Roman structures which he protected
Odena and e a: d l'i?regted New ones in Verona, Pavia,
Palace. Hjg inilzi ci2lly in Ravenna where he built a large

[ : .
began to disinteg:a::)é i;u;cgsstI federation of barbarians

d which led t

aﬂd the imprisonm N
ent of the pope. He died on
>26 haunted by e thought gf pfailure.49

eodoric’ .
three letters wh?chki:(i)smedge of Spoleto is expressed in
Mitted to yg ;, his Vm.,gﬁr.fé’ fll?ll minister Cassiodorus trans-

in the 5 . e his first letter given in fu
to raze f I;)eorﬁi?u T]l;eoflerlc 8ives leave to Dea%on Elpidius
and to byijy a : ehind the Baths of Turasius in Spoleto
Joing small ‘e - ructure on its site including an ad-
they are of o qu?le-' he building may only be razed if
Testoratiog of Public use, The reflections on the need of
Monuments “covered with the squalor of

YMmachyg
August 30,

most important and rare element which.

age” makes the statement of Cassiodorus characterizing
Theodoric as the man “sub cuius impero renovantur urbes”
believable. The second letter concerns a gift to the citizens
which will allow them to be admitted to the baths free
of charge. In the third document, Honoratus, an advocate
in Spoleto, is named Quaestor on September first, 509.
These letters give us little beyord the fact that Theoderic
was in contact with Spoleto and interested in its monuments.
Unfortunately the location of the baths of Turasius is not
known. . .

The tradition seeing Theoderic as a great builder lived
on. Paulus Diaconus states that Theoderic “regia sibi
habitacula per singula quoque celeberrima loca construxit.”s*
Was Spoleto among these cities? The Renaissance hum?r'l—
ists thought so. Among those who describe Theoderic’s
building activities in Spoleto are Flavio Biorido (4 1463),
Marcus Antonius Coccio Sabellico, Gian Filippo da Ber-
gamo, Giovanni Magno and especially Landro Alberti
(1479-1552) who according to Sordini discussed the
Gothic restorations of the Roman theater which was then
buried underground.**

A more direct source speaking of a Palace are the
Langobard documents found in an eleventh century cartu-
lary from Farfa.’s Twenty eight charters dated between
739 and 814 A. D. end with the words “actum Spolet; in
palatio”, “in palatio nostro Spoletano”, etc. One charter
of 750 A. D. mentions a large crowd being present. ‘The
“palatium” must mean an actual structure since charters at
that time are often specific about location.™ In 798 one of
the missi dominici of Charlemagne resided “in palatio,”
and finally in 814 "cum venissem ego Adalbardus abbas,
missus domini imperatoris caroli civitatem Spoletium et
resedissem in indicio in palatio,” that is Adelardus de
Corbeil resided and sat in judgment in the palace. The
texts make it clear that the Langobard dukes had a palace
which was erected before 739 and survived into the ninth
century and perhaps as late as the destruction of the city in
1155. These dukes were a splinter group which had de-
tached itself from the main throng which settled northern
Italy in 568. Faroaldus had founded the Duchy in 571.
De facto independent he had conquered Classe and by 600
A. D. the dukes were strong and rebellious enough to
threaten Rome. They founded the abbey of Ferentillo
which became their Pantheon, and protected the monastery
of Farfa. The threatened popes finally called the Franks
who took over the Duchy in 789 if not earlier. But once
more Spoleto did not remain a Carolingian fief. In 889,
Guido II the Frankish Duke of Spoleto was crowned King
and in 891, Emperor. He died in 894. His son Lambertus
followed him as king until his death in 898.

It was probably the Franks who introduced the division
of the city into twelve regions or Vaita (Wahta-Wacht)
which had to be patrolled by guards including an area
named Palazzo which covered the section adjoining but
not including our excavation. This may be due to the fact
that in 1016 the Ottonian Emperor Henry II gave S.
Eufemia and a monastery near Fermo to a Count Acodo
having been urged by Heribert, archbishop of Cologne to
do so. This presupposes that the Emperor was the legal
owner of the area and may indicate that it had been
successive royal possession for some time and thus detached
from the regions.

In the early eleventh century S. Eufemia was already
a convent which had been founded by Gundereda between
973-983. As pointed out earlier Sydow saw in the matro-
neaum of the eleventh century church the continuation of
a type introduced by a palace chapel which might have

been on the same site. (J. Sydow, op. cit.) Another strange
event pointed out by Morghen is Barbarossa’s attack of
July 27, 1155 which was directed not against the more
easily accessible center of the city but against the almost
impregnable area delineated by our excavation site. This
may have been simply due to the fact that the Spoletini
took refuge on the terrace, but this sounds unlikely. It may
on the contrary have been a prestige point which had to
be taken.

With this we should move to an analysis of early
medieval palaces. But at the moment the original intention
of the builders is still too obscure to give us any indication
of where within a palace complex—if indeed we deal with
a palace—the galleries would have been. Could it be that
we deal with a symmetrical porticusvilla? (K. M. Swoboda,
Romische und Romanische Paliste, Vienna, 1919) Or
could the structure have housed a peristyle similar to that
in the palace of the Byzantine emperors. (Brett, Macauley,
Stevenson: The Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors,
London, 1947) Or could the gallery just have been an
access route to a great interior complex as that found in
Theoderic’s Palace in Ravenna? (K. M. Swoboda, Palazzi
antichi e medioevali, in Bollettino del Centro di Studi per
la Storia dell Architettura, 1957.)

There is a splendid description of a palace in the
lectionary II of the cathedral. It contains a vestibule, a
reception room, an aula, a dining room, a trichorum, sum-
mer and winter quarters, baths, kitchens, a hyppodrome,
etc. But Sordini found the text to be derived from an
apocryphal gnostic fantasy attributed to the Apostle Thomas
in the third century.

Sordini was certainly right but it remains to be seen
if those who thought that this indeed describes a palace
in Spoleto were entirely wrong.

THEODERIC'S LETTER TO THE DEACON ELPIDIUS
“Elpidio (Hespidio?) Diacono Theodericus Rex.

In lucrum cedunt quae benemeritis confererunt, et de ipso
munere magis acquiritur, cum optimis digna praestantur.
Petitionis tuae proinde tenore comperimus, loca in Spole-
tina civitate, quae jam longo situ squalor vetustatis
obnupserat, splendorem reparationis expetere; ut rebus
antiquitate confusis novitatis facies adulta reddatur: et
beneficio tuo rediviva consurgant, quae annositate inclinata
corruerant. Quod nos, respectu meritorum tuorum, et
impensi longa sedulitate servitii, libenti animo duximus
annuendum; ut et votis justa proscentium tribuatur effectus,
et civitati reparationis crescat ornatus. Atque ideo petitioni
tuae robur praesenti humanitate largimur, ut porticum cum
areola post Turasii thermas, si tamen publico curui non
deservit, absoluta liberalitate potiaris: quia in licentiam
reparationis accipiuntur potius praemia quam donantur.
Has igitur auctoritate suffultus, in supradictis locis aedifi-
candi sume fiduciam; nec aliquam imposterum metuas
quaestionem cum te et civitatis tueatur utilitas, et principis
reverenda voluntar,

Cassiodorus, Variarum. Liber IV, Epistola XXIV, Patrologia
Latina. Vol. 69, T Col. 625. "areola” usually means a small square
or garden, see Jerome Epist. 125, Ezekiel, 17:7.
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Plan 5.—Cross section North gallery.
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Plan 3.—Longitudinal section W es gallery,
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AGORA EXCAVATIONS

AMERICAN SCHOOL OF CLASSICAL STUDIES

ATHENS, GREECE

~ July 18, 1963

Marquis or Mry Richard Whale

uis Travel Servibg ' P
257 Park Avenue South " o

New York 10, N.Y., U. S. A.

Dear Miss mﬁrquis and Mr,. Whale:
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}°; ., SYBARIS, ATHENA SANCTUARY
CORINTHIAN B
LOKRIAN (?)

September 16, 1972

Dear Dr, Stﬁbp, \
{
Thank you for your good letter of August 24. I do remember that you called

not very long ago at the Stea, though I had forgotten the date.

‘ Your material from the Sanctuary of Athena near Sybaris is cortainly interesting,
PM I think you are right in aseigning gour (1) (together with your 2-5, since you tell
N - same
-

R me they are of the same kind) to Corintn and in placing them about the/‘ period as
Coore D |

Hegporia 1937, p, 305, ffg. 35. I ghoul say thet your (1) is a little earlier than
6"’0"‘” thet jer in Corinth, since the nock and handle of (1) are relatively shorter, and

the tendency seems to be to mkxmmgikomx lengthen in the 5th century. I cammot site

anything at all whole as yet publisheq that 45 more closely at the stage of your
Jar than is the Corinth one montioned; but of the fragmonts from the Boulter well
group, ﬁasgari& 35, 1953, pl. 40, 164, The date as:igned to the Boulter group being
- i ca, 460-440 B.C,, pProbably no. 164 should date before the middle of the csontury, ag
' 8o 1little of it was lsft, So, finelly, yours also may bo a bit before the middle
of the century,

Your(4) looks in the photograph remarkably similar to yaar (1), and the dipinto
letter on the neok is ant;ther csharacteristic feature of the gories, of, the theta (?)
on your (1), If the olay is different fron that of (1) etc., and like that of
emphoras from Sybaris of the Roman peried, is it local? and (A) a local imitatyon
of Corinthien jars? I must gay 1t looks rather too welldmade for the ugug)

local
: ‘ imitation, Hut what else to sugzestt
N 0,
'{"/.\U; P . -
f‘f{( " \ or nos. (6) - (9), I hope you will publish a photo also of (7), Wiioh frop vour
k ?eacription @ounds botter preserved than (6), Your photo of (8) indicates to g

oAb
o """ one of those Wost Greelk amphoras of the saries of which one has Woently boen publiay
, s8haq




wc.;rking with ms ﬁhis summer, and would like to go to Italy next year.

Yours sincerely,

-2 -
in Archasology, 24, 1971, p.125, upper right, from the Straits of liessina wreok,
a group datable about second quarter of the 4th century, I think, according to
the Mendean amphoras in the same wreck, A couple of mecks of apparently the sams
olass have been found at Megera Hyblaes, see Vallet and Villard, Meg, Hyb. 1I, Yaris
1964, ple. 71; these were identified by the authors (Fext, p. 83) as Chian, but

mistakenly. I have records of a number of others, including a couple of pleces here

at the Agora from a deposit (Q 15 : 2) of ca. 490 B.C. A fragment was found at Motya,

and a whole jar by Sestieri in a tomb at Pagstum., Dr. Fr, Papo sent me a photo of

another whole ome, perheps closer in shaps to yours, which he said came from the ges

near Naxox, Sicily. Such e lot of sherds apparently of this class have been found
these jars

by Elissa Lissi at Bpizephyrian Lokri that possibly that is -hers *hey were made?

In eny cese I don't think they come from Corinthe For the chronology of this class .

I don't feal I sesf as yet just how the ahape developes; I am bothered by the Megara

Hyblaea examples, which apparently have to date before 500 B.C. by context, Byt I

860 no reasgon not to date yours with the Corinthian in the Bame group.

I am sorry I cannot suggest anything for your grafifiti, except to ask whether
the one on (6) could be ONAZAN instead of ONIZAN, ONAZANAPOZ 48 a parfectly good
namd, But I suppose it is one which would ooccur to Pugliese Carratelly if it had

of the Athonian Agors
been possible, The graffitiare being published by Professor Mabel Lang who may be

addressed at Bryn Mawr College, 3ryn Mawr, Pennaylvaniaj there are a great meny of

these, and the book is now far adwanced,

1707

Your stgmp with amphora as devics looks rather 1ike some on the olass of Corinthian

to which your (1) should belong, but the haﬁdle itself dods not look like those of
that class. I note that the Pennsylvania Museum people found a stamped handle in
1962 at Bybaris (thetr SAH 3) of whish the stamp had en amphora somswhat 1ike the one
in your impression, but in en oval field, Ag Sybaris and Thurii were I believe wy1ia
known wine-producers, there should be a local Jar, olay permitting,

Thank you for the photographs, which will 4indesd bs holpfyul,

the Corinthigy to

#iss Carolyn Koshler, a graducte studsnt at Frinceton, who is taking over the two

classes of Corinthian for her dissertation and oventual publication, Spge has beeg
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ARCHEOLOGISCH INSTITUUT 2303

Nummer Uw brief LEIDEN,
Rapenburg 26
Telefoon 43953
Onderwerp

< Perhcps you romenher that T droovped in at the
(o] wx
o fdm Stoa of Attalos, early in I'sy tlis year. Ve talked about some
[%ad ! -
G o Ade ! . . .
Lo amvhora's I hod excaveted in o sanctuary of Athena, near Syheris

Loy in South 1l%aly. You kindly »romised to have 2 look at the photo-

w.c b grephs ard give your cphhion as to what they might,or might not,be.
gy TR , . ~ . . .
B 1 nov teke the lib rty of cerding you a descrivticn
9 T 2

of some of these amnhora's (mostly fragmentsry), of the conditions
under which they - ere found and scme photographs ot tracings

of the, tc me, rather mysterious psraffiti and dininti, plus a
N stamped handle.

- Rerains of ca.8 cr 9 amrhera's wers fcund, close

.- 1 . to the stone bese of a temenos beunrdary; they ~ere s~opnarently

S used ag o sort of packirng, after they h~d heer hrolen and burnt
ool ) o .. . ) .
o in 2 firec.A-crt from everythine elee, their dnting interests e
L'( o
\\VﬂAhu/ og it mistt ~ive =n indicstion, on 'he one hand, for the d~astruction
ol

cf » buildin~, on thre ot'er hend, for the constructicn of the
bree. This grcup ic irdiccted by rumcrals. Vo's 1—%? vith low

recle, ceer teo be more o lecs idertical, ©¢ risht be cemnrred,

o ()(LQZ_J Ao R ’:0 3 ;_:.‘ L—"‘
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UNION CATALOG OF ART IN CHICAGO . BXHIBITION GALLERIEBS

September 22, 1949.

liss Virginia Grace,
American School of Classical Studies,
Athens, Greece.

Dear Miss Grace:

It was by inadvertence that I
wrote of a large jug in each of the Ordona graves.
The word I intended to use is "jar." The vessels
were generally plain, and Captain Farwell left most
of them in Italy. However, he brought two from his
numbered graves, as shown in two of the photographs
enclosed, and a third which certainly was used in
the same way. Apparently the big jars fall into two
groups: one undecorated and more or less like this
third piece, though with considerable variation in
contour; the other comprising a number of forms,
relatively elaborate, most of them easily named
kraters from a Greek standpoint. One big jug, accur-
ately so called, which Farwell acquired by purchase,
probably had this role in a grave, though there is
no evidence except its size. The plain ones occur in
the latest of the Farwell graves; it is hardly clear
whether the more elaborate are limited to any earlier
period. As to the "dippers,™ they are pottery, usually
small jugs or mugs, though there is some variation
in form. Not. Se. 1907, p. 30, shows a fully typical
pair, jaf and dipper. The jars are always flat on
the bottomy at least I think so.

Thank you for the reprint of your Classical
Journal article, which I had read with interest. In

that and your Hesperia articles you have contributed
a lot to an interesting subject.

Very sincerely,
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