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INTRODUCTION

This book is an attempt to provide the reader with an introduction to the
study of the visual arts. The chief problem has been one of space. How, in a
few hundred pages, can one cover a field with a present literature so vast that
no single scholar can be physically capable of reading it all? There are two
possible methods: to say a very little about everything, or to select. I have
chosen the latter.

There is perhaps no principle of selection with which everybody would
agree. No matter what an author may do, he is bound at many points to dis-
appoint himself and the reader. In the main, I have assigned or denied space
by reference to two criteria.

First and most important, I have asked myself not what the reader might
find easiest to assimilate or be entertained to know (or what I might most
enjoy writing about), but what the reader ought to know firsz. I have tried,
that is, to determine when, how, why, and where the definitive decisions
were made in the history of art. I have attempted to identify the crucial monu-
ments, if such are still in existence, or at least monuments illustrative of the
main course of events. Everything else I have omitted.

Secondly, I have expanded or contracted my text by reference to the com-
parative availability of other reading. I have construed availability as meaning
the existence of books written in English — books, furthermore, which one
might reasonably expect to find in every college and public library above the
medium size.

The result of such selection will be evident from the Table of Contents.
Chapter 9, on the Early Middle Ages, is the longest in the book; but where
else can the general reader find a connected narrative covering that very diffi-
cult but vitally important field which has for fifty years been perhaps the most
active of all with respect to research? It will at first seem strange, to cite an-
other chapter, that the Baroque and Rococo are compressed into only 37 pages
with a virtual omission of the Dutch, English, and Spanish painters. The im-
mense amount of art produced during that era — and its familiarity to Ameri-
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can readers — is nevertheless not a governing consideration. It can all be
understood in terms of what went before; and space had to be saved for de-
tailed explanation of the major developments which came afterward.

In many places the reader will, however, find passages of the briefest and
barest summary. Worthless if they had to stand alone, such paragraphs will
nevertheless prove a guide for future study. They are designed to make a con-
nection between the present text and the important ramifications which are
regretfully but necessarily left out. By consulting the index, the reader will
find it possible to establish numerous other relationships not directly treated
herewith.

In addition to tracing the main outline of the history of western art, I have
undertaken to face up to the problem of aesthetic judgment. Numerous criti-
cal terms which lack, as yet, any strict and accepted usage will be found
indexed and defined. I have endeavored to keep my own use of them constant.
It would be impertinent to claim that my definitions are final; but I hope that,
with the help of the index, it will be possible to understand what I have in-
tended to say. In spelling such words, and all others, I have preferred to Angli-
cize everything whenever a choice was permissible. That custom often violates
linguistic consistency; but it corresponds to the way we talk.

Any writer worth his salt has strong opinions; and I can hardly demand that
every friend and colleague agree with mine. When undertaking interpretation
or when setting forth an estimate of worth, I have done my best to be fair.
The context, if it is as I have tried to make it, ought to show where statement
of fact ends and where criticism begins. I hope that no one will feel that he
has been tricked into agreeing with anything; and I hope that every man will
find that he has at least had a plain statement of whatever he does not want
to believe. For the sake of brevity and clarity, many such statements appear
to be more dogmatic than they arc; and I hope that the reader will remember
throughout that the greatness in great art is no simple matter. Not only are
two, three, and even four points of view possible; all may actually be on the
road toward truth.

There is no such thing as an adequately illustrated volume on the history
of art; one could always use more and more plates. In selecting those which
appear here, I have done my utmost to secure examples of the best modern
photography. Wherever possible, I have put in a fresh view. Many items
appear for the first time. A few photographs were specially taken; and except
for a small number otherwise credited, the architectural drawings are entirely
original.

It is earnestly to be hoped that the plates are a proper compromise between
the incompatible requirements of number and size. It is also hoped that the
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arrangement, pagination, and numbering will (with the aid of the tapes bound
in as bookmarkers) be convenient, minimizing the ever-tedious annoyance of
having to turn over pages.

The index is unusually complete; but no index can be entirely satisfactory.
Appreciating that many persons will not care to read the entire book but may
wish to consult it for material upon a topic of special interest, T felt compelled
to supplement the index with numerous cross-references included within the
body of the text. I believe that such will be welcomed by readers who look
something up only to find themselves bogged down, as it were, in a moving
train of unfamiliar thought. The cross-references mar the appearance of the
pages and break the cursive quality of many a sentence. I am sorry for it; but
I hope those who enjoy the beatitude of total recall will be gracious enough
merely to close their eyes.

Most parts of the text are easy enough, but some substantial sections are
undeniably hard. Presumably the reader will often find it an onerous task to
follow and to understand; but he must accept the necessity. It is a gross error
to assume that an introductory volume should be or can be simpler than the
subject with which it deals. It is not the erudite refinements of knowledge
that challenge the mind, but the fundamental elements thereof. Learned men,
if we tell the truth of it, are seldom called upon to perform the feats of com-
prehension we daily assign to freshmen. Having taught the latter annually
for more than 20 years (and in three widely separated parts of the country) I
can say that there is nothing in the book which is beyond them. I have made it
a rule to start every matter from the very beginning; and that, in my experi-
ence, is all that will be asked by the ingenious youngsters with which this land
is so generously blessed.

AUXILIARY REFERENCES

While the text is complete in itself, it must be assumed that the reader has
access to or will find his way to a collection of photographs. Such collections
now constitute a standard section of a college or departmental library, and are
available in most museums and at many public libraries. “ Picture books ” too
numerous for citation have in recent years multiplied in ‘number until, today,
they offer a comparatively inexpensive substitute for mounted photographs. It
is merely necessary to discriminate between the small and inexpensive plates
(useful for reminder of what one already knows) and the finer reproductions
suitable for primary study.

Where no definition is supplied herein, Webster may be assumed to govern
whenever a question of denotation comes up.
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For serious exploration of matters all too briefly covered, the standard ref-
erence books must be consulted; the earnest student will, with the help of the
librarian, be able to find his own way. For succinct articles of the kind needed
to clarify a point instantly, the Columbia Encyclopedia is unexcelled; but one
should also have at hand Webster’s Biographical Dictionary and W. L. Langer’s
Encyclopedia of World History.

No one can learn very much about the history of art without appreciating
the necessity for geographical information. Unfortunately, however, the best
and latest American atlases give better coverage on Indiana than on France
and Italy. Places like Cluny — the center of the world during the 12th Cen-
tury — are unlisted and perhaps all but uninhabited. European atlases are
better for the purpose; but the best are none too good. A big atlas of any kind
is, moreover, a major investment.

What we need is an art historical atlas; but none exists. There are various
** classical ” and * historical > atlases, of course; but not one of them, or all to-
gether, supply the want. They all went out of print years ago, anyway, and
are only to be obtained when one is lucky enough to make a find on the second-
hand counter.

I have therefore tried at every point to indicate the location of important
sites by distance and direction from some modern city. With that much in-
formation, the reader will be prepared to search out further details in the
excellent guidebooks of Baedeker, Hachette, Muirehead, and others. It is
further recommended that he purchase for himself a set of the excellent maps
available at nominal cost from the National Geographic Society in Washington.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

In this as in every other book, considerations of space sternly curtail what
may be said under the heading above. Indeed, whenever a reader seces this
beading, he has learned to expect nothing more than a list of names and a
few flourishes of rhetoric. I doubt whether I can do better; but that is not
how I feel.

This book has been in preparation for seven years. During that time, I
have bothered and badgered people with innumerable inquiries both large and
small. Many such have been addressed to my friends, upon whom I had at least
some claim; but in the nature of the case, and in a correspondence extending
from Honolulu to Constantinople and Tel Aviv, I have perforce frequently
imposed upon the good nature of persons to whom I was a complete stranger.
The response? Kindliness, generosity, trouble straightway undertaken and
without stint, cordial encouragement in my task, and the best of good wishes.
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When I reflect that more than one of those to whom I refer was but lately an
enemy in war, I take renewed confidence in the worth of the visual arts and
I feel new hope for the whole world.

It is obviously impossible to mention by name everybody who has helped me.
I can only refer to those who were most intimately concerned and most con-
stantly appealed to. I am sure that all the others will know that the memory of
their assistance is very much alive, and will be content.

Almost all the architectural drawings (and they constitute a major con-
tribution) are the work of Dr. W. D. Richmond of Boston. Few persons
possess his technical training as both architect and art historian. His experi-
ence as a teacher will be obvious to all who have themselves taught. I would
make it emphatically plain that the ingenuity displayed is his own, and not
mine.

Most of the photographs used as copy for the illustrations were sought out
abroad by Flaminia Guerrini and Barbara Ives Beyer. Unless he has tried it,
the reader can have no idea of the tedious complexity of such an enterprise, or
of the unremitting demands upon knowledge and taste. I think that the il-
lustrations are very good; but I can claim little credit for it. Had it not been
for the devoted aid of the two ladies mentioned, the plates would have been
pedestrian indeed — or at least I fear so.

Whenever a photograph came from a private or commerical photographer,
that fact is indicated by the signature which appears with the plate. Material
obtained direct from a museum bears no signature; in such cases, the reader
will understand that the work of staff photographers is represented. The sev-
eral directors, curators, and trustees, appreciating the desirability of brevity in
the captions, have been most cooperative in waiving the necessity for lengthy
and repetitious statements of acknowledgement. For that, as well as for the
permission to reproduce, my publishers join me in expressing cordial thanks.
The List of Illustrations at the front of the volume contains detailed citation
for all the plates borrowed from other publications; for permission to use
those, I am grateful to the respective publishers.

The generosity to which I have referred in general terms at the beginning of
this section demands specific attention in three further instances. Professor
Clarence Kennedy of Smith College took an immense amount of trouble to
furnish me with prints from a number of his incomparable negatives. Pro-
fessor Clarence Ward of Oberlin was equally openhanded in letting me use
many of his unique and remarkable photographs of the Gothic; these were
taken especially for his own use in a projected work on medieval architecture.
The new Brogi photographs of statuary by Donatello were intended first to
appear in a new monograph being prepared by Professor H. W. Janson of
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New York University. All three gentlemen instantly released the material
when asked. The reader will have gathered that their action was typical of my
general experience, but I am not one whit the less heartily in their debt.

In writing the text, I have enjoyed the continuous support and encourage-
ment of Julian Park, Dean of the College of Arts & Sciences at the University
of Buffalo. I first undertook the work in response to the urging (perhaps
better stated as the demand) of my friend the late Philip Wickser; I hope it is
worthy of his all too generous expectations. Professor Ulrich Middledorf of
Chicago was kind enough to read several of the carly chapters in first draft,
and he encouraged me to continue. My dependence upon my sometime teachers
Karl Weston, C. R. Morey, Arthur Pope, Chandler Post, P. J. Sachs, Kingsley
Porter, G. H. Edgell, and George Chase will be evident to all who know their
work — but none of them has had a chance at me for twenty years, and none
may be blamed for anything.

On matters of historical information and upon matters of critical estimate, I
have been much advantaged by day to day advice from my colleagues Mrs.
Beyer (already mentioned), Edgar C. Schenck, and Patrick J. Kelleher —
the two latter being Director and Curator, respectively, at the Albright Art
Gallery. How could a man write without someone to answer queries over the
phone? If T have bothered these people once, T have bothered them ten thou-
sand times apicce. Their immense knowledge of the field has saved me from
more mistakes than I should like to acknowledge.

Professors Sumner Crosby and S. L. Faison, Jr., gencrously read through the
penultimate draft of Chapter 12, and gave me the benefit of their criticism.
Chapter 19 is the end resule of protracted conference and argument between
myself, Mr. Wickser, and my quondam colleague Professor William C. Seitz.
In saying that T am grateful to these persons, and to those mentioned in the
paragraph above, I make no suggestion that they endorse what I have written
in its entirety. In fact, they have done no such thing; but I see no more reason
for agrecing with them than they with me. By learning, logic, and wit, how-
ever, they have sharpened up many a point and forced me to clarify my own
position. That is what I am grateful for.

Even the shortest book involves an author in bibliographical problems
quite beyond his ken. A long book full of illustrations presents a multiplica-
tion of perplexitics, some of them scemingly hopeless. But just as T used to
do in student days, I always asked Miss Louise Lucas, the distinguished librar-
ian of the Fogg Muscum in Cambridge. And just as she did then, Miss Lucas
produced the answer without fail and in almost no time, often when others
had confessed themselves stumped. All librarians are patient and kind; but was
ever one more learned in her craft?
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THE STUDY
OF ART

THE SEVERAL DIVISIONS
OF THE SUBJECT

Let us begin by defining our field.

The history of art as conceived today in the American university is an all-
embracing subject; the name means much more than the words say. In a
strict and narrow sense art history is merely a department of all history; and
the first duty of the art historian is to explain the monuments of architecture,
sculpture, and painting in so far as they stand as records of the past. As such,
works of art are often more accurate than any other indication about the
state of affairs at some remote but crucial juncture in the progress of hu-
manity. When men speak or write, they are often guarded and devious. But
when they build or paint, they are usually perfectly open about what they
want. By studying the visual arts from any society, we can usually tell what
the people lived for and for what they might be willing to die.

As just defined, the history of art is surely a legitimate and rewarding field
of knowledge, but no one could possibly accept the limitations implied by
what we have so far said. Over and above the attractions of political, military,
and social history, art history has the special advantage of dealing with ma-
terial that tends to expand the personality, refine the emotions, and increase
the domain where the sympathies are at home. Art is a product of man’s
creative impulse. It is as old as the race. A society without artistic taste and
standards is a society forever yearning and confused. For reasons like these,
art history merges by imperceptible degrees with philosophy, psychology, and
religious impulse. We find ourselves constantly involved with ideals and
aspirations, and with questions of hope, pride, tragedy, exaltation, and a
host of other experiences having to do with the soul’s welfare or defeat. Only
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in part are we concerned with the problem of beauty, although we must labor
hard over it. The fundamental concept with which we should begin is this:
the visual arts are a means of communication and record; they open straight
into the heart and mind of all humanity both living and dead.

The matters just mentioned are not susceptible of measurement on any nu-
merical scale, but art history, like all other modern studies, nevertheless de-
pends for its validity upon a solid foundation of fact. Except for the research
of countless scholars, a book like this one would be an impossibility. It is im-
portant for the reader to have some picture of the process by which our
knowledge has been built up and of the present state of the subject. In general,
it may be said that scholarly activity has tended to divide itself into various
specialties, each making an essential contribution to the field as a whole.

Archaelogy is the field work of art history. Its business is to recover objects
preserved from earlier times. Anthropology does the same thing; but as ordi-
narily understood, it implies research into remote and primitive mankind
while archaeology deals with material from periods of high civilization. Both
activities result in the accumulation of artifacts (objects worked by the hand
of man) and monuments (artifacts construable as cultural expression) in our
museums.

Avrchaeological scholarship, as distinct from field work, is the further study
of the monuments we possess with the purpose of establishing relations of
cause and effect between the earlier monuments and the later. Such scholar-
ship deals indiscriminately with objects unearthed yesterday, and with monu-
ments that have never been out of sight. Ostensibly its purpose is narrowly
historical and facts are its object; but we must not overlook the insight it
offers into the creative process. The most original artist is incapable of total
creation; all are necessarily creatures of their own past and their own present.
We can tell much from the work of art alone, but it is folly to overlook the
connotations and overtones opened up for our understanding by apposite if
collateral evidence.

Whenever he can locate it, the archaeological scholar depends upon evidence
external to the work of art itself. The ideal thing to have, of course, is a re-
ceipted bill from someone like Titian saying in unmistakable language that
he has, on a certain date, received payment for such and such a Madonna.
Sadly for the scholar, elaborate bookkeeping is a very recent addition to our
civilization, and efficient filing systems are still largely unknown and un-
popular except in the United States of America and in Germany. Neat and
conclusive proof in documentary form is rare indeed when artistic monu-
ments are being traced to their source. As a general statement, it is probably
fair to say that, for any period carlier than the 16th Century, such documents
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exist only by the merest chance. After that, one can usually locate something
or other if he hunts long enough.

The archivist is the man who makes a specialty of finding such papers. With
respect to getting covered with dirt, his daily task is not unlike that of the
archaeologist in the field; and his patience must be even greater because there
is less drama in his life. Devoted men and women are nevertheless at work
every day in the libraries of Europe and in the repositories where public and
private records are stored, usually in indescribable lack of order. The archivist
must not only be an expert linguist in the ordinary sense; he also has to know
tricks of script and abbreviation with which most of us are never concerned.
Once in a while, he finds himself reading words that settle once and for all a
question long vigorously debated.

An immense amount of work remains to be done in the archives, but con-
ceivably at some future time we shall have assembled all the apposite docu-
ments on earth. In the meanwhile, life goes on and decisions must be made
about works of art about which we know nothing except what we may
properly infer by inspecting the object itself; or, to put it in technical lan-
guage, we have to base our judgment upon infernal or stylistic evidence.

The situation will be clear if we attempt to visualize the problem of a
museum director who is considering the purchase of a painting for the collec-
tion under his care. Works of art are unique; the opportunity to purchase
may never come again. The art market is also unique; and the price of a paint-
ing depends upon a number of things extraneous to its absolute value as a
picture, but most of all upon its authenticity as the work of a great master.
If public funds in a large amount are to be disbursed, a heavy responsibility
rests upon the man who must decide whether to purchase or whether to let
the offer go.

Because there are all kinds of pictures, no individual can possibly be inti-
mately familiar with every class and variety. It is customary, therefore, to
seek the advice of some scholar known to be an expert, or connoisseur, of the
particular category in which the contemplated purchase falls.

Connoisseurship is that branch of archaeological study which deals entirely
with the single work of art, and depends altogether upon stylistic evidence.
As before, the purpose is to establish the provenance (place of origin), the
date, and the authorship of a given picture or statue. After thorough study,
the professional connoisseur signs an affirmation of authenticity or the op-
posite. This amounts to an assertion that he risks his reputation upon his be-
lief that the work of art is truly what he says it is.

Every once in a while, the public prints burst forth with an announce-
ment that the connoisseurs have been fooled. A great museum pays $100,000
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for a marble tomb; it turns out to have been made, not in the 15th Century
and at Florence as confidently supposed, but a year or two ago by a forger in
Milan. Paintings celebrated as newly discovered examples by a great Dutch
master are presently found to be nothing but a psychopath’s pitiful attempt
to gain recognition.

Such news makes exciting headlines, and at times even good reading. As
ordinarily presented in the papers, however, it is all too commonly false in
empbhasis and interpretation, if not in fact.

It is conceivable that a forger might so perfectly imitate the work of an
earlier great master as to fool everyone forever. If so, his work would be as
 good ” as that of the great master even if discovery of the fraud destroyed
its value on the market. In effect, the forger would actually have brought
about a resurrection of the dead master’s personality; we would be dealing
with the work of the same mind once again set into motion. Such a thing is
certainly difficult to credit; but no one can prove it has never happened.
Most indications suggest that genius sufficient for success in so devious and
unrewarding an enterprise ordinarily finds a more direct and legitimate outlet.

It should be noted, moreover, that in the several instances where important
forgeries have recently been detected, the fraud has come to light within a
year or two — certainly no very great interval of time. If we look behind the
scenes, we can appreciate that even the curator of a public collection may at
times feel compelled to take a chance: to buy something, that is, without
waiting for the report of a connoisseur who might need several months to
arrive at his opinion. It takes great courage to announce that one has been
fooled, but such announcements are the rule rather than the exception.

The reader must realize that any attribution based only upon internal evi-
dence is necessarily a statement of probability. General confidence in the au-
thenticity of an undocumented work of art is established only over a substan-
tial period of time. Things that stand up for years to the repeated inspection of
experts are either genuine or miraculous in their power to deceive.

Connoisseurship, it must also be understood, cannot be undertaken effec-
tively except by direct contact with the originals. Photographic reproduc-
tions are among the tools of the trade, of course, but they merely aid the
memory in matters of comparative study. A sound attribution on stylistic evi-
dence demands that the eye be close to the surface of the picture. Chemical
tests, X-ray, and other laboratory techniques extend one’s power to observe,
but to date nothing has the scope and reliability of the trained eye aided, per-
haps, by a simple magnifier.

There is nothing occult about the method. Everyone who recognizes a sig-
nature on a check is to that extent a connoisseur. In general it is believed that
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authenticity is best indicated by the minute physical characteristics of the
picture. The master under review might, for instance, have had a favorite
sort of brush with hairs that left a special kind of mark. Small details of every
kind tend to be handled in the same way by the same man: as, for example, a
routine trick for drawing the corner of the eye or a favorite contour for the
finger nails.

Obviously such indications of manual usage are often so insignificant that
the painter himself might not recognize them as his own. All indications
point to the likelihood that such data are all the more reliable for the very
reason of their being the product of unconscious habit.

By its very nature, connoisseurship is intensively specialized. The profes-
sional is ordinarily compelled to limit himself to the work of a single school,
or even to the work of one or two masters within a school. And because he
must deal with the minutiae of so narrow a field, the connoisseur is hardly ever
a reliable guide on the broader and more philosophical aspects of art history
and criticism.

Once the work of art is installed in a museum — by purchase, by gift, by
bequest, or however else it got there —its worth to the community may or
may not be instantly self-evident. Before accepting anything as an important
cultural monument, people require to know something about it. What does
the picture represent? Is it beautiful, or is it important and moving in some
other way? Such questions bring us to still other departments of our gen-
eral field.

Iconography (from icon or ikon, an image or representation) is the study
of the subject matter of the visual arts. Except for modern art of the so-called
nonobjective sort, almost every picture and statue has content. It was pro-
duced, that is to say, for the purpose of expressing something or communi-
cating something. Narrative subject matter is only the most obvious type of
content. Pictures that tell no story may possess great devotional significance.
Upon occasion, abstract design carries a symbolic meaning for those who
know the key. Inasmuch as many things that once were common knowledge
are now obscure, an immense effort of research has been required and still
goes on with the simple purpose of enabling us to make sense of what we
we see.

It has been fashionable for the past thirty years or so to declare that an
interest in iconography is beneath the dignity of the true art critic. He should,
we are told, confine his attention to the problem of beauty which, according
to this school of thought, is to be sought solely in the abstract organization of
mass, line, light and dark, and color. Such study is of course both legitimate
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and necessary, to say nothing of its fascination. The error in the view just
summarized is in what it denies, not in what it asserts.

Under the name aesthetics, philosophers have long recognized that art
criticism formed part of their responsibility. By analogy to such absolutes as
good and evil, it has been presumed that beauty might be isolated from other
and extraneous elements, and contemplated, defined, and understood by and
for itself. This study deals primarily with the professional competence of the
artist; not with what he does, but with how well he does it. Its ultimate
achievement would be to explain why some artists are great, some merely good,
and some not worthwhile.

As generally understood, aesthetics aims to solve the problem of beauty on
a universal basis. If successful, it would presently furnish us with an ex-
planation of the quality common to Greek temples, Gothic cathedrals, Renais-
sance paintings, and all good art from whatever place or time. As distinct
from this grand approach, we shall find it convenient to limit our objectives
now and again, and think in terms of bistorical criticism. Making no attempt
to find the common denominator between Greek and Gothic beauty, the his-
torical critic undertakes to explain both styles by reference to their own in-
ternal logic. He takes either as a law unto itself, and tries to show how things
must work so long as we accept the Greek or Gothic premises and follow them
out to the end.

The theory of art, sometimes called the #beory of design, is another impor-
tant department of aesthetics which attempts to make tangible progress by
similar limitation of its field of inquiry. The facts of the visual universe are
the beginning of all artistic theory. The second level of its foundation rests
in the physiology and psychology of sight. Beyond that, theory studies the
tools and materials of the artist, their special powers and limitations, and the
consequences of such. By studying what the great artists have done with their
materials, one builds up an idea of what is artistically appropriate, what can be
done, and what had best be avoided.

Linear perspective, worked out once and for all at Florence during the
early part of the r5th Century, is the most familiar part of artistic theory.
Without some fairly clear notion of its laws, one cannot draw anything. An-
other branch of theory studies the properties of color, and of light and dark,
both as they act in nature and as they may legitimately be applied in painting.
From such fundamental beginnings, the further study of theory involves the
arrangement of pictorial materials into com positions, an investigation involv-
ing the interrelation of masses, lines, colors, statics and dynamics, and all the
harmonies, rhythms, balances, tensions, and compensations that may enter
into the exhaustive effort of a great artist as he struggles to produce a perfect
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thing. It is important to understand that theory proceeds inductively; it deals
not with artistic law, but with the actual practice of artists and with the
phenomena of nature.

Art criticism is the process of arriving at a just estimate of the cultural
value of artistic monuments. If he is to command respect, the critic must be
vigilantly alert to the implications of anything and everything that may shed
light upon the work of art under review; he cannot afford to neglect any de-
partment of art study as we have described it above. Walter Pater’s estimate of
Leonardo is considerably weakened today, for example, because we know that
Pater accepted as genuine paintings which have not stood the test of con-
noisseurship. Romanesque sculpture was once considered barbarous, and the
very name Gothic originated as a term of contempt; today, on the basis of
comparative study and historical criticism, both are recognized at what is
probably their true and permanent worth. During the early centuries of
Christendom when the Roman polity was crumbling, there was no place for
artistic theory and little for technical skill. We nevertheless can make out a
very strong case for Early Christian sculpture as 2 human and historical docu-
ment of priceless value. And in the same voice, we may admire the dazzling
accomplishment of many a Baroque artist while deploring the essential vul-
garity of the display. In shor, it is not the business of the critic to further
the popularity of any particular style or kind of art at the expense of any
other kind. His obligation lies, rather, in the direction of exhausting all re-
sources in an effort to be fair.

THE STATE OF THE SUBJECT

Modern art history is almost exactly two centuries old. It commenced with
the work of the German scholar J. J. Winckelmann who published his
Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (History of the Art of Ancient Times) in
1764. At that time, factual knowledge was in an appalling state. Winckel-
mann’s statements about date and authorship are often wrong almost beyond
belief. His critical estimates, however, have become part of our folklore; the
man in the street who never heard of Winckelmann will nevertheless quote
him if asked to express an opinion about art. No other art historian has had a
comparable influence upon European taste.

Since Winckelmann, our factual knowledge has steadily increased. Under
his inspiration, classical art was the first field to be systematically worked. The
Italian Renaissance next claimed attention; and during the second half of
the 19th Century, the art of the Middle Ages, hitherto the province of a few
independent thinkers who refused to accept the notion that an era of darkness
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separated the enlightenment of Rome from the felicity of modern times, came
strongly into its own.

As things stand today, the narrative chronicle of European art history will
probably remain forever much as we find it set forth. The important buildings
are known. Most of the great pictures and statues have gravitated into the
public domain, and are generally accessible in museums or otherwise. Debate
still takes place about matters of historical probability; but the contention
has to do with particulars and details rather than with fundamentals: the
major historical forces have been identified, and the main trend of their opera-
tion is clear to all.

Two things combined to forward the grand program of research. Both
were impossible until the Industrial Revolution had done its work. Western
Europe became crisscrossed with a network of railways. Photography was in-
vented. Travel for the first time became safe, fast, and inexpensive. Photog-
raphy made it possible to make trustworthy records of what one had seen, and
gradually to accumulate a reference file of reproductions. The net result was
to open art history to any one who might be interested.

The efficiency of the study has also been tremendously improved. It is still
necessary for the specialist to inspect the originals no matter how far he must
travel to see them, but he can prepare himself for the experience by the study
of photographs and thus make his first-hand investigation more intelligently.
Even more important than that, comparisons are now conveniently made
which, for Winckelmann, would have required the expenditure of tremendous
cnergy. At Harvard, at Princeton, in the Frick Library, in Sir Robert Witt’s
ibrary, or in the files of Marburg University one can have a look at almost
anything merely by consulting the card catalogue. The required photograph
awaits him in its proper place in a drawer that runs on wheels. Valid conclu-
sions on most matters are as easily made in Chicago as in Vienna or Rome.

What remains to be done?

There is probably more classical art underground than we have yet dug up.
One of the great outstanding issues in medieval archaeology, to name another
possibility, is the likelihood that the Near East in some way furnished the
inspiration for the architectural styles common in Western Europe during the
later Middle Age; but only a few competent persons have toured the back
country of Syria where Christian cities existed until the Arab conquest of the
7th Century. Almost nobody has seen the lands between the Black and
Caspian Seas, to say nothing of the Oxus River valley further east and the
Altai region still further on to the north and east. And yet important secrets
are to be solved by anyone who can look at visible monuments with a trained
eye. Where travel is difficult and dangerous, art history hangs fire.
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But that does not mean that new information can be acquired only by
heroic methods. Spain and Portugal still offer the chance for significant
achievement, as distinct from refining what has already been done. Latin
America contains much important art of which we are all but ignorant. The
papers of more than one major artist of the 19th Century merely await the
arrival of the student who has the skill, the time, and the patience.

Even so, it would seem that the opportunity to make a further contribution
to factual knowledge looms small by comparison with the vistas that beckon
in aesthetics, theory, and criticism. These matters have occasionally received
the attention of some of the greatest men in our intellectual history, but none
of them possessed anything like our facilities for arriving at sound judgments.
It seems hard on Plato, for instance, to search his words for statements that
might be definitive with regard to the Gothic cathedral at Amiens — Plato
died in 347 B.C., or about 1,600 years before the church was built, and never
saw anything remotely like it. On the other hand, both Plato and Aristotle
have left us remarks that stand as a capital instance of historical criticism:
about the Greek style with which both were familiar, they speak with clarity
and authority. What would such men have been able to say if, like ourselves,
the whole history of European art was spread out before them?

In the field of theory, progress of the most obvious and practical kind may
be expected within the next generation, for it is here that scholar, scientist,
and artist meet on common ground. Painters no longer need to learn their art
in the narrow channel of the local school to which they happen to belong:
the museums, of which there were none before the 19th Century and no good
ones until the last part of that period, offer all the wisdom of the past to the
young artist trying to work out his own mode of expression. The ultimate
historical position of Paul Cézanne (died 1906), the founder of modern art,
will probably rest upon the intelligent use he made of such sources, and also
upon the fact that most of his painting, like that of Matisse, is a record of
theoretical research. Had Cézanne chosen to write down his ideas, we might
have been closer to a theory of art which would compare in utility and pro-
fundity to the theoretical understanding of music that is now accepted as
essential for all well-educated musicians.

In the publications of D. W. Ross and Arthur Pope, we already have a color
theory which has now stood the test of about fifty years of practical applica-
tion to the problems of painting. The same theory, because of its simplicity
and substantial accuracy, is at this date gaining increasing popularity among
scientists.

The theory of architecture is being pursued even more enthusiastically.
Eminent practitioners of the art, like M. le Corbusier and Mr. Frank Lloyd
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Wright, feel obliged to explain their buildings; each new project is accom-
panied by a statement of the philosophy behind it — one need not agree with
what is said in order to appreciate the profound sense of responsibility felt by
the architect. In this general effort, the writings of social thinkers, like Mr.
Lewis Mumford and Mr. Sigfried Giedion, supplement the utterances of the
active designers.

The end result of artistic theory should be twofold. All those who look to
art for wisdom and for aesthetic nourishment need a more reliable method of
procedure. The artist — and all 19th-Century Romanticism to the contrary,
for the creative process is as much rational as intuitive — should find a mature
artistic theory extremely useful; it would set forth the possibilities and the
limitations, and save much trial and error.



Fig. 2.1 Altamira, Drawing to show the arrangement
the ceiling of the cave.
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Fig. 2.2 Bison. Incized on the roof of a cave. Fig. 2.3 Altamira. Deer’s head.

Fig. 2.4 Altamira. Wild Boar.

[11]



Fig. 2.5 Boston. Museum of Fine Arts. Head of a priest. Basalt.

Figs. 2.6-7 Berlin, Staatliche Museum. Head of Nofretite. PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN FOR THE U, S,
MILITARY GOVERNMENT,

[12]
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Fig. 211 New York. Metropolitan Museum. Five-legged
gateway monster from the Palace of Ashurnasirpal the 2nd
at Nimrud. First half of the gth Century s.c.

% x

Fig. .12 London. British Museum. Dying Lioness. From the Palace of Ashurbanipal at Nineveh.
7th Century s.c.

Fig. 2.13 New York. Metropoli-
tan Museum. A Median leading
two horses. 8th Century B.c.




Fig. 2.14 London. British Museum. Frag-  sToEDTNER
ment of pavement from Nineveh. About Fig. 2.15 Berlin. Glazed tiles from the Palace of
700 B.C. Nebuchadnezzar at Babylon.
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RICHARD W. DWIGHT
Fig. 216 Granada. The Alhambra. Court of the Myrtles. 13th Century a.p.
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FORERUNNERS

OF THE WESTERN
TRADITION

PALEOLITHIC, EGYPTIAN, AND
MESOPOTAMIAN ART

THE PALEOLITHIC CAVE PAINTINGS

The extreme antiquity of the visual arts was dramatically demonstrated in
1880 by the announcement that paintings of Paleolithic date had been dis-
covered on the roof of the cave of Altamira near Santander on the Biscay
coast of Spain. In 1879, a gentleman named Sautuola had explored the cave
in company with his small daughter. The child was the first to discern the
pictures on the ceiling above her, and delightedly shouted out to her father,
“ Toros! Toros! ” — having mistaken some ancient bisons for modern bulls.

Sautuola’s discovery naturally stimulated interest in the exploration of
other caves. In all, about fifty are now known which contain important paint-
ings. They lie mostly in the general region of southwest France and the north-
casterly section of Spain. A great many bits of bone and ivory, some of them
carved or incised with drawings, have been unearthed from strata of Paleo-
lithic date. We thus possess a considerable body of material from that re-
mote era.

The assertion that any artistic material whatever falls between 20,000 B.c.
and 40,000 B.C. is not one to be accepted lightly; but as a matter of fact, it
rests upon data considerably more sound than the evidence we often depend
upon to set the period of objects only a few centuries old. Some of the animals
represented are extinct, but are known to have been native to the region before
the last glacier. Many of the caves, moreover, were closed by gravel deposits

16
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laid down as the glacier retreated, thus furnishing proof that the cavern be-
hind had not been entered since.

Because we know nothing of the people who painted the pictures and be-
cause the pictures themselves came to light so recently, Paleolithic art hardly
forms part of the European tradition. Certain general conclusions may be
drawn from the paintings, however; and these are perhaps more cogent for
the very reason that historical continuity is not involved.

In the first place, it is interesting to see that the Paleolithic artists knew all
the fundamental techniques of drawing and painting. In one place or another,
we may find instances of pure delineation, of form drawing (line plus model-
ing in monotone), of line and local tone (line plus flat washes of color), and
of complete painting (Figs. 2.2—4).

In the manipulation of all techniques, moreover, these early and forgotten
artists reached a level of skill which must be described as superb. They under-
stood how to vary the character of their line to express the sleek grace of
the antelope and the bumpy stance of the buffalo; for a similar demonstration
we must look to the great painters of China and Japan. Their modeling is
equally subtle. They grade their tones from light to dark in a way that defines
contour in no uncertain fashion. More than that, they manage to work the
brush in such a way as to suggest textures without actually describing them;
few artists of our era have been capable of a similar performance.

Splendid as they were in the rendering of single animals, these remote artists
appear to have had no notion of the artistic possibilities inherent in the arrange-
ment of several figures in relation to each other and in relation also to a setting.
The art of composition, that is to say, seems not yet to have been conceived.
Many of the best animal figures overlap others, and a general view of any
large number together furnishes us with a definition for the term belter-
skelter (Fig. 2.1). Composition aside, however, Paleolithic painting stands as
irrefutable proof that the history of art is by no means equivalent to an up-
ward evolution of technique. As more than one competent critic has felt im-
pelled to declare, these artists were as skilful as anybody since. One cannot
paint better; he can only paint differently.

EGYPTIAN ART

The Pyramids are the most conspicuous and famous of all Egyptian monu-
ments. The three biggest stand at Giza on the western bank of the Nile a short
distance upstream from modern Cairo. In the old days, 2 prodigious and ro-
mantic antiquity was assigned to these imposing piles, but more modern re-
search has sobered our estimate. Reasoning largely from astronomical events
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recorded in the written history of Egypt, scholars have found it possible to
fix the chronology within broad but sure limits. It is now generally believed
that King Khufu, or Cheops, who dedicated the biggest pyramid, reigned
about 3000 B.C.

The monument he left us remains to this day the largest of man-made struc-
tures. It is the largest, that is, ever raised from a level footing as distinct from
the application of masonry to a hill or mound. Originally it measured ap-
proximately 755 feet square on the base, rose to an apex 481 feet above the
ground, and defined a volume of about 85,000,000 cubic feet. It has been
estimated that 2,300,000 blocks of cut stone went into its construction, each
weighing two and a half tons or thereabouts.

The mere act of raising such a structure bespeaks a prosperous and highly
organized society, but the devotion of so much labor upon a single monument
also declares the existence of a compelling motive in any society whatever, no
matter how rich. The accurate orientation of the pyramids, each with its sides
facing the cardinal points of the compass, has suggested to some that astronomi-
cal observations might have been part of the intention. But accurate survey-
ing was commonplace in Egypt, having developed early because landmarks
were so often washed away by the inundations of the Nile. Casting aside this
and other suggestions of an cqually ingenious kind, we come back in the end
¢o the traditional explanation; namely, that the pyramids were no more and
no less than royal tombs.

As such, they reflect several aspects of the Egyptian character. More than
power and social leadership was centered in the person of the Pharaoh. He was
believed to be something very close to a deity on earth; and yet, by a paradox,
he was mortal enough to make it of supreme importance that his immortality
be guaranteed by a tremendous effort devoted to the permanent preservation
of his body. The body itself was elaborately embalmed, and the great mass of
the pyramid did no more than secrete and shelter it.

The student of social history might well pause at this point to consider the
implications of so immense an investment for such a purpose, but it is our
present business to learn artistic lessons from the pyramids. In some ways they
are peculiarly useful simply because they are extreme. They illustrate better
than any other monuments, in fact, the three-part nature of architecture. Be-
cause we must look at it, architecture is an art of form, like sculpture. Because
we must build it, architecture is 2 department of mechanics and may be
assessed as good or bad merely by reference to the efficiency with which physi-
cal problems are solved. And because we must use it, any building is a device
devoted to the functions of human life. Every structure on earth represents a
balance of some kind between these three elements.
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The designers of the pyramids chose to emphasize form at the expense of
engineering and utility. Their construction, while simple in principle, was
wasteful of material to an almost unbelievable degree. No buildings on earth
contain a smaller useful volume of space in proportion to their bulk; and for
the special function of safeguarding the royal mummy, the pyramids proved a
complete failure — every tomb-chamber was rifled at an early date. But over
against these faults, we must list the tremendous effect of a simple, lucid
shape rendered on the colossal scale. Geometric beauty has never been made
more impressive.

In addition to that virtue, we must mention still another that might at first
escape attention: the virtue of permanence. In some form and to some degree,
every great artist has always intended that his work should last forever. In-
deed, it may be questioned whether greatness is a psychological possibility with-
out the sobering discipline of a beckoning eternity. In any case, it is an obvious
probability that the pyramids will remain in plain sight long after every other
work of our race has passed into nothingness, for in durability those great
landmarks surpass anything and everything else in the history of art.

Even so, the pyramids remain an historical curiosity. As an architectural
type, they did not survive the so-called Old Kingdom (about 2980-2475 B.C.),
and except for the three big ones at Giza, there are no others of general interest
or importance. Thus even in Egypt, these celebrated buildings must be thought
of as a passing episode in art history.

The Egyptians built houses, palaces, and public buildings, but their temples
are the only other type of building where the urge for permanence governed
the design and construction. As an architectural type, the Egyptian temple is
of local interest only, and we need not delay over it. It nevertheless had its
importance in history for several reasons.

At some very early date and for reasons impossible to explain, the Egyp-
tians decided to engineer their temples on the post-and-lintel system. (See
Chapter 7, Structural Principles.) They were perfectly familiar with the
arch, which in many ways is a better method for spanning the gap between
vertical supports; but with characteristic fixity of mind, they made a con-
vention of the lintel and used nothing else for the next 4,000 years. Greek
architecture, as we shall presently see, maintains exactly the same convention
during the course of its shorter but much more important development.

The peculiar form given the post and the lintel by the Egyptians may also
have served as an example to Greece. The typical Egyptian post is a column,
which is to say a vertical supporting member with a circular, or nearly circular,
cross-section; and the typical Egyptian lintel finishes off at the top with an
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overhanging member, or cornice. Columns were destined to be habitual in
Greece, although direct adaptations of the several Egyptian types are almost
anknown. All Greek architecture uses the cornice; and here and there, espe-
cially during the Hellenistic Period, one may find reflections of the cavetio
cornice, sometimes called the Egyptian gorge, which was native to the Nile
Valley.

Egypt produced an immense amount of sculpture. The motive was religious.
It had to do with the belief that survival of the soul depended upon preserva-
tion of the body, and statuary furnished a method of providing the soul with
extra bodies in the shape of portrait figures. Sometimes these were duplicated
and reduplicated in job lots in the apparent hope that at least one might
survive.

Accurate portraiture was the prime desideratum for such a purpose, and it
developed early and remained a distinctive feature of Egyptian art through-
out its long history. It is notable that the bodies and legs of Egyptian statues
are often rendered in perfunctory fashion, and that attached to these rather
nondescript torsos we find heads modeled with such subtlety that they seem
literally to be alive. The Egyptian sculptors thus furnish us with the first
demonstration of the artistic philosophy we may recognize as objective
realism.

The objective realist starts out by subjecting some living model to minute
scrutiny. He then attempts in straightforward, honest fashion to describe that
human being without permitting either prejudice or preference to guide his
hand. Because neither sculpture nor painting can reproduce the conditions of
nature, a strict copy of the model may not be attempted and never results in
any normal studio. But within the simple limitations of his medium, the artist
sticks to the facts as best he can.

The strength of objective realism is the same as the strength of science. In
those few periods where it has flourished, the greater artists were in fact sci-
entists engaged in the investigation of optical phenomena. The weakness of
objective realism is made all too apparent, however, by the general run of
Egyptian portraiture. As a philosophy, it tends to chain the artist to the par-
ticular person or object he is attempting to describe and record. He is un-
likely to permit the intrusion of ideas, much less to make positive suggestions
of an idealistic sort. The net result is all too likely to be no more than a mere
statement of fact, without discrimination between the importance of facts.

For our better understanding of objective realism, it is necessary to remark
that the word realism (without the adjective) has attained a special meaning
through its frequent application to the work of artists and authors who de-
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liberately select unlovely and even sordid subject matter. Without suggesting
that their philosophy lacks a legitimate place in art, we must recognize that
they employ the unlovely or the morbid for reasons of their own which have
to do with the expression of particular ideas — and not with the reality of
the visual world. Nature, so far as we can tell, is impartial. The rain falls on
the just and unjust alike, and both beauty and the hideous are brought into
being in equal measure. As objective realists, the Egyptian portrait sculptors
were as neutral as nature herself. Given an elderly and wrinkled sitter (Fig.
2.5), they turned out many a portrait head which can hardly be described as
handsome. Such work bristles with artistic integrity nevertheless. And when
confronted with the fact of beauty, these artists proceeded in the same honest
fashion, as we may sce in the well-known bust of Queen Nofretite (Figs.
2.6—7). Too often photographed in what the lady herself might have described
as a favorable light, the piece is generally thought to be an example of idealism.
When it came under the jurisdiction of the American Fine Arts officers at
Wiesbaden in 1945, those gentlemen were impressed with the fact that Nofre-
tite was well past her girlhood at the time she sat for this portrait. A series of
new photographs were taken, from two of which our book plates come. When
lighted with the deliberate intention of showing every modulation of surface,
the bust tells us of a woman just beginning to lose the smooth contours that
go with youth. Her beauty remains, but it depends upon the fundamental
structure of the skull. It would have been easy for the sculptor to smooth over
the nascent wrinkles, or to alter the angle and proportion of the oddly elon-
gated neck. Obviously, his philosophy forbade such tampering with visual fact,
and the lady we see in the bust is the lady who actually lived in Egypt 3,400
years ago.

In accordance with the Egyptian habit of repeatedly solving the same prob-
lem in the same way, the sculptors of the Nile Valley settled very early upor.
a certain list of conventions, and maintained them without change for nearly
4,000 years. Far from unfortunate in themselves, these conventions have much
merit.

Almost every material that might be made into a statue was used at some
time or other: metal, wood, pottery, stone. But the favorite and standard
medium for full-size statuary remained one of the harder stones like basalt or
diorite. The motive, as usual, was permanence; and as a by-product, it results
that most Egyptian sculpture is dark in color — a fact responsible for a con-
siderable part of its distinctive character and effect.

When statues were carved out in the round, certain other measures were
taken to insure their durability. It was customary, for example, to leave part
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of the original block in the shape of a slab attached to the back of the figure
(Fig. 2.8). The familiar way of dressing the hair in the form of a long, wide
bob is not reflective of contemporary fashion, but signifies the artist’s desire
to brace the head against being broken off at the neck. The wisdom of these
arrangements is attested by the fact that most Egyptian figures have survived
in almost perfect condition —a statement that cannot be made about any
other school of sculpture.

For the pose of standing and seated figures rendered in the round, the
Egyptians almost without exception adhered to the anatomical arrangement
we know as the convention of froutality, also illustrated by Fig. 2.8. The ex-
pression means that a vertical line drawn from the middle of the forehead to
the ground will approximately bisect the statue. It follows that the body
must be stiffly erect. It is impossible to maintain this pose and represent any
action more complicated than putting one foot slightly forward from the
other; and by the same token, the expression of content or feeling through
physical movement is foreclosed. A certain degree of ceremonial dignity is
nevertheless realized. It is doubtless for that reason that these superb tech-
nicians felt it appropriate to continue a feature often unconsciously produced
in the sculpture of children and other genuinely primitive artists.

In addition to portrait statues in the round, the Egyptians covered vast
areas of wall space with narrative paintings or with sculpture in relief. The
necessity for rendering the human body (a three-dimensional form) on a fla:
surface demanded some systematic method of representation. As accomplished
geometers, the Egyptians were perfectly familiar with our modern perspec-
tive projection, and minor or incidental figures were occasionally drawn with
ease and accuracy even in complex and difficult poses. But for major ar,
which is to say wherever the artist became self-conscious about matters like
dignity, the convention of broadest aspect was applied (Fig. 2.9).

A figure drawn according to this convention exhibits the following pecu-
liarities: The head is seen in profile; but within the profile of the face, the eye
is presented in full-face view. The torso is also presented in full-face view. To
it are attached the arms and legs, both rendered in profile. All parts are hooked
together without any indication of the muscular contortion that would have
to take place were the pose attempted by a living model.

Because children tend to draw this way, it seems likely that the convention
reflects an original state of technical ignorance, but we cannot dispose of it so
lightly. For very good rcasons, Picasso and other modern artists occasionally
revert to broadest aspect or something very near it. Among the things that
recommend the idea to the mature mind are such concepts as these.

Our modern convention of perspective and foreshortening permits us only
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the view of a man as he might appear across our line of sight at a particular
and passing instant of time. The merit of this convention inheres in its cor-
respondence with visual experience; but far from being sacred, visual experi-
ence of an instantaneous kind is often extremely unsatisfactory. When asked
to examine a house, a tree, or a statue we instinctively take more than one look.
We walk around the object in an effort to observe each part to the best ad-
vantage. We do not remember what we have seen as we saw it at any single
moment; we recall, rather, each part of the whole at the time that part im-
pressed us the most. If asked to write a description of what we saw, it is a
virtual certainty that we will set down the facts not according to the conven-
tion of perspective and foreshortening, but in a manner very close to the
convention of broadest aspect.

It will be appreciated, therefore, that the difference between this ancient
convention and our own is not a difference between truth and untruth, but
merely the question of whether we wish art to correspond with ocular ex-
perience or with the procedure we in fact follow when comprehending a set
of visual data and remembering them. From the standpoint of completeness,
the advantage is with the convention of broadest aspect. It gives emphasis to
the significant, disregards the nonessential, and leaves nothing to luck. Out-
landish though it may seem until we become accustomed to it, there is no
denying that the method is rational, and no escaping the conclusion that it
opens up the possibility of a2 more considered analysis of whatever truth may
be communicated by way of the visual arts.

MESOPOTAMIAN ART
The Tradition of Savagery

Two ethnic groups composed the ancient population of Mesopotamia, the
Babylonians and the Assyrians. The greatest cities of the region were Babylon
on the Euphrates and Nineveh on the Tigris, the latter being the Assyrian
capital. These two races remained separate to an unusual degree and hated
cach other. The political history of the region is an account of shifting ascend-
ancy, first one race being on top and then the other. Warfare was developed
almost to its logical conclusion. The so-called Palace of Sargon at Khorsabad
remains the most imposing fort ever built. It contained about 700 rooms, some
of them immense, and it rose from the ground on a platform over 5o feet
high, about 1,100 feet long, and about 950 wide. The exterior walls were 28
feet thick, and their continuity was broken by a sophisticated arrangement
of salient towers designed to permit cross-fire from archers stationed on the
battlements. The need for such a structure, and one aspect of the nature of
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the people, may be inferred from the action of the Babylonians in 612 B.c. In
that year they captured Nineveh, killed most of the inhabitants, and did their
utmost to destroy the city. Xenophon, who passed that way in 401 B.c. as a
member of the ill-fated army of Cyrus the Younger, merely noted (Anabasis
Bk. III) the existence of a vast and totally uninhabited ruin. He estimated the
circuit of the place as about twenty miles, recorded that the walls rose to a
hundred feet at some places, and called the site Mespila.

These things are important because one of Mesopotamia’s chief contribu-
tions to later art is a tradition of savagery. The ceremonial portraits of Meso-
potamian kings present an appalling class of humanity (Fig. 2.10). Prodigious
strength, described all too unmistakably by the method of broadest aspect, is
vested in the person of a monarch whose face, while intelligent, is both fierce
and pitiless. Reliefs with more personal and intimate subject matter have also
been found in large numbers. Some of these give us vignettes into the daily
life of the time, but those in which both artist and patron obviously took the
greatest satisfaction are devoted to the most sanguinary kind of hunting scene.
The king always seems to be in the very act of killing. Some of the animal por-
traits, if considered merely as demonstrations of representative skill, are
rendered with a delicate hand guided by sensitive observation — an impression
which is all but reversed by the cruelty of their content (Fig. 2.12).

Among the various monuments that emphasize the savage aspect of Meso-
potamian character, we should make special mention of the imaginary mon-
sters. These exist in various sizes and in the round as well as in relief. Best known,
simply because they are immense and therefore conspicuous, are the five-
legged beasts, half-bull and half-human, habitually set up to ecither side of a
palace gateway (Fig. 2.11). It is from this general category, including dragons
and griffins as well as fanciful combinations of more ordinary anatomy, that
we get, by a vague and devious route presently to be explained (page 293),
the gargoyles and other grotesques of Western medieval art.

The Matter of Artistic Style, and the T hree
Fundamental Styles of European Art

An even more cogent and far-reaching contribution made by Mesopotamia
was the invention and perfection of the mode of artistic expression we have
come to recognize as the Style of the Near East, often loosely and conveniently
referred to as © the Oriental Style.” Before attempting a definition and analy-
sis, we must digress for a brief account of recent events in art history.

C. R. Morey’s most important contribution to scholarship was contained in
a short but profound article which appeared in the Art Bulletin (Vol. 7,
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No. 2) for December 1924. At the moment, Mr. Morey was attempting to
produce an explanation which would bring order out of the chaos in which
he found the archaeology of the Early Middle Ages. He succeeded in that ob-
jective, but in so doing, he wrote down some of the most penetrating, funda-
mental, and illuminating observations that have ever been put forward by an
art historian. His judicious view encompassed a broader horizon than any
heretofore vouchsafed; and he saw that his immediate problem was no local
and temporary mix-up. It was, rather, a single instance in the operation of
the broad forces which account for the entire history of European art.

His great idea was to realize that the apparent confusion of the Western
tradition in art might be explained much as we explain the history of the sev-
eral spoken languages, namely, by reference to the history, operation, and
amalgamation of only three fundamental styles — each of which had at one
time and in its native region existed in a comparatively pure and unadulterated
form. The styles Morey recognized were: the Style of the Near East, the
Classical Style which originated in Greece, and the Northern Style which was
introduced by the barbarian races who destroyed the Roman Empire.

We shall deal immediately with the Style of the Near East, and with the
other two in due season. In approaching all three, it is necessary to remember
that we are speaking in broad generalizations. As over against the truth of
such generalizations, numerous exceptions bear no weight. The reader should
neglect them. Still a hypothesis, Morey’s theory has so far stood the test of
nearly a generation, and when his Medicval Art appeared in 1942, the theory
was republished virtually as first stated.

Once the main tenor of Morey’s thought is accepted, it follows that every
later work of art may to a large extent be explained by reference to the cross-
breeding that has taken place between the elements that form its heritage.
Artists, that is to say, find their personal expression through an artistic lan-
guage they inherit. They do not invent the language, although a single great
carcer may serve to modify it. They use artistic styles as naturally and uncon-
sciously as we speak English— a native tongue which is a historical accident
for each of us, and a tool we turn to our own purpose without complaining
that we did not choose it.

It is necessary at this point to give a more formal definition to the word
style than has hitherto been required. It is a mistake to use the word as a term
of praise or to confuse it with passing fashion. We shall be wiser if we reserve
it for cases where we discern an established artistic usage. Things that happen
only once are not styles. The term becomes appropriate only when we can see
a familiar set of visual facts in a familiar coordination.
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What facts do we look for, and what coordination? If distinguishing be-
tween the numerous assistants who worked for Rubens and produced the
paintings Rubens signed, we must deal with the minutiae which separate col-
laborators in the same enterprise. But in the present situation, where we are
merely attempting to explain the broadest and most general kind of differ-
ence, a few coarse and obvious criteria will serve us better. In approaching this
matter, the reader must remember that all styles tend to make themselves uni-
versal, tend to dictate the design of every man-made object from the cathedral
to the punctuation point. At the same time, every known style has been
flexible enough to permit a broad scope of individual expression.

The first way in which we can distinguish one style from another is by refer-
ence to its favorite medium. We cannot tell the reason, but we can neverthe-
less note the fact that whenever and wherever a number of artists may be
thought of as a school or related group, all members share the tacit assump-
tion that some particular art is the fundamental art. During the 19th Cen-
tury, it was painting. It was architecture in Gothic France, and sculpture in
Greece. Modes of expression natural and appropriate for the favorite medium
invariably affect everything else, and sometimes appear in strange applications.

The stylistic psychology of any artistic school is perhaps even more inti-
mately affected by the aestbetic means appropriate to its favorite medium.
The sculptor thinks always of mass and contour, and the painter who imitates
the sculptor will do the same thing. Draftsmen express themselves by using the
line, and keep doing it when they paint. The rug-maker and the weaver are
inevitably self-conscious about color and texture; if such a man becomes a
sculptor, his carving will betray his background.

Subject matter is a third element to which we may refer when defining an
artistic style or when contrasting it with another. History shows that the
preference for one kind of subject has at times been virtually exclusive — as,
for example, the Greek preoccupation with the human figure and the northern
genius for the grotesque.

Fourthly and finally, we may know a style by the principles to which it
habitually appeals when arranging the component parts of a painting or build-
ing into an artistic composition, as, for example, the Greek use of geometry
and the dynamics of the Baroque. Once set, the same compositional system will
be used innumerable times for works of art which differ radically in scale and
purpose, and even in effect upon our sensibilities.

The Style of the Near East

Keeping in mind the nature of style as such, and the four bare essentials
just mentioned, we may now define and characterize the Style of the Near
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East which, in all essentials, originated in ancient Mesopotamia and was
brought to perfection there.

Everyone knows that the Near East produces most of the world’s finest rugs
and carpets, and that was so during Antiquity also. Every object of Mesopo-
tamian art bears the imprint of a mind that conceived rug-weaving as the
fundamental art. Whenever men are made into statues, the Mesopotamian
sculptor dwells with infinite care upon the rendering of textures in whatever
garments constitute the costume. Hair and beard rarely appear as they would
on the living model; the opportunity is taken, rather, to work them into pat-
terns of the kind appropriate to a fine stuff. Fig. 2.13 shows an example in
which the special taste of the artist for carpet-textures is obvious.

As to subject matter and in spite of the numerous instances during An-
tiquity where outright and descriptive representation takes place, the artists
of the Near East preferred to use only decorative patterns of the kind still
familiar on modern Persian rugs. As time went on, the preference for abstract
design grew into something very close to a phobia — if we look ahead to the
start of the Christian era, we shall see a Near East which abhorred the rep-
resentation of humanity and found visual expression only in decorative pat-
terns composed of motives originally derived from plants and flowers and
other natural forms but so conventionalized as to make specific recognition
impossible.

We have no rugs from ancient Mesopotamia, but we know just what they
looked like. The stone slabs of palace pavements (Fig. 2.14) were often
carved in very low relief to imitate carpets, and we have some of the slabs.
Even better for our purpose are the colored tiles used as exterior finish on walls
made from sun-dried brick. An unusually interesting bit of this work is
preserved at Berlin; originally it decorated Nebuchadnezzar’s palace at Baby-
lon (Fig. 2.15). This single specimen is in itself a demonstration of the Ori-
ental means of expression and of the principles used for composition, both
self-evidently derivative from practices suitable for the design of textiles. The
power of the textile tradition may be gauged by the very fact that an aesthetic
preference of so specialized a type could be deliberately carried over into the
manufacture of building materials.

The patterned tile now brought under review exists like a rug as a flat sur-
face. There is no relief of any kind. No graded shadows suggest convexity or
concavity of form. The technique is a pure case of line and flat tone; and
while any skilful artist can manipulate line and flat tone in such a way that
contours are suggested but not described, even that expedient was deliberately
avoided. Each separate and conventionalized floral motive asserts its visual
existence solely as a spot of color in contrast with the background. Contrasts
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of color, or light and dark, or both together, constitute the ultimate means of
aesthetic expression to which the Near Eastern artist instinctively turns.

As a whole, the work of art may be described as a succession of spots of
light-on-dark, and in understanding the system according to which these are
composed, two points need explanation. They are: rhythm and indefinite ex-
tension.

Rbythm depends upon the existence of accents. In music, the accented note
is struck louder, more sharply, or otherwise given distinction among the rest.
The rhythm of poetry depends upon the accented syllable, and the rhythm
of dancing depends upon the accentuation of certain motions. But accents
alone cannot produce a rhythm; the important thing is to make the accents
come according to a system. The system may be utterly simple or unbelievably
complex, but without a schedule for the appearance and reappearance of
accents, there is no rhythm.

In the visual arts, the rhythmic sensation may be evoked in numerous ways.
Undulations of drapery often produce the effect, as do the rise and fall of
arches in an arcade. Human figures represented as in rhythmic motion can
have a similar influence upon our sensibilities. The essential thing in talking
about any particular instance of rhythm is to name the means by which
accent is called into being: in the present case we are looking at a rhythm es-
tablished by spots of light against a dark ground. Each spot gives the eye a
kind of shock, and the shocks come at systematic intervals.

Within the field covered by our book plate, we see three different bands of
spots across the surface. They differ in the shape and scale of the single mo-
tives which are brought out in accent, and they differ in the schedule that
governs the arrangement of accents. The phenomenon before us is familiar in
music; namely, the experience of comprehending several rhythms simul-
taneously.

Rhythm, in itself, has no limits. The internal logic of our detail from the
brick frieze once at Babylon tells us nothing about where the frieze began or
where it will end. It might be a few yards long, or extend from Babylon to
Boston without self-contradiction. Conceivably, the composition might spread
indefinitely in all four directions until it covered the universe. There is no
necessary beginning, middle, or end; no frame and no boundaries.

But what could be better common sense if one is in the business of designing
textiles? Can the weaver predict how we will cuc up his bolt of cloth, or the
rug-maker tell what sections of his rug we may choose to obscure with furni-
ture? Such men are wise if, as in the present case, they restrict themselves to
the compositional method studio jargon knows as the  all-over pattern,” an
expression meaning that every section of the area covered is quite as interesting
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as every other section, and that our attention is evenly distributed all over the
surface. Color, in short, is the means and rhythm is the method for producing
the desired result of indefinite extension.

In assessing the value and determining the propriety of the compositional
method of the Near East, we must never forget that it was invented for the
design of cloth and is useful wherever a more or less indefinite area must be
covered with decoration — extensive wall paintings, for example, and con-
tinuous friezes of any kind (Fig. 2.16). We must not confuse these peculiar
and special advantages with artistic excellence arrived at by other methods and
for different purposes. Artistic unity, which we often hear mentioned as an
essential element of all aesthetic goodness, is absent by the very nature of the
Near Eastern method. Unity was, in fact, exactly what they did not want.
It is here, we shall find (page 64), that the Oriental mind comes most radically
into contrast with the Greeks.
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GREEK ART

TO 450 B.C.

OUR KNOWLEDGE OF GREEK ART—
ITS LIMITS AND ITS IMPORTANCE

Our knowledge of Greek art is more limited than we sometimes permit our-
selves to suppose.

The subject has been under assiduous investigation, almost without pause,
since Winckelmann published his famous History of Ancient Art in 1764. It
is impossible to exaggerate the amount of scholarly effort expended upon dig-
ging and other forms of archacological activity. It is similarly difficult to find
words to describe in any adequate way the intelligence and the patience
brought to focus on every tiniest bit of evidence; everything we possess has
been worked to the limit in the hope of shedding all possible light on problems
that still remain uncertain.

As a result of this prolonged effort we have assembled a substantial collec-
tion of Greek art, and we have established with something close to certainty
the main outlines of its evolution. We can trace its development in orderly
fashion from primitive beginnings to the so-called *“ Great Age ” of the sth
and 4th Centuries B.c. Somewhat less neatly but still with reasonable assur-
ance, we can explain how Greck influence spread with the conquests of
Alexander and how outside influences affected Greece. Still later, it is clearly
established that Rome, the political mistress of the Mediterrancan world, was
in her art a later derivative from Greece. Finally, we can describe in a general
way how the Classical Style passed out of existence as Antiquity failed and the
Middle Ages began.

With respect to monuments, we are most fortunate in the field of architec-
ture. There are enough well-preserved temple ruins to give us a completely
accurate knowledge of the best Greek religious buildings. We can also be con-
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Fig. 3.1 Buffalo. Albright Art Gallery. Cy- Fig. 3.2 Boston. Museum of Fine Arts. Snake
cladic 1dol. About 3000 B.c. 13% inches high. Goddess. Gold & Ivory. 7 inches high.

Fig. 3.3 Reliefs from the two gold cups found at Vaphio. Originals in National Museum, Athens.

[31]



‘ . Fig. 3.6 Boston. Museum of Fine
Fig. 3.4 New York. Metropolitan Museum. Dipylon Arts. Vase from “the period of Orien-
Vase. 8th Century B.c. tal Influence.” 7th Century s.c.

Fig. 35 New York. Metro-
politan  Museum.  Horse.
Bronze. 6% inches high. 8th
Century B.c.
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Fig. 3.12 Rome. Terme Museum, Birth of
Aphrodite. Central panel from the so-called
“Ludovisi Throne.” About 480-470 B.C.

ANDERSON

Fig. 3.13 One of the side panels from the
“Ludovisi Throne.”

ALINARI

Fig. 3.14 Paris. Louvre. Metope of Heracles
and the Cretan Bull from the Temple of
Zeus at Olympia. About 475-465 .c.
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ALINART
Figs. 3.17-18-19 Delphi. Museum. The Chariotecr from
Delphi.

ALINARI
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fident with regard to the Greek theatre. But we know next to nothing about
any other class of Greek building.

We have an excellent collection of originals from the Archaic and Transi-
tional Periods of Greek sculpture (about 1100450 B.C.), and we are well off
for monuments from the Hellenistic and Roman Periods (323 B.C. to about
300 A.D.). For the Great Age (about 450—325 B.C.), our monumental evidence
is pitiful: we have only one putative original from the hand of a sculptor who
commanded fame and prestige in ancient times. Our picture of Greek sculp-
ture at its best, that is to say, is a mere archaeological reconstruction based
upon literary evidence, analogies, and monumental evidence of the second,
third, and fourth level of excellence. We nevertheless have a clear and prob-
ably a very accurate account of what happened.

We know that Greek painting was important. There is some reason to think,
indeed, that the Greeks themselves ranked their painters as being greater
artists, on the whole, or at least more definitive artists than their sculptors.
When writing T'he Poetics, Aristotle mentioned a painter almost every time
he wanted to make an analogy with the visual arts, and he hardly refers to
sculpture. We may assume that the painters came most easily to mind simply
because they had made a greater impression upon him.

But beyond repeating the names he mentions (Polygnotus, Zeuxis, Pauson,
Dionysos) we have almost nothing to say. At times famous paintings were
rather freely copied by the commercial artists employed in the decoration of
Greek pottery, and we are lucky enough to have inherited a substantial num-
ber of their vases. In Greece, even those humbler artists were uncommonly
fine, and Greek vase painting constitutes one of the most charming byways
of art history. It would be unfair to describe it in stronger terms; and as for
gaining any satisfactory visualization of the great lost paintings, many of us
have studied the vase pictures without success.

In the face of this somewhat discouraging situation, it is undeniable that
there is magic in Greek art. It has laid hold on the European imagination as no
other art has ever done. It is always there as an influence tending to mold the
shape of other modes and manners, and Greek standards are forever asserting
themselves as the plane of reference to which other art should be referred.

An important and recurring phenomenon of art history is the likelihood
that the Greek style in surprisingly pure form may flare up anywhere. It
never completely died out in Italy, even during the Middle Ages. It strongly
affected the architecture of the Romanesque cathedral at Autun, and it modi-
fied the style of the Gothic sculptors of Reims. Giotto’s later compositions are
according to the Greek system, and Greece is the underlying ideal of the entire
High Renaissance. During the 19th Century, David, Ingres, and the other
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French Neo-Classicists sought in the literal sense of the word to bring Greek
art back to life— an enterprise that came close to success in the so-called
Greek Revival architecture of America. We are correctly reminded of the
Greek in many paintings by Picasso.

Nothing else in art history has the same importance.

HISTORICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Our Western civilization, including its artistic tradition, started with
Greece, but it is necessary to make it plain what Greece means in this con-
nection.

We refer to Classical Greece, or to the culture and civilization which
achieved its special and definitive character about the time of the poet Homer,
who seems to have lived in Ionia (Asia Minor) during the 9th Century =.c.

The people we call the Greeks were an amalgam of several races. So far as
we can tell, the population of the area sprang from the mixture of its abo-
rigines with the peoples who entered the region in at least three successive
waves of invasion and migration, each separated from the last by an interval
of centuries. The aborigines appear to have had their centers among the islands
called the Cyclades which stretch like a chain southeasterly from the coast near
Athens. Of these people we know nothing more than we can deduce from
their art, but even that is significant.

About 3000 B.c. another civilization became dominant. It centered on the
Island of Crete, with the capital at Knossos. Knossos and other sites on the
island have been actively excavated from the first years of the zoth Century,
and the discoveries have been analyzed from time to time in the voluminous
reports of Sir Arthur Evans. The ruins of an immense palace have been laid
bare at Knossos. Everything points to a civilization notable for refinement of
life and justifiable pride of culture. Sea power was evidently the source of its
security, for Knossos was without fortification. The Cretan civilization is re-
ferred to by various names, most of them intended to be noncommittal. Sir
Arthur Evans wisely prefers to call it Minoan, a pretty word which has at
least the endorsement of later mythology, for King Minos, proprietor of the
terrible Minotaur, lived on Crete. Minofaur means merely  Minos’s bull,”
and both the frescoes and carvings of this race show that the bullfight was a
favorite sport.

About 1400 B.c. Crete was invaded and Knossos destroyed by fire. We are
probably justified in calling the conquerors Achaeans. Their centers were on
the mainland at Mycenae and Tiryns, both places being near the head of the
Gulf of Argolis. These sites were excavated with astonishing success by
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Heinrich Schliemann (1822-1890), who worked at Mycenae in 1876 and at
Tiryns in 1884.

Schliemann’s finds were rich beyond comparison. At Mycenae, he recovered
701 decorated gold discs in one grave alone. The style of the decoration of
these, and of pottery and frescoes from the same era, is similar to the style of
the material found on Crete, but stiffer and less accomplished. From this and
other indications, most scholars draw the conclusion that the Achaeans were
culturally more rude than the Minoans, but wise enough to absorb what they
could of the earlier civilization.

About 1100 B.C. the Achaeans were overwhelmed by a vigorous race we
call the Dorians. Their culture was strong in those elements that make for sur-
vival and dominion; they brought the use of iron with them, all earlier in-
habitants having been limited to bronze. It now seems that the Dorians were
less outrageously barbaric than we used to be told, but it is still obvious their
taste lacked the amenities which were characteristic of both the Minoans and
the Achaeans.

The history of the next 400 years is unusually obscure. The period is often
called the Greek Dark Ages, but there must have been some merit in the
situation because the classical Greeks emerged at the end of it. Sculpture and
painting in the earliest version of the Classical Style begin about 700 B.c. The
first full-size statues appear to date about 50 or 75 years after that.

It will be noted that Homer’s career falls in the middle of the period just
summarized. His poems are notably disparaging whenever reference is made
to the culture of his own time. Our best guess is that his narratives recount
actual events in the heroic Achaean past, which he saw as a bygone age of
gold.

It would not serve our central purpose to take space for a connected and
detailed account of Cycladic, Minoan, Achaean, and Doric art. Certain ele-
ments from this past nevertheless survived as the classical heritage, and some
aspects of later Greek art are difficult to understand without reference to
earlier tastes and customs. A few comments are therefore in order.

ART OF THE GREEK AREA PREVIOUS
TO THE CLASSICAL ERA
T he Cycladic Idols (Before 3000 B.C.)

A number of stone statuettes, all fairly consistent in style, have been re-
covered on the Cyclades from strata which, from other evidence, we can
place before 3000 B.c. For lack of a better name, the statuettes are known as
the Cycladic Idols. The British Museum has a number, and there are a good
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many in the Louvre. A particularly fine example was acquired in 1940 for
the collection of the Albright Arc Gallery in Buffalo (Fig. 3.1).

The critics of past generations could see nothing but ignorance and crudity
in the Cycladic Idols. Today we are inclined to be more respectful. Primitive
art used to carry a strong connotation that the artist was unenlightened and
knew no better, but that the speaker did. Serious and sympathetic study of
earlier civilizations, or thosc isolated from European influence, has inclined
our more recent opinion to caution. Mature reflection very often suggests that
the so-called *“ primitive ” peoples were in fact extremely sophisticated, and
that their apparent crudity often denotes profound wisdom expressed with
devastating directness. In the case of the Cylcadic Idols, there is much to sus-
tain such a view.

Those monuments testify to the existence of a school of sculptors with
extraordinary powers for abstraction.

As a critical term for use in discussing the visual arts, we may define ab-
straction as the act of summarizing the appearance of a man, a scene, or an
object, as contrasted to attempting a complete and detailed description thereof.
All art is to some degree an abstraction simply because the artist’s tools and
materials cannot accomplish minute visual description no matter how hard
he tries. But as a useful word, we had best reserve abstraction for monuments
where the artist declines to employ all the descriptive techniques at hand, and
insists upon summarizing so radically that he obviously abbreviates.

Abbreviation, by its very nature, tends to deny us something we might wish
to see, but it has the virtue of enabling the artist to select the important and
eliminate the extraneous. Obviously, the process can either go a little way, or
so far that all resemblance to the original subject is lost. The sculptors who did
the Cycladic Idols abstracted perhaps as much as might be possible without
causing us to wonder whether human beings are represented. What is left?

The folded arms and erect pose suggest presence at some solemn ceremony.
The thighs, torso, and shoulders are described only enough to tell us that the
body is in excellent tone, that the muscles carry it with ease. The head is held
high, and even though the face is blank except for the prominent nose, there
is a plain statement of racial and family pride. The whole carriage, in fact,
suggests an aristocracy and a code of manners where grace mighe shift in-
stantly into arrogance. However brief his methods, it is difficult to miss the
sculptor’s intent.

It is an oddity that the art of the Greek area should have commenced with
so extreme a style. While it is impossible to make any direct historical connec-
tions between the Cycladic Idols and later Greek work, it is by no means un-
reasonable to suggest that the artistic theory behind them formed part of the
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Greek heritage and left a taste for abstraction capable of coming into the
open at any time. It is notable in this connection that the great sculpture of
the sth Century, while predominantly naturalistic, nevertheless stands as a
substantial simplication of natural fact which partakes strongly of the tend-
ency to abstract.

Minoan and Mycenaean Art (About 3000 to 1100 B.C.)

In treating the human figure, Minoan art is by no means lacking in ab-
straction, but exhibits at the same time a direct delight in the actual appear-
ance of people, animals, plants, flowers, fish, and seaweeds. Almost every piece
is eloquent of a happy life and a pleasant relation between man and his en-
vironment. Among the notable objects from this era, we may cite the fol-
lowing.

A bechive tomb was excavated in 1889 at a site beside the Eurotas River
about five miles south of Sparta. The place is known as Vaphio, and the ob-
jects found there were sent to the National Museum of Athens. Among them
were two remarkable gold cups generally agreed to be of Cretan provenance,
and doubtless imported thence and preserved on the mainland (Fig. 3.3).

Both cups are decorated with miniature compositions in high relief, exe-
cuted by the repoussé process (i.e., the metal being worked or beaten into a
mould from behind). The technique is so delicate and yet so vigorous as to
belie the scale. Nothing in all art history is more thoroughly lively. One cup
shows domesticated bulls enjoying themselves in a pasture. The other shows
several Minoans risking life and limb to capture some wild bulls by catching
them in nets. The laws of anatomy are blithely defied with consequent gain to
the spirit of the occasion.

The Museum of Fine Arts in Boston has a little Snake Goddess of gold and
ivory, also almost certainly of Minoan workmanship (Fig.3.2). There is con-
siderable abstraction in the body, particularly about the waist, which dupli-
cates in conventional fashion the waist of many another Minoan figure, but
both the posture and the face are eloquent of portraiture. Whoever the
young lady may have been, her person and her personality remain herself,
never seen before and never duplicated again. The tiny figure can be magnified
almost indefinitely without loss of refinement; indeed it rather gains from
a substantial increase in size, as on the lecture screen.

Minoan painting and sculpture went dead with the Achaean invasion. Ob-
jects associated with the era of Mycenae and Tiryns are obviously derivative
from the style which had centered in Crete. They are not lacking in dainti-
ness, but they have nothing like the life typical of the best production of the
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period before the destruction of Knossos. We may therefore pass over such
material entirely in the present narrative.

Without going into detail, it is nevertheless necessary to record that the
type of building we know as the Greek temple seems to have achieved its
definitive form during the Mycenaean age. A conspicuous feature of the plan
of the citadel at Tiryns is the rectangular outline of a building which, during
the classical era, would have been known as a tem plum in antis — the standard
plan for small temples at all times, and the central element of the plan of the
largest and most elaborate buildings put up in the Greek world. Because the
history of all Greek architecture is summed up in the refinement of this
single type of building, we may reserve discussion until we come to the time
of the greatest temples of all, those put up on the Acropolis at Athens during
the latter half of the sth Century B.c.

T he Geometric Style (About 1100 to 700 B.C.)

The art that came in with the Dorians is generally known as the Geometric
Style, and its monuments consist of small bronze statuettes and pictures
painted on vases. In general, these are even more radically abstracted than the
Cycladic 1dols. The curves natural to human bodies and to animals are hard-
ened into angular shapes or reduced to circular arcs. Such shapes are con-
nected together to suggest a man or beast as the case may be. Decorative pat-
terns show a similar severity; for the most part they amount to the repeti-
tion of the simplest geometric forms like the chevron, the meander, the check-
erboard, and simple stripes or hatchings.

It was extremely difficulc for the earlier critics to find anything good to
say about the Geometric Style except that it came to an end in the space of
about 400 years. The modern student has the advantage of broader standards
of comparison, and he will reason much as we have already done with respect
to the Cycladic Idols.

The best Geometric painting is found on the so-called Dipylon Vases. These
are some very large pieces of pottery used as grave monuments in the Dipylon
Cemetery at Athens, from which they take their name. They are not made to
hold water, and might be called funnels rather than vases— where we put
flowers on the grave, it was the humane custom of that time to refresh the
deceased by pouring wine down to him (Fig. 3.4).

If we can accept the abstraction, and it is admittedly harsh, some of the
scenes on the Dipylon Vases are entertaining and even exciting. The funeral
procession is a favorite subject, as the purpose of the vase might suggest, but
other scenes often appear. Of these, naval battles form a notable category.
Some of them unmistakably reflect a memory of whole fleets in combat, and
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tell us that naval warfare was highly developed and that great battles took
place in that now forgotten time.

None of the Geometric vase paintings have anything like the quality of
the best bronzes from the same era. Of these, a notable example in almost
perfect preservation is the miniature horse now in the Metropolitan Museum
(Fig. 3.5). Somewhat puzzling to adults who have formed their taste solely
upon representation, the merit of the little statue is attested by its great
popularity among children. They are almost invariably delighted with it,
and they have no difficulty in seeing that the sculptor meant to record the
proud stance, the alert ears, the sensitive distension of the the nostrils, and the
sleek strong thighs. If they worry about the anatomy of the knees, they do
not worry long: the artist merely meant to say the knee is bumpy.

The 7th Century B.c., or *“ The Period of Oriental Influence ”

During the 7th Century B.c., Greek taste seems to have shifted away from
the severity of the Geometric Style. For reasons not entirely clear, but sug-
gested by the establishment of Greek colonies on the Nile delta and by the
spread of Phoenician commerce, the Dorian population had its eyes opened to
the richer and gentler art of the Near East. The entire century is sometimes
referred to, therefore, as * The Period of Oriental Influence.” As before, the
record of such influence is found almost exclusively in vase painting.

Geometric abstraction did not entirely die out, but the typical vase of the
7th Century is decorated with rosettes, confronted birds, grotesque monsters,
and various more or less natural but rather schematized animals. Human figures
are very rare (Fig. 3.6).

A strange immobility marks even the most naturalistic items in this cata-
logue of decoration. Running figures get nowhere. Roaring dragons make no
noise. Nothing happens even though action ostensibly is represented.

The reason is not far to seek. The various decorative motives taken up by
the Greek workmen come directly from the tradition of the Near East, where
since the world began those with artistic inclination have turned most nat-
urally to designing carpets and other textiles. Textile designers are forced by
the nature of their medium to work toward a composition characterized by
an even spread of interest over the entire surface (page 27), and it follows
that any bird, flower, or animal appeals to the designer not as a factor in a nar-
rative to be told, but merely as a spot of color against the background. He
therefore arranges them without much regard for dramatic content, and his
primary purpose is to produce a succession of rhythmic accents.
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CHRONOLOGY OF THE CLASSICAL
ERA OF GREEK ART

Such was the background when the classical era began in Greece. Each ele-
ment of the heritage scems to have left something of itself in the Greek
genius, and the separate parts of the heredity appear alone or in recognizable
combination at odd times and places: the intellectual severity of abstraction,
delight in natural fact, a certain love for rich decoration.

At some indefinite time during the latter part of the obscure period we have
been covering, a new element came into the artistic philosophy of Greece.
There is absolutely no way to explain how or why the decision was made, but
it remains one of the most important in European cultural history. The
Greeks chose to adopt the human figure as the chief and virtually the exclu-
sive subject of their artistic endeavor. From the 7th Century onward, their
sculptors made practically nothing else, and their painters seem to have done
much the same.

It has long been customary to recognize five periods in the evolution of
Greek art during its classical phase. These coincide with significant political
and social mutations; but as stylistic divisions, the separate periods correspond
most closely with the development of sculpture, and only in a general way
with architecture and painting. Greek sculpture therefore stands out as a
peculiarly perfect case where the history of art gives a record of the con-
temporary state of mind.

The earliest statues of large size date somewhere this side of 650 B.c., and
the period from that moment until about 500 B.c. is known by the name
Archaic. Statues from the Archaic Period exhibit major technical faults;
namely, gross anatomical errors, timid technique, obvious lack of control over
facial expression.

The Persian Wars were over by 479 B.c.; and as war so often does, they
stimulated the Greek mind and forced rapid development. The first half of
the sth Century B.c. is generally called the T'ransitional Period, a somewhat
unfortunate term, but one which at least suggests progress. The course of
the progress was always in the direction of complete technical mastery over
both the medium and the subtleties of the human anatomy. Sculpture was
still somewhat clumsy at the beginning of the half-century. At the end, the
Greek artists had perfect control and were thenceforth limited only by the
boundaries of their own imagination. A few lingering minor errors of anatomy
(such as failure to overlap the eyelid, or an almost imperceptible stiffness of
pose) linger to indicate a date earlier than 450.
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The ““ Great Age,” as it is called, extends from the Age of Pericles to the
death of Alexander, or from about 450 B.c to 323 B.c. The Great Age is sub-
divided into the Greek Fifth Century (450—400 B.C.) and the Greck Fourth
Century (400-323 B.C.), and those terms are used in the special sense indi-
cated.

The Great Age is by common consent the period of supreme and definitive
accomplishment, not only in art but in philosophy, culture, and ideals. Great
civic monuments are the characteristic sculpture of the Fifth Century, usu-
ally representing the major gods. The two periods are separated by the tragedy
of the Peloponnesian War, from which the political genius of Greece never
recovered. Work from the Fourth Century is usually on a smaller, more per-
sonal scale. Subject matter is neither so grand nor so stirring, but more grace-
fully presented. The whole spirit of the century is contemplative and intro-
spective.

Alexander’s conquests spread Greek influence eastward, and exposed Greece to
influences from outside. The results are both inspiring and confusing. Most of
the fixed conventions of Greek art went by the board in favor of variety and
experiment. Some of the greatest monuments were brought into being and
some of the very worst. To distinguish the age from earlier times we call it
Hellenistic (Greek-like, or cultivating Greek ways) as contrasted to Hellenic
(true Greek).

The kingdoms established by Alexander’s heirs survived more or less inde-
pendently until the Mediterranean world came under Roman dominion. The
year 146 B.C., when Mummius took Corinth and erased the last claim of Greek
independence, is sometimes cited as the end of the Hellenistic Period. However
significant in political history, the event marks no important cultural or
stylistic change. Roman art hardly exists before contact with Greece and con-
stitutes a further development of the Hellenistic.

THE ARCHAIC PERIOD (About 650 B.C. to about 480 B.C.)

We may skip lightly over developments during the Archaic Period. Its
principal contribution was to lay technical foundation for what was to come.
Its sculptural output may be classified under four simple types of figures: a
nondescript seated type, flying figures, and standing figures both male and
female — the male being nude in most examples and the female always draped.
Only the two latter categories are of general interest.

Our very earliest statue — at least most of us believe it to be so — is a draped
female figure of Naxian marble, now in the Louvre (Fig. 3.7). An inscrip-
tion says it was dedicated by Nikandra in honor of Artemis. The statue is
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shallow and flat, a fact which some have taken to indicate earlier wooden pro-
totypes made from heavy planks. On the whole, it seems more likely that the
sculptor, as most beginners still do, merely failed to appreciate how much
space he needed for the third dimension.

The Nikandra figure has two features which in all probability reflect some
contact with Egyptian work: the hair is spread broadly to either side, as
though in a long bob, in an effort to brace the neck against possible break-
age; and the pose exhibits the familiar convention of frontality. Both of
these features had been habitual in Egypt from the earliest times.

The crudity of Nikandra’s dedication did not last long in Greece, and we
may next turn our attention to the Hera from Samos, of some uncertain later
date and also in the Louvre (Fig. 3.8). This statue is almost cylindrical in
cross-section, a circumstance which has often been interpreted as indicating
technical crudity. One sometimes hears the explanation that the primitive
sculptor was translating into stone an early and inarticulate class of figure
half-formed from the trunk of a tree. Because we know that naturalism was
the coming thing in Greek art, it is deceptively easy to dismiss the Hera as an
inadequate essay in that direction, but any such notion comes into contradic-
tion with the obvious skill with which certain passages are handled. The dif-
ferentiation of textures as between the silk of the skirt and the wool of the
jacket is a capital instance of unmistakable suggestion without any labored
attempt at complete visual description. The same may be said for the truly
adequate swell of the bust and the protruding toes. In the end we find it ex-
tremely difficult to maintain the thought that ignorance of any kind may be
adduced to explain what we see. It is more reasonable to recognize this grandly
columnar figure as virtually the final expression of the strong tradition of
abstraction in force when the Archaic Period began.

We have a great many standing male figures from the Archaic Period. It
used to be customary to refer to the lot of them as “ the Apollos,” but since
there is little reason to believe that the god was represented, the somewhat
more accurate and noncommittal word kouros is becoming popular. It is noth-
ing more than a transliteration of the Greek for young man (Fig. 3.9).

As a class, the kouroi suggest very strongly that the idea of large sculpture
was suggested to the Greeks because such art had been popular in Egypt. As
though by convention, frontality is maintained almost to the very end of the
Archaic era. Another duplication of Egyptian custom is the habit of putting
the left foot forward, a nonessential feature that might well have been bor-
rowed more or less unconsciously while trying to emulate a model.

A great gulf of difference separates the crudest Greek work from the Egyp-
tian, however. The most important change of all is the mere fact that the
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Greek statues are nude. In the first instance, this custom may have started
with nothing more profound than the observation that clothes get in the way
when one is exercising. As a national institution, the Olympic Games appear to
date from the first recorded victories of 776 B.c., a year not overly far removed
from the class of statue now under review. But however simple its beginnings,
the introduction of the nude figure is one of the most important events in the
history of art. The simple possibility of using the entire surface of the body
opened up broader horizons almost beyond measure.

The artistic worth of the human nude derives from its superiority over the
draped figure as a vehicle for communicating content. The state of the emo-
tions and even the state of the soul makes itself manifest not in the face alone,
but in every muscle. When the body is concealed by cloth, the artist simply
has less area to work with and greater difficulty in making himself plain.

The nude may or may not be erotic. It is an untruth to say it never is, but
it is a fair statement that such intention is absent in the overwhelming ma-
jority of the many thousand nudes in the history of European art.

During the Archaic Period itself, the Greek artists did not get very far
ahead with the exploitation of the nude as a vehicle for subtle or important
content. Their effort seems to have been consumed in attempting to master
the complex mechanics of the human body, and to gain control over pose and
expression. They succeeded only indifferently well.

Almost every example of the kouros class is much too wide across the
shoulders. Evidently, the full width of the block was assigned for the upper
part of the body, with the resultant necessity of making the hips too narrow
in order to have enough material for the wrists and hands. It was customary to
put the ear out of place, usually too high; and to let the eyeballs protrude like
marbles from the forehead. Facial expressions usually demonstrate ludicrous
lack of control. If serious, they appear to be either stupid or surly; and if a
smile is intended, we see the smirk of an idiot.

Toward the end of the Archaic Period, say from about §50 B.c. onward,
most critics feel the presence of two divergent tendencies of style, the Dorian
and the Ionic.

The Dorian is associated with the Peloponnesus where the military and
athletic regimen was most rigorously cultivated. Scientific anatomy, or any
honest attempt to approach toward it, is identified with this group of sculp-
tors. Their figure-style runs to a stocky canon of proportions, a more or less
cubical head, grim facial expression, and musculature that imparts a feeling of
genuine force even when it is grossly incorrect in detail. The twin kowroi in
the museum at Delphi illustrate this trend of style in an early form.

The Jonic division of Archaic sculpture was gay. It ran to fancy clothes,
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elaborate coiffures, and lively faces. The male muscles are often emphasized
as much as by the Dorian sculptors, but they seem merely bulky. This light-
hearted style, if we may call it that, seems to have centered at Athens and
coincides in date with a considerable immigration of artists from lIonia. They
fled, it would seem, from the expansion of Persian power — it was in 546
that Cyrus the Great overwhelmed the Greek kingdom of Lydia, captured
King Croesus, sacked Sardis, and subdued all the other Ionian cities except
Miletos. To the exiled artists, generous hospital was offered by the court of
Peisistratos, then tyrant at Athens.

The Ionizing sculpture of Athens during the next generation has been
preserved in good quantity largely because Athens suffered disaster during the
campaign of 480. In that year, the Persians, marching south from Thermopy-
lae to their ultimate defeat at Salamis and Plataea, paused to sack and destroy
the city. A great many statues stood on the Acropolis. They were all over-
turned, but not utterly broken. The returning Greeks did not bother to re-
pair them; they simply buried them there. Hence we possess in remarkably
fresh condition a considerable number of late Archaic monuments, mostly fe-
male figures in richly pleated costumes and with elaborately curled hair.

As a class, these female figures are called the Acropolis Maidens. For our
purposes the Jonic tendency will be even better illustrated by a male counter-
part, the grave monument known as the Stele of Aristion (Fig. 3.10). Dated at
about s1o B.c. by the type of lettering used for its inscription, this relief
shows a Greek dandy dressed to the limit in natty but abbreviated costume.
The sculptor appears to have attempted to combine strength and elegance in
his rendering of the arms and legs. He did not entirely fail in the latter
intention.

Because sobered by its scientific bent, the Dorian tendency was capable of
greater discipline and progress along the predetermined line of sculptural de-
velopment. This fact is splendidly illustrated by the Aegina Marbles, the last
important sculpture we must classify as archaic.

The figures come from the pediments of the Temple of Aphaia on the is-
land of Aegina, south of Athens (page 83). The date of the sculpture hinges
upon the style of the architecture, which is Doric just before its final perfec-
tion at Olympia and on the Acropolis of Athens. If we make the necessary
allowance for a cessation of artistic progress during the period of the Persian
Wars (499—479 B.C.), it scems likely that the right moment is somewhere
close to 500 B.C. or a lictle later.

The archaeological value of the sculpture from this temple is somewhat dis-
credited by a series of unfortunate manipulations during the 19th Century.
The site was excavated by a group of young gentlemen, English and German,
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who had come to Athens as students. They lacked professional qualifications;
but in those easy-going times, they were able to organize an expedition, pro-
ceed to the island, and dig. They unearthed the pedimental figures, took them
off, and sold them to Ludwig of Bavaria.

Before putting them on exhibition in Munich, Ludwig engaged Bertel Thor-
waldsen (1770-1844), then a leader of the Neo-Classical movement (page
844 ff), to repair and refinish the statues. $

Because the excavators kept no strict records, it is impossible today to be
completely certain that we have each statue assigned to its proper place in the
pediment, or even to the correct end of the building. Because Thorwaldsen did
a substantial amount of work and was equally vague about what he had done,
it is likewise impossible to be absolutely sure we are looking at surfaces carved
by Greek hands. In spite of the reservations it is necessary to make, however,
the figures from Aegina stand out from all other Archaic work with an un-
mistakably dynamic quality (Fig. 3.11). Minor inaccuracies will strike the
eye of the skilled anatomist, and it must be conceded that the sculptor’s drive
toward expression still outruns his technical resources. At the same time, the
chunky little bodies have more snap and life than anything ever seen before.

The most important single element of the achievement at Aegina is the
fact that the artist depends hardly at all upon the face to carry his meaning.
One of the fallen warriors may or may not express pain upon the countenance;
it is possible to contend that an accident of lighting produces the effect. Other-
wise the case is clear: the faces are very nearly neutral, and almost unnecessary.

THE TRANSITIONAL PERIOD {About 480 B.C. to about 450 B.C.)

The Persian Wars ended with the battle of Plataea in 479 B.c., and the
Persian menace was a thing of the past. No other political or military event
has anything like the same importance for the history of Europe; it may be
said, indeed, that Western civilization acquired by the fact of that victory its
best and most distinctive qualities.

The Persian Wars brought spiritual values into issue as no other conflict has
ever done. The westward expansion of Persia was politically normal; and,
within the contemporary frame of reference, ethical. The Greek decision to
resist was hardly wise if judged in relation to military probability. The Per-
sian army was the most potent force on earth. It had a record of complete suc-
cess. The Greeks had no rational evidence for expecting anything but annihila-
tion. To resist under those circumstances amounted to an assertion of the
superiority of certain ideals over every other consideration including survival.

When the unbelievable happened and it emerged as fact that the Greeks
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had won the war, ideals as such assumed a new and different aspect. No longer
a figment of the imagination, idealism was plainly worthwhile as a basis for
practical policy, and the particular ideals of the Greeks seemed obviously more
potent than any others. The whole population experienced a driving sense of
uplift; no danger on earth could conceivably be worse than the danger so re-
cently faced and conquered.

Under these circumstances, it is not remarkable that the Greeks as a people
found themselves looking out upon the universe from a new and more lofty
plateau. Their famous tendency to judge all things in terms of man doubtless
derived from the consciousness that men seemed for the moment not mere
chattels of fate, but intelligent beings capable of controlling the environment.
Human dignity, a concept that had scarcely existed before, entered the phi-
losophy of Europe at this point in history — ever to remain as the chief dis-
tinction of Western culture.

The progress of Greek sculpture is perhaps our most vivid record of the
general state of mind after the Persian Wars.

Returning to find their cities in ruins and their most sacred shrines desecrated
and despoiled, the Greeks seem not for a moment to have looked backward.
They did not pause to repair even the monuments which might easily have
been put back into good order. They simply started on a program of replacing
the lot with something new and incomparably better.

Technical advance went forward with incredible rapidity. In the thirty
years between the Persian Wars and the middle of the sth Century B.c., more
was learned and mastered than during the past two centuries. By about 450
Greece had the most accomplished school of sculptors, and presumably of
painters as well, that the world had ever seen.

The Ludovisi T hrone and the Boston Reliefs

In a period of general advance along a known course of development, we
are almost certainly justified in dating monuments on style. Assuming, there-
fore, that those exhibiting less accurate anatomy come earlier, we may begin
the Transitional Period with the marble panels of relief known as the Ludovisi
Throne (Figs. 3.12—13) and the Boston Reliefs.

The two are companion pieces. Each consists of three faces of relief, one
large and two small. The panels now in Boston have been separated. Originally
they probably were in much the same state as those of the Ludovisi Throne,
which is a single large block of marble hollowed out on one side to form what
first was taken to be a bench of some kind.

The main panel of the Ludovisi Throne appears to represent the birth of
Aphrodite. The main panel of the Boston set seems to show Aphrodite and
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Persephone with a well-grown Cupid between them holding a set of scales.
Presumably there is some reference to the story of Adonis.

The four smaller panels have caused considerable puzzlement. Each of the
four has a single figure: a nude boy and a nude girl playing musical instru-
ments, an enigmatic young priestess, and an elderly woman with bobbed hair.
Because these figures are presented in a curiously intimate way, they are out of
character with reference to almost all other full-size Greek sculpture. Anal-
ogous figures may be found in the minor arts, however — vase painting,
statuettes, and so forth. The explanation is probably something like this: that
most of the sculpture we possess is ceremonial sculpture intended for public
display, and that the monuments now under view are exceptional because
commissioned by a private patron. Presumably there were numerous others
of the same kind which have not survived.

The Birth of Aphrodite is the most important panel of the six. According to
the myth, the Goddess was born a full-grown young woman. She emerged
from the foam of the Aegean Sea and came ashore on the Isle of Cythera, just
off the southeastern tip of the Peloponnesus. Apparently we see her being
assisted from the water.

Anatomical inaccuracy is evident in the figure of Aphrodite. The breasts
are placed too far on either side, and are seen almost in the three-quarter view.
Some indication of muscular strain would be necessary for an accurate descrip-
tion of a neck twisted a full ninety degrees; but none is indicated. The eye is
also inconsistent with the position of the head; it is insufficiently foreshortened
and presents too broad an aspect.

Such matters pale into insignificance in view of the radiant look of the
Goddess as she awakens to life. No praise can be too high, moreover, for the
composition; it is still unexcelled.

The arrangement depends upon the interaction of directional impulses from
the sides toward the middle, and from the center out toward the sides. The
two attendant figures furnish the former; both must have been looking
eagerly down toward the face of Aphrodite. The Goddess’s arms swing in a
parabolic arc outward to right and left; and the relation between middle and
sides is reinforced by the folds of the sheet of drapery below, and the arms
from which it hangs.

The over-all effect is to produce a situation where every part not only fits
with the next, but is connected to it by some linear device. Within the composi-
tion, coherence is tight and unmistakable, and no frame is needed to declare
the integrity and unity of the whole.

If we are correct in feeling that the Ludovisi Throne was made during the
decade between 480 and 470 B.c., it is evident that a considerable and sys-
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tematic study of formal composition must have taken place even before the
Persian Wars. As restored, the Aegina pediments are arranged on much the
same system we find here, but for the reasons stated at the time (page s50),
we cannot fairly use them as evidence for the state of Greek composition.

In addition to its excellent composition, the Ludovisi Birth of Aphrodite is
notable in any company for the subtle lincar patterns it presents to the eye.
Two kinds of line are used, the zigzag and the graded curve. Angles are
played off against swings, and the swings themselves vary in the speed of
curvature without departing into another category of curve altogether.

On the principle that the eye will follow the bony structure of any figure
down through the spine and supporting leg to the ground, we may for the
sake of analysis forget that human females are represented and say that the
Goddess’s two assistants tell abstractly as rather sharp zigzags to either side.

These angular and somewhat staccato boundaries are connected by the
swing of easy curves all of which conform fairly closely to the scheme of the
parabola. Aphrodite’s arms describe such an arc, and the folds of the drapery
below show similar arcs, each of parabolic character, but becoming tighter
step by step.

By keeping to the parabolic type of curve, the sculptor furnishes us with
what we may call a linear harmony.

Harmony, as a critical term, is best reserved in the visual arts to indicate the
existence of similarity, repetition, or reminiscence. The sense of harmony may
be evoked by precise duplication; or, as here, by a more subtle method in-
volving orderly variation upon a theme already familiar. Obviously, artistic
harmony is no absolute; it may be definite and emphatic, or suggested by the
merest echo of what has gone before.

It is still furcther necessary to stipulate that an assertion that harmony is ob-
served must in every instance be accompanied by some statement of the terms
in which the harmony is expressed. In the present instance, we have a harmony
of line. If we were dealing with red repeated here and there, or any other color,
we would have a harmony of bue. A row of small ivory elephants would con-
front us with a harmony of hue plus a harmony of shape.

In architectural decoration and in the design of cloth, harmony is often
built by the repetition of identical motives. White polkadots on a blue ground
are a simple example, and the Doric triglyph another. In almost every instance,
the idea of harmony goes hand in hand with rhythm as it does in the case of
the triglyphs (page 102) or in the colors of a Persian rug.

The application of so abstract a principle to representative art usually in-
volves the artist, as it does in the Birth of Apbrodite, in even greater complex-
ity. The parabolic curves he has so carefully worked into the folds of his
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drapery are not alike; they vary from comparatively flat to a tighter and more
rapid curvature. The variation is not capricious, but proceeds by orderly steps.
We shall find it convenient to describe such a situation as involving not only
simple harmony and simple variation, but the idea of progression as well.

T he Charioteer of Del pbi

The justly famous Charioteer of Delphi (Fig. 3.17) is the only full-size
bronze we have inherited from Greek Antiquity in anything like a good state
of preservation. It probably formed part of a complete group that originally
included both horses and vehicle; some fragments of the horses’ legs were
found with it when unearthed in 1896. The style of the statue and some words
on its original pedestal seem to settle the date as close to 470 B.c.

The frontal pose seems for an instant to suggest an earlier period, but it
probably reflects nothing more than the military posture assumed when re-
ceiving the prize awarded in honor of the victory commemorated by the statue.
In most other respects, the anatomy is easy and accurate, and the only signifi-
cant sign of archaism is seen in the hair.

Except for a few locks about the ears, the hair scarcely exists in any sub-
stantial form. Chariot racers presumably would dislike long hair, but the
presence of an abstract linear pattern around the upper part of the cranium
says quite plainly that the artist wants us to read the texture of hair and not
a shaved head.

The explanation of this situation is to be sought in the difficulties of cast-
ing bronze. Large statues must of necessity be cast hollow; the weight and the
cost of the material preclude any other expedient. As readers of Benvenuto
Cellini know from his narrative of casting the Perseus, it is a tricky and dan-
gerous process to turn out anything so complicated in its shape as a statue. It
should also be mentioned that no industrial castings in general use today put
anything like the same demands upon the skill of the men in the foundry. In-
asmuch as hair involves multitudinous tiny projections and hollows, it is per-
haps the most difficult part of the figure to cast successfully. Complete free-
dom in modeling the hair was therefore the very last technical problem to be
solved, a state of fact which surely is understandable.

A further study of the Charioteer tends to increase the validity of our rec-
ognizing a Transitional Period in Greek sculpture. The monument gives evi-
dence of the intense struggle for mastery over the anatomy — the chief artistic
effort of the immediate past. It also predicts the future by suggesting the ideal-
ism that was presently to become an inflexible convention of the Greek style.

A number of things indicate that the sculptor was, at least in part, com-
mitted to the philosophy of objective realism. (See above, page 20.) Without
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supposing that they were actually observed in the physique of the young man
who posed as model, we find it extremely difficult to explain the wispy side-
burns, the peculiar curve of the mouth, and the gathering of the drapery in
back — the latter being in adventitious folds of a sort that might be produced
by accident in tightening the ribbon that held the gown against the chest and
prevented it from ballooning in the wind. The matter is clinched if we ex-
amine the feet (Fig. 3.19). Nothing of the kind was ever committed to bronze
except by direct study of the living model.

The sculptor’s involvement with the coming cult of idealization is manifest
in the forehead and nose (Fig.3.18).

As an artistic philosophy, idealism starts, as do most other theories about art,
with the appearance of a human being or some other object seen in the natural
world. In contrast to the realist, the idealist does not accept visual fact as his
artistic law. He does not try to describe what he has observed, but from the
very first tries to represent things as they might be rather than as they are.

So understood, idealism involves no more than idea. A gargoyle may be
called idealistic in this strict and simple sense of the term, simply because it
departs from natural fact in the direction of the artist’s concept of the
grotesque and hideous.

Most of the time, however, we find ourselves saying idealism with the in-
tention of suggesting that the artist represented things not only as they might
be, but also as they should be. The word in this special and somewhat col-
loquial sense therefore takes on overtones. It suggests beauty greater than we
are likely to find on earth. It connotes lofty thoughts, and it involves us in
hope and aspiration.

As a practical proposition for use in the studio, the idealistic point of view
almost automatically results in a certain degree of abstraction. The artist
eliminates the accidental bump or wrinkle which detracts from the beauty of
a face. He does not copy the actual outline of the eyelid, but smoothes it into
a graceful curve. In the act of beautifying, he also tends to simplify and to
regularize. In the end, he usually has something handsomer than his model,
but much less personal.

In the case of the Delphi Charioteer, the contour of the forehead has been
simplified into a shape closely approaching a cylindrical curve. The sinuses are
radically abstracted; each is an unbroken flat surface over the eye, and meets
the forehead in a sharp and altogether non-natural edge.

The nose is rather long and its bridge is straight. Seen in profile, there is
almost no break in the line where the nose joins the forehead. A straight-edge,
that is to say, placed tangent to the bridge of the nose would also be very
nearly tangent to the surface of the forehead.
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It is this peculiar arrangement of the features that became popular to the
exclusion of all others. Only by special exception was any other type of head
used at any time between the Transitional Period and the Hellenistic age, and
it has truly been said that all Greek statues look enough alike to be cousins. It is
useful to have a name for so fixed a convention. We may refer to heads with
this appearance as having the classical profile.

We must emphasize that the classical profile was invented in the studio. It
is an artistic abstraction peculiarly appropriate to sculpture — an art that
lends itself to expression by means of the simplified mass. The skulls found in
Greek burials have no such characteristic, and when by chance such a profile
actually occurs in life, it seems hardly so handsome in flesh and blood as in
marble or bronze.

The Olympia Marbles

The most important architectural sculpture of the Transitional Period
comes from the Temple of Zeus at Olympia. As was customary with Greek
temples (see below, pages 81-86), the building itself had but one purpose:
to serve as a shrine housing an important cult image, in this instance the fa-
mous seated Zeus of gold and ivory by Phidias himself. It was customary,
however, to decorate so important a building with a substantial amount of
sculpture designed not so much for its own sake or as an end in itself, but as a
subordinate enhancement of the architecture. Both pediments (Figs. 3.15-16)
at Olympia carried full-scale marble statuary rendered in the round and ar-
ranged in narrative compositions. The mefopes (Fig. 3.14) were also dec-
orated, but in high relief.

The temple must have been complete in 457 B.c., because Pausanius
(V.10.4) says that a golden shield was put at the apex of the eastern pediment
to commemorate the battle of Tanagra which took place that year. In view
of the imposing size of the building (about 210 feet by 91 feet) we must
assume as much as a decade for construction. The Olym pia Marbles therefore
date from about 465.

The temple seems to have stood intact until the 6th Century a.p., when it
was thrown down by two severe earthquakes. Landslides confused the site,
and the rivers Kladeos and Alpheios periodically changed course and covered
the place with sand. A French expedition worked there in 1829, taking its
finds to the Louvre. Much more was accomplished by the German dig between
1875 and 1881, which brought to light the pedimental figures and the re-
maining metopes. All of this last material remains in the museum at Olympia.

As a source of information about the Greek figure-style, the sculptures from
Olympia must be appreciated for what they are. The Doric columns of the
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temple stood a little more than 34 feet high, and the entablature (Fig. 4.17)
must have taken up another ten feet odd. Thus, the pediments were more
than 45 feet above the ground. In order to look at them comfortably, one
would have to walk to a station some little distance from the temple. This
being so, delicacy was hardly appropriate. Simplicity and boldness, even coarse
work, was requisite in order to make the statues carry the necessary distance.
The sculptors therefore carved out only the main masses. For the hair and
other details, it seems certain they relied on the application of color to make
the distinction between adjacent contours. Excellent for their purpose, these
very features make the Olym pia Marbles somewhat misleading as examples for
close study.

It is also necessary to remember that none of the eminent sculptors of Greece
could possibly have found time to work at first hand on statuary intended
merely for architectural decoration. Had time been available, the matter of
prestige must be reckoned with. It was the Phidian Zeus which shed glory on
the site, not the building that contained it.

It seems likely, on the other hand, that a master of exalted standing would
take care to exert supervision over the design of architectural decoration, and
would then exercise general oversight as the carving proceeded. Pausanius says
that Paconius and Alkamenes were responsible respectively for the eastern
and western pediments. Our stylistic evidence, such as it is, makes it likely he
was wrong; but in spirit, he probably was right. The com position of the pedi-
ments and metopes was probably worked out by some great artist. In studying
the Olym pia Marbles, therefore, it scems wise to concentrate our attention
upon the principles of their design. For such a study, they are the most per-
fect demonstration of Greek art we possess.

The eastern pediment from Olympia (Fig. 3.15) shows us Pelops and
Oenomios at what is apparently the moment before their celebrated chariot
race.

Ocnomios was king of the southern peninsula of Greece. He had a beautiful
daughter named Hippodameia, and her loveliness attracted many suitors for
her hand. This, however, did not please the monarch because he had been told
by an oracle that he would meet death at the hand of his son-in-law. He there-
fore undertook to postpone the acquisition of a son-in-law. To the successive
candidates, he had formed the habit of making a sporting proposition. * I will
race you for it,” he would say. “ If you win, you get the girl and half the
kingdom. If I win, you get executed.” Inasmuch as the king maintained the
best stables in Greece, he experienced little trouble in deferring his daughter’s
marriage. Then came the hero Pelops. Realizing he could not possibly beat
the king in a fair race, he bribed a groom to remove the pins that served to
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hold the chariot wheels onto their axles. As Oenomios swung into the first
turn, the wheels came off, the chariot overturned, and the king broke his neck.
Pelops married Hippodameia, took the entire kingdom, and gave his name to
the area ever since known as the Peloponnesus.

The modern sportsman must look askance at Pelops’s methods, but he was
remembered among the Greeks as the heroic prototype of all victors in the
Olympic games. As such, his story was specially appropriate for the Temple of
Zeus around which took place the sacrificial ceremonies which were the cen-
tral and most solemn feature of the Olympic festival.

In handling the subject, the designers of the pediment were subject to cer-
tain limitations. Some of these were physical, some were arbitrarily imposed by
the increasingly rigid conventions of Greek art, and some represent universal
and permanent artistic problems.

During the Transitional Period, Greek taste had found itself, and public
opinion was sufficiently definite to govern the mode in which an artist might
express himself. The most conspicuous dictate of the sort was the stipulation
that subject matter must be restricted to the human figure. This convention
was even narrower than it sounds because it also stipulated the kind of human
figure that might be used: men and women between 25 and 35, which is to
say at full maturity of mind and body and still without blemish from time’s
attrition. Animals were sometimes permitted if the narrative required it; but
in general, no other subject matter was seriously attempted before the Hellen-
istic Period.

One odd result of the exclusively anthropomorphic idiom is the total elimi-
nation of setting. Landscape detail and stage properties simply are not there.
We see no indication of locality, and we may describe the standard Greek
setting as completely neutral if not altogether abstract.

Because narrative subject matter often demanded some statement of the
place where the events happened, the Greeks ingeniously adopted the habit of
personification. The two young men lolling about at the extreme corners of
the eastern pediment are probably meant for the river gods Kladeos and
Alpheios, the two streams that run through the town of Olympia. Like every
other kind of allegory, personification can become a dangerous habit. We may
entertain doubts of its adequacy in the present instance, but it is at least illus-
trative of the logical consistency with which the Greeks were willing to follow
their ideas out to the end.

Architectural limitations may originally have suggested the idea of the
neutral setting. At any rate, they made such a setting seem proper and almost
natural. The pedimental space provides a shelf on which the statues may stand.
Immediately behind them runs a stone wall. There is room for only one kind
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of arrangement: the figures must be placed one at a time in a single row.
Movement, and indeed every sort of directional impulse, must go right or
left; it cannot go backward, forward, or diagonally.

It is historically very important, in this connection, to remember that the
pedimental background is im penetrable. It does more than curtail movement.
It denies the extension of space into the indefinite distance — a point that will
assume considerable importance presently.

In addition to the physical restrictions within which he had to compose,
and the human figure which formed his only means of expression, the Greek
artist was subject also to a convention that governed his presentation of sub-
ject matter. We refer to the unity of time, which also may be designated as
the instantaneous mode of presentation.

Because most readers have been brought up with this convention and accept
it without thought, it is necessary to emphasize that there are several other
ways of communicating visual subject matter, and that the instantaneous
mode is actually arrived at not by the operation of natural law, but by con-
scious selection on the part of the artist. We shall address ourselves to the other
modes of presentation in due time (pages 295; 327).

The unity of time, as applied to the visual arts, amounts to the tacit assump-
tion that everything represented in a picture is taking place simultaneously,
and that the action presented to the eye represents the position of every figure,
the conditions of light and every other phenomenon in view, just as they were
at a special instant in the past.

It follows that a long narrative can be covered only by a series of composi-
tions, one scene to one frame, each adding but one event to the sequence.

The effect of this convention at Olympia and everywhere else it has been
used is to demand that the designer choose a point of time, or a moment when
the characters involved in the story would appear in some situation peculiarly
vital to the narrative as a whole, or at least characteristic of it. Obviously
much depends upon the right selection. It is a matter of artistic strategy; a
mistake can hardly be corrected by any expedient of technique.

The static nature of painting and sculpture compels the artist to assume (or
to hope) that the memory and imagination of the observer will function to
supply all that the work of art omits. Literature and music have a certain
progress in time, as do the other modes of presenting visual data, but nothing
of the sort is available to the man who works under the rule now being re-
viewed.

Because the sculptors at Olympia could not lay in the atmosphere created
by previous events or describe what happened afterward, they were fortunate
in being able to feel that everybody knew the story of Pelops. Today we have
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to repeat it in extenso or we do not get the point. It is perhaps part of our
duty as beneficiaries under the artistic transaction to perform the necessary
labor of research; but it is worth remarking that one attribute of the very
greatest works of art is subject matter that transcends the local and temporary
— a thought to which we shall often return.

In selecting his point of time, the designer of the eastern pediment, whoever
he may have been, was apparently most self-conscious with respect to his
medium, and much influenced thereby in his choice of the narrative moment.

Speed is the reason for chariot races; they are no good without it. But one
may entertain legitimate objections to the direct description of violent move-
ment in a medium which, like stone, is principally characterized by inertia.
Marble statues rendered in the full round must be heavy. Statues, moreover,
cannot move. Some of the most skilful sculptors in history have nevertheless
tried to impart the impression of fast movement. It is difficult to name an
instance where the result has proven entirely satisfactory — if successful in
producing the illusion, the work invariably calls undue attention to the tour
de force of technique called up for the special purpose of making a sensation.
Many persons therefore take the extreme position of saying that because
statues must forever remain static, no sculptor should attempt to represent
active figures — also that the best sculpture finds its expression in terms of
what can be done with motionless and almost immovable masses.

Without endorsing that view in its literal entirety, it is nevertheless evident
that there is much to be said for it whenever sculpture is used to decorate
buildings. The architecture being static, an element of harmony results when
the statues also are still. Certainly some such consideration must have been in
the mind of the artist of the eastern pediment. We therefore find him pick-
ing the moment just before the two contestants stepped into their chariots to
run the race — a moment, that is, which predicts action but escapes the neces-
sity of describing it.

Having made his decision, the sculptor was then confronted with the neces-
sity of arranging his adult human figures within the frame of the pedimental
triangle. This presents a very tricky problem. Adult human beings come in
various sizes, to be sure, but there isn’t much difference between the big ones
and the little ones. The height of the pediment, on the other hand, shows a
radical varjation from central apex to corners.

The resolution of the conflict at Olympia can best be understood by refer-
ence to the example itself. The middle portion of the eastern pediment is filled
by a group of five persons. They are symmetrically arranged. In the center
stands a tall male figure. A nude male, slightly smaller, comes to either side;
and beyond each of these males, there comes a clothed female figure. The cen-
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tral statue probably represents Zeus; he is present to oversee the race about
to be run off. The others are presumably Pelops and prpodamela to one side,
and Oenomios and his queen on the other.

The arrangement produces a neat fit in the frame, and the physical fit is
achieved in a manner that makes no trespass against one’s sense of the plausible.
Gods are probably larger than men, and men taller than women. An arrange-
ment of one god, two men, and two women will produce an upper silhouette
sloping gently downward to either side from an apex in the middle.

A similar propriety inheres in the fit between the frame and the sloping
profile presented by the horses with their chariots behind them. After that,
however, the resources of the designer seems to have failed him. There is noth-
ing in the story of Pelops to account for the figures who are made to kneel in
front of each team of horses, and there is a similar lack of dramatic motivation
for the seated people who fill the difficult space farther on toward the corner.
The river gods lying on their stomachs at the extreme ends of the composition
may perhaps be explained by reference to the small responsibility and lazy
habits of minor deities as a class, but their presence seems gratuitous at best.

It will be necessary to return to the eastern pediment presently in order to
discuss the way unity of the whole is achieved; but since that is best illustrated
by comparison, let us shift our attention to the arrangement of the western
pediment.

The subject of the western pediment (Fig. 3.16) is the battle between the
Lapiths (Greeks) and the centaurs. This took place at the wedding party of
Perithtos. The centaurs, who were cousins of the bride, were invited for the
reasons that usually apply in such cases. Like bride’s cousins the world over,
they took too much to drink, became intoxicated, and became an embarrass-
ment to their hostess. In accordance with the dash of those early and vigorous
times, the embarrassment took the form of an organized attempt to abduct
all the bridesmaids. A terrific fight ensued, and it is at the height of the battle
that the Greek designer has put his point of time.

In the center stands Apollo, a calm, assured figure. To either side of him are
figures in violent action. A close look will show that they are arranged in
groups of two or three, each group being balanced by its symmetrical counter-
part on the opposite side of the center.

On the whole, the triangular space is filled more effectively than that of the
eastern pediment. Violent combat makes any posture likely; thus there is
rational causation for varying the height of the figures by making some stand,
showing some halfway down, and still others flat on the floor. The subject is
almost a ready-made solution for the problem of putting adult human figures
into the pediment.
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The coherence between adjacent figures and adjacent groups is surely more
emphatic than in the eastern pediment, if not absolutely better. The fact of
combat furnishes an ideological relationship between figure and figure. As
though this were not enough, every motion, every glance, and every gesture
directs us to look on almost immediately to the next figure or next group as
the case may be.

It will also be observed that directional impulses of every kind go outward
from the middle toward the ends, and inward from either corner roward the
middle. The dynamics of the violent narrative are thus brought under disci-
pline and control, and the struggling figures form a tightly knit, intensely
coherent, almost aggressively unified whole. By comparison, the arrangement
of the other pediment, while unified by much the same system of directional
forces, seems a collection of separate statues, each an artistic integer. But both
pediments, or either, serve as an emphatic demonstration of the internal logic
demanded by the Greek mind, 2 logic so inexorable that the entire architec-
tural enframement may be dispensed with and still we find each composition
almost a universe unto itself.

Excellent though the formal design of the western pediment may be, the
reader might be pardoned for harboring a lingering query about the propriety
of the subject. Why select so disgraceful an episode for commemoration in the
sculpture of a great temple?

The answer is suggested by the difference between the faces of the Greeks
and the centaurs. The latter show a complete lack of restraint; almost every
countenance is hideous with drink and lust. The Greeks, by contrast, remain
calm. This is true even of the girls most violently set upon; all of them main-
tain a certain serenity of expression.

Obviously, the sculptor did not intend to record a drunken brawl, but to
draw a moral from the contrast between the dignity of the Greeks and the
bestiality of the centaurs. It was the Greek custom to read in the myths an
earlier portent of recent events, and it is probably correct to assume that this
particular subject was understood as a prototype for the Persian Wars in which
the Greek nation, by superior virtue, had emerged victorious. So long as the
Great Age lasted, it remained the fixed custom never to represent current
history in the subject matter of public and ceremonial art, pediments or other-
wise. Personified abstractions like Victory were acceptable to public taste, as
were events from the far long ago and from the myths. The Greek conven-
tion inaugurated a habit of the Western imagination; we may name it the
heroic tradition.

The heroic tradition deals with abstractions and remote events because such
material is never subject to the venal pressure of contemporary issues; the more
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remote, the more that is true. If the person or event is chosen as an instance
of virtue or of heroism, it is easy to construe it as inspirational with respect to
present conduct. Excellence suggests goodness and heroism begets gallantry.
This reasoning continued to govern the major art of Antiquity until Rome
passed away. It suffered a partial eclipse during the Middle Ages, only to
emerge in greater force than ever as the Renaissance reached full flower.
Heroic art enjoyed still another period of popularity during the earlier half of
the 19th Century, when it was revived in an effort to celebrate the advent of
democratic government in France and America. No concept is more impor-
tant in art history, and none has been a more cogent mother of genius: it is
to this idea that we owe the very few works of art which in fact arrive at the
epic level.

Still more needs to be said about the serene countenance as such. Announced,
as it were, at Olympia, it became still another convention governing Greek
art, and lasted until the Hellenistic Period. Such faces are far from expression-
less. In fact, they are highly provocative, but it is difficult to find verbal
equivalents for what they tell us. We shall not be far wrong, however, if we
take it as the Greek intention to express an aloofness from environment, even
a superiority to it — much the same intention that dictated the neutral setting
for the pedimental composition as a whole, and indicative of a desire to rise
above the particular and incidental toward the kind of truth that is contained
in universal principles. These ideas received philosophical expression in Socrates
and Plato, but it would appear from the indications of art that they existed
in the Greek mind at this comparatively early date.

The metopes of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia were devoted to the labors
of Heracles. Some are preserved only in fragments; but the most stirring one
of all, Heracles Taming the Cretan Bull, is fortunately almost complete in all
its vital parts (Fig. 3.14).

The metopes are a subdivision of the frieze of a temple of the Doric Order
(see below, Figs. 4.17, 20—21), and each metope stands between two triglyphs.
Because the latter are working members of the fabric, carrying the weight of
the roof, all action must be confined within the boundaries delimited by the
frame if we are to avoid an apparent threat to the stability of the building. At
the same time, violent movement is specially desirable even within so con-
fined a space because the architecture is heavy and static, and needs to be re-
lieved by an element of contrast.

The design of this metope could scarcely be improved upon for the purpose.
Heracles yanks one way. The bull pulls the other way. For the moment, the
two figures are at a standstill, the momentum of one canceling out the opposite
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movement of the other. Action was taking place an instant back. Movement
will commence an instant hence. But at the precise point of time chosen, there
is equilibrium, and no residual forces are left over to endanger the integrity of
the frame.

The scheme used here became still another convention of Greek art. It was
almost invariably employed whenever strong movement needed to be rep-
resented in major sculpture. The theory involved is merely to pick a point of
time when the direction of the motion is about to reverse itself. At such a
point in the sequence of any action, there is in fact an instant when things
come to a complete stop. For the reasons stated elsewhere (page 61), such an
instant gives a pose peculiarly appropriate to full-size sculpture in a ponder-
ous medium, but it is also important to note that no sacrifice of expression is
involved. Because the eye sees active figures most plainly at just those brief
moments when motion is turned back upon itself, the memory becomes in-
volved. We recall as characteristic of the action itself the poses of the body we
saw most clearly.

Over and above its other virtues, the metope of Heracles and the Bull fur-
nishes us with a capital example of an interior arrangement in subtle harmony
with the shape of its frame.

In this instance, the frame is very nearly a square. The lines defining the cir-
cumference come to mind first, whenever a square is mentioned, as being char-
acteristic of the shape. But in thinking of any rectangle whatever, thought of
the circumference is promptly followed by consideration of the diagonals.
By placing both Heracles and the bull in positions that correspond approxi-
mately with the run of the diagnoals, the designer has given us what amounts
to the theme of the frame expressed in its first variation.

T he Organic Theory of Artistic Composition

The system developed by the Greeks for arranging figures in a pediment is
merely an extension of the method used for simpler compositions like the Birth
of Aphrodite from the Ludovisi Throne. There is every reason to believe that
this very same system reflects precisely the Greek point of view toward artistic
compositions of every kind. It is no accident that the matter was eventually
set down in writing, and thus we find it pretty well summed up by Aristotle,
who did his work approximately a hundred years after the Transitional Period
of Greek sculpture.

In the Nichomachear Ethics (11.6), we find him dropping a passing remark,
as though everyone knew it, that in a good work of art *it is not possible
either to take away anything or to add anything.” And in the Poetics (23), he
comes out for “a single action, one that is a complete whole in itself with a
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beginning, middle, and end, so as to enable the work to produce its proper
pleasure with all the organic unity of a living creature.”

Although he happened to be dealing with poetry and drama at the time,
Aristotle might equally well have been referring to the pediments of the
Parthenon or those of Olympia. His last allusion springs in part, doubtless,
from the circumstance that he was a doctor’s son and himself a formidable
biologist, but he would never have put the idea forward so easily and con-
fidently had he suspected any one might disagree. Obviously, he had heard it
bruited about everywhere that there was an analogy between the structure
of an artistic composition and the anatomy of a living thing. By putting the
idea so succinctly into words, he succeeded in crystallizing one of the impor-
tant aesthetic theories. We may call it the organic theory of composition.

Nothing is more completely characteristic of the Greek mind. Organic
composition is, in fact, the most cogent and far-reaching contribution of the
Greeks to the future history of art. No other theory of composition had any
show in the Mediterranean world until northern and Near Eastern influences
intruded as Rome declined. The Greek system of composing was revived by
Giotto in the early 14th Century, was dropped again only to be taken up by
Leonardo about 1475. In general, it has been the dominant idea of artistic
composition ever since. Something very like it, moreover, constitutes the
essence of the structural aesthetic which is today the most popular rationale
for Gothic architecture.

Certain writers have rather recently formed the habit of using the adjective
architectural as a term of praise designating a composition in painting or
sculpture distinguished by clarity and logical arrangement. They would use
that word where we have used organic, and there is merit in their idea to the
extent that the process of composing involves the painter or sculptor in
*“ building up > his arrangement of figures. Architectural in so esoteric a sense
has proven, however, a very confusing term. It attributes a false glory to
architecture, an art often very badly practiced. The analogy, moreover, be-
tween a building and a painting, while perhaps clear enough to the scholar, is
likely to impress the layman as unusually farfetched.

THE GREAT SCULPTORS OF GREECE

Six sculptors were celebrated during Antiquity as the very greatest who
ever practiced the art. They were: Myron, Phidias, Polycleitos, Praxiteles,
Scopas, and Lysippos. Myron’s career falls within the limits of the Transitional
Period, and the others proceed in the order named until the time of Alexander
the Great, for whom Lysippos seems to have been court sculptor.
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Time and luck have been devastatingly hard on these famous men. We
have nothing whatever from their hands with the possible exception of the
Hermes of Praxiteles, and even that is suspect in responsible quarters. Scholars
have nevertheless expended an incredible amount of ingenuity trying to form
some idea of their art. Every resource of historical detection has been exhausted.
Over and above direct excavation (which yet may yield epoch-making finds),
we have been compelled to rely upon two main sources of information known
respectively as the monumental evidence and the literary evidence. Neither
source is in the least satisfactory, but there is nowhere else to turn.

The literary evidence is the testimony of ancient literature. Acting on the
assumption that writers who lived before the fall of Rome would in the nor-
mal course of life become reasonably well-informed about Greek art, scholars
have searched every sentence of every known Greek and Latin text. Every
statement about art and every allusion to it has been noted out, and its mean-
ing pondered.

From the literary evidence, we have been able to assemble a fragmentary
list of the bare names of the statues that once existed, with assignment of each
to its author. In many instances, we possess sufficient descriptive material to
be able to identify the statues, or copies of them, should they ever be found.

The ideal monumental evidence, of course, would be an original statue of
known authorship. In the absence of that, we are compelled to make the best
of anything that may in some way or other reflect its appearance. Because the
ancients, like ourselves, reproduced famous monuments on coins, in vase
painting, or made small models of them for sale as souvenirs, we can some-
times form a surprisingly satisfactory notion of an otherwise lost master-
piece.

Our corpus of monumental evidence is immensely increased because full-
size reproductions of famous Greek statues were long in demand on the Roman
market. The more famous the statue, the more likely it was to be copied, and
in a few instances we possess a really substantial number of copies after the
same Greek masterpiece. By judicious interpretation of these, we can get closer
to the original than might otherwise be possible.

MYRON

The period of Myron’s activity is closely fixed by unusually reliable evi-
dence. In 446 B.c., his son signed the pedestal of a statue at the entrance to
the Propylaeum at Athens. The inscription is preserved, but the statue is gone.
The son must have had a considerable reputation to have enjoyed so important
a commission; presumably he was 35 years old at least. In round numbers, al-
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most any father will be thirty years older than his son; and thus Myron would
have been 65 in 446 B.C., and approaching the end of his active career.

The literary sources tell us he was notable as a sculptor of athletes in action
and as a sculptor of animals. The latter specialty was presently destined to be
squeezed almost out of respectability by the increasing tendency of Greek
taste to insist upon expression exclusively in terms of the human figure, but
Myron’s Cow was nevertheless the most popular statue at Athens. Bulls made
love to that celebrated bronze beast, calves tried to suckle, and lions tried to
eat it up. Or at least so it is said. Whatever else we may conclude, it is evident
that technical difficulties were completely under control by the date of Myron’s
maturity. '

Myron’s famous statues are impossible of visual recovery on the basis of any
evidence we now have, but for his Discobolos, a minor work, we are more
fortunate. In the eighteenth chapter of the Philopsendes, Lucian (2nd Cen-
tury A.D.) makes one of his characters say he saw the statue in the entrance
hall of the home of * Eucrates the Magnificent.” The Philopseudes (*“ The
Lover of Lies ) is one of Lucian’s satirical dialogues, but his allusion to Eu-
crates’ collection of statuary has nothing to do with the satire — the citation
is there simply to give an impression of the atmosphere of the great house. As
translated by A. M. Harmon, the passage reads:

*“ Statue,” said I, *“ what do you mean?

*“ Have you not observed on coming in,” said he, “ a very fine statue set up in
the hall, the work of Demetrius the maker of portrait statues?

“ Do you mean the discus thrower,” said I, ** the one bent over in the position of
the throw, with his head turned back toward the hand that holds the discus, with
one leg slightly bent, looking as if he would spring up all at once with the cast?

*“ Not that one,” said he, *“ for that is one of Myron’s works, the discus thrower
you speak of. Neither do I mean the one beside it, the one binding his head with the
fillet, the handsome lad, for that is Polycleitos’ work. Never mind those to the right
as you come in, among which stand the tyrant-slayers modeled by Critias and Nesi-
otes; but if you noticed one beside the fountain, pot-bellied, bald on the forehead,
half bared by the hang of his coat, with some of the hairs of his beard wind-blown,
that is the one I mean; he is thought to be Pellichus, the Corinthian general.”

It will be seen that Lucian, in this single passage, gives us data about several
important statues. We have recognized in Roman copies the Tyrannicides of
which he speaks, also the Diadumenos of Polycleitos, a statue with which we
shall presently be concerned. As for the Discobolos of Myron, Lucian’s descrip-
tion is sufficiently circumstantial to make confusion with any other statue un-
likely. More than that, his attribution to Myron is unusually reliable for two
important reasons: Lucian lived at Athens where such information was most
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likely to be available, and he himself had been trained as a sculptor. We rarely
get literary evidence from a man who was in the right place to know, and
who also had the professional qualifications entitling him to an opinion.

According to the most recent list (prepared at Rome for inclusion in the
catalogue of the Second National Exhibition of Works of Art Recovered from
Germany) there are no less than seven full-size statues which were certainly
made and sold as copies of the Discobolos. In addition, there are six statuettes,
four separate heads, two hands, one arm, and one leg. Over and above those 21
items, we can recognize reflections of the statue on engraved gems.

These copies violate the description in matters of detail only. The British
Museum Discobolos and that in the Vatican now carry heads of a later date
wrongly attached to make the athlete look away from the discus, not toward
it. An otherwise interesting statuette in Munich is compositionally correct,
but shows an attempt to bring Myron up to date by using the softer modeling
of a later era. An inspection of the various copies will also reveal substantial
differences in quality, doubtless reflecting the standards of the shops from
which they came and the price the patron was prepared to pay. Such being
the case, it is probably fair to assume that the most subtle and sensitive work
is closest to the master so long as we are careful to accept nothing out of line
with going custom at the time of Myron’s career.

A damaged marble torso found on the shore near Castel Porziano, near
Ostia, and now in the Museo delle Terme at Rome, is substantially finer than
any of the others (Fig. 3.21). The only copy that preserves the head in its
proper position is the one formerly in the Lancellotti Palace and now in the
Borghese Gallery (Fig. 3.20). By applying the Lancellotti head to the Castel
Porziano torso and fitting the latter out with arms and legs, it is obvious we
would be fetching closer to the original than before.

But still another step in reconstruction is necessary before we have done the
best we can. Like all other marble copies after bronze originals, the Castel
Porziano Discobolos carries the unpleasant addition of a tree stump intended
to reinforce, in this brittle material, the dangerous fragility of the legs. If we
eliminate the tree stump and paint the cast with bronze, we arrive at some-
thing like Fig 3.22, which is as close as we can get to Myron.

It is rare that the work of archaeological detection proceeds in so orderly a
fashion to arrive at a positive result. The very neatness with which we have
solved our problem is deceptive. It lures us on to the notion we have actually
rediscovered Myron himself, but the fact is we have not recovered the work
of Myron at all. We merely have a2 Roman copy thereof which if compared
with an original from the hand, say, of Donatello or Michaelangelo, will infal-
libly impress us as inferior. We do not begin to know Myron, in short, unless
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we can supply from our knowledge and imagination the snap and life which
has escaped the copyist.

Having stated that most necessary word of caution, we nced not despond:
our composite Roman copy of the Discobolos surely preserves much of Myron,
and we can form a much better idea of his work than we might get of Jef-
ferson’s, for example, from the reflection of Monticello on our five-cent piece.

In the matter of technique, the only remaining hint of archaism is in the
hair, which is still kept close to the skull. Otherwise, it is abundantly plain
that anatomy is completely at the artist’s disposal. By using so complex and
difficult a pose, he seems in fact almost to parade his accomplishment; and the
same may be said for the modeling of the muscles, which are rendered with
hard, clean detail as though the master were still conscious of how recently
such a performance had become possible. From all of this, and still allowing
for the fact that our visual evidence forbids subtle reasoning about matters
of surface quality, we may conclude that Myron’s style was direct, chaste, and
that its appeal came through the beauty of line and contour as contrasted to
delicacy of texture and refinements of facial expression.

For analysis of composition, our evidence admits of definite conclusions.
All the copies are almost exactly alike with respect to the pose, and are prob-
ably very reliable reproductions of Myron’s arrangement in all essential par-
ticulars. They make it possible to say flatly that the world has never seen a
better man when it comes to the manipulation of the single figure.

Very few statues are designed to have an omnifacial composition; and al-
though the Discobolos holds up well from almost any angle of view, the effect
is best from a station almost directly in front with the eye high enough to see
the figure approximately as it appears in Fig. 3.21.

In accordance with the over-all Greek theory that the work of art must be
complete in itself, Myron has been at pains to declare an enframement even
though none exists in physical fact. By making the eye run around the curve
of the two arms, he starts it off on an elliptical path, sufficient momentum be-
ing accumulated in the process to make it a certainty that we will follow the
figure around through space and complete the oval where it would join the
farther hand. One of the troubles with the falsely restored copies in London
and at the Vatican is the breaking of the suggested ellipse by putting on a head
that stares outward and thus destroys the flow of the curve. The original head,
on the other hand, tends to reinforce the integrity of the boundary by keeping
severely within it.

Having guaranteed the unity of the composition by establishing the con-
cept of an enclosing curve, Myron then runs the body across the oval figure
with a strong zigzag movement, and pierces the zigzag, as it were, with the
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ARCHITECTURE

The entire history of architecture has been influenced by the Greek style. The
Greeks lavished almost 100 percent of their architectural thought upon the
temple. They needed houses and public buildings, of course; but none of those
were designed to endure. Our knowledge of civil and domestic architecture is
therefore limited to what we can infer from evidence that is altogether in-
adequate; general conclusions of any kind are inappropriate. But the reverse
is true of the temple. Its plan and columnar character were established as early
as 1600 B.C., if we are correct in our reading of the data unearthed at Tiryns.
In the useful list of monuments published as an appendix to his Greek and
Roman Architecture, Mr. D. S. Robertson names no fewer than 133 temple
ruins dating from the roth Century B.c. onward to about the year 150 A.D.
It is rare to find any single class of monument represented by so many exam-
ples, all of which support the flat statement that the Greek temple stands as
one of the finest achievements of the race in any field of endeavor, physical
or otherwise.

The fundamental form of the temple seems to have given satisfaction from
the very beginning. Its long history is merely an account of increasing refine-
ment. By common consent, the best and most typical temples were those built
at Athens during the second half of the Fifth Century B.c. By concentrating
our attention upon those alone, we can learn almost all there is to know about
Greek architecture.

The Acropolis at Athens

The Persian Wars came to an end in 479 B.C., and the Athenians returned
to find their city in ruins. Their first efforts were naturally devoted to housing
and to military architecture, also to political matters such as the organization
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HERMAN WAGNER
Figs. 41—2 Athens. The Parthenon. 447-432 B.c. Approximately 228 by 104 feet. Columns 34
feet high.
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in the “ Carrey drawings ” made in 1674.
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Fig. 4.8 Schematic drawing of a typical Greek temple of the Doric Order, showing the cult
statue in place.
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Fig. 4.9 Athens. Temple of Athena Nike.




Figs. 4.10-11 Athens.

The Erectheum.
Above: View from the south
Left:  The “Honeysuckle
| Band.” Detail.



WALTER HEGE ALINARI
Fig. 413 Athens. Propylacum. Tonic Fig. 4.14 Athens. National Museum. Corin-
capital of the passageway. thian capital from the Tholos at Epidauros.
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of the Delian League, an alliance intended to make further aggression impos-
sible. Activities of this kind took the better part of a generation.

In 461 B.C., Pericles emerged as the civic leader of Athens. He held power
until his death in 429. After devoting some time to other affairs, he turned his
immense abilities to the cultural development of the city, with such brilliant
success that the entire era is often and correctly referred to as the Age of
Pericles. The principal artistic enterprise undertaken by him was the embellish-
ment of the Acropolis with four new buildings, to replace those destroyed
when the Persians occupied the town.

Fig. 4.15 Athens. The Acropolis. Plan.

The Acropolis (Fig. 4.15) is a hill rising abruptly from the land around it.
Its rocky sides are almost vertical, and access is convenient only at the west
end. The place has been fortified since time immemorial, and at the period of
which we speak, the top had long ago been leveled off to a more or less even
surface about 1,000 feet long by about soo feet at its widest point. Upon the
site thus prepared, Pericles caused four notable buildings to be put up: the
Parthenon (447-438; lower center), the Propylaeum (437—432; upper left),
the Temple of Athena Nike (during the 430’s; extreme lower left), and the
Erectheun (begun at an uncertain date after 438, finished about 404; upper
center). The Parthenon is the only one of the four which might be described
as large, and a total of four buildings is a short list. Periclean architecture
nevertheless holds its place unchallenged. The reason is quality.

The man personally responsible for the excellence of the work was Pericles’s
friend Phidias. His reputation had been made as a sculptor; it was for ais
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Athena Parthenos that the Parthenon was built. But as general superintendent
or master of the works, as he might have been called at a later period, Phidias
made a contribution that is unique. Artists of the first rank must have assem-
bled at Athens by the score. Over this assembly of creative persons, unparal-
leled in world history, Phidias appears to have been able to exert a certain
organizing force that was more like inspiration than direction. Every man
seems to have outdone himself, and every detail of the vast project finds a
common denominator in the Phidian dignity.

The buildings on the Acropolis seem to have remained almost undamaged
for nearly a thousand years. After the city ceased to have political importance,
it remained the intellectual center of the ancient world. A certain amount of
material was taken off to Rome in Nero’s time, but there appears to have been
no systematic spoliation until the sth Century a.p. In the year 426, Theodosius
the 2nd issued a decree directing that all pagan temples be destroyed. Ap-
parently the soundness of Periclean masonry proved entirely too hard a nut
to crack, for the Parthenon was converted into a Christian church, in which
capacity it seems to have served until 1460 when it was again converted, this
time into a Turkish mosque. The Erectheum is thought to have been used for
the harem of the resident governor. Even yet, surprisingly little damage of a
fundamental kind had been done to the architecture, and had the worst kind
of bad luck not intervened, the buildings would be in splendid condition today.

Indeed, everything survived almost intact until about seven o’clock on the
evening of Friday, September 26, 1687, when in the course of one of the
perennial minor wars between the Venetians and the Turks, an artillery lieu-
tenant succeeded in dropping an explosive shell square in the middle of the
Parthenon. The Turks had stored their powder there, and the entire middle
portion of the temple was blown to pieces in an instant. Of an inferior build-
ing, it is probable nothing whatever would be left today.

Fortunately and by the merest chance, the Marquis de Nointel had visited
the city in 1674, and was interested enough in the Parthenon to set his hack
artist to work making the so-called * Carrey drawings” preserved today in
the Bibliothéque Nationale (Figs. 4.6-7). These insensitive sketches consti-
tute our only pictorial record of the building as it stood before the explosion,
and our only other pictorial record of any kind is contained in T'he Antiquities
of Athens, published in London in 1760 by James Stuart and Nicholas Revett
and containing a number of quaint views of the stately classical ruins emerging
through and above a hodgepodge of nondescript medieval building, domestic
and otherwise. Unbelicvable though it seems to the modern reader, Stuart and
Revett’s book had great value as news when it appeared. Athens had all but




THE GREEK TEMPLE AS AN ARCHITECTURAL TYPE 81

passed out of the Western memory; people were startled to know that impor-
tant monuments were still there, visible to the naked eye.

It was in r8or that Lord Elgin succeeded in removing to London most of
the remaining sculptures of the Parthenon; they are visible today in the Brit-
ish Museum. But even yet, Greek work was hardly available for study. Photo-
graphs dating from the 1890’s show the Acropolis still invested with third-
rate works of medieval military engineering. Only for a very few years has
it been possible to see the buildings in proper fashion, or to publish good plates
like those which accompany the present chapter.

THE GREEK TEMPLE AS AN
ARCHITECTURAL TYPE

The excellence of the Greek temple has so often been celebrated that an
effort is required to take a balanced view of the whole subject of Greek archi-
tecture. We must attempt to see the building as it is, for what it is, and cer-
tainly as no more or less than it is.

The Greek temple is a distinct form or genus in the history of architecture.
It illustrates both the strength and the weakness of specialization; it is an ex-
treme type. In order to appreciate what this means, we must understand the
purpose for which the building was built. Nothing could be more simple,
more direct. The temple was designed to house a single large religious statue
(Fig. 4.8). It had no other function. There was no demand, as there is in a
Christian church, for a large auditorium where several hundred persons might
meet. There was no need to divide the enclosed space into a series of special
rooms devoted to one or another of the particular purposes essential to the
modern concept of efficiency. If the interior provided a single room (called
the cella) large enough to house and display the cult statue, the Greeks were
satisfied. 'The most elaborate and expensive temples add to this only one other
room, usually called a #reasury and presumably devoted to the storage of
paraphernalia.

One can hardly exaggerate the degree to which this extreme elimination
simplified the designer’s problems. It was possible for him to avoid hundreds
of compromises, each in itself a minor artistic disappointment, and he was
saved the vexation of difficult engineering.

Seen in ground plan (Fig. 4.16) the Greek temple is a simple oblong. There
was considerable experimentation with the proportions of this oblong. The
evolution ran from a comparatively long and narrow shape to the propor-
tion used for the Parthenon, this being not far from the ratio of four-to-nine.
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D CELLA

AMBULATORY

-~ |~ INTERCOLUMNIATION
Fig. 4.16 Athens. The Parthenon. Plan.

The increased width was probably suggested by a desire to gain space for the
better display of the statue.

Seen in elevation (Fig. 4.17), the Greek temple rises from a low and hori-
zontal platform which serves as a base or pedestal. Traditionally, the platform
is made up of three shallow steps; and the top step is known as the stylobate.
Occasionally, we shall find it convenient to extend the meaning of stylobate
to suggest the entire upper surface of the platform. It should be noted, also,
that the custom of using three steps had to do with the Greek theory of pro-
portion, not with utility. On a large temple, the risers would be too high for

ENTABLATURE|

CcAPITAL |

SHAFT

1
1
—STYLOBATE —INTERCOLUMNIATION

Fig. 417 Facade of a typical Greek temple of the Doric Order.



THE GREEK TEMPLE AS AN ARCHITECTURAL TYPE 8}

practical purposes, and a set of smaller steps had to be supplied to let people
enter.

Around the outer edge of the stylobate there runs a range of free-standing
columns known as the peristyle.

Between the peristyle and the cella wall, there is an open passageway known
as the ambulatory (Fig. 4.4).

Figs. 4.1—2 give a good idea of the temple as it appears in three-dimensional
actuality. They show that the general shape of the building is defined by the
conjunction of two simple geometric solids. The body of the temple is a
rectangular oblong solid, and the roof is a solid with triangular cross-section.
Fig. 4.18 is an attempt to summarize this situation visually.

Fig. 4.18 Schematic drawing to demonstrate the shape of
a Greek temple.

The appearance of the roof as shown by Fig. 4.18 was doubtless complicated
in some instances by the installation of skylights; but the general shape (as
indicated by representations on coins) remained that of the single, simple
triangular form, with the ridge running strictly horizontally.

As seen from either narrow end, or facade, the roof makes a triangular
gable. The Greek gable is a distinct type in architectural history; we separate
it from all others by the special name pediment. The most important feature
of the pediment is the obtuse angle at the ridge pole. In good Greek work, this
ordinarily is on the order of 150°, but in many modern adaptations, a more
acute intersection is employed — usually because the Greek temple-front is
being applied to a block of utilitarian building out behind, and more height is
desirable. The expedient is rarely satisfactory.

We have already dealt at some length with the compositional problems
forced upon the sculptors first by the odd shape of the pedimental surface,
and secondly by the Greek convention that it must be filled with figures rep-
resenting adult human beings. (See above, page 59.)

Strong boundaries enframe the two solids that compose the Greek temple.
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They function to give the building a definite, unbroken, completely closed
silhouette. Aesthetically, the boundaries seem to declare that the composition
is altogether self-contained, depends upon its own internal logic, and exists
almost as a small universe unto itself. No other type of building asserts a more
intense unity. It follows, of course, that all reference to anything outside the
boundaries is suppressed, and we must recognize that the unity of the Greek
temple involves a certain element of negation. It is something alone and apart,
separate from the rest of the world. In general, we find that this is typical of
all works of art executed in the Classical Style.

Fig. 4.19 Schematic drawing to illustrate the possibility
that the Greek Doric forms had their genesis in wooden
construction.

Structurally, the Greek temple is an example of the most elementary kind
of engineering. At some very early date and probably as the result of contact
with Egyptian customs, the convention became established that all temples
should be constructed on the post-and-lintel system. Vertical supports (the
posts) were set up at intervals, with horizontal beams (the lintels) making the
span across the openings between them. The Greeks were fully informed
about the arch; and they surely realized that the post-and-lintel method,
while simple enough in theory, is expensive and even dangerous for the con-
struction of good-sized buildings. Once in force, convention seems never to
have been challenged, and the entire history of Greek architecture amounts to
an effort to perfect the post and the lintel. (For structural details, the reader is
referred to Chapter 7.)

For the wider span of the roof, stone proved too heavy and too brittle. No
temple roof has survived, but it is certain that the lintels for this considerable
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Fig. 420 Schematic drawing to illustrate the construction of a

typical Greek entablature in the Doric Order.
span must have been of wood, doubtless assembled into a framework of the
sort known as a fruss (Fig. 9.56). An important objection to wood as a struc-
tural material is its liability to both rot and fire; otherwise it is excellent, being
stronger for its weight than anything else available even today.

Having committed themselves to it, the Greek architects carried the post-
and-lintel system to an unexcelled level of refinement. The merit of their
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work depends, in fact, almost entirely upon perfection of detail, and its ex-
cellence can be understood only by minute study and long familiarity.

For their posts, the Greeks always used the column, a word that suggests a
circular cross-section whenever used in a technical sense; any other kind of
post is a pier. The Greeks developed three different types of column (the Doric,
the Ionic, and the Corinthian), and they developed two kinds of lintel (one
for the Doric and another for the Ionic and Corinthian). Either kind of
Greek lintel is known as an enfablature, and the complete ensemble of columns
and lintel together is referred to as one of the Greek orders.

The three Greek orders are most conveniently told apart by looking at the
capital, that part of the column which makes a visual transition from the
vertical of the post to the horizontal of the lintel. The three orders differ also
in matters of detail, and they differ very substantially in their proportions.
The Corinthian is lightest, the lonic a bit heavier, and the Doric much the
heaviest of the three.

It is possible that all three Greek orders were originally worked out in
temples built entirely of wood (Fig. 4.19). Often stated as fact, this notion
actually rests upon an ingenious interpretation of slight evidence. There are
those who doubt it, but as an hypothesis, it is admittedly attractive.

In the course of time, the Greek orders tended to become lighter in their
over-all proportions; this is especially true of the Doric. But within the system
of whatever proportion happened to be in use at the moment, the parts typical
of each order became severely standardized at an early date. The ensemble
consists, that is to say, of the same parts in the same number and in the same
relative size and placement. An immense amount of trial and error went into
the formula so developed; early ruins, it is to be noted, often look clumsy. By
the beginning of the sth Century B.c. or thereabouts, further improvement
was almost inconceivable, and the Greek temple became established as the
single known historical case where a rigid formula might repeatedly be applied
successfully in the realm of artistic creation.

Because used so often, every part of the Greek temple was given a name. In
the recital to follow and in labeling the text figures, we have confined ourselves
to the more important details and to vocabulary that will prove generally
useful.

ELEMENTS OF THE DORIC ORDER

The Doric column is, by comparison to almost all other columns, a very
heavy one (Fig. 4.17). Early examples actually show a ratio between height
and diameter of close to four-to-one — that is, the greatest diameter multi-
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plied by four will be equal to the total height of the column from its base to
the upper surface of the capital. The columns of the Parthenon, generally con-
sidered the happiest proportion ever arrived at for the medium of marble,
average about 5.78 diameters to the height. The general trend of the style was
to grow lighter, and there are late examples that show a proportion of about
eight and one-half diameters to the height.

These proportions were worked
out for buildings made of stone.
There is pretty general agreement
that, in the Doric Order, any sub-
stantial departure from a propor-
tion as heavy as about five and one-
half diameters to the height results \
in a “brittle looking” column. FRIEZE mricLyprion ||| merépe
The columns in much American
Colonial architecture are lighter = =
than this, and they do not look  ARcriTRave
brittle. The American columns are
made of wood, however; and the o e [BeACUS J
instance is an illustration of the LS
inseparable relation of medium to (
design. The ponderous proportion SHAFT
of the Greek Doric is in splendid
harmony with the ponderous na-
ture of stone.

It is notable, however, that peo-
ple are of one mind in finding
these massive columns wonderfully
graceful. There is no argument on
the point, and it contradicts the
ordinary assumption that grace is
necessarily associated with delicacy.
The beauty of the Doric columns undoubtedly derives in part from the har-
mony of proportion and material; much of their loveliness must also be
ascribed to a list of refinements which will appear in the course of our discus-

PEDIMENT

CORNICE

Fig. 421 Component parts of the Doric Order.

sion.

The Doric shaft (Fig. 4.21) rests flat upon the stylobate. There is no transi-
tional moulding, or base. The shaft tapers moderately, being widest at the
bottom. In the best Greek examples, the silhouette of the shaft, moreover, is
not bounded by straight lines but by curves, giving it a bulge called the
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entasis (Fig. 4.22). The amount of bulge is very slight indeed, and the curves
used are of a character more subtle than the arc of a circle.

It is impossible in a written statement to give an explanation of the delicacy
of judgment imposed by the use of entasis. The amount of extension beyond

- a straight line, the spot chosen for the high-point of
RLAHETERY the curve, the speed of curvature to either side of this
apex, and the pitch of the curve as a whole with re-
spect to the axis of the column — these are some of the
variables involved. The difficulty of resolving them is
demonstrated by any number of columns, both an-
cient and modern, which are spoiled by some minor
fault of the entasis.

Most Greek columns are fluted. The fluting of the
PENRLE] Doric Order (Fig. 4.23), which differs somewhat from

that used for Ionic and Corinthian (Fig. 4.24), usually
consists of some twenty channels. The peculiar charac-
ter of Doric fluting is the result of two things. The
adjacent channels meet in sharp edges, each known as
. an arris, and the curvature of each chafmel is shallow,
| BEGINSy being a short arc of a circle of long radius. The result-
ing combination of crisp line and soft shadow is one
of the chief beauties of the Doric Order, and gives an
empbhasis to the texture of fine marble not achieved by
the slightly different fluting of the other orders.

Over and above the special advantages which per-
tain to the Doric system of fluting, there are several
towee——  things that recommend the practice of fluting in gen-
DIEMETER eral. In the first place, a column is a vertical support-
(%“::T:rsy_'f E?&QGCE%';&’TME['}; ing member. The force it sustains is a force of com-
Fig. 422  Schematic pression. The axis of each channel of fluting is in line
drawing to illustrate the with the direction of that force, and the total effect
entasis of a Doric shaft. ¢ some twenty channels is to give emphasis tc the
fundamental dynamics of the structural forces present.

The arrises extend up and down to form crisp lines, each of which is an un-
mistakable repeat of the entasis of the shaft. When facing the column, we see
one-half its circumference, or ten lines, and thus we observe the entasis in
every aspect from full-face to profile. The difference between the lines as so
seen illustrates variety as we understand it in art criticism, and the similarity
comes close to defining what we mean by artistic barmony. The complex cle-
gance of the pattern actually presented to the eye is more evident in Doric

| ABOUT ¥ HEIGHT
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than in the other orders because the Doric entasis is ordinarily more pro-
nounced.

It is sometimes suggested that the ample proportions of the shaft combine
with the grace of the entasis to produce an impression that the column does its
work with ease. This is really equivalent to contending that we experience a
feeling of empathy (identification of ourselves with what we see in art) when
we look at the Doric Order, and it is true that there is a resemblance between
the bulge of the entasis and the bulge of muscles bearing weight. Without ac-
cepting the idea as literally true, it offers a profitable train of thought.

I

RADIUS
ARRIS
FILLET
DORIC FLUTING IONIC FLUTING
Fig. 423 Fluting of a Doric shaft. Fig. 4.24 Fluting of an lonic shaft.

The Doric capital consists of two parts, the abacus and the echinus. The
achinus is the lower part; it is a circular member flaring upward as though to
cushion the abacus above. The abacus is a shallow square of stone placed di-
rectly underneath the lintel.

This is a very simple capital. It depends for its beauty upon the profile of
the echinus and upon the contrast between that curvature of surface and the
squared face of the abacus. In good Greek work, the curve used for an echinus
is always a graded curve. The rate of curvature is not constant as in a circle,
but accelerates as the curve goes upward. Careful analysis of a number of ex-
amples seems to establish a Greek preference for hyperbolic arcs in Doric
echini. Such may have been drawn freehand, but it seems certain the Greeks
possessed some sort of analytical geometry. In any case, it seems likely that the
capitals were turned on a gigantic lathe, probably operated by horsepower.

The complete Greek lintel, or enfablature, consists of three parts; the three-
part division obtains no matter which order is in use. These are: the architrave,
the frieze, and the cornice — each being a horizontal section stretching the
length of the entablature.
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The architrave is the lowest of the three. In Doric, it is an undecorated
beam of stone resting directly on the abaci.

The cornice is the upper and overhanging member. It extends out from the
face of the frieze a distance equal to about one-half the height of the archi-
trave. The cornice may have been invented to keep the drip of the rain away
from the joining between roof and wall, but its principal function is aesthetic.
It tells as a line, and it casts a heavy shadow, thus forming one of the bound-
aries that close in the silhouette of the temple.

The frieze is the horizontal division between architrave and cornice. In
Doric, it is subdivided into #riglyphs (TpelyAvdos, triple groove) and miet-
opes (ueToéTat, interspaces).

The arrangement is best demonstrated by a cutaway drawing showing the
construction (Fig. 4.20). The triglyphs, it will be seen, act as short posts,
carrying the weight of the roof down to the architrave. The metopes merely
fill in the spaces between.

The appearance of the triglyph is important in the total effect of the tem-
ple. (See Fig. 4.17.) Each is a block of stone, taller than it is wide, which pro-
jects slightly from the surface of the building. The outer edges are beveled, and
their surface is cut by two strong grooves of triangular cross-section. The
triglyphs, as a result of their form and placement, take the light in a way that
gives a vigorous impression of solidity, and produces a pattern of short, strong
vertical lines. The over-all arrangement of the triglyphs to compose the frieze
as a whole is one of the refinements of the Greek temple, to be discussed in de-
tail later. At this point, suffice it to say there is a triglyph over every column
and a triglyph over every intercolumniation, or space between adjacent col-
umns — surely the longest word ever invented to signify nothing at all.

The metopes are slightly wider than their height, and they offer a surface
that invites decoration. The Parthenon originally had a full set of 92 deco-
rated metopes, each containing an original composition in high relief. Combat
subjects were popular for these spaces because they offered a chance of adding
movement to the ponderous statics of the temple itself; but as explained above
(page 64), the stop-in-action pose was ordinarily adopted to keep the rep-
resented action within strict limits, thus avoiding an apparent threat to the
stability of the triglyphs and the structure of the building.

ELEMENTS OF THE IONIC ORDER

Many features of the Doric temple are standard, also, in the Tonic Order and
need no further explanation. The fundamental shape and arrangement of the
building is the same, and yet the general aspect of an Ionic temple differs from
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the Doric to a surprising degree. The contrast is probably the result of the
more delicate proportions which govern individual parts of the building, and
of the difference in texture that derives from the generous use of ornamental
detail.

All parts of an Ionic temple (Fig. 4.25) are lighter than they would be in
Doric buildings of the same over-
all dimensions. The proportions of
the column will furnish an index
to the general scheme of propor-
tions in general. Ionic columns run
from about eight to about ten di- CORNICE
ameters to the height, the individ- ]
ual cases tending to vary more than FRIEZE
Doric custom permitted.

The Ionic column always has a
base. This consists of an arrange-
ment of concave and convex ABACUSY
mouldings, there being no rule to
govern either the scale, the form,
the sequence, or the number of the
mouldings. Frequently, there is a SHAFT]
plinth (a shallow rectangular block
like the Doric abacus) underneath 3
the mouldings of the base. Occa- BASL
sionally one sees a statement which
attempts to read regional or chron-
ological significance into the ar-
rangement of the Ionic base, but it
seems safer to assume merely that |
custom encouraged innovations in I
this instance and that the bases Fig. 4.25 Component parts of the Ionic Or-
therefore simply differ from build-  der-
ing to building.

The use of entasis is less common than in the Doric order; and if used, en-
tasis is much more delicate. F. C. Penrose, whose elaborate measurements set-
tled once and for all the physical facts of such matters, found that the entasis
of the Parthenon’s Doric shafts measures 0.057 feet. Taking the Ionic shafts
of the Erectheum’s North Porch as a standard and adjusting these to the same
height, Penrose demonstrated that the maximum entasis for Ionic would,
at that moment in Greek history, come to only 0.029 feet — roughly half as

ARCHITRAVE

CAPITAL

STYLOBATE|
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much. A great many modern architects have given an Ionic shaft more bulge
than this, but always with baleful effect.

Tonic fluting (Fig. 4.24) differs from the Doric (Fig. 4.23). Normally
there are 24 channels around the circumference of the shaft, and the adjacent
channels are separated by narrow strips, or fillefs, left from the original sur-
face. The channels have a shorter radius of curvature than the Doric, and
thus the hollows are narrow and deep. The steeper side of the channel results,
of course, in a much darker shadow within: a shadow, moreover, in immediate
juxtaposition to the narrow band of full light produced when the direct rays
of the sun hit the surface of the fillets. This is different from the way a Doric
shaft takes the light, and the sharp alternation of brightness and dark prob-
ably accounts more than anything else
for the habit we have of describing the
Tonic as “ more lively ” than the Doric.

The distinctive feature of the Ionic
Order is its capital (Fig. 4.13). Ap-
pearing at first glance to be completely
different from the Doric, it is really re-
markably similar. A close look will
show that the echinus and abacus are
still there, with their shape somewhat
obscured by decorative carving. The real difference between the two capitals
is the addition to the Ionic of the two spiral whirls called volufes. Inspection
of a series of Ionic capitals (Greek, Roman, and Modern) will illustrate better
than anything else the difference between curves that are graceful and alive,
and those that are not. The merit of an lonic capital depends almost entirely
upon the linear quality of the volutes themselves and the sweep connecting
them across the face of the capital. The best examples elicit ready admiration;
the inferior examples are very bad indeed.

There was a certain amount of freedom in the design of the entablature for
individual Tonic temples. The general spirit of the three-part division into
architrave, frieze, and cornice was maintained; but in a number of examples,
the frieze proper is omitted and its place taken by ornamental mouldings.

One such ornamental moulding occurs frequently enough to demand men-
tion as a feature of the Ionic Order. This is the dentil range (Fig. 4.26). The
dentils are a row of small rectangular blocks placed up under the cornice and
sticking out beyond the plane of the architrave about one-half the total over-
hang of the cornice itself. The name dentil comes, it is said, from their re-
semblance to teeth, and they do indeed look like the teeth of a jack-o’-lantern.

In Tonic, when the frieze is included, the dentil range often is omitted. In

Fig. 426 A dentil range.
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[onic, the frieze is never subdivided, and runs without a break for its en-
tire length. At times, the Greeks used the frieze to introduce color contrasts;
an example is the blue limestone frieze of the Erectheum (Fig. 4.10). A very
fine temple would have its frieze decorated with a continuous composition in
relief sculpture — hence the use of the word for any long, narrow, continuous
band of decoration.

The only feature of the Ionic entablature which is strictly standard is the
architrave. This is not plain as in Doric, but is subdivided into three bands or
steps, the projection of each step being very slight indeed, with the result that
the shadow it casts is narrow and crisp to a degree. In some examples, there is
a graduation in the width, or depth, of the three steps, the highest usually
being the widest. In other examples, the steps are of uniform height.

A discussion of the Ionic Order would be incomplete without a brief refer-
ence to the problem presented by the corner capitals of an Ionic peristyle. The
Tonic capital lacks an ommifacial com position — that is, it cannot like the
Doric capital be viewed from all sides with similar satisfaction. The Greek solu-
tion is illustrated by the corner capitals of the Nike Temple on the Acropolis
at Athens (Fig. 4.9). The capital is given a face on each side of the building,
and the volute at the corner is bent out so that its axis bisects the right angle
made by the front and side coming together. An odd and clumsy shape is
made almost necessary at the inside corner opposite the bent volute, but that
hardly matters because it is out of sight from any normal station of the
observer.

ELEMENTS OF THE CORINTHIAN ORDER

The Corinthian Order scarcely differs from the Ionic except for its capital,
the ostentatious appearance of which made it overly popular with the Romans
while restricting its use by the Greeks to a very few examples.

The Corinthian capital (Figs. 4.14 and 8.5) is taller than the others, which
accounts for the apparent extra delicacy of buildings where it is used. It is
simpler than it looks, and its composition follows a rather mechanical routine.
There are two fundamental parts: a bell-shaped core, with an abacus on top.
The Corinthian abacus is ordinarily concave on the sides, and the profile of its
vertical surfaces is often given a delicate reverse curve. The general shape is
often called campaniform, a Latin derivative meaning no more and no less
than bell-shaped.

Foliage in high relief decorates the surface of the bell-shaped core. Leaves
of many kinds have been used, first and last, and sometimes more than one
variety of leaf appears on a single capital. The Corinthian capital found at the



94 GREEK ARCHITECTURE

Tholos of Epidauros (Fig. 4.14) may be taken as a standard example. The
leaves there used are a regularized form of the acanthus, a free-growing plant
familiar in Greece, and they are arranged in systematic fashion. There are two
rows of leaves, one above the other. The axis of each leaf is vertical; and the
two rows are placed at equal and alternate intervals around the circumference.
Usually there are eight leaves to a row.

On each face of the capital, ornaments resembling fern fronds rise from be-
neath the acanthus to swing up and meet those from the adjacent faces in
miniature volutes formed under the four corners of the abacus. Smaller orna-
ments of the same kind sweep up toward the top and middle of each face of
the core, filling in an area that would otherwise remain blank.

GREEK REFINEMENTS: THE
PARTHENON AT ATHENS

The details of Greek architecture instantly impress the layman with their
refinement, and years of study tend to reinforce the first impression. It is even
more remarkable that a similar and much less obvious perfection is discernible
in the design of the temple as a whole. The great fabric is conceived as an en-
tity; and a number of physical facts, some of them demanding the utmost
subtlety from the builders, are not to be understood unless we have some grasp
of the artistic scheme governing the whole.

The idea of giving an entire building a refinement equal to that of its
most delicate part was carried to the limit in the design and construction of
the Parthenon. Similar refinements have been noted in other temples, but none
compare with the Parthenon in the thoroughness with which perfection was
demanded and sought.

There can be no doubt about the physical facts. The building was measured
with minute accuracy by F. C. Penrose, who published his findings as An In-
vestigation into the Principles of Athenian Architecture in 1851. Penrose
worked with instruments compensated for variations in the temperature, and
he rounded off his dimensions at the third decimal place of a foot. His accuracy
has never been questioned, and greater precision would obviously be pointless.

While there can be no doubt about the facts, there is considerable difference
between the theories which attempt to explain the intention of the architects.
We had best proceed by reciting the facts first, and undertaking to explain
them later.

The platform of the Parthenon is not a level plane surface. It rises toward
the center in a way Mr. D. S. Robertson has neatly compared to the appear-
ance of a carpet nailed down at the four corners only, and suddenly lifted
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from the floor by a blast of wind. The curvature of the
upper surface as a whole produces a curvature in each of
the * horizontal ” lines that bound the stylobate on its
four sides. On the short ends of the Parthenon, the rise
amounts to 234 inches, and to 4% inches on the long
sides. These curves are repeated in the entablature with
slightly less rise.

The columns of the Parthenon are not vertical, but in-
cline inward at a very slight angle. We might compare
the building to the base of an extremely tall, narrow pyra-
mid. If we imagine the axes of all the columns projected
indefinitely into the air, they would meet at an apex a
little more than a mile above the earth. Our statement
simplifies slightly the conditions measured by Penrose.
The columns along the sides incline inward only and
those at the corners alone have a compound inclination.
The figure described is therefore not precisely pyramidal,
a fact which need not disturb us. Figure 4.27 is an at-
tempt to visualize the situation.

The columns of the Parthenon are not alone in their
inclination. The walls of the cella are also made to incline
slightly inward while all minor wall surfaces incline the
opposite way. The entablature, for instance, has an out-
ward pitch, and the upper edge overhangs the lower
slightly but noticeably.

The distance between the Parthenon’s columns is not
uniform. There is, on the contrary, a clearly discernible
difference in their spacing. Those at the corners are
slightly more than six feet from their neighbors, while
those along the front and sides are just over eight feet
apart.

Measurement of the corner columns shows, moreover,
that they are slightly heavier than all the others. The in-
crease in diameter amounts to about 1.7 inches, or slightly
more than a fortieth part of the diameter of a standard
column.

A glance at the building will demonstrate, also, that
there is more to the arrangement of the triglyphs than
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might at first be supposed. As stated earlier, there is one triglyph for every
column and one for every intercolumniation. It is perhaps natural to suppose
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that the axis of each triglyph ought to correspond with the center line of its
column or the middle of its intercolumniation, but such is not the case.
Were that system used, mechanical order would of course result, and there
would be no trouble if we never arrived at a corner. But the triglyph being
shaped as it is, centering one over the corner column would leave at the ex-
treme end of the frieze a blank space which for lack of a better name we may
refer to as half-a-metope. The corner of the building would lack weight and
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Fig. 428 Drawing to demonstrate the result if triglyphs were kept strictly central with col-
umns and intercolumniations.

apparent force. This would tend to set at nothing the strong boundaries that
give the composition its peculiarly intense unity. It would also conflict with
other essential elements of the Greek theory of design, some of which remain
to be mentioned. (See Fig. 4.28.)

To avoid the situation just outlined, the Greek architects gave up the notion
of centering the triglyphs over column and intercolumniation. Instead they
brought the pair on adjacent sides of the temple together at the corner (Fig.
4.3). They put the middle triglyph of the frieze centrally over the middle in-
tercolumniation of the peristyle. The others were placed off-center in an
amount that increases as we approach the corners of the building.

Such are the most important facts of curvature, position, and inclination
which go to make up the so-called refinements of the Parthenon. We must
now attempt an explanation. As stated, there is much difference of opinion
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about the matter. It is worthwhile to summarize the most popular and impor-
tant theories, after which a new and, it is hoped, a more satisfying idea will
be put forward.

It is of ten suggested that the curves of the Parthenon are a matter of chance.
It is pointed out in this connection that irregularities are common in medieval
buildings, and we are induced to believe that similar irregularities are inevi-
table in any fairly large fabric. Other Greek temples, moreover, lack perfect
regularity.

This suggestion can hardly be entertained for long. The curves of the Par-
thenon are symmetrically repeated on opposite sides of the structure. Irregular-
ity might be accepted as the result of chance; systematic and symmetrical cor-
respondence of the strictest kind has never yet happened by coincidence.

A second suggestion, not altogether different from the last, is the supposi-
tion that the builders anticipated settling and sinking of the fabric, and that
the curves were intended to disappear after a certain period of time. This no-
tion involves two separate presumptions: that the Parthenon has not subsided
as expected, and that the Greek builders wanted straight lines. Neither idea
will stand analysis.

It is true that many buildings, ancient and modern alike, distort by
amounts greater than the curvature of the Parthenon. There are two reasons
for it: poor foundations and inferior construction. Unlike the mudbank upon
which London lies, the Parthenon rests on bed rock which has not subsided
or become compressed by any significant amount during the past 2,500 years.
Furthermore, no modern building has anything like the quality of construc-
tion put into the Parthenon by builders with something like a thousand years
of experience in temple architecture. Greece is wealthy in marble, and the
stones used here were of uncommon soundness. The fitting of the masonry is
uniquely elegant. No mortar was used. Every joint is the conjunction of two
perfectly squared and polished surfaces, and the blocks were brought tight
together by methods that need not concern us except to say they virtually
preclude the possibility of further movement. It is thus inappropriate to rea-
son by analogy to inferior buildings where, in return for cheap work, we ac-
cept as inevitable shrinkage in the materials, squeezing at the joints, and the
twisting that comes from a poor substratum, inadequate foundations, or both.

The assumption that the Greek builders wanted straight lines, and intended
to get them when the building settled, is similarly out of order. It is true that
the modern contractor works on straight lines, but his reason for doing so
bears no relation to aesthetic theory. He merely knows that the plumb and
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level reduce the cost by saving an immense amount of time making checks
and measurements of every imaginable sort. There is no legitimate reason for
comparing such work with the work that went into the Parthenon.

The builders of that great temple belong to quite another guild and class.
The nearest modern parallel is to be sought in the shipyard. Anyone who has
worked there will instantly appreciate the curves of the Parthenon. To estab-
lish the wonderful lines that were built into the marble and remain, what a
world of patient labor in the drafting room and on the lofting floor! What in-
finite skill and care in cutting the innumerable perfect and subtle bevels that
fit so perfectly together and produce the unparalleled loveliness!

More popular than either of these suggestions is the theory endorsed by
Penrose, who seems to have elaborated upon a somewhat cryptic passage in
Vitruvius.

Vitruvius was a Roman builder of the 1st Century a.n. He wrote a treatise
on architecture, a copy of which was discovered at Saint Gall in Switzerland
by the Florentine humanist Poggio who came that way in 1416. Nothing else
survives from the pen of any man who was himself a classical architect, and
Vitruvius has therefore occupied a unique position of authority ever since.

In Book III, Chapter IV, Mr. M. H. Morgan translates his text as follows:

 The level of the stylobate must be increased along the middle by the scamilli im-
pares; for if it is laid perfectly level, it will look to the eye as though it were hol-
lowed a little. At the end of the book a figure will be found, with a description show-
ing how the scamilli may be made to suit this purpose.”

The drawing Vitruvius mentions did not survive with his texc, but the
scamilli im pares, or something very like them, survive in the building trades.
As explained in a learned note by Mr. H. L. Warren, added as an appendix to
Morgan’s Vitruvius, the scamilli are a set of little blocks of varying height. By
setting them up at carefully measured intervals and sighting along them, the
builder can adjust a stylobate to any curve he wants.

There can be little doubt that Vitruvius knew how to construct such curves,
and there can be little doubt, also, that his remarks reflect a general custom
bruited about among Roman builders; namely, that a good and proper temple
ought to have curvature and inclination something like that of the Parthenon.
Further confirmation is supplied by a passing word or two in Cicero (In Ver-
rem 11, 1, 51) where that famous trial lawyer impeaches a witness by suggest-
ing the man is so ignorant as to suppose that pillars should be made to stand
exactly plumb.

Building upon such classical tradition and extending its implications in a
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manner that is admittedly plausible, Penrose asserted that the curves and in-
clinations of the Parthenon were intended to compensate for optical illusions.
Without such adjustments from the plumb and level, he declared that the
stylobate would * seem to sag, the entablature would seem to recede, and the
angle columns look thin against the sky.”

Penrose’s suggestion is often illustrated by drawings; a typical set appears
among the superb and indispensable set of plates in Sir Bannister Fletcher’s
History of Architecture. Such drawings may not, however, be taken as ra-
tional evidence. By no means do they represent the actual conditions obtaining
in a view of the Parthenon, but an exaggeration thereof. We must dismiss
them as caricature.

In scrutinizing Penrose’s theory, we must first of all disabuse ourselves of
the prestige it has acquired by a hundred years of repetition. Often stated as
fact, it still remains merely a suggestion like any other.

First of all, it is well to examine Penrose’s ancient authority.

Any reader of Vitruvius is bound to observe that, Roman builder though
he was, Vitruvius was hardly an educated man. His Latin was inelegant, and
his powers of expression were poor. The latter undoubtedly reflect something
more serious than an absence of ease and grace; the truth is that Vitruvius was
neither a well-informed man nor a clear-headed man. Whenever he alludes to
anything that demands close reasoning and subtle knowledge (Polycleitos’s
canon of proportion for the human figure, for example) he gets mixed up and
gives us a garbled account. It is plain enough he knew that curvature and in-
clination were the going custom, and it seems likely he knew a practical
method for building them into a temple. It by no means follows that he un-
derstood the aesthetic theories of the Greek architects who first invented the
refinements. In that connection, we must remind ourselves, moreover, that
Vitruvius was no contemporary observer. He lived about 600 years after the
Parthenon was built.

Cicero was a person of different stripe. It seems probable that he might have
been able to give us a succinct account of the theory involved; but, like Vitru-
vius, he doesn’t. He merely refers to it in quite another connection, and
passes on.

In sum, we must accept the fact that we have no ancient mandate one way
or the other, and the idea that the refinements compensate for optical illu-
sions, if true, must rest on modern deduction.

One way to check Penrose’s assertions is to examine modern buildings
known to be plumb and level. The examination must be made, of course, un-
der conditions of diffused light and by persons trained in accurate, objective
visual inspection — we cannot take a majority vote to decide the matter be-
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cause the unskilled observer can so easily be persuaded that he sees what he is
told to see. When plumb and level buildings are so examined, the optical illu-
sions predicted by Penrose do not appear unless some extraneous factor is in-
troduced. Again, we must beware of the familiar tricky drawings which do in
truth deceive the eye, but which bear no fair analogy to conditions at the
Parthenon.

Penrose’s assertions overlook another fact of importance. They contain the
tacit suggestion that the curves are not perceptible with the naked eye, and
that the building impresses the observer as being plumb and level. The reverse
is true. When a considerable overlay of medieval rubble was removed in 1837
to put the whole stylobate in plain sight for the first time during our era, the
curves were at once noted. Three observers actually published the fact, and
Penrose’s research was undertaken in the first place to verify such statements.
Any number of modern observers who have visited the site repeat the testi-
mony of those who first inspected the temple: the curves are there to be seen
with the naked eye. Any good-size photograph also shows them up plainly and
accurately (Figs. 4.1-2).

We are thus compelled to believe that compensation for optical illusions of-
fers no satisfactory explanation for the situation we know to obtain. In struc-
tures without such adjustments, the optical illusions do not take place, and at
the Parthenon the refinements do not produce the plumb and level appearance.

The modern student, accustomed to the best engineering the world has
ever seen, will also want to know whether the Parthenon’s refinements per-
form some practical service, but this possibility must also be discarded as un-
important. Drainage is improved by making any floor convex rather than flat,
but drainage can be taken care of equally well by some method less heroically
expensive and difficult. The increased diameter of the corner columns and the
pitch of all columns doubtless tends to increase the stability of the fabric when
subjected to shock or vibration of any kind — an earthquake or an explosion,
for instance. But in neither case is the adjustment of the right order of magni-
tude to make any significant difference, and the Doric temple, with its pon-
derous columns and slight superstructure, is an extremely stable building to
begin with.

It would appear that the only avenue offering any hope of explaining the
Parthenon’s refinements is the assumption that the Greck designers were com-
pelled by some deeply felt aesthetic necessity. The idea that aesthetic satisfac-
tion might seem so important may not immediately impress the reader as
plausible, but the facts point that way.
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The artists who assembled at Athens to work under Phidias had the greatest
opportunity ever afforded in the entire history of the ancient world. Because
Athens controlled the Delian League, unlimited funds were available. It would
have been easy to build larger buildings or more buildings. Instead, the money
was expended and fabulous labor devoted to the attainment of quality.

Insofar as we can recapture the Greek state of mind and thus understand
the exhaustive perfection of the Parthenon, the following considerations are
apposite.

As we have seen from our study of Greek pedimental arrangement and
other instances of design applied to sculpture and painting (see above, pages
§6—66), the Greeks who lived and worked in Periclean Athens were pos-
sessed of and committed to a particular and excellent theory of artistic order
which we have named #he organic com position. Of this, the chief elements are
the establishment of an intensive and assertive unity for the whole (usually
brought about by firm boundaries, either visible or suggested), and, within
the frame, the maintenance of coherence between part and part and between
part and whole (usually by some logical and unmistakable suggestion). When
drawing plans for their greatest temple, would the Greeks suddenly embark
upon some new and untried theory of design? That is certainly possible. In
one instance, it seems even to have happened (see below, page 347), but ev-
erything combines to indicate that the Parthenon is simply the largest, and
also the most subtle instance of the theory of design so succinctly stated by
Aristotle and cited in the last chapter. To understand the building, we merely
need apply to architecture what we already know to be true of sculpture.
Everything then falls into a reasonable pattern.

All architecture begins with the site. There is perhaps no such thing as a
good building as such; we must ask where it is to go and in what surroundings
it will come into view. In accordance with classical custom, the site of the
Parthenon had been leveled off into a horizontal plane surface.

The upward curve of the stylobate is in physical juxtaposition to the hori-
zontal ground line beneath it. If projected slightly at either end, the curve
would have an origin in the ground a short distance from the facade of the
building. Thence it would rise to its apex, and swing downward to an ending
at a point in the ground an equal and opposite distance beyond the temple’s
far end.

Given the character of the curve and its reference to the horizontal beneath,
any smallest arc of it tells the story. By its own internal logic it says that the
middle of the building must come at such and such a point, and that its end
must also come at a definite distance farther on. There is no room for doubt;
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but a straight and horizontal stylobate would make no similar reference to
the ground. There is nothing within a straight line to tell us where it begins,
ends, or has a middle; it might stop anywhere or go on forever.

The inclination of the columns makes sense by reference to the same theory.
The effect is to make the building the base of a pyramidal figure; and as a
general proposition, it may be stated thac once the notion of symmetry has
been evoked in the feelings of the observer, inclination of any sort whatever
will demand its equal and opposite.

The increased diameter of the corner columns and their closer spacing both
contribute to the same scheme. They strengthen the enframement and empha-
size the limits of the composition. The same may be said of the triglyphs which
join at the corners of the frieze, but there is more to be discussed before we are
through with the so-called * triglyph problem.”

The arrangement of the triglyphs has traditionally been presented as an al-
most intolerable irregularity of the Doric temple which the Greek designers
were clever enough to ameliorate by a kind of artistic counter-irritant so
subtly applied as to escape attention. Such a view must have had its genesis in
the notion that the rhythm of the triglyphs ought to be geared to the rhythm
of the columns — a concept that might apply to a machine, but one which is
unnecessary when dealing with a work of art.

Because of its projection, its distinctive shape, and the way it takes the light,
each triglyph is of course an accent. They do not come at precisely even inter-
vals, but that need cause us no more than a moment’s difficulty. The spacing

changes in a rational manner. There is order, that is to say, in the rate of °

change. We are perfectly familiar with that type of order in music, and we
merely see it here in visual terms. It is probably an excellent thing rather than
a fault to have the columns come in one rhythm and the triglyphs in another.
The experience of simultaneous rhythm is also familiar enough, and we may
summarize by saying that the triglyphs constitute an element of variety in
the decoration of a building which tends on the whole to be overly regular.

We have been speaking of the composition of the Parthenon as though it
were self-evidently a good thing. To an extent, that is true. As the supreme
demonstration of organic composition, the great building is unexcelled. Tt is
a celebration of the Greek capacity for formulating clear, consistent ideas and
making practical affairs conform to an order directed by the mind. All men
must admire such a quality in a people. We must nevertheless be prepared to
compare the Greek achievement with others — as, for example, with the Style
of the Near East which lacks (but for excellent reasons) the Aristotelean be-
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ginning, middle, and end. Before proceeding, it behooves us to pause for a few
remarks that may still further explain the character of Greek art.

The various refinements of the Parthenon combine to produce an extraor-
dinary sense of integration, completeness, and fulfillment. By its very nature,
the organic theory of composition seems to proceed toward that result with a
beautiful inevitability. It is necessary to appreciate, however, that such a re-
sult is achieved at a cost. A work of art which exists in such a state that noth-
ing may be added or taken away is not only static, it is inflexible. Nothing is
left to do; indeed nothing more can be done. When they built the Parthenon,
the Greeks had arrived at the end of a road. A great many temples were built
in later generations, some of them larger and more elaborate. But what is there
to be said about them?

Greek excellence was achieved by the method of setting limits. Every one of
the refinements of the Parthenon contributes to the establishment of bounda-
ries for the composition. It would appear that the Greek mind sought bounda-
ries because limitation makes it possible to understand, to control, and to excel.
But the very same feeling was also a negation: the Greeks may fairly be de-
scribed as harboring a terror of the indefinite. In art and in all forms of
thought, their accomplishment was bought by rigorous restriction of the field
of attention, and by stern exclusion of everything beyond the problem in
hand.

Thus the Greek temple makes no reference to the universe around it. Its
clarity and integration is unparalleled, but it comes at the cost of dealing only
with the finite.

The Sculpture of the Parthenon

Not satisfied with refinement of an architectural nature, the Athenians gave
the Parthenon a prodigious wealth of sculpture. In addition to the two pedi-
mental compositions, all 92 metopes were decorated with individual composi-
tions in high relief; and in addition to the metopes, there was an extra and
unique feature in the form of an inner frieze in low relief, 3 feet and 4 inches
high, placed at the very top of the exterior wall of the cella and immediately
under the ceiling of the ambulatory. The frieze ran all the way around the
cella, and originally measured a full 524 feet long (Fig. 4.5).

In the absence of originals by the great masters of the Fifth Century, a spe-
cial importance attaches to the marbles from the Parthenon. As architectural
sculpture goes, the work is unusually fine, but can we legitimately associate it
with the personal style of Phidias? Opinions vary. Some critics want to be-
lieve he designed everything; others contend that he designed nothing. On the
whole, the latter seems more likely, unwelcome though it is. In view of his im-
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mense responsibilities at the time, he must have been compelled to delegate
even so important a task as this. From Phidias or some other personality, how-
ever, there surely emanated a certain unity both of style and spirit. All the
sculpture from the Parthenon is tinged with a lofty sobriety that separates it
even from the rest of the Greek output.

The subject matter of the metopes was, as usual, drawn from mythological
combat. On the east we might have seen the gods fighting the giants, on the
west the Greeks against the Amazons, and on the south the Lapiths and the
Centaurs. Only the southern metopes are sufficiently well preserved to make
study worthwhile; those from the north side were so badly damaged that
even their subject is a matter of debate. On the whole, the metopes are some-
what less satisfactory than the rest of the sculpture. A few of them might
even be called crude. The reason is not far to seek: the structural procedure
demanded that the metopes be finished early and dropped permanently into
place long before it was necessary to carve anything for the pediments or for
the inner frieze. Because a very large number of sculptors were required to
get the work done in any reasonable time, it is probably a good guess that the
carving of the metopes took place at a period of organization during which it
Was necessary to accept compromises. By the time that first enterprise was
complete, the corps of sculptors was capable of working together as a unit, and
would by then have become familiar with the conceptions and standards at
which Phidias aimed. At any rate, the metopes — taking them as a collection
— exhibit unhappy variations in quality.

For its eastern pediment, the Parthenon had the Birth of Athena, a subject
involving the emergence of that goddess from the forchead of her father Zeus.
Inasmuch as she came into the world full-grown and wearing a suit of armor,
the delivery was incontestably the greatest obstetrical miracle in history. One
would like to know how the sculptors handled it, but except for a very doubt-
ful reflection on a marble well-head in Madrid (showing the situation after it
was all over), we have no guidance. The vital central portion of this pediment
was destroyed to make room for the apse when the temple was converted into
a church during the sth Century. The rest of the composition was memorial-
ized in one of the * Carrey drawings,” and the preserved figures are on view
in London. The reclining male nude known as ** Theseus »* has often been sug-
gested as our best source on Phidian figure-style. The rhythmical drapery of
the so-called * Three Fates ” is something of a tour de force, although much
admired. Best of all, however, are the figures which localize the event in the
heavens and name the time as dawn: at the left-hand corner, the horses of
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Helios (the Sun) rise from the sea puffing with energy; and at the right, the
tired horses of Selene (the Moon) sink beneath the waves.

The western pediment had the Contest between Athena and Poseidon for
the Land of Attica. We know the arrangement of the central portion only
through the  Carrey drawing” of 1674 (Figs. 4.6—7). Poseidon’s horses
were lost in a clumsy attempt to lower them with the object of carrying them
off to Venice when the Venetians evacuated the city in 1688 — Morosini, their
leader, had descended from the Morosini who brought home from Constan-
tinople the four bronze horses which now stand over the principal entrance to
Saint Mark’s.

While it is difficult to reason from so poor a source, the drawing is good
enough to suggest that the subtlety of pedimental composition had advanced
since Olympia. Instead of posing each figure flat against the background,
many of the statues are seen in the three-quarter view, thus calling into op-
eration a very moderate sense of space forward and back in the horizontal
plane and producing a more varied pattern of shadow. The chief feature of
the design, however, is the elimination of the single standing figure placed on
the central axis; at Olympia and probably at Aegina also, the presence of such
a figure inevitably suggested a division of the whole into halves. Here at the
Parthenon, the middle of the pediment was filled with a criss-cross of diago-
nals. Tt is a fair guess that an even more intensive unity was thereby arrived at,
but it is admittedly hard to tell from the source we are compelled to rely upon.

The Parthenon was first opened to the public on the occasion of the Pana-
thenaic Festival of 438 B.c. Appropriately enough, the subject matter of its
lengthy interior frieze was an idealized version of the procession that took
place as its final and culminating ceremony. The Panathenaea was originally
no more than a local custom. Peisistratus had undertaken to magnify its im-
portance, and by the time of which we speak, the affair had become a national
celebration scheduled every fourth year and involving games, musical con-
tests, and oratorical performances. The procession was a great and major spec-
tacle of old men and maidens and a cavalry escort. Forming in the town, it
filed up onto the Acropolis. There was performed the focal ceremony of the
whole affair: putting a new saffron-colored robe (peplos) on a venerable
wooden statue of Athena.

The Parthenon is so placed that the visitor approaches it from the southwest
corner, and it is there that the design begins. The western section of the frieze
still remains in place (Fig. 4.5), and there we sce preparations in progress,
with some of the horsemen already in motion toward our left. The procession
splits, as it were, to follow both sides of the temple; and it comes together
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again at the middle of the eastern front of the building, where some gods are
seated waiting for the arrival of the peplos. The arrangement is natural
enough, and makes it impossible to inspect the composition backwards.

Although the frieze is ostensibly continuous, the Greek sense of artistic pro-
priety made it necessary that some account be taken of the corners of the
temple. Rapid motion was therefore confined to the long sides of the building.
Near the corners, we see the movement slowed down, with marshalls there to
direct the marchers. This is approximately what we might expect in the light
of what we already know about Greek art; certain other features, however,
require special mention.

Placed up under the roof and shielded by the entablature, the inner frieze
received almost all its light by reflection from the ambulatory floor and the
ground outside. By comparison to the intensity of the light outside, the frieze
existed in comparative gloom. Dark shadows of any kind had to be avoided at
all costs; otherwise, it would literally be impossible to make out what one was
looking at. Relief was therefore kept exceedingly low; and the upper parts
were modeled out with slightly more depth than the lower. At the top, the re-
lief rises about 2% inches above the background, and at the bottom, about
17/ inches. In order to avoid greater projection and cast shadows, some radical
distortions were introduced: to accommodate the legs of the riders without
bringing them out too far from the background, the sculptors simply caved
in the rib-cages of the dainty little horses to get the necessary hollow. Still
other distortions were employed for similarly rational reasons. Scale is vio-
lated, for example, to keep all the heads at the same height, thus repeating the
architectural line which forms the upper boundary: men on foot come to the
same level as men on horseback, and the horses themselves are on a smaller
scale than the men.

In matters of detail, it is probably impossible to find an equally extended
design that maintains the same high quality of sensibility. By exception in
Greek sculpture, rapid motion is represented; the usual method is to confront
the eye with a figure that would be unstable unless we understand that dy-
namics enter into the situation. Almost every variety of rhythm known to
sculpture is to be noted at some place or other in the immense length of the
frieze. The manual skill of the sculptors remains unexcelled; where can one
find greater brilliance of line, or more sensitive modeling?

It is nevertheless impossible to say whether this inner frieze was a success.
There is much to make one doubt it. However excellent in itself, its place-
ment was such as to render comfortable inspection impossible. Because the eye
adjusts to the brightest illumination within the field of vision, not the dim-
mest, did the frieze attract its fair share of attention in the bright Mediterra-
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nean climate? Or was it lost in the dark as details are lost in paintings by
Caravaggio and Rembrandt? Now that the roof is gone, it is difficult to guess
at these things. As seen on the building, in the British Museum, and in every
available photograph, the cast shadows fall downward, which is the reverse of
the way they were intended to fall. Even if this were corrected by artificial
light within the museum, outdoor conditions would scarcely be duplicated. In
their original condition, moreover, the panels must have been most subtly fin-
ished on the surface to take the light in the best manner; but it is hopeless to
attempt to restore that surface. In the end we are left in a quandary, with a
number of important worries unresolved.

THE ERECTHEUM

The conventional nature of most Greek architecture is pointed up with em-
phasis by the very existence of the Erectheum at Athens (Fig. 4.10). The
building was designed by Mnesicles, who must be ranked high among those
capable of original acts of genius.

Instead of leveling off the site as classical architects almost invariably did,
Mnesicles accepted the footing as he found it. He built the structure on two
levels that differ by about 1014 feet, and he provided two separate facades, one
at the east end and the other at the northwest corner. Doubtless there were re-
ligious as well as physical reasons for the arrangement. It is said that Athena’s
olive tree and Poseidon’s salt spring both were to be seen at this very spot; and
while nothing has been established with certainty, it is likely that the building
was intended to incorporate several shrines, one of which had to do with Erec-
theus — hence the name. The interior arrangements have been altogether
erased, but it seems most likely that the Erectheum was a double temple, with
a partition at some point separating the east end from the west.

Because the building is assymetrical, critics have invariably pictured Mnesi-
cles as a much put upon man. We are told that he was a clever person, who
tried to beguile us away from fundamental imperfection (i.e., absence of geo-
metric order) by elegant details and by surprises like the famous Porch of the
Maidens attached to the southwest corner on the side facing the Parthenon.
On the assumption that no Greek in his right mind would willingly design
the building as it stands, we are often asked to excuse Mnesicles on the ground
that he hoped to set things right someday by adding an entire wing out to-
ward the west, an expedient which would * balance
making it symmetrical to an axis through the middle of the Porch of the
Maidens. .

There is no archaeological evidence that compels us to believe Mnesicles in-

_the .composition by
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tended any such thing. Neither is there any reason to apologize for the Erec-
theum as it stands. Everything in view is susceptible of explanation by refer-
ence to well-established principles of design.

As always, we must first consider the building in relation to its setting. It
stands about fifty yards north of the Parthenon, and at a slight angle thereto.
It is doubtful whether we would think so highly of the Parthenon were it not
for its juxtaposition to the irregular and delicate Erectheum. The two go to-
gether, the daintiness of the one setting off the strength of the other (Fig.
4.15). The modern observer, accustomed as he is to the mechanical planning
that derives from Rome, might interpret the absence of parallelism as an indi-
cation no such relation was intended, but he would be mistaken. By pitching
the two axes differently, the Greek designers made certain that the two build-
ings would take the light differently, thus avoiding the monotonous pattern of
shadows which results from putting every surface in line with every other.

The matter becomes even more interesting if we consider the Erectheum by
itself. ‘The south face, toward the Parthenon, is the one that best illustrates the
principles in operation (Fig. 4.10). It is necessary, of course, to supply in im-
agination the missing parts of the entablature, and the vanished roof.

Seen from this point of view, the composition presents us with an extensive
area of blank wall stretching off to the east and right. At the lower left-hand
corner, we see the Porch of the Maidens which is small in scale, but an artistic
tour de force: young ladies carrying an entablature on their heads. Empathy
does not operate to make us feel fatigue even though they have stood there
some 2,400 years; the architect gets away with it because his sculptor chose a
very adequate canon of proportions and was supremely skilful in posing the
figures, especially around the head and neck, so that they appear to do their
work with complete ease, even with freedom.

The composition is in perfect balance. It is merely necessary to realize that
for the purposes of a work of art, balance is not a mechanical matter but a ques-
tion of the observer’s psychology. We may balance mass off against mass, much
as we balance weight against weight when using a simple set of scales. Up to
this point, we have found it unnecessary to refer to any other kind of bal-
ance, but the Erectheum demands an extension of our understanding. It con-
fronts us with the phenomenon of the small item which is intensely interest-
ing (the Porch of the Maidens) placed far off center, but establishing by the
very fact of its interest an equilibrium as over against a large bulk of compara-
tively neutral material (the blank wall). In its present condition without ei-
ther entablature or roof, the composition is out of order because the Porch of
the Maidens exerts a disproportionate appeal to one’s attention.

Were the Erectheum the only instance of its kind, we might put it down as
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an historical eccentricity, and pass on. The very same arrangement, however,
appears to have been used in ancient painting, returned to popularity at Ven-
ice during the 16th Century (see below, pages 762—763), and has been used so
many times since that we may recognize it as a standard artistic form. As in-
dicated, the essential principle is to balance a bulk of inert material against a
small item of intense interest. As seen in painting, the latter is almost invari-
ably a vista into the distance. The vista, performing for the picture the same
function as the Porch of the Maidens on the Erectheum, will usually be found
at the upper right-hand corner, or the upper left. It may be anywhere else so
long as it does its work properly, and we need not be confused simply because
the Porch of the Maidens comes at a lower corner rather than an upper.

If our present explanation be accepted — and it seems to give more satisfac-
tion than any other — our admiration for the Greek genius is increased, and
our comments about the limitations of the Greek mind are softened some-
what. Sadly enough, however, the principles illustrated by the Erectheum
never took hold during Antiquity, and the building remains the single in-
stance of their employment by any classical architect.

THE INFLUENCE OF GREEK ARCHITECTURE
UPON LATER STYLES

The influence of the Greek style upon the subsequent history of architecture
is a matter of common knowledge. The beauty of the Greek orders has been as
cogent, perhaps, as any other single factor in maintaining the cultural prestige
of Antiquity. As decorative detail, the orders (or reminiscences of them) ap-
pear in wholesale quantities on Roman buildings, Byzantine buildings, Renais-
sance buildings, Baroque buildings, Rococo buildings, and indeed almost every-
where except in Romanesque and Gothic. This is the literal and mechanical
aspect of the Greek influence.

Far more important are the tendencies which derive from the inward spirit
of the Greek style. These have to do with the shape and the subtleties of shape
given to individual members, and with the way parts combine into an orderly
scheme conceived in terms of geometry. In the Greek temple, those impulses
combined to produce a building which is, in the last analysis, a gigantic piece
of geometric sculpture.

The basic psychology that derives from such a conception of architecture
has had a far-reaching effect. It has been the dominant factor in architectural
thought since the start of the Renaissance, and it was the dominant factor in
the architectural thought of the Romans.

An architect who holds the Greek point of view experiences his first con-
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ception of the building in a sculptor’s terms. His initial effort to visualize the
completed building creates in his mind’s eye a picture of the oufside of the
building. He sees a set of masses. Each one will be a familiar geometric solid,
pierced perhaps by doors and windows arranged at equal intervals, or accord-
ing to some other scheme of easily-comprehended regularity. The more the
mass of the building conforms to the simplicity and unity of the Greek tem-
ple, the more closely will it suit the taste of its architect.

Provision has to be made for the human activities that must go on inside
the structure and round about it. In point of time, this consideration arrives
in the mind of the architect only after he has already formed a preference for
an exterior of a particular shape. The truth is that he packs in the practical
details much as we pack a suitcase, and the volume of space originally chosen
almost always is too much or too little. To use a bit of legitimate jargon, the
architect who feels as the Greeks felt © designs from the outside inward.”

The process almost invariably produces buildings that yearn for the condi-
tion of the Greek temple. Adjustments and additions are difficult to make, and
the expense is usually higher than it otherwise might be. Neatness and order
are almost sure to be arrived at, however; and no other procedure is so likely
to produce formal beauty. As Alberti was so eloquently to point out during
the Renaissance, formal beauty is no mere luxury. It has to do with the dignity
of man, and is necessary if his soul is to be fed.
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Fig. 5.2 (above) Rome. Terme Musecum. Red jas-
per gem signed by Aspasios. Early 1st Century a.p.
Both are believed to reflect the appearance of the
Athena Parthenos by Phidias.

Fig. 5.1 (left) Athens. National Museum. The
“Varvakeion Statue” of Athena. Marble. 39 inches
high.

~

Fig. 53 Paris. Bibliothtque Nationale. Figs. 5.4-5 Coins of Elis. Period of Hadrian (117-
Coin of Olympia. About 360 s.c. 138 AD.).

Believed to reflect the appearance of the Olympian Zeus by Phidias. From casts in the Metropolitan
Museum, New York.
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Figs. 5.16 Cambridge, Massachusetts. Fogg Museum. The Harvard
Meleager. Believed to reflect the appearance of a statue by Scopas.

FROM A CAST IN THE METROPOLITAN MUSEUM. ALINART
Figs. 5.17-18 Heads from the pedimental sculptures of the Temple of
Athena Alea at Tegea,
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Fig. 519 Rome. Vatican. Roman
copy believed to reflect the appear-
ance of the Apoxyomenos by Lysip-

POS.

Fig. 520 (below) Constantinople.
Ottoman Museum. The Alexander
Sarcophagus.
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GREEK SCULPTORS

OF THE GREAT AGE

ABOUT 450 TO ABOUT 300 s.c.

PHIDIAS

The opinion of the ancients, as expressed in their literary records, gives the un-
mistakable impression that Phidias was the greatest artist of Greece. Because
we possess so much of it in good condition we are likely to think of the build-
ing program on the Acropolis as his greatest achievement, but it would appear
that we are mistaken. His fame during Antiquity derived from his authorship
of the two greatest cult statues of the peninsula: the Athena Parthenos for
which the Parthenon itself was built, and the seated Zeus in the Temple of
Zeus at Olympia. For the Greeks these two statues had immense religious sig-
nificance, and as objects of pilgrimage and devotion meant as much or more
than the shrine of Santiago at Compostella was destined to mean in the days of
medieval Christianity. Phidias’s role, in short, was to furnish Greece with its
visual imagery for the great Gods. The testimony of our literary records is
practically unanimous in praising his supreme success in that profoundly diffi-
cult and immensely important enterprise.

Both the Zeus and the Athena Parthenos were of colossal size, standing about
forty feet high. Because the Zeus was a seated figure, the scale was even larger.

Both were chryselephantine, which is to say made of gold and ivory. A com-
plex wooden frame supported the statue; and over this, ivory plates were laid
for the flesh surfaces, with gold for drapery and accessories. Precious stones
were added to some extent. Because of the scale, various surfaces not ordinarily
available for such use were employed as fields for subordinate decoration in
narrative relief. The soles of Athena’s sandals, for example, were deep enough
to carry a Battle of Lapiths and Centaurs, and her shicld had a Battle of the
Greeks and Amazons into which Phidias is said to have introduced portraits
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of himself and Pericles. There can be no doubt that these subordinate decora-
tions added much to the interest of both statues, and made each, in effect, a
museum of Phidias’s art.

It is impossible to say with any certainty which statue was the earlier; and,
as a matter of fact, our visual evidence is so slight as to make such a question
utterly academic. The only fixed date in the sculptor’s entire career is 438 B.c.,
when the Athena Parthenos was dedicated. Either before that or after it, he
went to Olympia. There is a record that he got into trouble over an alleged
theft of some of the gold used for the Zeus, and may even have died in prison.
Greek politics being what they were, it looks as though his association with
Pericles were the real reason behind the rumor; probably some of his enemies
got him after Pericles died in 429. At any rate, we may make the guess Phidias
was born about 490, and that his activity extended to 430 or a little longer.

Pausanius, that Baedeker of the Ancient World, was in Greece during the
2nd Century A.D., and saw the Athena Parthenos. In his Description of Greece
(I.24.5), he says:

On the middle of the helmet rests a sphinx and on either side of the helmet griffins
are represented. The statue of Athena stands erect and wears a tunic reaching to the
feet. On its breast is represented in ivory the head of Medusa, and a Victory about
four cubits in height stands on one of its hands, while in the other it holds a spear.
At its feet rests a shield, and close to the shield is a serpent which no doubt represents
Erichthonios. On the base of the statue, the Birth of Pandora is represented in relief.

It is from Pliny (Natural History XXXVI.18) that we get the further in-
formation that “on the shield was wrought in relief the Battle of the Amazons
on the convex surface, and the Combat of the Gods and Giants on the concave
side, while on the sandals was represented those of the Lapiths and Centaurs.”

Plutarch (Pericles XXXI.4) completes such description as we have with the
remark that on the shield Phidias included * a figure of himself as a bald old
man lifting up a stone in both hands, and a very fine portrait of Pericles fight-
ing an Amazon.” Pericles, he further indicates, was shown with one arm across
his face.

Suffering a certain amount of attrition, the original statue still stood in the
cella as late as 375 A.D. After that time, accounts vary. There was a fire during
the sth Century A.p. in which the Athena may have perished; at any rate, it
seems to have been gone by about 485. One bit of evidence suggests it was at
Constantinople during the 1oth Century, but we can by no means be certain
what actually happened to it. As usual, we are left to do the best we can with
what we have.

The Strangford Shield in the British Museum is probably a copy after the
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shield of the Athena Parthenos, and seems to show Phidias and Pericles as we
might expect to find them from Plutarch’s citation. If so, this monument is
the nearest thing we have to a self-portrait by any ancient artist, and is in
itself evidence for the sculptor’s age at the date of the statue.

Other monumental evidence is discouraging to a degree. The so-called Var-
vakeion Copy (Fig. 5.1) is the only complete statue that comes anywhere near
fitting the stipulations of the literary evidence. One wishes it had never been
found; it is lifeless, stupid, vulgar. About all that may properly be deduced
from it is a summary notion of Phidias’s figur<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>