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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
TO THE FIRST EDITION

The title of this book has a dual meaning: it refers both to the
events that make the history of art, and (o the scholarly disci-
pline that deals with these events. Perhaps it is just as well
that the record and its interpretation are thus designated by
the same term. For the two cannot be separated, try as we
may. There are no “plain facts” in the history of art—or in
the history of anything else, for that matter; only degrees of
plausibility. Every statement, no matter how fully docu-
mented, is subject to doubt, and remains a “fact” only so
long as nobody questions it. To doubt what has been taken
for granted, and to find a more plausible interpretation of the
evidence, is.every scholar’s task. Nevertheless, there is al-
ways a large body of “facts” in any field of study; they are the
sleeping dogs whose very inertness makes them landmarks
on the scholarly terrain. Fortunately, only a minority of them
can be aroused at the same time, otherwise we should lose
our bearings; vet all are kept under surveillance to see
which ones might be stirred into wakefulness and locomo-
tion. It is these “facts” that fascinate the scholar. I believe

they will also interest the general reader. In a survey such as
this, the sleeping dogs are indispensable, but 1 have tried to
emphasize that their condition is temporary, and to give the
reader a fairly close look at some of the wakeful ones.

I am under no illusion that my account is adequate in ev-
ery respect. The history of art is too vast a field for anyone to
encompass all of it with equal competence. If the shortcom-
ings of my book remain within tolerable limits, this is due to
the many friends and colleagues who have permitted me to
tax their kindness with inquiries, requests for favors, or dis-
cussions of doubtful points. I am particularly indebted to
Bernard Bothmer, Richard Ettinghausen, M. S. Ipsiroglu,
Richard Krautheimer, Max Lochr, Wolfgang Lotz, Alex-
ander Marshack, and Meyer Schapiro, who reviewed var-
ious aspects of the book and generously helped in securing
photographic material. 1 must also record my gratitude to
the American Academy in Rome, which made it possible for
me, as art historian in residence during the spring of 1960,
to write the chapters on ancient art under ideal conditions.

H. W. J.
1962



PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
TO THE FOURTH EDITION

This, the fourth edition of . W. Janson’s thistory of Art.,
preserves most of the text of the previous one. At the same
time, it presents a number of major changes and additions.
There are now more than 550 iustrations in color—three
times the number of the previous edition—and all illustra-
tions are integrated with the text. In addition, a special color
section, Key Monuments in the History of Art, sets the stage
for our survey by presenting thirty-one masterpicces of
painting, sculpture, and architecture that eloquently show
how great artists from the Old Stone Age to the present have
responded to that most human of impulses, the urge to cre-
ate art. New illustrations show works in situ. adding a new
dimension of visual context to the narrative of art history.
There are diagrams and architectural drawings that have
never appeared in History of Art, as well as many improved
diagrams and plans.

Less immediately apparent perhaps, but no less impor-
tant, is the complete reorganization of Part Four, devoted to
the modern world. The distinction between Neoclassicism
and Romanticism is now drawn more clearly. Twenticth-
century painting now has a more straightforward chrono-
logical organization. A separate chapter is devoted to
sculpture since 1900, which has followed a rather different
path [rom painting. Modern architecture begins with Frank
Lloyd Wright, while its antecedents, including the Chicago
School and Art Nouveau, have been placed in carlier chap-
ters where they properly belong. T have also taken the oppor-
tunity throughout to make numerous adjustments m the
text and headings; to bring the record of art history up-to-
date; and to add a number of artists, including half again as
many women as were in the previous edition. In this con-
nection, it should be noted that the masculine gender is
used in referring collectively to artists and some other
groups of people only to avoid awkward circumlocutions and
repetitive language.

The expanded Introduction now includes a brief discus-
sion of line, color, light, composition, form. and space. This
section is intended to help the beginner become more sensi-
tive to visual components of art. The decision to incorporate
basic elements of art appreciation—a subject that lies out-
side the traditional scope of art history—is based on the con-
viction that one must first learn how to look at art in order to
understand it, since the works of art themselves remain the
primary document. Most people who read this book do so to
enhance their enjovment ol art, but often leel uneasy in
looking at individual works of art. The new matenial address-

es that obstacle by providing some general observations on
viewing art, without resorting to formulaic guidelines that
too often get in the way.

In making these rm"i.sinns. I am mindful that changing
anything m a book that has become an institution is not a
task to be undertaken lighty., My primary aim has been to
preserve the humanism that provided the foundation of this
book and o integrate my own approach and writing style as
seamlessly as possible into History of Art as it has evolved
over almost thirty vears. Further, I am quite aware that as-
serting the traditional value of the aesthetic experience runs
counter to the “new art history,” which sees art essentially
as a convevor of meaning determined by social context. The
influence of the semiotic approach—an interest of mine that
goes back more than a decade—can be detected in the lntro-
duction’s reference to language and meaning. Nevertheless,
1t is arguably more suited to the written word than to the
visual arts, stemming as it does largely trom French literary
criticism and linguistics. Moreover, it can be seen as em-
bodying a distinctly Post-Modermst sensibility (dhiscussed
toward the end of the book), in which the artist and his cre-
ation are relegated to secondary considerations. The book's
traditional approach is based on my belicf that ignoring the
visual and expressive qualities ol a work in order to make it
conform to a theoretical construct risks depriving us of
much of art’s pleasure, purpose, and inherent worth by turn-
ing its study into a scholastic exercise.

1 am greatly indebted to two former colleagues: Michael
McDonough for his helptul suggestions on modern archi-
tecture and Joseph Jacobs for his stimulatmg ideas about
contemporary art. At Harry N. Abrams, inc., | have been for-
tunate to have the collaboration of Senior Editor Julia
Moore, who was responsible for editing and tor tracking the
myriad revisions. Project Manager Sheila Franklin Lieber
provided strong support and made consistently helpful sug-
gestions early in the revision process. Bob McKee rede-
signed the entire book with intelligence and aplomb.
Jenniter Bright worked miracles in the herculean task of se-
curing hundreds of new photographs. In finding solutions to
the complex problems of integrating color—without sacri-
ficing the high quality production for which this book 1s
known —Shun Yamamoto performed with the greatest pro-
fessionalism. 1 am especially grateful to Paul Gotthieb for his
unfailing support, sound advice, and good humeor. Lastly, it
is only fitting that thns edition be dedicated to the memory of
Fritz Landshoft. whose impact on me was so profound

Agl
1990



INTRODUCTION

ART AND THE ARTIST

“What is art?” Few questions provoke such heated debate
and provide so few satistactory answers. Il we cannot come
to any definitive conclusions, there is still a good deal we can
say. Art is first of all a word—one that acknowledges both
the idea and the fact of art. Without it, we might well ask
whether art exists in the first place. The term, after ali, is not
found in every society. Yet art is made everywhere. Art,
therefore, is also an object, but not just any kind of object.
Artis an aesthetic object. [t is meant to be looked at and ap-
preciated for its intrinsic value. Its special qualities set art
apart. so that it is often placed away from evervday life—in
muscums, churches, or caves. What do we mean by aesthet-
ic? By deflinition, aesthetic is “that which concerns the
beautiful.”

Of course, not all art is beautiful to our eves, but it is art
nonetheless. And no matter how unsatisfactory, the term
will have to do for fack of a better one. Aesthetics is, strictly
speaking. a branch of philosophy which has occupied think-
ers from Plato to the present dav. Like all matters philo-
sophical. it is inherently debatable. Puring the last hundred
vears, aestheties has also become a field of psychology, a
ficld which has come to equally hittle agreement. Why
should this be so? On the one hand, people the world over
make much the same fundamental judgments, since our
brams and nervous systems are the same. On the other
hand. taste is condioned solely by culture, which is so var-
ied that 1t 1s mipossible to reduce art to anvy one set of pre-
cepts, Lowonld seem, therefore, that absolute qualities in art
must clude us. that we cannot escape viewing works of art in
the context of ume and arcumstance, whether past or pres-
ent How mdeed could it be otherwise, so long as art is still
being created all aronnd us, opemng our eves almost datly to
new  expertences and thus loreimng us to readjust our
understandimg?

42 < INTRODUCTIO

Imagination

We all dream. That is imagination at work. To imagine
means simply to make an image—a picture—in our minds.
Human beings are not the only creatures who have imagina-
tion. Even animals dream. A cat’s cars and tail may twitch as
he sleeps, and a sleeping dog may whine and growl and paw
the air, as if he were having a fight. Even when awake, ani-
mals “sce” things. For no apparent reason a cat’s fur may
rise on his hack as he peers into a dark closet, just as you or |
may get goose bumps from phantoms we neither see nor
hear. Clearly. however, there is a profound difference be-
tween human and animal imagination. Humans are the only
creatures who can tell one another about imagination in sto-
ries or pictures. The urge to make art is unique to us. No
other animal has ever been observed to draw a recognizable
image spontancously in the wild. In fact, their only images
have been produced under earefully eontrolied laboratory
condittons that tell us more about the experimenter than
they do about art. There can be little doubt, on the other
hand, that people possess an aesthetic faculty. By the age of
five every normal child has drawn a moon pie-face. The abil-
ity to make art is one ol our most distinctive features, for it
separates us from all other creatures across an evolutionary
gap that is unbridgeable.

Just as an embryo retraces much of the human evolution-
ary past, so the budding artist reinvents the first stages of
art. Soon, however, he completes that process and begins to
respond to the culture around him. Even children’s art is
subject to the taste and outlook of the society that shapes his
or her personality. In fact, we tend to judge children’s art
according to the same criteria as adult art—only in appropri-
ately simpler terms—and with good reason, for il we exam-
ine its successive stages, we find that the voungster must
develop all the skills that go into adult art: coordination, in-
tellect. personatity, imagination, creativity. and aesthetic



judgment. Seen this way. the making ol a vouthful artist is a
process as [ragile as growing up itsell, and one that can be
stunted at any step by the viassitudes of life. No wonder that
so few continue their creative aspirations into adulthood

Given the many factors that feed into it, art must play a
very special role in the artist’s personality: Sigmund FFreud,
the founder ol modern psychiatry, conceived of art primarily
in terms of sublimation outside of consciousness. Such a
view hardly does justice to artistic creativity, since art is not
simply a negative force at the mercy of our neuroses but a
positive expression that integrates diverse aspects of person-
ality. Indeed, when we look at the art of the mentallv ill. we
may be struck by its vividness; but we instinctively sense
that something is wrong, because the
incomplete.

Artists may sometimes be tortured by the burden of their
genius, but they can never be truly creative under the thrall
ol psychosis. The imagination is one ol our most mysterious
facets. It can be regarded as the connector between the con-
scious and the subconscious, where most of our brain activ-
ity takes place. Itis the very glue that holds our personality,
intellect, and spirvituality together. Because the imagination
responds to all three, it acts i lawlul, if unpredictable, wavs

expression 1s

that are determined by the psyche and the mind. Thus. even
the most private artistic statements can be understood on
some level, even if onlv an intuitive one

I'he imagination 1s important, as it allows us to conceive of
all kinds of possibilites in the future and to understand the
pastm a way that has real survival vatue. Itis a fundamental
part of our makeup. The ability to make art, in contrast
must have been acquired relatively recently in the course of
evolution. The record of the earliest avt 1s lost to us. Human
beings have been walking the earth for some two mullion
vears, but the oldest prehistoric art that we know of was
made onlv about 35,000 years ago, though it was undoubt
edlv the culmination ol a long development no longer trace
able. Even the most “primitive” ethnographic art represents
a late stage ol development within a stable society

Who were the first artists? In all likelihood. thev were sha-
mans. Like the legendary Orpheus. thev were believed to
have divine powers of inspiration and to be able to enter the
underworld of the subconscious in a deathlike trance, but.
unlike ordinary mortals, they were then able to return to the
realm of the living, Just such a figure seems to be represent-
ed by our Harpist (fig. 1) from nearly five thousand vears
ago. A work of unprecedented complexity for its time., it was

. 1HARPIST. so-called Orpheus. Marble statuette from Amorgos
in the Cvclades. Latter part of the 3rd nullenmum B

Height 84" (21.5 ¢cm

National Archeological Museum. Athens
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carved by a remarkably gifted arast who makes us feel the
visionary rapture ol a bavd as he sings his legend. With this
artist-shaman's unique ability to penetrate the unknown
and his rave tatent for expressing it through art, he gained
control over the forces hidden in human beings and nature.
Even today the artist remains a magician whose work can
mystify and move us—an embarrassing fact to civilized peo-
ple, who do not readily relinquish their veneer of rational
control.

In a larger sense art, like science and religion, fulfills our
innate urge to comprehend ourselves and the universe. This
function makes art especially significant and. hence, worthy

ol our attention. Art has the power to penetrate to the core of

our being, which recognizes itsell in the creative act. For
that reason, art represents its creator’s deepest understand-
ing and highest aspirations; at the same time, the artist of-
ten plays an important role as the articulator of our shared
beliets and values, which he expresses through an ongoing
tradition to us, his audience. A masterpiece, then, is a work
that contributes to our vision of hfe and leaves us profoundly
moved. Moreover, it ean bear the closest scrutiny and with-
stand the test of time.

Creativity

What do we mean by making? If, in order to simplify our
problem. we concentrate on the visual arts, we might say
that a work of art must be a tangible thing shaped by human
hands. This definition at least eliminates the confusion of
treating as works of art such natural phenomena as flowers,
scashells, or sunsets. H is a far from sufficient definition, to
be sure, since human beings make many things other than
works of art. Still, it will serve as a starting point. Now let us
look at the striking Bull’s Head by Picasso (fig. 2). which
seems to consist of nothing but the seat and handlebars of
an old bicvele. How meaningful is our formula here? Of
course the materials used by Picasso are fabricated, but it
would be absurd to insist that Picasso must share the credit
with the manufacturer, since the seat and handlebars in
themselves are not works of art.

While we feel a certain jolt when we first recognize the
igredients ol this visual pun, we also sense that it was a
stroke ol genius to put them together in this unique way,
and we cannot very well deny that it is a work of art. Yet the
handiwork—the mounting of the seat on the handlebars—is
ridiculously simple. Whatis far from simple is the leap of the
imagination by which Picasso recognized a bull's head in
these unlikely objects; that, we feel, only he could have
done. Clearly. then, we must be careful not to confuse the
making of a work of art with manual skill or craftsmanship.
Some works of art may demand a great deal of technicat dis-
aplme; others do not. And even the most painstaking picce
ol cralt does not descrve o be called a work of art unless it
nnvolves a leap of the imagination.

But it this is true are we not forced to conclude that the
real making of the Bull's Head took place in the artist’s
mind? No, that 1s not so, either. Suppose that, instead of ac-
tually putting the two picces together and showing them to
us, Picasso merely told us, “You know, today I saw a bicycle
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seat and handlebars that looked just like a bull's head to
me.” Then there would be no work of art and his remark
would not even strike us as an interesting bit of conversa-
tion. Moreover, Picasso himself would not have felt the satis-
faction of having created something on the basis of his leap
ol the imagination alone. Once he had conceived his visual
pun, he could never be sure that it would really work unless
he put it into effect.

Thus the artist’s hands, however modest the task they
may have to perform, play an essential part in the creative
process. Our Bull's Head is, of course, an idecally simple
case, involving only one leap of the imagination and a man-
ual act in response to it—once the seat had been properly
placed on the handlebars (and then cast in bronze), the job
was done. The leap of the imagination is sometimes exper-
ienced as a flash of inspiration, but only rarely does a new
idea emerge full-blown like Athena from the head of Zeus.
Instead, it is usually preceded by a long gestation period in
which all the hard work is done without finding the key to
the solution to the problem. At the critical point, the imagi-
nation makes connections between scemingly unrelated
parts and recombines them.

Ordinarily, artists do not work with ready-made parts but
with materials that have little or no shape of their own; the
creative process consists of a long series of leaps of the
imagination and the artist’s attempts to give them form by
shaping the material accordingly. The hand tries to carry out
the commands of the imagination and hopefully puts down a
brushstroke, but the result may not be quite what had been
expected, partly because all matter resists the human will,
partly because the image in the artist’s mind is constantly
shifting and changing, so that the commands of the imagi-
nation cannot be very precise. In fact, the mental image be-
gins to come into focus only as the artist “draws the line
somewhere.” That line then becomes part—the only fixed
part—of the iiage; the rest of the image, as yet unborn, re-
mains {luid. And each time the artist adds another line, a
new leap of the imagination is needed to incorporate that
line into his ever-growing mental image. If the line cannot
be incorporated, he discards it and puts down a new one.

In this way, by a constant flow of impulses back and forth
between his mind and the pardy shaped material before
him, he gradually defines more and more of the image, until
at last all of it has been given visible form. Needless to say,
artistic creation is too subtle and intimate an experience to
permit an exact step-by-step description; only the artist him-
sell’ can observe it fully, but he is so absorbed by it that he
has great difficulty explaining it to us.

The metaphor of birth comes closer to the truth than
would a description ol the process in terms of a transfer or
projection of the image from the artist’s mind, for the mak-
ing of a work of art is both joyous and painful, replete with
surprises, and in no sense mechanical. We have, moreover,
ample testimony that the artist himself tends to look upon
his creation as a living thing. Perhaps that is why ereativity
was once a concept reserved for God, as only Tle could give
material form to an idea. Indeed, the artist’s labors are much
like the Creation told in the Bible; but this divine ability was
not realized until Michelangelo described the anguish and



2. PABLO PICASSO. BULL'S HEAD 1943.
Bronze cast bicycle parts, height 16%" (41 ¢cm).
Galerie Louise Leiris, Paris

glory of the creative experience when he spoke of “liberating
the figure from the marble that imprisons it.” We may trans-
late this to mean that he started the process of carving a stat-
ue by trving to visualize a figure in the rough. rectilinear
block as it came to him from the quarry. (At times he may
even have done so while the marble was stll part of the “liv-
ing” rock; we know that he liked to go to the quarries and
pick out his material on the spot.)

It seems fair to assume that at first Michelangelo did not
see the figure any more clearly than one can see an unborn
child inside the womb, but we may believe that he could see
isolated “signs of life” within the marble—a knee or an ¢l-
bow pressing against the surface. To get a firmer grip on this
dimly felt, fluid image, he was in the habit of making numer-
ous drawings, and sometimes small models in wax or clay.
before he dared to assault the “marble prison” itsell: For
that, he knew, was the final contest between himselt and his
material. Once he started carving, every stroke of the chisel
would commit him more and more to a specific conception
of the figure hidden in the block, and the marble would per-
mit him to [ree the figure whole only il his guess as to its
shape was correct.

Sometimes he did not guess well enough—the stone re-
[used to give up some essential part of its prisoner. and
Michelangelo, defeated, left the work unfinished. as he did
with St. Matthew (fig. 3). whose very gesture seems Lo re-
cord the vain struggle for liberation. Looking at the block.,
we may get some inkling of Michelangelo's difficulties here.
But could he not have finished the statue in some fashion?
Surely there is enough maternial left for that. Well. he prob-
ably could have. but perhaps not in the way he wanted. and
in that case the defeat would have been even more stinging.

Clearly. then. the making of a work of art has hittle in com-
mon with what we ordmarily mean by “making.” It is a
strange and risky business in which the maker never quite
knows what he is making until he has actually made it or. to
put it another way, it is a game of find-and-seek in which the
seeker is not sure what he is looking for until he has found it.
(In the case of the Bull's Head it is the bold “tindmg™ that
impresses us most; i the St. Matthew, the strenuous “seck-
ing.”) To the non-artist, it seems hard 1o beheve that this un-
certainty, this need-to-take-a-chance, should be the essence
of the artist’s work. We all tend to think of “makimg” m terms
of the craftsman or manufacturer who knows exactly what

INTRODUCTION « 45



3. MICHELANGELO. st smarTnew (foreground). 1506.
Marble, height 8117 (2.7 m)
Galleria dell’Accademia, Florence



he wants to produce from the very outset, picks the tools
best fitted to the task. and is sure of what he is doing at every
step. Such “making” is a two-phase aflair: first the crafts-
man makes a plan, then he acts on it. And because he — or
his customer—has made all the important decisions in ad-
vance, he has to worry only about the means. rather than the
ends, while he carries out his plan. There is thus compara-
tively hittle risk, but also little adventure, in his handiwork,
which as a consequence tends to become routine. It may
even be replaced by the mechanical labor of @ machine.

No machine, on the other hand, can replace the artist, for
with him conception and execution go hand in hand and are
so completely interdependent that he cannot separate the
one [rom the other. Whereas the craftsman attempts only
what he knows to be possible, the artist is always driven to
attempt the impossible—or at least the improbable or un-
imaginable. Who, after all, would have imagined that a bull's
head was hidden in the seat and handlebars of a bicycle until
Picasso discovered it for vs; did he not, ahmost literaily,
“make a silk purse out of a sow’s car”? No wonder the artist’s
way of working is so resistant to any set rules, while the
craftsman’s encourages standardization and regularity. We
acknowledge this difterence when we speak of the artist as
creating instead of merely making something, although the
word has been done to death by overuse, and every child and
fashion designer is labeled “creative.”

Needless to say, there have always been many more
craftsmen than artists among us, since our need for the fa-
miliar and expected far exceeds our capacity to absorb the
original but often deeply unsettling experiences we get {rom
works of art. The urge to penetrate unknown realms, to
achieve something original, may be felt by every one of us
now and then; to that extent, we can all fancy ourselves po-
tential artists—mute inglorious Miltons. What sets the real
artist apart is not so much the desire to seek, but that myvste-
rious ability to find, which we call talent. We also speak ol'it
as a “gift,” implving that it is a sort of present from some
higher power; or as “genius,” a term which originally meant
that a higher power—a kind of “good demon”—inhabits the
artist’s body and acts through him.

One thing we can say about talent is that it must not be
confused with aptitude. Aptitude is what the craftsman
neceds: it means a better-than-average knack for doing some-
thing. An aptitude is fairly constant and specific; it can be
measured with some success by means of tests that permit
us to predict future performance. Creative talent. on the oth-
er hand, seems utterly unpredictable; we can spot it only on
the basis of past performance. And even past performance is
not enough to ensure that a given artist will continue to pro-
duce on the same level: some artists reach a creative peak
quite early in their careers and then “go dry,” while others.
after a slow and unpromising start. may achieve astonish-
ingly original work in middle age or even later:

Originality
Originality, then, ultimately distinguishes art from craft. We
may say, therefore, that 1t is the vardstick of artistic great-
ness or importance. Unfortunately, it is also very hard to
define: the usual synonyms—uniquencess, novelty. fresh-

ness—do not help us very much. and the dictionaries tell us
only that an original work must not be a copy. Thus. i we
want Lo rate works of art on an “origiality scale.” our prob
lem does not lie in deciding whether or not a given work is
original (the obvious copies and reproductions are for the
most part casy enough to eliminate) but in establishing ex-
actly how original it is. To do that is not impossible. Howev-
er, the difliculties besetting our task are so great that we
cannot hope for more than tentative and incomplete an-
swers. This does not mean that we should not try; quite the
contrary. For whatever the outcome of our labors in any par-
ticular case. we shall certainly learn a great deal about works
of art in the process.

A straightforward copy can usually be recognized as such
on internal evidence alone. If the copyist is a conscientious
craftsiman rather than artist, he will produce a work of craft;
the execution will strike us as pedestrian and thus out of
tune with the conception of the work. There are also likelv to
be small slipups and mistakes that can be spotted in much
the same way as misprints in a text. But what if one great
artist copies another? In using another work as his model.
the artist does not really copy it in the accepted sense of the
word, since he does not try to achieve the eftect of a dupli-
cate. He does it purely for his own instruction, transcribing
it accurately vet with his own inimitable rbythm. In other
words, he is not the least constrained or intinmdated by the
fact that his model, in this instance, is another work of art.
Once we understand this, it becomes clear o us that the art-
ist represents (he does not copy) the other work, and that his
artistic originality does not suller thereby.

A relationship as close as this between two works ol art is
not as rare as one might think. Ordinarily, though, the hink is
not immediately obvious. Edouard Manet's famous painting
Luncheon on the Grass (tig. 4) seemed so revolutionary a
work when first exhibited more than a ¢entury ago that it
caused a scandal, in part because the artist had dared to
show an undressed voung woman next to two men in fash-
ionable contemporary dress. People assumed that Manet
had intended to vepresent an actual event. Not untl many
vears later did an art historian discover the source of these
figures: a group of classical deities from an engraving after
Raphael (fig. 5). The relationship, so striking once it has
been pointed out to us, had escaped attention. for Manet did
not copy or represent the Raphael composition—he merely
borrowed its main outlines winle translating the hgures into
modern terms.

Had his contemporaries known of this, the Luncheon
would have seemed a rather less disreputable kind ol outing
to them, since now the hallowed shade of Raphael could be
seen to hover nearby as a sort of chaperon. (Perhaps the art-
ist meant to tease the conservative pubhic, hoping that after
the initial shock had passed. somebody would recogmze the
well-hidden quotation behind his “scandalous™ group.) For
us. the main effect of the comparison is to make the cool.
formal quality of Manet's figures even more conspicuous.
But does 1t decrease our respect for his onginahty? ‘True. he
is “indebted” to Raphael: vet hus way of bringing the forgot-
ten old compositon back to hife s inatself so original and
creative that he mayv be said to have more than repad his
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4. EDOUARD MANET. LUNCHEON ON THE GRASS (LE DEJEUNER SUR L'IIERBE)
1863. Oil on canvas, 7' x 810" (2.1 x2.6 m).
Musé¢e d’'Orsay, Paris

MARCANTONIO RAIMONDI, after RAPHAEL
DGMENT OF PARIS (detail), ¢. 1520. Engraving

IVER Gobs Detal of Roman sarcophagus
srd century A D Villa Medici, Rome




debt. As a matter of lact. Raphael's figures are just as “de-
rivative” as Manet’s; they stem Irom still older sources
which lead us baek to ancient Roman art and bevond (com-
pare the reliel of River Gods (fig. 6).

Thus Manet, Raphael, and the Roman river gods lorm
three links in a chain of relationships that arises somewhere

out of the distant past and continues into the future — for the

Luncheon on the Grass has in turn served as a source ol

more recent works ol'art. Nor is this an exceptional case. All
works of art anywhere—ves, even such works as Picasso’s
Bull's Head—are part of similar chains that link them to
their predecessors. it is true that “no man is an island,” the
same can be said of works of art. The sum total of these
chains makes a web in which every work of art occupies its
own specific place; we call this tradition. Without tradi-
tion— the word means “that which has been handed down
to us”"—no originality would be possible; it provides. as it
were, the firm platform from which the artist makes a leap of
the imagination. The place where he lands will then become
part of the web and serve as a point of departure for lurther
leaps.

And for us, too, the web of tradition is equally essential.
Whether we are aware of it or not, tradition is the framework
within which we inevitably form our opinions of works of art
and assess their degree ol originality. Let us not forget, how-
ever, that such assessments must always remain incomplete
and subject to revision. For in order to arrive at a definitive
view, we should be able to survey the entire length ol every
chain. And that we can never hope to achieve.

If originality distinguishes art {from craft, tradition serves
as the common meeting ground of the two. Every budding
artist starts out on the level of craft by imitating other works
ol art. In this way, he gradually absorbs the artistic tradition
of his time and place until he has gained a firm footing in it.
But only the truly gifted ever leave that stage of traditional
competence and become ereators in their own right. None of
us, alter all, can be taught how to create; we can only be
taught how to go through the motions of creating. H the as-
piring artist has talent, he will eventually achieve the veal
thing. What the apprentice or art student learns are skills
and techniques—established ways of drawing, painting,
carving, designing; established ways ol secing.

Nevertheless. one of the attributes that distinguishes
great artists is their consummate technical command. This
superior talent is recognized by other artists, who admire
their work and seek to emulate it. This is not to say that fa-
cility alone is sufficient. Far from it! Ample warning against
such a notion is provided by the academic painters and
sculptors of the nineteenth century, who were as a group
among the most proficient artists in history—as well as the

dullest. Still, complete technical command is a requisite of

masterpieces, which are distinguished by their superior
execution.

If the would-be artist senses that his gilts are not large
enough for him to succeed as a painter, sculptor. or archi-
teet, he may take up one of the countless special lields
known collectively as “the applied arts.” There he can be
fruitfully active in less risky work—illustration. typographic
design. industrial design. and interior design, for example

All these pursuits stand somewhere between “pure” art and
“traditional” craft. They provide some scope for originality to
their more ambitious pracutioners, but the How of creative
endeavor is cramped by such factors as the cost and avail
ability of materials or manufacturing processes, accepted
notions ol what is useful, fitting. or desirable: lor the applied
arts are more deeply enmeshed in our evervday lives and
thus cater to a lar wider public than do painting and scuip-
ture. Their purpose, as the name suggests. is to beautily the
useful—an umportant and valued end. but limited m com-
parison to art pure-and-simple.

Nevertheless, we often find it difficult to maintain the dis-
tinction between fine and applied art. Medieval painting, for
instance. is to a large extent “applied.” in the sense that it
embellishes surfaces which serve other. practical purposes
as well—walls, book pages. windows, furniture. The smmne
may be said ol much aneient and medieval sculpture. Greek
vases, as we shall see. although technically pottery, were
sometimes decorated by artists ol very impressive talent.
And in architecture the distinction breaks down altogether,
since the design ol every building, from country cottage to
cathedral. reflects external limitations imposed upon it by
the site, by cost lactors, materials, technology, and by the
practical purpose of the structure. (The only “pure” archi-
tecture is imaginary. unbuilt architecture.) Thus architec-
ture is. almost by definition, an applied art. but it is also a
major art (as against the other applied arts, which are olten
called the “minor arts™).

The graphic arts form a special case of their own. Draw-
ings are original works ol art; that s, they are entirely by the
artist’s own hand. With prints. however, the relationship be-
tween artist and image is more complex. Prints are not
unique images but multiple reproductions made by me-
chanical means. Perhaps the distinction between original
and eopy is not so critical in printmaking alter all. The print-
maker must usually copy onto his plate a composition that
was first worked out in a drawing. whether his own or some-
one else’s. From the beginning, most prints have heen
made, at least in part, by craftsmen whose technical skill is
neeessary o ensure the outcome. Woodceuts and engraving
in particular were traditionally dependent on craltsmanship,
which may explain why so lew creative geniuses have made
them and have generally been content to let others produce
prints {rom their designs. Although it does not require the
artist’s intervention at every step ol the way, prinunaking
usually involves the artist’s supervision and even active par-
ticipation, so that we may think of the process as a collabora-
tive eflort.

Meaning and Style
Why do we create art? Surely one reason is an irresistible
urge to adorn ourselves and decorate the world around us.
Both are part ol a larger desive, not to remake the world in
our image but to recast ourselves and our environment in
ideal form. Art is, however. much more than decoration, for
1t is laden with meanmg, even if that content is sometimes
xl(‘nd('r or UI).\( ure .'\I"[ ('H.’lhl(‘h 1S to communicate our un-
derstanding i wavs that cannot be expressed otherwise.
Truly a pamting (or sculpture i s worth a thousand words,
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not only m its descriptive value but also inits symbolic sig-
nificance. In art. as in langnage, we are above all inventors
of svmbols that convey complex thoughts in new ways. We
must think of art not in terms of everyvday prose but of poet-
rv. which is free o rearrange conventional vocabulary and
svntax in order to convey new, often multiple, meanings and
moods. A work of art likewise suggests much more than it
states. And like a poem, the value of art lies equally in what it
savs and how it says it: it communicates partly by implying
meanings through pose, facial expression, allegory, and the
like.

But what is the meaning of art—its iconography? What is
It trying to sav? Artists often provide no clear explanation,
since the work s the statement itself. (1{ they could say what
they mean in words, they would surely be writers instead.)
Fortunately, certain visual symbols and responses occur so
regularly over time and place that they can be regarded as
virtually universal. Nevertheless, their exact meaning is
specific to cach particular eulture, giving rise to art’s in-
credible diversity.

The meaning, or content, of art is inseparable from its [or-
mal qualities, its style. The word style is derived from stilus,
the writing instrument of the ancient Romans; originally, it
relerred to distinetive ways of writing—the shape of the let-
ters as well as the choice of words. Nowadays, however,
style is used loosely to mean the distinctive way a thing is
done in any field of human endeavor. It is simply a term of
praise in most cases: “to have stvle” means to have distine-
tion, to stand out. But something else is implied, which
comes to the fore if we ask ourselves what we mean when
we say that something “has no style.” Such a thing, we feel,
is not only undistinguished but also undistinguishabte; in
other words, we do not know how to classily it, how to put it
into its proper context, because it scems to point in several
directions at once. Of a thing that kas style, then, we expect
-that it not be inconsistent within itself—that it must have an
inner coherence, or unity, that it possess a sense of whole-
ness, of being all of a piece. These are the qualities we ad-

mire in things that have style, for style has a way of

impressing itself upon us even if we do not know what par-
ticular kind of style is involved.

In the visual arts, stvle means the particular way in which
the forms that make up any given work of art are chosen and
fitted together. To art historians the study of styles is of cen-
tral importance; it not only enables them to find out, by
means of carelul analysis and comparison, when and where
(and by whom) a given work was produced, but it also leads
them to understand the artist’s intention as expressed
through the style of his work. This intention depends on
both the artist’s personality and the setting in which he lives
and works. Accordingly. we speak of “period styles” if we are
concerned with those features which distinguish, let us say,
LLgyptian art as a whole from Greek art. And within these
broad period styles we in turn distinguish the styles of par-
ticular phases, such as the Old Kingdom; or, wherever it
seems appropriate, we differentiate national or local styles
within a period, untl we arrive at the personal styles of indi-
vidual artists. Even these may need to be subdivided lurther
mto the various phases of an artist’s development. The ex-
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tent to which we are able to categorize effectively depends
on the degree of internal coherence, and on how much of a
sense of continuity there is in the body ol material we are
dealing with.

Thus art, like language, requires that we learn the style
and outlook of a country, period, and artist if we are to un-
derstand it properly. We are so accustomed to a naturalistic
tradition of accurate reproductions that we expect art to imi-
tate reality. But illusionism is only one vehicle for expressing
an artist’s understanding of reality. Truth, it seems, is in-
deed relative, for it is a matter not only of what our eyes tell
us but also of the coneepts through which our perceptions
are filtered.

There is, then, no reason to place a premium on realistic
representation for its own sake. Instead, style need only be
appropriate to the intent of the work. The advantage of real-
ism at lace value is that it seems easier to understand. The
disadvantage is that representational art, like prose, is al-
ways bound to the literal meaning and appearance of the ev-
eryday world, at least to some extent. Actually, realism is
exceptional in the history of art and is not even necessary to
its purposes. We must remember that any image is a sepa-
rate and self-contained reality which has its own ends and
responds to its own imperatives, for the artist is bound only
to his creativity. Even the most convincing illusion is the
produet of the artist’s imagination and understanding, so
that we must always ask why he chose this subject and
made it this way rather than some other way. Understand-
ing the role of self-expression may provide some answers.

Selt-Expression and Audience

Most of us are familiar with the famous Greek myth of the
sculptor Pygmalion, who carved such a beautiful statue of
the nymph Galatea that he [ell in love with it and embraced
her when Venus made his sculpture come to life. The myth
has been given a fresh interpretation by John De Andrea’s
The Artist and His Model (fig. 7). which tells us a good deal
about creativity by reversing the roles. Now it is the artist,
lost in thought, who is oblivious to the statue’s gaze. Clearly
based on a real woman rather than an ideal conception, the
model is still in the process ol “coming to life”; the artist has
not finished painting her white legs. The illusion is so con-
vincing that we wonder which figure is real and which one
is dreaming of the other, the artist or the sculpture? De An-
drea makes us realize that to the artist, the ereative act is a
“labor of love™ that brings art to life through sell-expression.
But can we not also say that it is the work of art which gives
birth to the artist?

The birth of a work of art is an intensely private experi-
ence (so much so that many artists can work only when
completely alone and refuse to show their unfinished picces
to anyone), vet it must, as a {inal step, be shared by the pub-
lic in order for the birth to be successful. The artist does not
create merely lor his own satisfaction, but wants his work
validated by others. In fact, the ereative proeess is not com-
pleted until the work has found an audience. In the end,
works of art exist in order to be liked rather than to be
debated.



7. JOUN DE ANDREA. THE ARTIST AND 111S MODEL. 1980.
Polyvinyl, polychromed in oil; lifesize. Collection Foster Goldstrom,
Dallas and San Franeisco. Courtesy O. K. Harris, New York

Perhaps we can resolve this seceming paradox once we un-
derstand what the artist means by “public.” tle is concerned
not with the public as a statistical entity but with his particu-
lar public, his audience; quality rather than wide approval is
what matters to him. At a minimum, this audience needs to
consist of no more than one or two people whose opinions he
values. Ordinarily, however, artists also need patrons among
their audience who will purchase their work, thus combin-

ing moral and financial support. In contrast to a customer ol

applied art, lor example, who knows [rom previous experi-
ence what he will get when he buyvs the products of crafts-
manship, the “audience” lor art merits such adjectives as
critical, fickle, receptive, enthusiastic: it is uncommitted,
free to accept or reject, so that anything placed before itis on
trial—nobody knows in advance how it will receive the
work. Hence, there is an emotional tension between artist

and audience that has no counterpart in the relationship of
craftsman and customer. It is this very tension, this sense of

uncertainty and challenge, that the artist needs. He must
feel that his work is able to overcome the resistance of the
audience, otherwise he cannot be sure that what he has
brought forth is a genuine creation, a work of art in fact as
well as in intention. The more ambitious and original his
work, the greater the tension and the more triumphant
his sense of release after the response of the audience

has shown him that his leap of the imagination has been
suceesslul.

The audience whose approval looms so large in the artist’s
mind is a limited and special one; its members mav be other
artists as well as patrons, [riends, critics, and interested
beholders. ‘The one quality they all have in common 1s an
informed love of works ol art—an attitude at once disernmin-
ating and enthusiastic that lends particular weight to their

Judgments. They are, in a word, experts, people whose au-

thority rests on experience rather than theoretical knowl-
edge. In reality, there is no sharp break. no difference in
kind, between the expert and the laviman, only a difference
in degree.

Tastes
Deciding what is art and rating a work of art are two separate
problems: il we had an absolute method for distinguishing
art from non-art. it would not necessanly enable us ta mea-
sure quality. People tend to compound the two problems into
one; quite often when thev ask, “Why is that art”” they
mean. “Whv is that good art?” How olten have we heard this
question asked——or asked 1t ourselves. perhaps—in front of
one of the strange. disquicting works that we are hkely o
find nowadavs in museums or art exhibitions. There nsually
is an undertone of exasperaton. for the guestion mphes
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that we don't think we are looking at a work of art, but that
the experts—the critics. museum curators, art historians
must suppose it to be one, or why else would they put it on
public display? Clearly. their standards are very different
{rony ours: we are at a loss to understand them and we wish
they'd give us a few simple, clear-cut rules to go by. Then
mavbe we would learn o like what we see; we would know
“why itis art.™ But the experts do not post exact rules, and
the lavman is apt to fall back upon his linal line of defense:
“Well. 1 don’t know anything about art, but I know what 1
like.”

It is a formidable roadblock, this stock phrase, in the path
of understanding between expert and layman. Until not so
very long ago, there was no great need for the two to com-
municate with cach other; the general public had little voice
in matters ol art and therefore could not challenge the judg-
ment of the expert lew. Today both sides are aware of the
barrier between them (the barrier itself is nothing new, al-
though it may be greater now than at certain times in the
past) and of the need to level it. That is why books like this
one are written. Let us examine the roadblock and the var-
ious unspoken assumptions that buttress it.

Our puzzled layman might be willing to grant, on the ba-
sis of our discussion so far, that art is indeed a complex and
in many ways mysterious human activity about which even
the experts can hope to offer only tentative and partial con-
clusions; but he is also likely to take this as confirming his
own belief that “1 don’t know anvthing about art.” Are there
really people who know nothing about art? 1f we except
small children and people with certain mental disabilities,
our answer must be no, for none of us can help knowing
something about it, just as each of us knows something
about politics and economics—no matter how indifferent we
may be to the issues of the day. Art is so much a part of the
fabric of human living that we encounter it all the time, even
il our contacts with it are limited to magazine covers, adver-
tising posters, war memorials, television, and the buildings
where we live, work, and worship. Much of this art, to be
sure. is pretty shoddy—art at third- and fourth-hand, worn
out by endless repetition, representing the lowest common
denominator of popular taste. Still, it is art ol a sort; and
since it is the only art most ol us ever experience, it molds
our ideas on art in general. When we say, “1 know what |
like,” we may really mean, “I like what I know (and 1 reject
whatever fails to match the things I am familiar with).”
Such likes are not in truth ours at all, for they have been
imposcd by habit and culture without any personal choice.
1o like what we know and to distrust what we do not know is
an age-old human trait. We always tend to think of the past
as “the good old davs.” while the tuture seems (raught with
danger

Jut why should so many of us cherish the illusion of hav-
ing made a personal choice in art when in fact we have not?
Fhere is another unspoken assumption at work here that
goes somiething ke this: “Since art is such an ‘unruly’ sub-
Ject that even the experts keep disagreeing with each ather,
my opinion 1s as good as theirs—it's all a matter of subjective
prelerence. fn lact, my opinion may be better than theirs,
because as alavman | react to art in a direct, straightforward
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fashion, without having my view obstructed by a lot of com-
plicated theories. There niust be sontething wrong with a
work ol art il it takes an expert to appreciate it.”

But if experts appreciate art more than the uninformed,
why should we not emulate them? We have seen that the
road to expertness is clear and wide, and that it invites any-
one with an open mind and a capacity to absorb new experi-
ences. As our understanding grows, we {ind ourselves liking
a great many more things than we had thought possible at
the start. We gradually acquire the courage of our own con-
victions, until we are able to say, with somie justice, that we
know what we like.

LOOKING AT ART

The Visual Elements

We live in a sea of images conveying the culture and learn-
ing of modern civilization. Fostered by an unprecedented
media explosion, this “visual background noise™ has become
so much a part of our daily lives that we take it for granted.
In the process, we have become desensitized to art as well.
Anyone can buy chicap paintings and reproductions to deco-
rate a room, where they olten hang virtually unnoticed, per-
haps deservedly so. It is small wonder that we look at the art
in muscums with equal casualness. We pass rapidly {rom
one object to another, sampling them like dishes in a smor-
gasbord. We may pause briefly before a famous masterpiece
that we have been told we are supposed to admire, then ig-
nore the gallery {ull of equally beautiful and important
works around it. We will have seen the art but not really
looked at it. Looking at great art is not such an easy task, for
art rarely reveals its secrets readily. While the experience of
a work can be immediately electrifying, we sometimes do
not realize its impact until time has let it filter through the
recesses ol our imaginations. It even happens that some-
thing that at first repelled or confounded us emerges only
many years later as one of the most important artistic events
ol our lives. Because so much goes into art, it makes much
the same demands on our faculties as it did on the person
who created it. For that reason, we must be able to respond
to iton many levels. I we are going to get the most out of art,
we will have to learn how to look and think for ourselves in
an intelligent way, which is perhaps the hardest task of all.
Alter all, we will not always have someone at our side to help
us. In the end, the confrontation of viewer and art remains a
solitary act.

Understanding a work of art begins with a sensitive ap-
preciation of its appearance. Art may be approached and ap-
preciated for its purely visual elements: line, color, light,
composition, form, and space. These may be shared by any
work of art; their effects, however, vary widely according to
medium (the physical materials of which the artwork is
made) and technique, which together help to determine the
possibilities and limitations of what the artist can achieve.
[For that reason, our discussion is merged with an introduc-
tion to four major arts: graphic arts, painting, sculpture, and
architecture. (‘'The technical aspects of the major media are
treated in separate sections within the main body of the text
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8. REMBRANDT. THE STAR OF THE KINGS c. 1642,
Pen and bistre, wash, 8 x 12%" (20.3x 32,4 ¢cm). British Museum, London

and in the glossary toward the end of the book.) Just because
line is discussed with drawing, however, does not mean that
it is not equally important in painting and sculpture. And
while form is introduced with sculpture, it is just as essen-
tial to painting, drawing, and architecture.

Visual analysis can help us to appreciate the beauty ol a
masterpiece, but we must be careful not to use a formulaie
approach that would trivialize it. Every aesthetic “law” ad-
vaneed so far has proven of dubious value, and usually gets
in the way of our understanding. Even il a valid “law” were
to be found —and none has yet been discovered—it would

probably be so elementary as to prove useless in the face of

art's complexity. We must also bear in mind that art appre-
ciation is more than mere enjoyment of aesthetics. It is
learning to understand the meaning (or iconography) ol a
work of art. And finally, let us remember that no work can be
understood outside its historical context.

LINE. Line may be regarded as the most basic visual ele-
ment. A majority of art is initially conceived in terms of con-
tour line; its presence is often implied even when it is not
actually used to describe form. And because children start
out by scribbling, line is generally considered the most rudi-
mentary component of art—although as anvone knows who
has watched a youngster struggle to make a stick ligure
with pencil or crayon. drawing is by no means as easy as 1t
scems. Line has traditionally been admired for its descrip-
tve value, so that its expressive potential is easily over-

looked. Yet line is capable of creaung a broad range ol

cliects.
Drawings represent line in its purest form. The apprecia-
tion of drawings as works ol art dates from the Renaissance,

when the artist’s creative genius first came to be valued and
paper began to be made in quantity. Drawing styvle can be as
personal as handwriting. In fact, the term “graphic art.”
which designates drawings and prints, comes {rom the
Greek word for writing, graphos. Collectors treasure draw -
ings because they seem to reveal the artist's inspiration with
unmatched  freshness. Their role as records of artistic
thought also makes drawings uniquely valuable to the art
histortan, for thev help in documenting the evolution ol a
work from its inception to the hnished prece.

Artsts themselves commonly treat drawings as a form ol
note-taking. Some ol these notes are discarded as [ruitless,
while others are tucked away to form a storechouse of motils
and studies for later use. Rembrande was a prohfic drafts-
man who was constantly jotting down observations ot daily
life and other ideas for [urther development. Ths use of hne
was highly expressive. Many ol his sketches were done in
pen and ink. a medium that captured his most intimate
thoughts with adnurable diwectness. In The Star of the Kings
(lig. 8). one of his most claborate sheets, Rembrandt ren-
dered the essence ol cach pose and expression with remark-
able succinctness—the dog. for example. consists ol no
more than a few strokes of the pen—vet every fligure
emerges as an individual character. Rembrandt's dralts-
manship s so forcelul that i allows us to mentally trace the
movements ol the master’s hand with astomshimg vividness

Once a basic wdea 1s established. an artist may develop it
mto a more complete study. Michelangelo's study (hg. 9) of
the Lihvan Sibyl for the Sistine Chapel ceithng s a drawing
ol compelling beauty. For this sheet. he chose the soflter me-
dium of red chalk over the scratchy hine of pen and ik that
he used in rough sketches: s chalk approximates the tex-
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10. (above) MICHELANGELO. LIBYAN SIBYL, portion of the Sistine
Ceiling. 1508-12. Fresco. Sistine Chapel,
The Vatican, Rome

ture of flesh and captures the play of light and dark over the
nude forms, giving the figure a greater sensuousness. The
emphatie outline that defines each part of the form is so fun-
damental to the eonceptual genesis and design process in all
of Michelangelo’s paintings and drawings that ever since his
time line has been closely associated with the “intellectual”
side ol art.

It was Michelangelo's habit to base his female figures on
male nudes drawn [vom life. To him, only the heroie male

9. (opposite) MICHELANGELO. STUDY FOR THE LIBYAN SIBYL.
€. 1511. Red chalk on paper, 11% x 8%" (28 x21.3 em)
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York
Purchase, 1924, Joseph Pubitzer Bequest

nude possessed the phvsical monumentality necessary to
express the awesome power of tigures such as this mythical
prophetess. In common with other sheets like this by him,
Michelangelo's tocus here is on the torso: he studied the
musculature at length belore turning his attention to detatls
like the hand and toes. Since there is no sign of hesitation in
the pose, we can be sure that the artist already had the eon-
ception firmly in mind; probably it had been established m a
preliminary drawing. Why did he go to so mueh trouble
when the finished sibvl 1s mostly clothed and must be
viewed {rom a considerable distance below?  Evidently
Michelangelo believed that only by descnbmg the anatonn
completely could he be certain that the hgure would be con-
vincing. [n the hnal pamnting (heg. 10) she communicates a
superhuman swength. itung her massive book of proph-
ecies with the greatest ease.
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1L TITIAN. THE RAPE OF EUROPA
1559-62. Ol on canvas, 70 x 80%" (178 x 205 c¢m).
Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum, Boston

COLOR. The world around us is alive with color. albeit
cven those of us who are not colorblind see only a relatively
narrow band ol the actual hght spectrum. Whereas color is
an adjunct element to graphics and sometimes sculpture,
colors indispensable to virtually all forms of painting. This
15 true even of tonalism, which emphasizes dark. neutral
hues hke grav and brown. Of all the visual elements, color s
as well as the most in-
Perhiaps tor that reason. 1t has attracted the wide

undoubtedly the most expressive
tractable

tention ob rescarchers and theorists since the mid-nine
Mong with the Post-lmpressionists and.,
enty. Op artists, color theorists have tied to set

teenth century
hen understanding ol colors as perceptual and artis
quivalent to those ol opucal physics. Both Van

( Scurat developed elaborate color systems, one en

.

tirely personal in its meaning, the other claiming to be “sci-
entific.” We olten read that red seems to advance, while blue
recedes: or that the former is a violent or passionate color,
the latter a sad one. Like a recalcitrant child, however. color
i art refuses to be governed by any rules: they work only
when the painter consciously applies them.
Notwithstanding this large body ol theory, the role ol color
in art rests primarily on its sensuous and emotive appeal. in
contrast to the more cerebral qualiy generally associated
with line. The merits ol line versus color have been the sub-
Ject ol a debate that first arose between partisans ol Michel-
angelo and Titan, his great contemporary in Venice. Titian
himsell was a fine draltsman and absorbed the influence of
Michelangelo. He nevertheless stands at the head of the col-
oristic tradition that descends throngh Rubens and Van



Gogh to the Abstract Expressionists of the twentieth centu-
ry. The Rape of Europa (fig. 11), painted toward the end ol
Titian’s long career, shows the painterly application of sono
rous color that is characteristic of his work. Though he no
doubt worked out the essential features ol the composition
in preliminary drawings, none have survived. Nor evidently
did he transfer the design onto the canvas but worked di
rectly on the surface, making numerous changes as he went
along. By varying the consistency of his pigments. the artist
was able to capture the texture of Furopa’s llesh with un-
canny accuracy, while distinguishing it clearly [rom her
wind-swept dress and the shaggy coat of Zeus disguised as a
bull. To convey these tactile qualities, Tittan built up his sur-
face in thin coats, known as glazes. The interaction between
these layers produces a richness and complexity ol color that
are strikingly apparent in the orange drapery where it trails
off into the green seawater, which has a delicious wetness
The medium is so filmy as to become nearly translucent in
parts ol the landscape background, which is painted with a
deft, flickering brush.

Color is so potent that it does not need a system to work its
magic in art. From the heavy outlines, it is apparent that Pi-
casso must have originally conceived Gurl Before a Mirror
(fig. 12) in terms ol form; vet the picture makes no sense in
black and white. He has treated his shapes much like the
enclosed, flat panes of a stained-glass window to create a
lively decorative pattern. The motif of a young woman con-

templating her beauty goes all the wav buack to antiquity, but
rarely has it been depicted with such disturbing overtones
Picasso’s girl is anvthing but serene. On the contrary, hei
lace is divided mto two parts. one with a somber expression
the other with a masklike appearance whose color nevertli

less betrays passionate feeling. She reaches out 1o touch the
image in the mivror with a gesture ol longing and apprehen
sion. Now. we all feel a jolt when we anexpeetedly see oun

sehves in a mirror, which often gives back a reflection that
upsets our sell-conception, Prcasso here suggests this vi
stonary truth in several wavs. Much as a real mirror mtro-
duces changes of its own and does not simply give back the
siple truth. so this one alters the way the girl looks., reveal-
ing a deeper reality. She is not so much examining her phys-
ical appearance as exploring her sexuality. The mirror is a
sca of conllicting emotions signified above all by the color
scheme of her reflecuon. Framed by strong blue. purple
and green hues. her features stare back at her with fiery
intensity. Clearly discernible 1s a tear on her check. Butitis
the masterstroke of the green spot. shinmg hike a beacon in
the middle of her lorcheuad. that conveys the anguish of the
girl's confrontation with her inner self. Picasso was probably
aware of the theory that red and green are complementary
colors which intensity cach other. However, this “law™ can
hardly have dietated his choice of green to stand for the girl’s
psyche. That was surely determined as a matter of pictorial
and expressive necessity

r

12. PABLO PICASSO. GIRIL BEFORE A MIRROR

March 1932, Oil on canvas, 64 %

>114" (162.6 x 130.2 cm

Collection, The Museum of Modern Art, New York
Gift of Mrs. Simon Guggenheim
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13. CARAVAGGIO. DAVID WITII THE HEAD OF GOLIATHI
1607 or 1609/10. Oil on canvas, 49Y4 x 39%" (125.1 % 100.1 cm).
Galleria Borghese, Rome

LIGHT. Except for modern light installations such as laser
displavs, art is concerned with rellected light effects rather
than with radiant light. Artists have several ways of repre-
senting radiant light. Divine light, for example, is sometimes
indicated by golden rays, at other times by a halo or aura. A
candle or torch may be depicted as the source of light in a
dark interior or nmight scene. The most commmon method is
not to show radiant light directly but to suggest its presence
through a change in the value of reflected light from dark to
light. Sharp contrast (known as cliiaroscuro, the ltalian
word lor light-dark) is identified with the Baroque artist
Caravaggio, who made it the cornerstone of his stvle. In Da-
cd with the Head of Goliath (fig. 13), he employed it to
heighten the drama. An intense raking light [rom an unseen
source at the leftis used to model forms and create textures.
[he selecuve highhghting endows the lilesize figure of Da-
id and the gruesome head with a startling presence. Light

here serves as a device o create the convincing illusion that
David s standing belore us. The pictorial space, with s in-
determimate depth. becomes continuocus with ours, despite
the fact that the frame cuts olf the figure. Thus, the fore-
hortened arnt with Gohath's head seems to extend out o

the viewer from the dark background. For all its obvious the
tricahity the pamung s surprisingly muted: David seems to
mplate Goliath with a mixwre of sadness and pity. Ac-

contenmporary sources, the severed head is a sell

portrait, but although we may doubt the identification, this
chsturbing image communicates a tragic vision that was
soon [ulfilled. Not long after the David was painted, Cara-
vaggio Killed another man in a duel, which forced him to
spend the rest of his short life on the run.

Light can also be implied through color. Piet Mondrian
uses white and the three primary colors—red, vellow, and
blue—to signily radiant light in Broadway Boogic Woogie
(fig. 14). a painting that immortalizes his fascination with
the ¢ulture he found in America after emigrating {rom his
native Holland during World War 11. The play of color
evokes with stunning success the jaunty rhythms of light
and music found in New York’s nightclub district during the
jazz age. Broadway Boogie Woogie is as Hlat as the canvas it
is painted on. Mondrian has laid out his colored “tiles” along
a grid system that appropriately resembles a city map. As in
a medieval manuscript decoration (fig. 387), the composi-
tion relies entirely on surface pattern.

COMPOSITION. All art requires order. Otherwise its mes-
sage would emerge as visually garbled. To accomplish this,
the artist must control space within the {ramework of a uni-
fiecd composition. Moreover, pictorial space must work
across the picture plane, as well as behind it. Since the Early
Renaissance, we have become accustomed to experiencing
paintings as windows onto scparate illusionistic realities.
The Renaissance invention of one-point perspective—also
called linear or scientific perspective—provided a geometric
system for the convincing representation of architectural
and open-air settings. By having the orthagonals (shown as
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14. PIET MONDRIAN. BROADWAY BOOGIE WOOGIE.
1942-43. O1l on canvas, 50 x 50" (127 x 127 ¢m).
Collection, The Museum of Modern Art,

New York. Given anonymously



15. PIETER DE HOOCH. 111t BEDROOM

¢. 1658-60. Oil on canvas, 20 x 234"
I'he Natonal Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C

diagonal lines) converge at a vanishing point on the horizon,
it enabled the artist to gain command over every aspect of
his composition, including the rate of recession and place-
ment of figures. Pieter de Hooch, the Dutch Barogue artist,
used one-point perspective in organizing The Bedroowm (fig.
15). Nevertheless, the problems he laced in composing the
three-dimensional space of his work were not so very differ-
ent from those later confronted by Mondrian. (‘Fhe surface
geometry of De Hooch's painting is basically similar in de-
sign to Broadway Boogie Woogice.) Each part of the house is
treated as a separate pocket ol space and as a design element
that is integrated into the scene as a whole.

The artist will usually dispense with aids like perspective
and rely on his own eves. This does not mean that he merely
transcribes optical reality. Blowing Bubbles by the I'rench
painter Jean-Baptiste Chardin (fig. 16) depends in good
measure on a satislving composition lor its success. The mo-
tif had been a popular one in earlier Dutch genre scenes
where bubbles symbolized life's brevity and. hence, the van-
ity of all carthly things. No such meaning can be attached to
Chardin’s picture, which is disarming in its simplicity. The
interest lies solely in the seemingly insignilicant subject and
in the sense of enchantment imparted by the elildren’s rapt
attention to the moment. We know from a contemporary
source that Chardin painted the vouth “carefully from lile
and. .. tried havd to give him an meenuous aie”™ The results
are anything but artless, however. The triangular shape of

(51 x60 ¢m).
Widener Cotlection

16. JEAN-BAPTISTE CHARDIN. BLOWING BUBBLES

1745, O1l on canvas, 367 <29 93 x74.6 cm

(

T'he

National Gallery of Art, Washimgton
Gilt of Mrs. John Sinpson
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the boy leaning on the ledge gives stahility to the painting,
which helps to suspend the fleeting instant in time. To fill
out the composition, the artist meludes the toddler peering
mtenty over the ledge at the bubble, which is about the
same size as ns head. Chardin has carefully thought out ev-
crv aspect ol his arrangement. The honevsuckle in the up-
per lelt-hand corner. for example, echoes the contour of the
adolescent’s back. while the two straws are virtually parallel
to cach other Even the crack in the stone ledge has a pur-
pose: to draw attention to the glass ol soap by setting it
slightly apart.

Often the artist paints not what he sees but what he imag-
mes. A wall painting from Thebes (ftg. 17) presents a flat-
tened view ol a delightful garden in which everything is
shown in profile except [or the pond, which is seen from

above. Inorder to provide the clearest, most complete idea of

the scene, the Egvpuan artist treated cach element as an en-
tity unto itsell. Instead ol using standard devices such as
scale and overlapping, he treated space vertically, so that we
read the trees at the bottom as being “closer” to us than
those at the top, even though they are the same size. Despite
the multiple vantage points and implausible bird’s-eye view,
the image works because it constitutes a self-contained re-
ality. The picture, morcover, has an aesthetically satisfving
decorative unity. The geometry underlying the composition
reminds us once more ol Broadway Boogie Woogie. At the
same time, the presentation has such clarity that we fecl as
if we were seeing nature with open eyes tor the first time.

Pictorial space need not conlorm to either conceptual or
visual reality. Bl Greco's Agony in the Garden (fig. 18) uses
contradictory, irrational space to help conjure up a mystical
vision that instead represents a spiritual reality. Christ, iso-
lated against a large rock that echoes [lis shape, is com-
fortedt by the angel bearing a golden cup, symbol of the
Passion. The angel appears to kneel on a mysterious oval
cloud, which envelops the sleeping disciples. In the distanee
to the right we see Judas and the soldiers coming to arrest
the Lord. The composition is balanced by two giant clouds
on either side. The entire landscape resounds with Christ’s
agitation, represented by the sweep of supernatural forces.
The elongated lorms, eerie moonlight, and expressive col-
ors—other hallmarks of E1 Greco's style—help to heighten
our sense of identification with Christ’s sullering.

FORM. Every two-dimensional shape that we encounter in
art is the counterpart to a three-dimensional form. There is
nevertheless a vast dilference between drawing or painting
forms and sculpting them. The one transeribes, the other
brings them to life, as it were. They require fundamentally
diflerent talents and attitudes toward material as well as
subject matter. Although a number ol artists have been
competent in both painting and sculpture, only a handful
managed to bridge the gap between them with complete
success.

Sculpture is categorized according to whether it is carved
or modeled and whether it is a reliel or a [ree-standing

174 POND IN A GARDEN Fragment ol a wall pamung
from a tomb i Thebes. ¢ 11900 B ¢ British Museum, London
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18. EL GRECO. THE AGONY IN THE GARDEN. 1597—-1600.
Oil on eanvas, 404 x 44%" (102.2 x 113.6 em). Toledo Museum of Art,
Toledo, Ohio. Gift of Edward Drummond Libbey

19. ALKESTIS LEAVING HADES. Lower column drum from the Temple
of Artemis, Ephesus. ¢. 340 B.C. Marble, height 71" (180.3 cm).
British Muscum, London

statue. Relief remains tied to the background. from which it
only partially emerges, in contrast to free-standing seulp-
ture, which is fully liberated from it. A further distinction is
made between low (bas) reliel and high (alto) relief, de-
pending on how much the carving projects. However. since
seale as well as depth must be taken into account, there is no
single guideline, so that a third category, middle (mezzo) re-
lief, is sometimes cited.

Low reliefs often share characteristics with painting. In
Egvpt, where low-relief carving attained unsurpassed sub-
tlety, many reliefs were originally painted and included
elaborate settings. High reliefs largely preclude this kind of
pictorialism. The figures on a eolumn drum from a Greek
temple (fig. 19) have become so detached from the back-
ground that the addition of landscape or architecture cle-
ments would be both unnecessary and unconvincing. The
neutral setting. moreover. is in keeping with the mythologi-
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20. PRAXITELES (attr). STANDING YOUT!I, tound in the sea
oft Marathon. ¢. 350-325 B C. Bronze, height 517 (129.5 cm).
National Archeological Museum, Athens

cal subject, which takes place in an indeterminate time and
place. In compensation, the sculptor has treated the limited
free space atmospherically; yet the figures remain impris-
oned in stone.

Free-standing sculpture— that is, sculpture that is carved
or modeled fully in the round—is made by either ol two
methods. One is modeling, an additive process using soft
materials such as plaster, clay, or wax. Sitice these materials
are not very durable, they are usually cast in a more lasting
medium—anvthing that can be poured, including molten
metal, cement, even plastic. Modeling encourages “open™
forms with the aid of metal armatures to support their exten-

sion into space. This in conjunction with the development of

lightweight hollow -bronze casting enabled the Greeks to ex-
periment with daring poses in monumental sculpture before

62 « INTRODUCTION

attempting them in marble. In contrast to the figure of
Hades on the column drum, the bronze youth in figure 20 is
lree to move about, lending him a lifelike presence that is
further enhanced by his dancing pose. His inlaid eyes and
solt patina, accentuated by oxidation and corrosion (he was
Jound in the Aegean Sea ofl the coast of Marathon), make
him even more credible in a way that marble statues, with
their seemingly cold and smooth finish, rarely equal, despite
their more natural color (compare lig. 21).

Carving is the very opposite of modeling. Itis a subtractive
process that starts with a solid block, usually stone, which is
highly resistant to the sculptor’s chisel. The brittleness of
stone and the difficulty of cutting it tend to result in the
compact, “closed” forms seen in Michelangelo's St. Mat-
thew (lig. 3). One of the most daring attempts at overcoming
the tvranny of mass over space is Apollo and Daphue by the
Baroque sculptor Gianlorenzo Bernini (fig. 21). The dance-
like pose ol Apotlo and graceful torsion of Daphne create the
impression that they are moving in a carefully choreo-
graphed ballet. Time and motion have almost, but not quite,
come to a standstill as the nvmph begins to change into a
tree rather than succumb to the god’s amorous advances.
The sculpture is an amazing technical achievement. Ber-
nini is completely successlul in distinguishing between the
soft flesh of Daphne and the rough texture of the bark and
leaves. The illusion of translormation is so convincing that
we share Apollo’s shoek at the metamorphosis.

Like most monumental sculpture, Apollo end Daphne was
commissioned for a specific site, which imposed severe re-
strictions. It was intended to be placed close to a wall and
viewed across the room [rom a doorway slightly to the right.
Bernini's ingenuity in solving this problem is confirmed by
walking around the group, which is now displayed in the
middle of the same room. The most characteristic view, il-
lustrated here. corresponds to what would have been seen
{rom the original vantage point, although the sculpture may
be looked at profitably from other angles as well. The back
side was never meant to be seen and provides little addition-
al information, despite the lact that itis fully carved. As usu-
al with this artist, however. the figures are not willing to
accept these limitations and enliven the entire space around
them.

SPACE. In our discussions ol pictorial and sculptural
space, we have repeatedly referred to architecture, for it is
the principal means ol organizing space. Of all the arts, it is
also the most practical. Architecture’s parameters are de-
fined by utilitarian function and structural system, but there
is almost always an acsthetic component as well, even when
it consists of nothing more than a decorative veneer. A build-
ing proclaims the architect’s concerns by the way in which it
weaves these elements into a coherent program.
Architecture becomes memorable only when it expresses
a transcendent vision, whether personal, social, or spiritual.

21. (opposite) GIANLORENZO BERNINL APOLLO AND DAPHNE.
1622-24. Marble, height 96" (243.9 cm).
Galleria Borghese, Rome






Such buildings are almost always important public places
that require the marshaling of significant rvesources and
serve the purpose of bringing people together to share com-
mon goals, pursuits, and values. Nowhere are these issues
put in sharper rehel than in the grandiose urban projects
coneeived by modern architects. They may be regarded as
laboratory experiments which seek to redefine the role of ar-
chitecture in shaping our lives. Limited by their very great
scope. few of these ambitious proposals make it off the draw-
ing board. Among the rare exceptions is Brasilia, the inland
capital of Brazil built entirely since 1960. Presented with an
unparalleled opportunity to design a major city {rom the
ground up and with vast resources at its disposal, the design
team, headed by Oscar Niemever, achieved undeniably
spectacular results (fig. 22). Like most projects of this sort,
Brasilia has a massive scale and msistent logic that make it
curiousty oppressive, so that despite its lavish display, Brasi-
lia provides a chilling glimpse of the future.

Similar questions may be faced by architects of single
buildings, only on a smaller scale. An extreme case is the
Solomon R. Guggenheim Muscum in New York by Frank
Llovd Wright. Scorned when it was first erected in the late
1950s, it is a brilliant, if idiosvneratie, creation by one of the
most original architectural minds of the century. The sculp-
tural exterior (fig. 23) announces that this can only be a mu-
seum, for it is self-consciously a work of art in its own right.
As a picce of design, the Guggenheim Museum is remark-
ably willful. In shape it is as defiantly individual as the
architect himself and refuses to conform to the boxlike
apartments around it. From the outside, the structure looks

like a gigantic snail. reflecting Wright's interest in organic
shipes. The office area forming the “head™ o the left is con-
nected by a narrow passageway to the “shell” containing the
main body of the museum.

The outside gives us some idea of what to expect inside
(fig. 24). yet nothing quite prepares us for the extraordinary
sensation of light and air in the main hall after being
ushered through the unassuming entrance. The radical de-
sign makes it clear that Wright had completely rethought
the purpose of an art museum. The exhibition area is a kind
ol inverted dome with a huge glass-covered eye at the top.
The vast, fluid space ereates an atmosphere of quiet har-
mony while actively shaping our experience by determining
how art shall be displayed. After taking an elevator to the top
of the bhuilding, one begins a leisurely descent down the
gently sloping ramp. The continuous spiral provides for un-
interrupted viewing, conducive to studying art. At the same
time, the narrow confines of the galleries prevent us from
becoming passive observers by forcing us into a direct con-
frontation with the works themselves. Sculpture takes on a
heightened physical presence which demands that we look
at it. Even paintings acquire a new prominence by protrud-
ing slightly from the curved walls, instead of receding into
them. Viewing exhibitions at the Guggenheim is like being
conducted through a predetermined stream of conscious-
ness, where everything merges into a total unity. Whether
one agrees with this approach or not, the building testifies to
the strength of Wright's vision by precluding any other way
of seeing the art.

22, OSCAR NIEMEYER. Brasilia, Brazil. Completed 1960
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23. FRANK LLOYD WRIGHT Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum. New York. 1956-59
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24, Intenor Solomon R. Guggenhenn Museum
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25. JAN VERMEER. WOMAN HOLDING A BALANCE. ¢. 1664. Oil on eanvas, 16% x 15" (42.5x 38.1 cm).
The National Galley of Art. Washington, D.C. Widener Colleetion, 1942

Meaning in Context
Art has been called a visual dialogue, lor though the object
itself'is mute, it expresses its creator’s intention just as sure-
v as il he were speaking to us. For there to be a dialogue,
however, our active participation is required. I we cannot
literally talk to a work of art, we can learn how to respond to
it and question it in order to lathom its meaning. Finding the
right answers usually involves asking the right questions.
Even il we aren’t sure which question to ask, we can always
start with., “What would happen if the artist had done it an-
other way?” And when we are through. we must question
our «
that apphes to any imvestigation: have we taken into account
all the and arranged it in a logical and
coherent way? There is, alas, no step-by-step method to

vailable evidence
gude us. but this does not mean that the process is entirely
We can illustrate it by looking at some examples
e demonstration will help us gain courage to try

the sanc i 1

nivsteriou
together

the next time we enter a museum

O6G < INTRODUCT

xplanation according to the same test of adequate proof

The great Duteh painter Jan Vermeer has been ealled The
Sphinx of Delft, and with good reason, lor all his paintings
have a degree of mystery. In Woman Holding ¢ Balance (fig.
25), a young woman, richly dressed in at-home wear of the
day and with strings ol pearls and gold coins spread out on
the table belore her, is contemplating a balance in her hand.
The canvas is painted entirely in gradations ol cool, neutral
tones, except for a bit of the ved dress visible beneath her
jacket. The soft light from the partly open window is con-
centrated on her lace and the cap framing it. Other beads of
light reflect [rom the pearls and her right hand. The sercne
atmosphere is sustained throughout the stable composition.
Vermeer places us at an intimate distance within the rela-
tively shallow space, which has been molded around the fig-
ure. The underlying grid of horizontals and verticals is
modulated by the gentle curves of the woman’s form and the
heap ol blue drapery, as well as by the oblique angles of the
mirror. The design is so perfect that we cannot move a single
clement without upsetting the delicate balance.



The composition is controlled in part by perspective. The
vanishing point of the diagonals formed by the top of the
mirror and the right side of the table lies at the juncture of
the woman’s little finger and the picture frame. If we look
carefully at the bottom of the [rame, we see that it is actually
lower on the right than on the lelt, where it lies just below
her hand. The effect is so carefully ealculated that the artist
must have wanted to guide our eve to the painting in the
background. Though difficult to read at first, it depicts
Christ at the Last Judgment, when every soul is weighed.
The parallel of this subject to the woman'’s activity tells us
that, contrary to our initial impression, this cannot be simply
a scene of everyday life. The meaning is nevertheless far
[rom clear. Because Vermeer treated forms as beads of light,

it was assumed until recently that the balance holds items of

jewelry and that the woman is weighing the worthlessness
of earthly possessions in the face of death; henee, the paint-
ing was generally called The Pearl Weigher or The Gold
Weigher. I we look closely, however, we can see that the
pans contain nothing. This is confirmed by infra-red photog-
raphy, which also reveals that Vermeer changed the position
of the balance: to make the picture more harmonious, he
placed them parallel to the picture plane instead of allowing
them to recede into space. What, then, is she doing? If she is
weighing temporal against spiritual values, it can be only in
a symbolic sense, because nothing about the figure or the
setting betrays a sense of conflict. What accounts for this
inner peace? Perhaps it is self-knowledge. symbolized here
by the mirror. It may also be the promise of salvation
through her faith. In Woman Holding a Balance, as in Cara-
vaggio's The Calling of St. Matthew (fig. 739), light might
therefore serve not only to illuminate the scene but also to
represent religious revelation. In the end, we cannot be
sure, because Vermeer's approach to his subject proves as
subtle as his pietorial treatment. He avoids any anecdote or
symbolism that might limit us to a single interpretation.
There can be no doubt, however, about his fascination with
light. Vermeer's mastery ol lights expressive qualities ele-

vates his concern for the reality of appearance to the level of

poetry, and subsumes its visual and symbolic possibilities.
Here, then, we have found the real “meaning” of Vermeer's
art.

The ambiguity in Woman Holding a Balance serves to
heighten our mterest and pleasure, while the earefully orga-
nized composition expresses the artist's underlying concept
with singular elarity. But what are we to do when a work
deliberately seems devoid of ostensible meaning? Modern
artists ean pose a gap between their intention and the view-
er's understanding. The gap is. however. often more appar-
ent than real, for the meaning is usually intelligible to the
magination at some level. Still. we feel we must compre-
hend intellectually what we pereeive intuitively. \We can
partially solve the personal code in Jasper Johns' Turget
with Four Faces (fig. 26) by treating it somewhat like a re-
bus. Where did he begin? Surely with the target. which
stands alone as an object, unlike the long box at the top. par-
ticularly when its hinged door is elosed. Why a target in the
first place? The size, texture, and colors inform us that this
is not to be interpreted as a real target. The design 1s never-

theless attractive in its own right, and Johns must have ¢ho
sen it for that reason. When the wooden door 1s up. the
assemblage is transtormed [rom a neutral into a loaded im
age, bringing out the nascent connotations ol the target
Johns has used the same plaster cast four times. which
lends the faces a curious anonymity: then he eut them off at
the eves, “the windows of the soul.” rendering them even
more enigmatic; finally, he erammed them into their com-
partinents, so that they seem to press urgently out toward
us. The results are disquieting, aesthetically as well as
expressively.

Something so disturbing cannot be without signifi-
cance—but what? We may be reminded of prisoners trving
to look out from small cell windows—or perhaps “blind-
folded” targets of execution. Whatever our impression, the
claustrophobic image radiates an aura of menacing daneer.
Unlike Picasso’s joming of a bicvele seat and handlebars to
form a bull's head. Target with Four Faces combines two
disparate components in an open conflict that we cannot
reconeile, no matter how hard we try. The intrusion of this
Ominous meaning creates an (‘.\ll'il()l'(lil];ll‘)‘ tension with the

26. JASPER JOHNS. TARGET WITII FOUR FACES 1955
Assemblage: encaustic on” newspaper and cloth over canvas,

26 % 26" (66 x

66 cm) surmounted by four tinted plaster faces
i wood box with hinged front. Box, closed 3% x 26 x 3147
(9.5 x 66 x 8.9 cm); overall dimensions with box open.
33% x26x 3" (85.3x66.7x6 cm
Collection. The Museum of Modern Art, New York
Gift of Mr. and Mrs. Robert C. Scull
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27. JOHN SINGLETON COPLEY. PAUL REVERE. ¢. 1768-70.
Oil on canvas, 38 x 284" (96.5 x 72.4 cm).
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. Gift of Joseph W., William. B.,
and Fdward H. R. Revere

dispassionate investigation of the target’s lormal qualities. It
is. then, this disparity between form and content that must
have been Johns' goal.

How do we know we are vight? After all, this is merely our
“personal” interpretation, so we turn to the critics for help.
We find them divided about the meaning ol Target with
Four Faces, although they agree it must have one. Johns, on
the other hand. has insisted that there is none! Whom are
we to believe. the critics or the artist himsel? The more we
think about it, the more likely it seems that both sides may
be right. The artist is not always aware why he has made a
work. That does not mean that there were no reasons, only
that they were unconscious ones. Under these circum-
stances, the critic may well know the artist's mind better
than he does and explain his creation more clearly. We can
now understand that to Johns the leap of his imagination in
Target with Four Faces remains as mysterious as it first
seemed 1o us. Our account reconciles the artist’s aesthetic
concerns and the critics’ search for meaning. and while we
reahize that no ulumate solution is possible, we have arrived
at a satisfactory explanation by looking and thinking lor
oursclves

It s all too casy to overlook the obvious, and this is espe-
cially true in looking at portraits. Those of famous people
have a special appeal. lor they seem to bridge a gap of ime
and place and to establish a personal link. In their faces we
read a thousand insights about character which no amount
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ol historical data can satsly nearly as well. Our interest
arises no doubt [vom the remnant of a primitive belief that an
image captures not merely the likeness but also the soul of a
sitter. In the age of photography, we have come to see por-
traits as mere likenesses and we readily forget that they call
on all our skill to grasp their meaning. Paul Revere, painted
by the American artist John Singleton Copley around 1770
(fig. 27), gives rise to questions we cannot solve with on-the-
spot observations, so we must look elsewhere to answer
them. The fruit of our investigation must agree with our ob-
servations; otherwise we cannmot be sure that we are right.

Silversmith, printmaker, businessman, and patriot, Re-
vere has acquired legendary status thanks to Henvy Wads-
worth Longfellow’s long poem about his legendary midnight
ride, and Copley’s painting has become virtually an Ameri-
can icon. It has generally been treated as a workingman'’s
portrait, so to speak. By rights, however, such a portrait
ought to be much more straightforward than this and,
hencee, less memorable. Revere has a penetrating glance and
thoughtful pose which are heightened by the sharp light,
lending him an unusually forceful presence. He looks out at
us with astonishing directness, as if he were reading us with
the same intensity that we bring to bear on his strongly mod-
cled features. Clearly, Revere is a thinker possessing an ac-
tive intelligence, and we will recognize the pose of hand on
chin as an old device used since antiquity to represent phi-
losophers. This is certainly no ordinary craltsman here, and
we may also wonder whether this is really his working outfit.

28. JOIIN SINGLETON COPLEY. NATHANIEL HURD. ¢. 1765
O1l on canvas, 30 x 25%" (76.2 X 64.8 cm).
The Cleveland Musceum of Art. Johm Huntington Collection



Surely no silversmith would have carried out his eralt in
what are probably Revere's best business clothes. Simply by
looking at the picture we hay e raised enough doubts to chal-
lenge the traditional view of this famous painting.

At this point. our questioning of the picture’'s surface
comes 1o an end, for the portrait fails to vield up further
clues. Once we have posed the problem of this “craftsman’s”
portrayal, we feel compelled to investigate it further The
more we pursue the matter, the more fascinating it be-
comes. Copley. we discover. had painted only a lew years
earlier a portrait of another Boston silversmith, Nathaniel
Hurd (fig. 28). Yet this one is so different that we would nev -
er guess the sitter’s trade. Hurd is wearing a casual robe and
turban, and before him are two hooks, one of them devoted
to heraldry from which he culled the eoats ol arms he need-
ed for his work. Why, then, did Copley show Revere at a
workbeneh with his engraving tools spread out hefore him,
holding a teapot as the object of his contemplauon and olfer-
mg it to us for our inspection? In light of Hurd's portrait,
Revere’s work as a silversmith hardly explains these aturi-
butes and actions. natural as they seem. Oddly enough. the
question has never been raised; vet surcly the differences
between the two paintings cannot be aceidental.

Perhaps we can find the answer in the antecedents for
cach. Hurd’s image can be traced baek to informal portraits
that originated in France in the carly cighteenth century
and soon became popular as well in England, where there
was a rage for portraits of well-known men and women. This
type of portrait was customarily reserved for artists, writers.
and the like. In tarn, the type gave rise to a distinctive ofl-
shoot that showed a sculptor at work in his studio with his
tools prominently displayed (fig. 29). Sometimes an engrav-
eris seen instead. There is another possible precedent: mor-
alizing portraits, the descendants of pictures of St. Jerome,
that show their subjeets holding or pointing to skulls. much
as Revere has the teapot in his hand. Copley was surely fa-
miliar with all of these Kinds of images from the portrait en-
gravings that we know he collected, but his exact sources
for the Revere paimting reman a mystery—and may never
be discovered. For after 1765 Copley freely adapted and
combined motifs from different prints in his paintings. often
disguising their origins so completely that we cannot be cer-
tain which thev were. It is likely that he conflated two or
three in Revere’s portrait. In any ease. it is apparent that
Copley has transtormed Revere from a craftsman into an
artist-philosopher.

Let us now look at this portrait in its karger historical and
cultural context. In Europe, the craftsman’s inferior position
to the artist had been asserted since the Renaissanee—ex-
cept in England, where the newly founded Roval Academy
first drew the distinetion in 1768, about when Copley paint-
ed Hurd's portrait. But in the Colonies there was, as Copley

himself complained, no distinction between the trades of

artist and eraftsman. Indeed, except for portraiture, it can be
arguced that the decorative arts were the line arts of America.

it is significant that Coplev's portrait probably dates from
around the time of Revere's first eflorts at making engrav-

ings, a form of art that arose, mterestingly enough. out of

silver- and goldsmith decorating during the late Middle

29. FRANCIS XAVIER VISPRE (attr.). PORTRAIT OF LOUIS-
FRANCOIS ROUBHIAC ¢. 1750. Pastel, 2414 x 214"
(62.2 x54.6 cm). Yale Center for British Art, New Haven,
Conneclicut. Paul Mellon Collection

Ages. Revere was then already involved with hbertarianism,
a cause which Copley himiself did not share. This difference
in their points of view did not prevent Copley from endowing
Revere's portrait with an ingenious significance and pene-
trating seriousness ol characterizaton. The painter and the
sitversmith must have known cach other well. The portrait
stands as Copley’s compelling tribute 1o a felfow artist—and
as an invaluable statement about the culture of the Colonial
era.

Obviously, not evervone is in a position to undertake this
kind of research—only the art historian and the occasional
interested lavman. But again, this does not mean that “there
must be something wrong with a work of art if it takes an
expert to appreciate it.” On the contrary, our research serves
only to allirm the portrait of Paul Revere as a masterpicce.
Reacting to the portrait in “a direct, strimghtforward fash-
ion,” without the benefit of additional knowledge, deprives
us of an understanding that is necessary for full apprecia-
ton. Critics, scholars, and curators are not our adversares:
in sharing their expertise and their knowledge ol art’s
broader contexts with those who seek 1t. thev expand the di-
mensions of our capacity for appreciating art. and lh("\' pro-
vide a model for our own find-and-seek expenences,
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Art history is more than a stream of art objects cre-
ated over time. [t is intimately related to history it-
self; that is, the recorded evidence of human evernts.

For that reason. we must consider the concept of

history, which, we are often told, begins with the in-
vention of writing some 8,000 vears ago. And in-
deed, the invention of writing was an early

accomplishment of the “historic™ civilizations of

Mesopotamia and Fgypt. Without writing, the
growth we have known would have been impossi-
ble. We do not know the earliest phases of its devel-
opment, but writing must have been several
hundred years in the making—between 3300 and
3000 B.c.. roughly speaking, with Mesopotamia in
the Jead—alter the new societics were already past
their first stage. Thus “history” was well under way
by the time writing could be used to record events.

The invention of writing makes a convenient
landmark, for the absence of written records is sure-
lv one of the key differences between prehistoric
and historic societies. But as soon as we ask why

this is so, we face some intriguing problems. First of

all, how valid is the distinction between “prehis-
toric” and “historic”? Does it merely reflect a differ-
ence in our knowledge of the past? (Thanks to the

invention ol writing, we know a great deal more
about historv than about prehistory.) Or was there a
genuine change in the wayv things happened—and
of the kinds of things that happened—alter “histo-
ry” began? Obviously, prehistory was far from un-
eventful. Yet changes in the human condition that
mark this road, decisive though thev are, seem in-
credibly slow-paced and gradual when measured
against the events of the last 5,000 vears. The be-
ginning of “history.” then, means a sudden increase
in the speed of events, a shifting from low gear into
high gear, as it were. It also means a change in the
kind of events. Historic societies quite literally make
history. They not only bring forth “great individuals
and great deeds™—one traditional definition of his-
torv—byv demanding human effort on a large scale,
but they make these achicvements memorable. And
for an event to be memorable, it must be more than
“worth remembering”; it must also be accomplished
quickly enough to be grasped by human memory,
and not spread over many centuries. Collectively,
memorable events have caused the ever-quickening
pace of change during the past five millenniums,
which begin with what we call the ancient world.
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CHAPTER ONE

PREHISTORIC
AND
ETHNOGRAPHIC ART

THE OLD STONE AGE

When did human beings start creating works of art? What
prompted them to do so? What did these earliest works of art
look like? Every history of art must begin with these ques-
tnons—and with the admission that we cannot answer them.
Our carliest ancestors began to walk the earth on two feet
about four million vears ago, but how they were using their
hands remains unknown to us. More than two million vears
later we meet the earliest evidence of (oolmaking. flumans
must have been using tools all along; after all, even apes will
pick up a stick to knock down a banana or a stone to throw at
an enemy. The making of tools is a more complex matter. It
demands first of all the ability to think of sticks or stones as
“Iruit knockers™ or “bone crackers,” not only when they are
needed for such purposes but at other times as well.

Omnce people were able to do that, they gradually discov-
cred that some sticks or stones had a handier shape than
others, and they put them aside for future use. They select-
ed and “appomted™ certain sticks or stones as tools because

they had begun to connect form and function. The sticks, of

course. have not survived. but a few of the stones have; they

are large pebbles or chunks of rock that show the marks of

whatever that may
have been. The next step was to (ry chipping away at these
tools-by-appointment so as to improve their shape. This is
the first craft of which we have evidence, and with it we en-
ter a phase of human development known as the Paleolithic,
or Old Stone Age

repeated use tor the same operation
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30. WOUNDED BISON. Cave painting. ¢. 15,000-10,000 B.C.
Altamira, Spain

Cave Art
It is during the last stage of the Paleolithic, which began
about 35,000 vears ago, that we meet the earliest works of
art known to us. But these already show an assurance and
refinement far removed from any humble beginnings. Un-
less we are to believe that they came into being in a single,
sudden burst, we must assume that they were preceded by
thousands of vears of slow growth about which we know



nothing at all. At that ume the last e Age was drawing o a
close in Europe (there had been atleast three previous ones
alternating with periods of subtropicat warmth, at intervals
of about 25,000 years), and the climate between the Alps
and Scandinavia resembled that of present-dav Siberia o
Alaska. Huge herds of reindeer and other large herbivores
roamed the plains and valleys, preved upon by the ferocious
ancestors of today’s ions and ugers—and by our own ances
tors. These people liked to live in caves or in the shelter of
overhanging rocks wherever they could find them. Many
such sites have been discovered, mosty in Spain and
southwestern France; on the basis of ditlferences among the
tools and other remains tound there, scholars have divided
up the “cavemen” into several groups, cach named alter a
characteristic site, and of these it is especially the so-called
Aurignacians and Magdalenians who stand out for the gifted
artists they produced and for the important role art must
have plaved in their lives.

ALTAMIRA AND LASCAUX. The most striking works of
Pateolithic art are the images of animals. incised painted., or
sculptured. on the rock surfaces of caves, such as the won

dertul Wounded Bison from the cave at Altamira in northern
Spain (fig. 30). The dying anumal has collapsed on the
ground, 1ts legs no longer able to carry the weight of the
body. its head lowered in defense. What a vivid, litelike pic

ture 1t is! We are amazed not only by the keen observation
the assured. vigorous outlines. and the subtly controtled
shading that lends bulk and roundness to the forms. but
cven more perhaps by the power and dignity of this creature
i its linal agony. Equally impressive, if not quite as fine in
detail. are the painted anunals in the cave at Lascaux, in the
Dordogne region of France (tigs. 31 and 32). Bison, deci
horses, and cattle race across walls and ceiling in wild profu-
sion, some ol them simply outhned in black. others filled in
with bright carth colors. but all showing the same uncanny
sense of lite

31. Axial Gallery, Lascaux ( Monugnac, Dordogne

France

PREIHSTORIC AND ETHNOGRAPHIC ART < 75



0 S5m

[ —)
0 30 ft.

| S ES——

Fntrance
Rotunda

33. Schematic plan of Lascaux

How did this extraordinary art develop? What purpose did
it serve? And how did it happen to survive intact over so
many thousands of years? The last question can be an-
swered easilv enough—for the pictures never occur near the
mouth ol a cave, where they would be open to easy view
and destruction) but only in the darkest recesses, as far
Irom the entrance as possible (fig. 33). Some can be reached
only by crawling on hands and knees. and the path is so in-
tricate that one would soon be lost without an expert guide.
The cave at Lascaux, characteristically enoughi, was discov-
cred purely by chance in 1910 by some neighborhood bovs
whose dog Fell into a hole that led to the underground
chambe

Hidden away as thev are in the bowels of the earth, to pro-
tect theny from the casual intruder, these images must have
served a purpose Far more serious than mere decoration.
Fhere can be httle doubtan fact. that they were produced as
part of a magic nitnal, perhaps to ensure a successful hunt.
We gather (his not only from ther secret location and from
the lines meant to represent spears or darts that are some-
umes found pomang at the animals, but also lvom the pecu-

7O PREHIST D EFHNOGRAPIHC AT

liar, disorderly way the images are superimposed on one
another (as in fig. 32). Apparently, people of the Old Stone
Age made no clear distinetion between image and reality; by
niaking a picture of an animal they meant to bring the ani-
mal itself within their grasp, and in “killing” the image they
thought they had killed the animal’s vital spirit. Hence a
“dead” mmage lost its potency after the killing ritual had been
performed, and could be disregarded when the spell had to
be renewed. The magic worked, too, we may be sure; hunt-
ers whose courage was thus lortified were bound to be more
successful when slaving these formidable beasts with their
primitive weapons. Nor has the emaotional basis of this kind
of magic been lost even today. We carry snapshots of those
we love in our wallets because this gives us a sense of their
presence, and people have been known to tear up the photo-
graph of someone they have come to hate.

Even so. there remains a good deal that puzzles us about
the cave paintings. Why do they have to be in such inacces-
sihle places? Couldin’t the hunting magic they serve have
been performed just as well out in the open? And why are
they so marvelously fitelike? Would not the magic have been



equally effective if the “killing™ had been practiced upon less

realistic images? We know of countless later instances of

magic which require only the crudest and most schematic
kind ol representation, such as two crossed sticks for a hu-
man figure.

Perhaps we should regard the Magdaleman cave pictures
as the final phase of a development that began as simple kill-
ing magic at a time when big game was plentiful but shifted
its meaning when the animals became scarce (there is evi-
dence that the big herds withdrew northward as the climate
of Central llurope grew warmer). At Altamira and Lascaux,
then, the main purpose may no longer have been to “kill”
but to *make” animals—to increase their supply, perhaps
through seasonal rituals repeated year alter vear In some of
the weapons associated with the animals, images of plants
have recently been recognized. Could it be that the Magda-
lenians practiced their fertility magic in the bowels of the
earth because they thought of the carth itself as a living
thing from whose womb all other life springs? Such a notion
is familiar to us [rom the cults of carth deities of later times:
it is not impossible that its origin goes back to the Old Stone
Age. If'it does, it would help to explain the adimirable realism
of the cave paintings, lor an artist who believes that he is
actually “creating” an animal is more likely to strive for this
quality than one who merely sets up an image for the kill.

POSSIBLE ORIGINS. Some of the cave pictures may even
provide a clue to the origin of this tradition of fertility magic:
in a good many instances, the shape of the animal seems to
have been suggested by the natural formation of the rock., so
that its body coincides with a bump or its contour follows a
vein or crack as far as possible. We all know how our imagi-
nation sometimes makes us see all sorts ol images in chance
formations such as clouds or blots. A Stone Age hunter, his
mind filled with thoughts of the big game on which he de-
pended for survival, would have been even more likely to

recognize such animals as he stared at the rock surfaces of

his cave and to attribute deep significance to his discovery.
Perhaps at lirst he merely reinforeed the outlines of such im-

34. NUDE WOMAN Rock carving. ¢. 15.000-10,000 B ¢ Lifesize.
La Magdelaine Cave, Penne (Tarn), France

AR
f
35. RITUAL DANCE (?) Rock engraving,
¢. 10,000 8 ¢ Height of figures ¢. 10” (25.4 cm).
Cave ol Addaura, Monte Pellegrino (Palermo), Sicily

If‘
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ages with a charred stick from the fire, so that others. too.
could see what he had found. 1t 1s tempting to think that
those who proved particularly good at finding such images
were given a special status as artist-magicians and were re-
lieved of the dangers ol the real hunt so that they could per-
fect their image-hunting, unal finallv they learned how to
make images with hittde or no aid from chance formations,
though they continued to welcome such aid.

A striking examiple of this process ol creation s the re-
markable Nuade Woman trom the La Magdelaine Cave at
Penne (fig. 34), one ol the rare mstances of the human
ficure m Paleolithic art (apparently human fertility was a
less pressme problem than animal fertihity). The legs and
torso have been carved from natural ledges ot the rock in
such a way that the shapes seem to emerge almost imper-
ceptibly from the stone. The nght arm is barely visible and
the head appears to have heen omitted altogether. for lack ol
“cooperation” on the part of the natural surface. What kind
of ritual may have centered on this figure we can only guess
Yet the existence ol cave rituals relating o both human and
animal ferulity would seem to be conhrmed by a unique
group of Paleohthic drawmgs found m the 19505 on the
walls ol the cave of Addaura near Palermo in Siaily (g 35).
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36. norske, from Vogelherd Cave. c. 28,000 8.C

Mammoth ivory, length 214" (6.4 em). Shown 120 percent actual size.

Private collection (Photograph copyright Alexander Marshack)

37. VENUS OF WILLENDORF ¢. 25,000-20,000 B . Stone, height 4% (11 ¢m).
Shown 137 percent actual size. Naturhistoriches Museum, Vienna
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These images. incised into the rock with quick and sure
lines, show human figures in dancelike movements, along
with some animals; and here, as at Lascaux. we again find
several layers of images superimposed on one another.

Carved and Painted Objects

Apart from large-scale cave art, the people of the Upper Pa-
leolithic also produced small, hand-sized drawings and cary-
ings in bone, horn, or stone, skillfully cut by means of fhint
tools. The earliest of these found so far are small figures of
mammoth ivory from a cave in southwestern Germany.
made 30,000 vears ago. [iven they, however, are already so
accomplished that they must be the fruit of an artistic tadi-
tion many thousands ol years old. The graceful. harmonious
curves of the running horse (fig. 36) could hardly be im-
proved upon by a more recent sculptor. Many vears of han-
dling have worn down some details of the tiny animal; but
the two converging lines on the shoulder, indicating a dart
or wound, were not part ol the original design. In the end,
then, this horse too has been “killed™ or “sacrificed.”

Some of these carvings suggest that the objects may have
originated with the recognition and claboration of some
chance resemblance. At an earlier stage, it seems, Stone Age
people were content to collect pebbles (as well as less dura-
ble small specimens) in whose natural shape thev saw
something that rendered them “magic”; echoes ol this ap-
proach can sometimes be felt in later, more fully worked
pieces. Thus the so-called Venus of Willendorf in Austria
(fig. 37). one of many such female fertility figurines, has a
bulbous roundness of form that recalls an egg-shaped “sa-
cred pebble™; her navel, the central point of the design, is a
natural cavity in the stone. And the masterful Bison (fig. 38)
of reindeer horn owes its compact, expressive outline in part
to the contours of the palm-shaped picce ol antler from
which it was carved. It is not an unworthy companion to the
splendid beasts at Altamira and Lascaux.

38. BISON, from La Madeleine near Les Evzies (Dordogne)
¢. 15,000-10,000 8. Reindeer horn, length 47 (10.15 ¢m)
Musée des Antiquités Nationales, St.-Germain-en-Lave, France

I'he art of the Old Stone Age in Europe as we know it to-
day niarks the highest achievements of a way of lile that be-
gan to decline soon after. Adapted atmost perfectly to the
special conditions of the receding lce Age, it could not sur-
vive beyvond then. In other parts of the world, the Old Stone
Age gave way to new developments between ¢. 10.000 and
5000 B, except for a few particularly inhospitable areas
where the Old Stone Age way of life continued because
there was nothing to challenge or disturb it. The Bushmen
of South Africa and the aborigines of Australia are—or were,
until very recently—the last remnpants of this primeval
phase of human development. Even their art has decidedly
Paleolithic features: the painting on tree bark from North
Australia (fig. 39), while far less skillful than the cave pic-

39. A SPIRIT MAN SPEARING KANGAROOS. Aboniginal paunting {from

Western Arnhem Land. North Austraha. ¢

1900 A b Tree bark
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40. Neolithic plastered skull, from Jericho. c. 7000 B.C.
Lifesize. Archaeological Museum, Amman, Jordan

tures ol Europe, shows a similar interest in movement and a
keen observation of detail (including an “X-ray view” of the
mner organs), only here it is kangaroos rather than bison on
which the hunting magic is being worked.

THE NEW STONLE AGE
What brought the Old Stone Age to a close has been termed
the Neolithic Revolution. And a revolution it was indeed, al-
though its course extended over several thousand vears. It
began in the Near ast sometime about 8000 g ¢, with the
first successful attempts to domesticate animals and food
grains—one of the truly epoch-making achievements ol hu-
man history. People in Paleolithic societies had led the un-
scttled life of the hunter and food gatherer, reaping where
nature sowed and thus at the mercy of forces that thev could
neither understand nor control. But now, having learned
how to assure a food supply by their own efforts, men and
women settled down in permanent village communities; a
new discipline and order entered their lives. There is. then, a
very basic dilference between the New Stone Age, or Neo-
lithic, and the Old. or Paleolithic, despite the lact that all still
depended on stone as the material of their main tools and

weapons. The new mode of life brought lorth a number of

important new crafts and inventions long before the earliest
appearance of metals: pottery, weaving and spinning, basic
methods of architectural construction in wood, brick, and
stone

We know all this from the tangible remains of Neolithic
settlements that have been uncovered by excavation. Unfor-
tunately, these remains tell us very little, as a rule, of the

80+ PREHISTORI( ) LIINOGRAPHIC ART

spirttual condition of Neolithic culture; they include stone
implements of ever greater technical refinement and beauty
of shape, and an infinite variety of clay vessels covered with
abstract ornamental patterns, but hardly anything compara-
ble to the painting and sculpture of the Paleolithic. Yet the
changeover from hunting to husbandry must have been ac-
companied by prolound changes in the people’s view of
themselves and the world, and it seems impossible to believe
that these did not find expression in art. There may be a vast
chapter in the development of art here that is lost to us sim-
ply because Neolithic artists worked in wood or other imper-
manent materials. Or perhaps excavations in the future will
help to fill the gap.

JERICHO. A tantalizing glimpse of what lies in store for us
is provided by the discoveries at prehistoric Jericho, which
include a group ol impressive sculptured heads dating from
about 7000 pe (fig. 40). They are actual human skulls
whose faces have been “reconstituted” in tinted plaster,
with pieces of seashell for the eves. The subtlety and preci-
sion ol the modeling, the fine gradation of planes and ridges,
the leeling for the relationship of flesh and bone would be
remarkable enough in themselves, quite apart from the
amazingly early date. The features, moreover, do not con-
form to a single type; cach has a strongly individual cast.
Mysterious as they are, those Neolithie heads clearly point
forward to Mesopotamian art (compare fig. 110); they are
the lirst harbingers of a tradition of portraiture that will con-
tinue unbroken until the collapse of the Roman Empire.
Unlike Paleolithic art, which had grown {rom the percep-
tion ol chance images, the Jericho heads are not intended to




“create” life but to perpetuate it bevond death by replacing
the transient flesh with a more enduring substance. I'rom
the circumstances m which these heads were tound. we
gather that they were displayed above ground while the rest
of the body was buried beneath the floor of the house: pre-
sumably they belonged to venerated ancestors whose bene-
ficent presence was thus assured.

Paleolithic societies. too. had buried their dead, but we do
not know what ideas they associated with the grave: was
death merely a return o the womb of mother earth, or did
they have some conception of the bevond? The Jericho
heads, on the other hand, suggest that people of the Neolith-
ic era believed in a spirit or soul, located in the head, that
could survive the death of the body and assert its power over
the fortunes of later generations, and thus had to be ap-
peased or controlled. The preserved heads, apparently, were
“spirit traps” designed to keep the spirit inits original dwell-
ing place. They express i visible form the sense of tradition,

of family or clan continuity, that sets ofl the settled lile of

husbandry from the roving existence of the hunter. And
Neolithic Jericho was a settled community of the most em-
phatic sort: the people who treasured the skulls of their fore-
bears lived in stone houses with neat plaster floors, within a
fortified town protected by walls and towers of rough but
strong masonry construction (fig. 41). Yet, amazingly
enough. they had no pottery; the technique of baking clay in
a kiln, it scems, was not mvented until later.

41. Early Neolithic wall and tower. Jericho, Jordan. ¢. 7000 B«

42. Houses and shrines in terraces. Catal Huyuk, Turkey
(schematic reconstruction ol Level V1 after Mellaart). ¢. 6000 B.c
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43, ANIMAL HUNT Restoration ol Main Room, Shrine A 111 1,
Catal Hivak (alter Mellaart). ¢. 6000 8 ¢ 27 x 65" (68.5 % 165 ¢m)

CATAL NHUYUK. Excavations at Catal Havuk i Anatolia
brought to light another Neolithic town. roughly a thousand
vears vounger than Jericho. Its inhabitants lived in houses
built of mud bricks and umber, clustered around open count-
vards (fig. 42). There were no strects., since the houses had
no doors: people apparently entered through the rool. The
settlement included a number of religious shrimes —the ear-
liest found so far—and on their plaster-covered walls we
encounter the carhiest pamungs on a man-made surface.
Ammal hunts, with small ranning ligures surrounding
huge bulls or stags (he 13). evoke echoes ol the Old Stone
\ge, an mdication that the Neolithic Revolnton must have
been a recent event at the tme. But the balance has already
shifted: these hunts have the character ol rituals honormg
the male deity to whom the bull and stag were sacred. rather
than ol an evervday acuvity necessary for survival
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A4 TWIN LEOPARDS Painted plaster relief, Shrine VLA,
Caval Huyuk. ¢. 6000 B €. 27 x 65" (68.5x 165 cm)

Compared to the animals of the cave paintings, these at
Catal Huvak are simplified and immobile; it is the hunters
who are in energetic motion. Animals associated with fe-
male deities display an even more rigid discipline; the two
symmetrically opposed leopards (hig. 44) are mirror images
of cach other, and another pair of leopards lorms the sides of
the throne of a fertility goddess (fig. 45), one ol the many
baked clay statuettes that betray their descent from the Ve-
nus of Willendorf (compare fig. 37). Among the wall paint-
ings at Catal Hovak, the most surprising one is a view of the
town itself. with the twin cones of an erupting volcano above
it (ligs, 46 and 47). The denscly packed rectangles ol the
houses are seen from above, winle the mountain is shown in
profile. its slope covered with dots representing blobs of fava.
Such a volcano is still visible today from Catal Havak. Its
cruption must have been a terrifying event for the ihabi-
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16 VW OF TOWN AND VOLCANO Wall pimting, Shone VI 14
Catal Huvok ¢ 6000 B ¢
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45. FERTILITY GODDESS, from Shrine A.11.1, Catal Huyuk.
¢, 6000 B.C. Baked clay, height 8" (20.3 cm).
Archaeological Museum, Ankara, Turkey

tants; how could they have viewed it except as a manifesta-
tion of a diety’s power? Nothing less could have brought
forth this image, hallway between a map and a landscape.

Neolithic Europe
While the Near East became the cradle of civilization (to be
civilized, alter all, means to live as a citizen, a town dweller),
the Neolithic Revolution progressed at a very much slower
pace in Europe. About 3000 p.c., Near Eastern influences
began to spread to the northern shore of the Mediterranean.
Baked clay ligurines of fertility goddesses found in the Bal-
kans, such as the very striking one from Cernavoda (figs. 48
and 19), have their closest relatives in Asia Minor. What
makes the Cernavoda Fertility Goddess so memorable is the

47, VIEW OF TOWN AND VOLCANO. Reconstruction drawing



48, 49. FERTILITY GODDESS. from Cernavoda, Ronnna. ¢. 5000 B ¢
Baked clay, height 6%4" (16 ¢cm). National Museum, Bucharest
(Photographs eopyright Alexander Marshack)

50. Dolmen, Carnae (Bnttany), Franee. ¢. 1500 B ¢

sculptor’s ability to sumplily the shapes ol a woman’s body
and yet retain its salient features (which, to him. did not -
ctude the face). The smoothily concave hack sets oll the bal-
looning convexity of the front—thighs, belly, arms. and
breasts—in a way that would do honor to anv twenueth-
century sculptor.

DOLMENS AND CROMLIECHS. North of the Alps. Near
Fastern influence cannot be detected untl a much later
time. n Central and Northern Europe. i sparse population
continued to lead the simple tribal lite of small village com-
munities even alter the mtroduction of bronze and won. un
tl a tew hundred vears betore the birtly of Chist. Thus

Neolithic Enrope never reached the level ol social orgamza-
tion that produced the masonry architecture ol Jericho or
the dense urban community ol Catal Hivuk, Instead we
{ind there monumental stone structures ol a different kind.
called megahithic because they consist of huge blocks or
boulders placed upon cach other without mortar. Their pur-
pose was rehgious. rather than eivie or utihtaran, apparent-
Iv. the sustamed and co-ordimated effort they required could
be compelied only by the authority of rehgious taith—a faith
that almost hiterally demanded the moving of mountamns
Even todav these megahithic monuments have an awe-
mspiring. superhuman an about them. as af they were the
work of a forgotten race ol giants. Some, known as dolmens.
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51. Stonehenge (aerial view), Salisbury Plain (Wiltshire), England.
¢. 2000 B.C. Diameter of circle 97" (29.6 m)

are tombs, “houses of the dead™ with upright stones for walls
and a single giant slab for a roof (fig. 50).

Others, the so-calted cromlechs. form the setting of reli-
gious observances. Stonehenge in southern England (figs.
51 and 52) has a great outer circle of evenly spaced uprights
supporting horizontal slabs (lintels) and two inner circles
similarly marked, with an altarlike stone at the center (lig.
53). The entire structure is oriented toward the exact point
at which the sun rises on the day of the summer solstice,
and therefore it must have served a sun-worshiping ritual.

Whether a monument such as this should be termed ar-
chitecture is a matter ol definition: nowadays. we tend to
think of architecture in terms ol enclosed interiors. vet we
also have landscape architects, the designers of gardens,
parks. and playgrounds; nor would we want to deny the sta-
tus of architecture to open-air theaters or sports stadiums.
Perhaps we ought to consult the ancient Greeks, who coined
the term, To them, “archi-tecture” meant something higher
than ordinary “tecture™ (that is, “construction™ or “butld-
ing”)—much as an archbishop ranks above a bishop or an
archtiend above a fiend-—a structure distinguished from the
merely practical. evervday kind by its scale, order. perma-
nence. or solemnity of purpose. A Greek. therefore, would
certamly have acknowledged Stonchenge as architecture.
And we, too. shall have no ditticulty i doing so once we un-
derstand that it is not necessary to enclose space in order to
defime or artculate it B architecture 1s “the art of shaping
space o human needs and aspirauons,”™ then Stonchenge
more than meets the test.
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53. (above) Diagram of original arrangement of stones
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54. Greal Serpent Mound, Adams County, Ohio. c¢. 300 B.C.—400 A.D.
Length 1400 (426.7 m). © Tony Linck, Fort Lee, New Jersey

Neolithic America

Comparable to the megalithic monuments of Europe in
terms ol the effort involved is the “earth art” of the prehistor-
ic Indians of North America, the so-called Mound Builders.
The term is misleading, since these mounds vary greatly in
shape and purpose as well as in date. ranging from about
2000 B¢ to the tme of the Europeans’ arrival. Of particular
interest are the “elfigy mounds™ in the shape of animals—
presumably the totems ol the tribes that produced them.
The most spectacular 1s the Great Serpent Mound (fig. 5:4),
a snake some 1,400 feet long that slithers along the crest of a
ridge by a small river in southern Ohio. The huge head, its
center marked by a heap of stones that may once have been
an altar, occupies the highest point. Evidently it was the nat-
aral Tormation of the terrain that inspired this extraordinary
work of landscape architecture, as mysterious and moving
m its wav as Stonchenge.

ETHNOGRAPHIC ART

Fhere are, as we have seen, a few human groups lor whom
the Old Stone Age lasted until the present day. Modern sur-
vivors of the Neohthie are far casier to find. They include all
the so-called prinntive societies of tropical Alrvica, the islands
ol the Sonth Paciic. and the Amencas. “Primitive” is a
somewhat unfortunate word: 1t snggests— quite wrongly

that these socicties represent the original human condition,
and has thas come to be burdened with many conflicting
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cemotional overtones. The term “cthnographic” will serve us
better. 1t stands for a way of life that has passed through the
Neolithic Revolution but shows no signs of evolving in the
direction of the “historic” civilizations. What this means is
that ethnographic societies are essentially rural and self-suf-
ficient; their social and political units are the village and the
tribe, rather than the city and the state; they perpetuate
themsclves by custom and tradition, without the aid of writ-
ten records: hence they depend on oral tradition for their
own history.

The entire pattern of ethnographic life is static rather than
dynamic, without the imer drive lor change and expansion
that we take for granted in ours. Ethnographic societies tend
to be strongly isolationist and defensive toward outsiders;
they represent a stable but precarious balance of human be-
ings and their environment, ill-equipped to survive contact
with urban civilizations. Most of thenmy have proved tragically
helpless against encroachment by “civilized” societies. Yet
at the same time the cultural heritage ol etlinographic soci-
cties has enriched our own: their customs and beliels, their
tolklore, and their music have been recorded by etlmolo-
gists, and ethnographic art is being avidly collected and ad-
mired throughout the Western world.

ANCESTOR SPIRITS. The rewards ol this concern with
the world ol ethnographic societics have been manifold.
Among them is a better understanding of the origins of our
own culture in the Neolithic of the Near East and Europe.



Though the materials on which we base our knowledge of
cthnographic peoples and their ways are almostinyariably ol
quite recent date—very tew of them go back bevond the sev-
enteenth century—they offer striking analogies with the
Neolithic of the distant past; and, of course, thev are infi-
nitely richer. Thus the meaning of the cult of skulls at Jeri-
cho (fig. 40)is illuminated by countless parallels in primitive
art.

The closest parallel is to be found in the Sepik River dis-
trict of New Guinea, where until quite recently the skulls of
ancestors (and of important enemies) were given {eatures in
much the same fashion, including the use of seashells for

55. Plastered skull, from the Sepik River, New Guinea.
19th century. British Museum, London

56. MALE FIGURE SURMOUNTED BY A BIRD, from the Sepik River.,
New Guinea. 19th—20th century. Wood, height 48” (122 ¢m
Washington University Gallery of Art, St. Louis
University Purchase, Kende Sale Fund, 1945

57. Stone images, Akivi, Faster Island

17th eentury or carlier. Height ¢. 30° (9.1 m)

eves (g, 55). And here we know that the purpose was to
“trap” and thereby to gain power over the spirit of the dead.
On the other hand, the Jericho cult probably differed Irom
the New Guinea version in some significant respects, lor the
sculptured skulls from the Sepik River lack the delicate, re-
alistic modehng of those from Jericho; the painted status
markings on the laces, rather than any actual portrait re-
semblance. establishes the identity of the deceased. Their
savagery of expression makes it hard {or us to think ol these
heads as works of art, vet they embody the same belief as the
splendid wood carvings of ancestral figures produced in that
arca, such as the one in figure 56. The entire design is cen-
tered on the head, with its intensely staring shell eves. while
the bodv—as in ethnographic art generally
duced to the role of a mere support. The limbs suggest the
embryo position in which so many such peoples like o bury
their dead.

The bird emerging from behind the head with 1ts great
wings outspread represents the ancestor's vital spirit or hfe
force; from its appearance, it must be a fngate bird or some
other sea bird noted for its powers of flight. Its soaring move-
ment, contrasted with the rigidity of the human figure
forms a compelling image—and a strangely tamiliar one: for
our own tradition, too. includes the “soul bird.” {from the
dove of the Holy Spirit to the albatross of the Ancient Mari-
ner. so that we find ourselves responding to a work of art
that at first glance might seem o be both puzzling and

has been re-

disconcerting.

GUARDIANS. Ancestor rituals are the most persistent fea
ture of carly religions and the strongest cohesive force
ethnographic societies, but sice the “primituve” workd con-
sists of countless solated tbal groups. it can take an almost
infinite variety of forms, and its artistic expression vares
cven more. On Easter Island. for instance. we find huge an
cestral igures carved from volcanic rock. Lined up on raised
platforms hke giant guardians, they must have cast a power
tul protective spell the. 57). Ttere the carver's effort has
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again centered on the elongated, craggy leatures of the face,
and the back of the head s suppressed entirely. These
ficures seem to reflect an impulse akin o that behind the
megalithic monuments of Furope.

Anmong the native tribes of Gabon in Equatorial Africa, the
skulls o ancestors used to be collected in large containers

that were protected by a carved guardian figure, a sort of

communal dwelling place of the ancestral spirits. Figure 58
shows such a goardian in the form traditional among the
Kota. This tribe. fike a number of others along the west coast
ol Central Africa, was Tamihiar with nonferrous metals 1o
some extent. so that its artists were able to sheathe their
guardian images in polished brass, thus endowing them
with special importance. This figure is a remarkable exam-
ple of the geometric abstraction that occurs, to a greater or

58, Guardian fignre, from the Kota area, Gabon.
19th-20th century. Wood and copper, height 30" (76.3 ¢m).

Musce Ethnographie, Geneva,
Gilt of Dr. Graz, 1929
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lesser extent, thronghout the realm of primitive art. Except
for the hiead. the entire design has been flattened into a sin-
ale plane; body and limbs are contracted to a hollow dia-
mond shape, and the headdress consists of two segments of
circles. The lace, in contrast, is a concave oval within which
two spherical eves and a pyramidiike nose nestle as they
would in the center of a dish. The effect of the whole is ex-
traordinarily calm, disciplined, and harmonious—a finely
balanced sequence of shapes so unaggressive that one
might almost mistake it for mere decoration. Surely this
guardian could not have been meant to frighten anybody.

Tribal sccrets are not readily betrayed, hence the avail-
able accounts do not telt us very much about the exact sig-
nificance of the Kota guardians. 1t seems reasonable, how-
ever, Lo explain their extreme remoteness from nature—and
the abstract tendency ol ethnographic art generally—as an
cffort to convey the “otherness™ of the spirit world, to divorce
it as strictly as the artisCs imagination would allow from the
world of everyday appearances. Well and good—but how are
we o account for the varying degrees of abstraction in primi-
tive art? Must we assume that the more abstract its form, the
more “spiritual” its meaning? I so, does the dilference be-
tween the Kota and Sepik River figures relfect an equally
great difference in the kinds of ancestor worship from which
they spring, or are there perhaps other factors to be taken
into account as well?

As it happens, the Kota guardians provide a good test for
these assumptions. They have been collected in consider-
able numbers, and the differences among them are notable,
even though they all clearly belong to a single type and must
have been employed for exactly the same purpose. Our sec-
ond example (lig. 59) is almost identical with the first, ex-
cept for the head, which in comparison seems almost
gruesomely realistic; its shape is strongly convex rather
than concave. and every detail has an unmistakably repre-
sentational meaning. This face, with its open mouth full
of pointed teeth, seems designed to frighten. Here, we feel,
is a guardian figure that does indeed live up to its function.
Yet the members of the tribe tailed to share our reaction, for
they found the more abstract guardian figure equally
acceptable,

What, then, is the relation between the two guardians?
They were probably made at different times, but the interval
could not have been more than a century or two, inasmuch
as wooden sculpture does not survive lor long under tropical
conditions, and Furopean travelers, so far as we know, did
not begin to bring back any Kota guardians until the eigh-
teenth century. In any event, given the rigidly conservative
nature of this society, we can hardly believe that the ances-
tor cnlt of the Kota underwent any significant change dur-
ing the time span that separates figure 58 {rom figure 59.
Which of them came first, or-—to put the question more cau-
tiously— which represents the older, more nearly originat
version? Figonre 59 surely is, since we cannot imagine how
its realistic features could have evolved from the spare ge-
ometry of figure 58. The fine of development thus leads from
figure 59 to figure 58, from representation to abstraction (we
also have a good many intermediate examples). This change
seems 1o have taken place while the religious meaning re-



59. Guardian figure, from the Kota area, Gabon.

19th—20th century. Metal hammered on wood, height 23" (58.4 cm).
The Heard Museum, Phoenix, Arizona

mained the same. Must we then credit the artist and his
public with an interest in abstraction for its own sake? That
hardly sounds plausible. There is. in fact, a lar casier expla-
nation: the increasingly abstract quality of the Kota gnard-
1ans resuhted rom endless repetition.

We do not know how many such figures were inuse at the
same time, but the number must have been considerable,
since each guardian presided over a container ol not more
than a dozen skulls. Their lite expectancy bemng limited.
they had to be replaced at frequent intervals, and the conscer-

vative temper ol such a society demanded that every new
guardian follow the pattern ol s predecessor. Yet. as we
know. no copy 1s ever completely [aithiul to its model: so
long as he repeated the basic outhnes of the tradtional de
sign, the Kota carver enjoved a certain fatitude. for no two of
the many surviving guarchan ligures have exactly the same
facial structure. Mavbe these slight variations were even ex
pected of him, so as to disunguish the newly created guard
ian from the one it replaced. Any gesture or shape that is
cndlessly repeated tends to lose its origimal character— it be-
comes ground down, simplified, more abswact. We sce a
good example of this in the ideographs of Chinese writing
which started out as tiny pictures but before long lost all
trace ol their representational origin and became mere
signs. The same kind of transformation, although not nearly
as lar-reaching, can be traced among the Kota guardians
they grew simpler and more abstract. since this was the only
direction i which they could develop.

\We have discussed the process at such length because it
is a fundamental characteristic of Neolithic and ethnogra-
phic art, though we cannot often observe it as clearly as in
the case ol the Kota ligures. But let us be careful not to take
a negative view ol this abstraction. It has its dangers, to be
sure, but it also leads to the creation ol an infinite vanety of
new and distinctive designs. Finally. we should note that
translormation has its ultimate source in the artist’s concern
with the otherness ol the spirit world: for it is this concern
that makes him repeat the same designs over and over
again, After all, if he sets out to create a guardian ol ances-
tral skulls, the only model he can use is another such guard-
ian figure, and he cannot know whether he has succeeded
unless the two resemble cach other.

RULERS. The strong traditionalism in ethnographic art
can be interrupted in two ways: there may be a cross-fertil-
ization of dilterent cultures as the consequence ol migration
or conquest, or conditions may develop that Favor a return to
the world of visible appearances. Such conditions prevailed
[or a time along the coast of Equatorial Alnica a few hundred
miles northwest of Gabon. There, through contact with the
historie civilizations ol the Mediterranean, a number ol na-
tive kingdoms arose, but none of them proved very endur-
ing. A king, unlike a tribal chieltain, bases his authority on
the claimm that it has been given to him by supernatural
forces; he rules “by the grace of God,” embodying the divine
will in his own person, or he may even assume the status of a
deity himself. There are thus no inherent limits, ethnic, hn-
guistic, or otherwise, to roval authority. Every king s, at
leastin theory, all-conquering. Hence his domain is not only
larger and more complex than that of the tnbal chief; he also
has to exact far greater obedience from his subjects. He does
so with the aid ol a lavored ruling chte, the anstocracy. to
whom he delegates some ol his authority. Thev enforce se-
curity and order among the rest ol the population. which in
return must support the arnstocracy and the roval court by
contributing a share ol its goods and services

The institution of kingship. then. demands a society divid-
ed into classes. rather than the loose association of tamily or
clan groups that makes up a tribe. It means the victory of the
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60. Male portrait head, from He, Nigeria. 12th century.
Bronze, height 13" (34.3 em). Collection the Oni of Ife

town over the countryside, and thus runs counter to the ru-
ral tenor of ethnographic societv. The Alrican kingdoms
never quite achieved this victory, so their instability is per-
haps not surprising. The decisive factor may have been their
failure to develop or adopt a system of writing. They existed,
as it were, along the outer edge of the historic civilizations,
and their rise and lall, therefore, are known to us only in
(ragmentary fashion.

Artistically, the most impressive remains of these van-
ished native kingdoms are the portrait heads excavated at
lfe, Nigeria, somewhat (o the west of the lower course of the
Niger River. Some are of terracotta; others, such as the
splendid example in figure 60, of bronze. The casting tech-
nique, called the cire-perdue (lost-wax) process, surely had
been imported from the Mediterranean, but it was used here
with great skill: the actual modeling is done in wax over an
carthen core, another layer of earth is firmly packed around
the head. the whole is then heated to melt out the wax, and
molten bronze is poured into the hollow form thus created.
Fven more astonishing than its technical vefinement, how-
cver, is the subtle and assured realism of our He head. The
features are thoroughly individual, vet so harmonious and
noble i expression as to recall the elassical art of Greece
and Rome (sce figs. 231 and 295).
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At the time this head was produced, the twelfth century
A 1. nothing of comparable character can be lound in Fu-
rope. Only the wribal scars on the face, and the holes for at-
taching hair and beard, relate it to ecthnographic art
elsewhere; these, and the purpose for which it was made,
ancestor ritual. Our head, together with its companions,
must have formed part of a long series of portraits of dead
rulers, and the use of real hair—probably hair taken from
the person represented—strongly suggests that these heads
were prepared as “traps” for the spirits of the deceased. But
since the rulers cach had individual importance, their spir-
its, unlike those of the tribal ancestors, could not be merged
into an impersonal collective entity; in order to be an effee-
tive trap, every head had to be an authentic, elearly distin-
guishable portrait. It is possible, in fact, that these heads
were made (if not of bronze, then at least ol terracotta) while
their subjects were still alive, and became spirit traps only
after the ruler’s death, through the addition of his hair.
Clearly, each of these heads is unique and irreplaceable. It
had to last forever, hence it was executed in laborious
bronze rather than wood. It is no accident, then, that the lfe
heads bear a closer resemblance to the Jericho skulls than to
the ancestor figures of primitive art, lor the rulers of 1le had
indecd recaptured something of the urban quality of the
Jericho aneestor cult.

The bronze technique of Ife was handed on to the king-
dom of Benin, which arose in the same area and did not dis-
appear until the carly eighteenth century. In addition to
ancestor heads, the artists of Benin produced a vast variety
of works that had nothing to do with the spirit world but
served to glorily the ruler and his court. The Hornblower
(fig. 61) is characteristic of this art for display. By the stan-
dards of ethnographic sculpture as a whole, it scems exeep-
tionally realistic, but when measured against the art of Ife it
betrays its close kinship with tribal wood carvings in the em-
phasis on the head and the geometric simplification ol every
detail.

ANIMISM. That ethnographic peoples should prefer to
think of the spirits of their ancestors collectively, as did the
Kota, rather than in terms of separate individuals, is a result
of the animism that underlies their religious beliefs. Such
religious beliefs have been termed animism, for to these peo-
ple a spirit exists in every living thing. An animist will feel
that he must appease the spirit of a tree before he cuts it
down, but the spirit of any particular tree is also part of a
collective “tree spirit” which in turn merges into a general
“life spirit.” Other spirits dwell in the earth, in rivers and
Likes, in the rain, in the sun and moon: still others demand
to be appeased in order (o promote fertility or cure disease.

Their dwelling places may be given the shape of human
figures, in which case such spirits sometimes achieve
enough of a stable identity to be viewed as rudimentary de-

61. (opposite) HORNBLOWER, from Benin. Late 16th—carly 18th
century. Bronze, height 247" (63.3 em). The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York. The Michael C. Rockefeller
Memorial Collection. Gift of Nelson A. Rockefeller, 1972
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62. KNEELING WOMAN . from the Baluba area, Kinshasa, Zaire.
19th-20th century. Wood, height 18'4" (47 cm).
Koninklijk Museum tor Midden-Afrika, Tervuren, Belgium

ities. This seems to be true of the very line Kneeling Woman
(fig. 62), produced by the Baluba tribe ol the Congo region,
though littde is known about her ritual significance. The
figure is among the gentest and least abstract ol all tribal
carvings, and her trancelike expression. as well as the hol-
low howl, suggests a ceremonial of incantation or divination.

MASKS. In dealing with the spirit world. people werve not
content to perform rituals or to present oflerings before their
spirit traps: they needed to act out their relations with the
spirit. world through dances and similar dramatic ceremo-
nials in which they could themselves temporarily assume
the role of the spinit trap by disguising themselves with
claborate masks and costumes. The origin ol these dance rit-
uals goes back as far as the Old Stone Age (see fig. 35), and
there are indications that anmimal disguises were worn even
then. In these carly societies. the acting-out ceremonials as-
sumed a vast variety ol patterns and purposes; and the cos-
tumes, alwayvs with a mask as the central feature, became
correspondmgly vaned and elaborate. Nor has the fascina-
tion of the mask died out to this day. We still feel the thrill of
a real change ol identity when we wear one at Halloween or
carnival time, and among the folk customs of the luropean
peasantry there were, until recently, certaun survivals of pre-
Chnstan ceremontes m which the participants impersonat-
cd demons by means ol carved masks ol truly primitive
character (hg. 63
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Masks lorm by [ar the richest chapter in “primitive” art;
the proliferation ol shapes, materials, and functions is al-
most limitless. Fven the manner of wearing them varies sur-
prisingly: some cover only the face, others the entire head;
some rest on the shoulders; some may be worn above the
head, attached to a headdress or atop a pole. There are
masks of human faces, ranging [rom the realistic to the most
[antastic, and animal masks or combinations of both in every
conceivable form, There are also masks that are not made to
be worn at all but to be displayed independently as images
complete in themselves.

The tew samples reproduced here can convey no more
than the faintest suggestion of the wealth of the available
material. Their meaning, more often than not, is impossible
to ascertain; the ceremonies they served usually had ele-
ments of secrecy that were jealously guarded from the unin-
itiated, especially il the performers themselves formed a
secret society. This emphasis on the mysterious and spee-
tacular not only heightened the dramatic impact of the rit-
ual, it also permitted the makers of masks to strive for
imaginative new ellects, so that masks in general are less
subject to traditional vestrictions than other kinds of “primi-
tive” sculpture,

63. Mask. from Kippel, Lotschental, Switzerfand.
19th century. Wood, height 18" (45.7 ¢m).
Rictberg Museum, Zurich. E.v.d. Heydi Collection



64. Mask, from the Bamenda area, Cameroon.
19th-20th century. Wood, height 26%%" (67.3 cm).
Rietberg Museum, Zurich. E.v.d. Heydt Collection

Alrican masks, such as the one in figure 64, are distin-
guished for symmetry of design and the precision and sharp-
ness of their carving. n our example, the features of the
human face have not been rearranged but restructured., so
to speak, with the tremendous evebrows rising above the
rest like a protective canopy. The solidity ol these shapes be-
comes strikingly evident as we turn to the fluid, ghostly fea-
tures ol the mask Irom the Gazelle Peninsula on the island of
New Britain in the South Pacific made ol bark ¢loth over a
bamboo {rame (fig. 65). It is meant to represent an animal
spirit, said to be a crocodile, and was worn in nocturnal cere-
monies by dancers carrving snakes. Iven stranger is the
Eskimo mask from southwest Alaska (tig. 66), with its non-
symmetrical design ol seemingly unrelated elements. espe-
cially the dangling “leaves™ or sticks attached to curved
“branches.” The single eve and the mouth full of teeth are
the only recognizable details to the outsider. vet to those
who know how to “read™ this assembly ol shapes it is the
condensed representation ol a tribat myth about a swan that
drives white whales to the hunters. Such radical displace
ment of facial details is characteristic of f<skimo masks ¢en
erally, though it is seldom carried as far as here.

65. Mask. Irom the Gazelle Peninsula, New Britain.
19th—20th century. Bark cloth, height 18”7 (45.7 em).
Museo Nacional de Antropologia. Mexico City

G6. Mask Fskimo, frony southwest Alaska.
Farly 20th century Wood. height 227 (56 ¢m
Muscunm of the Amencan Indian. Heve Foundanon. New York
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67. War helmelt. Thingit, from southeast Alaska.
Early 19th century. Wood, height 12" (30.5 cm).
The American Museum of Natural History, New York

68, Mask. from the Brakebill Mound, Tennessee.
¢ 1000-1600 A 1) Ocean shell, haight 8

(22 cm)
Peabody Muscum of Harvard University
Cambnidge, Massachusetts
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I'he wooden war hehmet from southeast Alaska (fig, 67),
in contast, strikes us by its powerful realism, which may be
due not only to the fact that this is a work of American Indi-
an rather than Eskimo origin, but also toits [unction. It, oo,
is a kind of mask. a second face intended to disconcert the
cnemy by its lierce expression. Our final example, one of the
most fascinating ol all, comes from an Indian burial mound
in ‘Tennessee (fig. 68). It has been estimated as being be-
tween 400 and 1,000 years old. The material is a single large
scashell, whose rim has been smoothed and whose gently
convex outer surface has been transformed into a face hy
simple but strangely evocative carving and drilling. Shell
masks such as this secem to have been placed in graves for
the purpose of providing the dead with a second, permanent
face to wap his spirit underground.

PAINTING. Compared to sculpture, painting plays a subor-
dinate role in ethnographic societies. Though the technique
was widely known, its use was restricted in most areas to the
coloring of wood carvings or of the human body sometimes
with intricate ornamental designs (sce fig. 56). As an inde-
pendent art, however, painting could establish itself” only
when exceptional conditions provided suitable surfaces.
Thus the Nootka Indians on Vancouver Island, oll the
northwest coast of North America, developed fairly large
wooden houses with walls of smooth boards which they
liked to decorate with scenes of tribal legends. Figure 69
shows a section of such a wall, representing a thunder bird
on a killer whale {lanked by a lightning snake and a woll.
The animals are clearly recognizable, but they do not form a
meaninglul scene unless we happen to know the context of
the story. The owner ol the house obviously did. so the paint-
er’'s mamn concern was how to combine the four creatures
into an elfective pattern filling the area at his disposal.

1t is apparent that these animals, which play important
parts in the tribal mythology, must have been represented
countless times belore; cach of them is assembled in accor-
dance with a well-established traditional formula made up of
fixed ingredients—snall, firmly outhined pieces ol solid col-
or that look as if they have been cut out separately and laid
down one by oue. The artist's pattern-consciousness goes so
lar that any overlapping ol forms embarrasses him; where
he cannot avoid it, he treats the bodies ol the animals as
transparent. so that the outline ol the whale’s back ean be
scen continuing right through the lower part ol the bird's
body. and the [eathers of the right wing reveal the front legs
ol the wolf.

SAND PAINTING. Formal and abstract as the Nootka wall
painting may scem in comparison with the animals of the
Paleolithic, it becomes downright realistic il we judge it by
the standards of the sand painting visible in ligure 70. That
unique art grew up among the Indian tribes inhabiting the
arid Southwest ol the United States: its main practitioners
today are the Navajo of Arizona and New Mexico. The tech-
nique, which demands considerable skill, consists ol pour-
g powdered rock or carth of various colors on a [lat bed ol
sand. Despite (or perhaps because of ) the fact that they are
impermanent and must be made fresh for cach occasion



69. LIGHTNING SNAKE, WOLF, AND TIHHUNDER BIRD ON KILLER WHALE

Nootka. ¢. 1850

Wood, 5’8" x8"10" (1.7 x2.7 m). The American Museum of Natural History, New York

#

-

70. Sand painting ritual for a sick child. Navajo. Arizona

that demands them, the designs are rigidly fixed by tradi-
tion. The various compositions are rather like recipes. pre
scribed by the medicine man and “hilled” under his
supervision by the painter, for the main use of sand paint-
ngs is in ceremonies ol healing

That these ceremonies are sessions ol great emotional in-
tensity on the part of both doctor and patient is well attested

v our illustration

Such a close umon

or even, at tumes

identity—ol priest. healer. and artist may be difficult to un
derstand m modern Western terms. But for people tvimg to
bend nature to their needs by magic and ritwal. the func

tions appear as ditferent aspects ol a smgle process. And the

success or fatlure of this process is to them virtually a matter

ol lite and death
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From Prehistoric to Historic

The road from hunting to husbandry is a long and arduous
one. The problems and pressures faced by historic societies
are very different from those that confronted peoples i the
Paleolithic or Neolithic eras. Prehistory was a phase of evo-
lution during which humans as a species learned how to
maintain themselves against a hostile environment: their
achievements were responses to threats of physical extine-
tion. With the domestication of animals and edible plants,
people had won a decisive victory in this battle, assuring our
survival on this planct. But the Neolithic Revolution placed
us on a level at which we might well have remained indefini-
tely: the forces of nature-—at least during that geological
era—would never again challenge men and women as they
had Paleolithic peoples. And in many parts of the globe, as
we saw in the previous chapter, people were content to stay
on a “Neolithic plateau.”

In a lew places, however, the Neolithic balance of hu-
mans and nature was upset by a new threat, a threat posed
not by naturc but by people themselves. The earliest monu-
ment to that threat is seen in the tortifications of Neolithie
Jericho (see fig. 41), constructed almost 9,000 vears ago.
What was the source of the human conllict that made them

necessary? Competition for grazing land among tribes of

herdsmen or for arable soil among farming communities?
The basic cause, we suspect, was that the Neolithic Revolu-
tion had been too successtul in this arca. permitting the lo-
cal population to grow beyond the available lood supply.

This situation might have been resolved in a number of

ways: constant tribal warfare could have reduced the popu-
lation; or the people could have united in larger and more
disciplined social units for the sake ol ambitious group ef-
forts that no loosely organized tribal society would have been
able to achieve. The fortifications at Jericho were an enter-
prise of this kind, requiring sustained and specialized labor
over a long period. We do not know the outcome of the strug-
gle in that region (future excavations may tell us how lar the
urbanizing process extended) but about 3,000 vears later,
similar conflicts, on a larger scale, arose in the Nile valley
and that of the Tigris and Euphrates, and there these con-

flicts generated enough pressure to produce a new kind of

society, very much more complex and efficient than had
ever existed before.

Firstin Egyvpt and Mesopotamia, somewhat later in neigh-
boring areas, and in the Indus valley and along the Yellow
River in China, people were to live in a more dynamic world,
where their capacity to survive was challenged not by the
forces of nature but by human forces—by tensions and con-
flicts arising either within society or as the result of competi-
tion between societies. These efforts to cope with human
environment have proved a far greater challenge than the
carlier struggle with nature.

~ Ve D
THE OLD KINGDOM
Egvptian civilization has long been regarded as the most
rigid and conservative ever. Plato said that Egyptian art had
not changed in 10,000 years. Perhaps “enduring” and “con-
tinuous™ are better terms for it, although at first glance all

Egyptian art between 3000 and 500 & ¢ does tend o have a
certain sameness. There1s a kernel of truth m this: the basic
pattern of Egyptian institutions, beliefs. and artstic ideas
was formed during the first few centuries of that vast span of
vears and Kept reasserting itself until the very end. We shall
sce, however, that as time went on this basic pattern went
through ever more severe crises that challenged its ability to
survive; had it been as inftexible as supposed, it would have
succumbed long before it finally did. Egyptian art alternates
between conservatism and innovation, but is never static.
Some of its great achievements had a deaisive influence on
Greek and Roman art, and thus we can still feel ourselves
linked to the Egypt of 5,000 vears ago by a continuous, living
tradition.

DYNASTIES. The history of Egvpt is divided into dynasties
of rulers, in accordance with ancient Fgyptian practice, be-
ginning with the First Dynasty, shortly after 3000 s ¢ (the
dates of the earliest rulers are difficult to translate exactly
into our calendar). The transition from prehistory to the
First Dynasty is known as the predynastic period. The Old
Kingdom forms the first major division after that, ending
about 2155 B¢ with the overthrow ol the Sixth Dynasty.
This miethod of counting historic time conveys at once the
strong Egyptian sense of continuity and the overwhelming
importance of the pharaoh (king), who was not only the su-
preme ruler but a god. We have had occasion to mention the
main features of kingship before (see page 89); the pharaoh
transcended them all, for his kingship was not a duty or
privilege derived from a superhuman sonrce, but was abso-
lute, divine. This belief remained the key feature of Egyvp-
tian civilization and largely determined the character of
Egyptian art. We do not know exactly the steps by which the
carly pharaohs established their claim to divinity, but we
know their historic achievements: molding the Nile valley
from the first cataract at Assuan to the Delta into a single,
effective state, and increasing its fertlity by regulating the
river waters through dams and canals.

TOMBS AND RELIGION. Of these vast public works noth-
ing remains today, and very little has survived of ancient
[gvptian palaces and cities. Our knowledge of Egyptian
cwvilization rests almost entirely on the tombs and their con-
tents. This is no accident, since these tombs were built to
last forever. Yet we must not make the mistake of conclud-
ing that the Egyptians viewed life on this earth mainly as a
road to the grave. Their preoccupation with the cult of the
dead is a link with the Neolithic past, but the meaning they
gave 1t was quite new and dillerent: the dark tear of the spir-
its of the dead which dominates primitive ancestor cults
scems entirely absent. Instead, the Egvpuan attitude was
that cach person must provide for his own happy alterlife.
The ancient Egvptians would equip their tombs as a kind of
shadowy replica of their daily environment for thewr spirits
(ka) to enjoy, and would make sure that the ke had a body to
dwell in (therr own mummified corpse or. if that should be-
come destroved. a statue of themselves).

There is a curious blinring of the sharp line between hife
and death here. and perhaps that was the essential impulse
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71. PEOPLE, BOATS, AND ANIMALS. Wall painting in predynastic tomb. ¢. 3200 B.C. Hierakonpolis, Egypt

behind these mock households; a man who knew that after
death his ka would enjoy the same pleasures he did, and
who had provided these pleasures in advance by his own
efforts, could look forward to an active and happy lile with-
out being haunted by fear of the great unknown. In a sense,
then, the Egyptian tomb was a kind of life insurance, an in-
vestment in peace ol mind. Such, at least, is the impression

one gains of Old Kingdom tombs. Later on, the serenity of

this concept of death was disturbed by a tendency to sub-
divide the spirit or soul into two or more separate identities,

and by the introduction of a sort of judgment, a weighing ol

souls; and it is only then that we also find expressions of the
fear of death.

IHERAKONPOLIS. An early stage in the development ol

lLgyptian funerary costoms—and of Ligyptian art—can be
seen in the fragment of a wall painting [rom Hierakonpolis
(fig. 71). The design is still decidedly primitive in its charac-
ter—an even scattering of forms over the entire surlace. Tt is
mstructive to note, however, that the human and animal
figures tend to become standardized, abbreviated “signs,”
almost as if they were on the verge of turning into hiero-
glvphics (such as we see in lig. 105). The large white shapes
are boats: thenr significance here seems to be that of funeral
vehicles of the soul.” since that is their role in lat-
er tombs. The black-and-white ligures above the topmost
boat are mourning women, thewr arms spread out in a ges-

Imlgl's Ol
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ture of griel. For the rest, the picture does not appear to have
any coherence as a scene or any symbolic import; perhaps
we ought to view it as an early attempt at those typical
scenes of daily life that we mect several centuries later in
Old Kingdom tombs (figs. 89 and 90).

Egyptian Style and the

Palette of King Narmer
At the time of the Hierakonpolis mural—about 3200 B.c.—
lgypt was in process of learning the use of bronze tools. The
country, we may assume, was ruled by a number of local
sovereigns not too lar removed from the status of tribal
chiels. The fight scenes between black-bodied and white-
hodied men in the painting probably reflect local wars or
raids. Out of these emerged two rival kingdoms, Upper and
Lower Ligypt. The struggle between them was ended when
certain Upper Lgvptian kings conquered Lower Egypt and
combined the two realms.

One of these was King Narmer, who appears on the im-
pressive object in figures 72 and 73, a ceremonial slate pal-
ctte celebrating a victory over Lower Egypt (note the
different crowns worn by the king). It, too, comes [rom Hier-
akonpolis, but otherwise it has little in common with the
wall painting. In many ways, the Narmer palette can claim
to be the oldest historic work of art we kiow: not only is it
the earliest surviving image ol a historic personage iden-




tified by name, but its character is clearly no longer primi-
tive; in fact, it alreadv shows most of the features of late
Ligyptian art. 1l only we had enough preserved material to
trace step-by-step the evolution that led from the wall paint-
ing to this palette!

Let us first “read” the scenes on both sides. The fact that
we are able to do so is another indication that we have left
prehistoric art behind. For the meaning of these reliels is
made clear and explicit not only by means ol hieroglyphic
labels, but also through the use of a broad range of visual
symbols conveving precise messages to the beholder and
most important of all—through the disciplined, rational or-
derliness of the design. In figure 72 Narmer has seized a
fallenn enemy by the hair and is about to slay him with his
mace; two more deleated enemies are placed in the bottom
compartment (the small rectangular shape next to the man
on the left stands for a fortified town or citadel). Facing the
king in the upper right we sce a complex bit of picture writ-
ing: a falcon standing above a clump ol papyrus plants holds
a tether attached to a human head that “grows” from the
same soil as the plants. This composite image actually re-
peats the main scene on a symbolic level; the head and papy-
rus plant stand for Lower Egvpt. while the victorious falcon

72, 73. PALETTE OF KING NARMER. [rom Hierakonpolis. ¢

3000 B ¢

15 Horus, the local god of Upper gypt. The parallel 1s plan
Horus and Narmer are the same: a god trivmiphs over ha
man foes. lHence, Narmer's gesture must not be taken as
representing a real fight; the enemv is helpless from the
very start, and the slaving is a ritual rather than a physical
cffort. We gather this from the fact that Narmer has taken
ofl his sandals (the court official behind nm carries then in
his right hand), an indication that he is stanchng on hols
ground.

On the other side of the palette (fig. 73). he again appears
barefoot, followed by the sandal carrier, as he marches in
solemn procession behind a group of standard-bearers to in-
spect the decapitated bodies of prisoners. (The same notion
recurs in the Old Testament, apparently as the result ol
Fgvptan influence, when the Lord commands Maoses o re-
move his shoes belore Tte appears to him in the burnmg
bush.) The bottom compartiment re-enacts the victory once
again on a symbolic level, with the pharaoh represented as a
strong bull trampling an enemy and knocking down a cita-
del (A bull’s il hanging down from his belt is shown in
both images of Narmer; it was to remain a part ol pharaonic
ceremonial garb for the next 3.000 vears.) Only the center
section fails to convey an explicit meaning: the two long-

State, height 25" (63.5 cm

Egvpuian Museum, Cairo
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necked beasts and their attendants have no identilving attri-
butes and mav well be a carry-over from earlier. purely
ornamental palettes. In anv event. they do not reappear in
Eavpuan art.

LOGIC OF EGYPTIAN STYLE. The new mner logic of the
Narmer palette’s style becomes readily apparent in contrast
to the predyvnastic wall painting. What strikes vs first is its
strong sense of order: the surface of the palette has been di-
vided into horizontal bands (or registers), and cach figure
stands on a line or strip denoting the ground. The only ex-
ceptions are the attendants of the long-necked  beasts,
whose role scems mainty ornamental; the hieroglyphic
signs. which belong to a different level of reality; and the
dead enemies. The latter are seen from above, whereas the
standing ligures are seen from the side. Obviously, the mod-
ern notion of representing a scene as it would appear to a

single observer at a single moment is as alien to the Egyp-
tian artist as it had been to his Neolithic predecessor; he
strives for clarity, not illusion, and therefore he picks the
most telling view in each case.

3ut he imposes a strict rule on himself: when he changes
his angle of vision, he must do so by 90 degrees, as if he were
sighting along the edges of a cube. As a consequence, he
acknowledges only three possible views: full face, strict
profile, and vertically from above. Any intermediate position
embarrasses him (note the oddly rubberlike figures of the
fallen enemies; fig. 73, bottom). Morcover, he is faced with
the fact that the standing human figure, unlike that of an
animal, does not have a single main profile but two compet-
ing proliles. so that. lor the sake of clarity, he must combine
these views. His method of doing this—a method that was to
survive unchanged for 2,500 years—is clearly shown in the
large figure of Narmer in figure 72: eve and shoulders in

Tk PORTRAIT PANEL OF HESY RA. from Sagqara.
¢ 2660 1 Wood, height 157 (114.3 cm). Egyvptian Museam, Cairo
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frontal view, head and legs in profile. Apparently this formu-
la was worked out so as to show the pharaoh (and all persons
of significance who move in the penumbra ol his divinity ) in
the most complete way possible. And since the scenes depiet
solemn and, as it were, timeless rituals, our artist did not

have to concern himsell’ with the fact that this method of
representing the human body made almost any kind of

movement or action practically impossible. in lact, the {vo-
zen quality of the image would seem especially suited to the
divine nature of the pharaoh; ordinary mortals «ct, he sim-
ply is.

Whenever physical activity demanding any sort of effort
or strain must be depicted, the Egvptian artist does not hesi-
tate to abandon the composite view il necessary. for such ac-
tivity is always performed by underlings whose dignity does
not have to be preserved; thus, in our palette the two animal
trainers and the four men carrying standards are shown in
strict profile throughout (except for the eyes). The Egvptian
style of representing the human ligure, then. seems to have
been created specifically for the purpose of conveving in
visual form the majesty of the divine king: it must have
originated among the artists working for the royal court. And
it never lost its ceremonial, sacred flavor, even when, in later
times, it had to serve other purposes as well.

Third Dynasty
The full beauty of the style which we saw in the Narmer pal-
ette does not become apparent until about three centuries
later, during the Third Dynasty, and especially under the
reign of King Zoser, who was its greatest figure. From the
tomb ol Hesy-ra, one of Zoser's high officials. comes the
masterly wooden relief (fig. 74) showing the deceased with
the emblems of his rank. (These include writing materials,
since the position of scribe was a highly honored one. ) The
view ol the figure corresponds exactly to that of Narmer on

Mastaba

the palette, but the proportions are far more balanced and
harmonious, and the carving of the physical details shows
keen observation as well as great delicacy of touch
TOMBS. When we speak of the Fgyptians” attitude tow.ard
death and afterhfe as expressed in their tombs, we must be
careful to make it clear that we do not mean the attitude of
the average Egvptian but only that of the small aristocratic
caste clustered around the roval court. The tombs of the
members of this class of high officials (who were often rela
tives of the roval family) are usually found in the immediate
neighborhood of the pharachs’ tombs, and their shape and
contents reflect, or are related to, the funerary monuments
of the divine kings. We still have a great deal to learn about
the origin and significance of gvptian tombs, but there is
reason to believe that the concept of afterlife we find in the
so-called private tombs did not apply to ordinary mortals but
only to the privileged few because of their association with
the immortal pharaohs.

MASTABAS. The standard form of these tombs was the
mastaba, a squarish mound faced with brick or stone. above
the bumal chamber, which was deep underground and
linked to the mound by a shalt (figs. 75 and 76). Inside the

Junial -
chambers=

75. Group ol mastabas (afier A. Badawy). 4ih Dynasty

76. Transverse section of the Step Pyranud of King Zoser. Saggara
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77. Step Pyramid of King Zoser, Sagqara. 3rd Dynasty. ¢. 2600 B.C.

pharaoh’s lifetime as well as after. The most elaborate of
—— —— — e these is the funerary district around the Step Pyramid of
1
|
‘

Zoser (fig. 78): enough of its architecture has survived to
make us understand why its creator, Imhotep, came to be
deified in later Egyptian tradition. e is the first artist whose
<3 name has been recorded in history, and deservedly so, since
his achievement is most impressive even today.

COLUMNS. Egyptian architecture had begun with strue-
tures made of mud bricks. wood. reeds, and other light ma-

- ey terials. mhotep used cut-stone masonry. but his repertory of
78. Plan of the [unerary district of King Zoser, Saggara architectural forms still reflected shapes or devices devel-

(M Hirmer after J. P Lauer). 1) pyramid (m = mastaba); oped for less enduring materials. Thus we find columns ol

2) funcrary temple; 3. 4. 6) courts; 5) entrance hall; several kinds—always “engaged” rather than free-stand-

7) small temple; 8) court of North Palace;

ing—which echo the bundles of reeds or the wooden sup-
9) court of South Palace; 10) southern tomb

ports that used to be set into mud-brick walls in order o

mastaba is a chapel for offerings to the ka and a secret cubi-
cle tor the statne of the deceased. Roval mastabas grew to
conspictious size as early as the First Dynasty, and their ex-
teriors conld be elaborated to resemble a royal palace, Dur-
img the Third Dynasty, they developed into step pyramids;
the best known cand probably the first) is that ol King Zoser
fig. 770 built over a traditional mastaba (see figs. 76 and
78). The pyramid wsell, unlike later examples, 1s a complete-
v sold structure whose only purpose seems to have been to
serve das a great landmark.

FUNERARY DISTRICTS. The moderm imagination. en-
amored ol “the silence of the pyramids.™ 15 apt to create a
false picture of these monuments. They were not erected as
1solated strucinres m the nddle of the desert, but as part of

vast lunerary districts. with temples and other buildmgs that 79. Papvrus half-colunns, North Palace,
were the scene of great relicions celebrations during, the trunerary district of Kimg Zoser, Sagqara
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80. The Pyramids of Mycerinus (c¢. 2470 B.C.), Chelren (c. 2500 B ¢.), and Cheops (¢. 2530 B.C ), Giza

13

81. Plan of the pyramids at Giza

strengthen them. But the very Lact that these members 1o
longer had their origmal functional purpose made it possible
for Imhotep and his fellow architects to redesign them so as
to make them serve a new, expressive purpose. The notion
that architectural forms can express anyvthing may seem dif
ficult to grasp at first; today we tend to assume that nnless

these forms have a clear-cut structural service to perlorm
(such as supporting or enclosing), they are mere surface
decoration. But let us look at the slender, tapermg. fluted
columns in figure 77, or the papyvrus-shaped hall-colunmns
in fligure 79: these do not simply decorate the walls to which
thev are attached, but interpret them and give them lile, as it
were. Their proportions, the feeling of strength or resilience
they convey, their spacing, the degree to which they project.
all share in this task.

We shall learn more about their expressive role when we
discuss Greek architecture, wlich took over the Egyvptian
stone column and developed it further. For the ume being,
let us note one additional factor that may enter into the de
sign and use of such columns: announcing the svimbolic
purpose of the building. The papyrus halt-columns in hguic
79 are hnked with Lower Egvpt
plants in fig. 72); hence they appear in the North Palace of
Zoser's Tunerary district. The South Palace has columns of
dillerent shape o evoke its assoctanon with Upper Egvpt

compare the papyrus

Fourth Dyvnasty
PYRAMIDS OIF GIZA. The development of the pyvramid
reaches s chmax during the Fourth Dynasty m the lamons
triad of great pyramids at Giza tfigs. 80 and 81). all of them

of the famihiar, smooth-siled shape. They ortgimally had an
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outer casing of carefully dressed stone. which has disap
peared except near the top of the Pyramid of Chelfren. lach
of the three ditters slightly trom the others in details of de
sign and construction; the essential features are shown in
the secuon ol the ecarliest and largest. that ol Cheops (lig.
82): the burial chamber 1s now near the center of the struc-
ture, rather than below ground as in the Step Pyramid of
Zoser. Clustered about the three great pyramids are several
smaller ones and a large number ol mastabas for members
of the roval familv and high officials, but the unified luner-
ary distriet of Zoser has given way to a simpler arrangement;
adjoining each ol the great pyramids to the cast is a [unerary
temple, lrom which a processional causeway leads to a sec-

ond temple at alower level, in the Nile valley, at a distance of

about a third of a mile.

Silhouette of origimal
lacing stone  ~——
s

Reheving blocks

\
A Airshalt? —
=

= Grand
= gallery

Airshaft? =3

Thieves’
tunnels

FFalse tomb chamber

82. North-south section of Pyramid of Cheops (after L. Borchardt)

IHIEE GREAT SPHINX. Next to the valley temple of the Pyr-
amid ol Chefren stands the Great Sphinx carved [rom the
live rock (fig. 83), perhaps an even more impressive embodi-
ment of divine kingship than the pyramids themselves. The
roval head rising from the body of a lion towers to a height ol
65 leetand once bore, in all probability, the features of Chel-
ren (damage imfficted upon it during Islamic times has ob-
scured the details of the Tace). Its awesome majesty is such
that a thousand vears later 1t could be regarded as an image
of the sun-god

linterprises of this huge scale mark the high point of
pharaonic power. After the end of the Fourth Dynasty (less
than two centuries after Zoser) they were never attempted
agam. althongh pyramids on a much more modest scale
continued to be bule. The world has always marveled at the
sheer size of the great pyramids as well as at the technical
accomphshment they represent; but they have also come to
be regarded as symbols of slave labor—thousands of men
forced by cruel masters to senve the aggrandizement ol abso-
lute ralers. Such a picture may well be unjust: certain ree-
ords have been presenved mdicating that the labor was paid
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81, CHEFREN. from Giza. ¢. 2500 B.C. Dioriie,
herght 66" (167.7 cmn). Egyptian Musceum, Cairo



for, so that we are probably nearer the truth if we regard
these monuments as vast public works providing economie
security for a good part of the population.

PORTRAITURE. Apart from its architectural achieve-
ments, the chief glories of Egvptian art, during the Old
Kingdom and later. are the portrait statues recovered [rom
funerary temples and tombs. One ol the finest is that of
Chelren, from the valley temple of his pyramid (fig. 84).
Carved of diorite, a stone of extreme hardness, it shows the
king enthroned, with the falcon of the god Horus enlolding
the back of the head with its wings (we encountered the as-
sociation, in different form, in the Narmer palette, fig. 72).
Here the Egyptian sculptor’s “cubic™ view ol the human

85. MYCERINUS AND HIS QUEEN, trom Giza. 2599-2571 B.(
Slate. height 54" (142.3 ¢m)
Courtesy of Museum of Fine Arts, Boston

86. PRINCE RAHOTEP AND HIS WIFE NOFRET
c. 2580 B.C Pamted hmestone, height 47%" (120 ¢m)

Egvptian Museum, Cairo

form appears in full force: clearly, the sculptor prepared the
statue by drawing its front and side views on the faces ol a
rectangular block and then worked inward until these views
met. The result is a figure almost overpowering in its three-
dimensional firmness and immobility, Truly it is a magnil-
icent vessel for the spirit! The body. well proportioned and
powerfully built, is completely impersonal; only the face
suggests some individual traits, as will be seen it we com-
pare it with that of Myecerinus (fig. 85), Chefren’s successor
and the builder ol the third and smallest pyramid at Giza

Mycerinus, accompanied by his queen. is standing. Both
have the lelt foot placed forward. vet there is no hint of a
forward movement. Since the two are almost ol the same
height, they atford an interesting comparison of male and
female beauty as interpreted by one of the finest of Old King-
donmi sculptors, who knew not only how to contrast the struc-
ture of the two bodies but also how to emphasize the soft.
swelling forms of the queen through her hght and close-
fitting gown.

The sculptar who carved the statues ol Prince Rahotep
and his wife Nolret (hg. 86) was less subtle in this respect
They owe their strikingly lifelike appearance to thew vivid
coloring. which they must have shared with other such stat-
ues but which has survived completely intact only in a few
mstances. The darker body color ot the prince has no indi-
vidual significance: it is the standard mascubne complexion
in Egypuan art. Fhe eves have heen mlad with shimng
quartz to make them look as alive as possible. and the por-
trait character of the faces 1s very pronounced
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Standing and seated ligures comprise the basic repertory
ol Egyptian large-scale sculpture in the round. At the end ol
the Fourth Dynasty. a third pose was added. as symmetrical
and immobile as the first two: that of the seribe squatting
cross-legged on the ground. The finest of these scribes dates
from the beginning of the Fifth Dynasty (fig. 87). The name
ol the sitter (in whose tomb at Sagqara the statue was found)
is unknown, but we must not think of him as a lowly secre-
tary waiting to take dictation; rather, the figure represents a
high court official. a “master of sacred—and secret—let-
ters,” and the solid. incisive treatment of form bespeaks the
dignity of his station (which in the beginning seems to have
been restricted to the sons of pharaohs). Our example
stands out not only for the vividly alert expression of the
face, but also lor the individual handling of the torso, which
records the somewhat flabby body of a man past middle age.

Another invention of Old Kingdom art was the portrait
bust, a species of sculpture so familiar that we tend o take it
for granted. Yet its origin is puzzling: was it simply an abbre-
viated statue, a cheaper substitute for a tull-length figue?
Or did it have a distinct purpose ol its own, perhaps as a re-
mote echo of the Neolithic eustom of keeping the head ol the
deceased separate from the rest ol his body (see page 81)?
Be that as it may. the carliest of these busts (fig. 88) is also
the finest—indeed, one ol the great portraits ol all ume. In
this noble head, we find a memorable image of the sitter's
individual character as well as a most subtle differentiation
between the solid, immutable shape of the skull and its solt,
flexible covering ol flesh.

87. (opposite) SEATED SCRIBE, from Saqqara. ¢. 2400 B.C.
Limestone, height 217 (53.3 em). Musée du Louvre, Paris

88. BUST OF PRINCE ANKH-HAF, [rom Giza. ¢. 2520 B(

Limestone, hlesize. Museum ol Fine Arts, Boston

l

89. 11 WATCIHING A HIPPOPOTAMUS JHUNT

Pamted limestone relief. ¢. 2400 8 ¢ Tomb of Ti, Saqqara

TOMB DECORATION. Belore we leave the Old Kingdom,
let us look briefly at some of the scenes of daily hie from the
olfering chambers of nonroval tombs. such as that of the ar-
chitectural overseer Ti at Saggara. The hippopotamus hunt
in fignre 89 is of special interest to us because of its land-
scape setting. The background of the relief s formed by a
papyrus thicket: the stems of the plants make a regular. rip-
pling pattern that erupts in the top zone into an agitated
scene of nesting birds menaced by small predators. The wa-
ter in the bottom zone. marked by a zigzag pattern. is equal-
Iv crowded with strugghng hippopotamuses and fish. All
these, as well as the hunters in the hirst boat, are acutely ob-
served and full ol action; only Ti himsell. standmg in the
second boat. 1s immobile, as it he belonged to a different
world. Tlis pose is that of the lunerary portrait rehiels and
statues (compare g, 7. and he towers above the other
men. since he s more important than they.

His size also hits him out ol the context of the hunt—he
neither directs nor supervises at. but simply observes. His
passive role ts characterisuc of the representations of the de-
ceased in afl such scenes from the Old Kimgdom. Tt secms o
be a subtle wav of conveving the Lact that the body s dead
but the spint 1s alne and aware ol the pleasures of this
world. though the man can no longer parucipate in them di-
rectly. We should also note that these scenes of daily life do
not represent the dead man's favorite pastimes: il they did.
he would be lookimg back. and such nostalgia is quite ahien
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90. CATTLE FORDING A RIVER. Delail of a painted limestone relief. ¢. 2400 B.C. Tomb of Ti, Sagqara

to the spirit of Old Kingdom tombs. It has been shown, in
fact, that these seenes lorm a seasonal eycle, a sort of perpet-

ual calendar ol recurrent human activities for the spirit of

the deceased to watch year in and year out. For the artist, on
the other hand, these scenes offered a welcome opportunity
to widen his powers ol observation, so that in details we of-
ten find astounding bits of realism.

Another reliel from the tomb of ‘Ti shows some cattle ford-

ing ariver (lig. 90); one of the herders carries a newborn call

on his back to keep it from drowning, and the frightened ani-
mal turns its head to look back at its mother, who answers
with an equally anxious glance. Such sympathetic portrayal
ol an emotional relationship is as delightful as it is unexpect-
ed in Old Kingdom art. It will be some time before we en-
counter anything similar in the human realm. But
cventually we shall even see the deceased abandoning his
passive, timeless stance to participate in scenes ol daily life.

- N 1 .
THE MIDDLE KINGDOM

Alter the eollapse ol centralized pharaonic power at the end

ol the Sixth Dyvnasty, Egvpt entered a period of political dis-

turbances and il fortune that was to last almost 700 vears.

Durning most of this time, effective authority lay in the hands

ol local or regional overlords, who revived the old rivalry of

North and South. Many dynastes lollowed one another in
rapid succession, but only two, the Eleventh and Twellth,
are worthy ol note. The latter constitute the Middle King-
dom (21341785 k¢ ). when a series of able rulers managed
to reassert themselves against the provincial nobility. How-
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cver, the spell of divine kingship, having once been broken,
never regained its old effectiveness, and the authority of the
Middle Kingdom pharaohs tended to be personal rather than
institutional. Soon after the close of the Twelith Dynasty,
the weakened country was invaded by the Hyksos, a west-
ern Asiatic people of somewhat mysterious origin, who
seized the Delta area and ruled it for 150 years until their
expulsion by the princes ol Thebes about 1570 B.c.

PORTRAITURE. The unquiet spirit ol the times is well
reflected in Middle Kingdom art. We find it especially in the
new type of roval portrait that marks the Tywellth Dynasty,
such as the one in figure 91. There is a real sense ol shock
on first encountering this strangely modern lace; the serene
assuranee ol the Old Kingdom has given way to a brooding,
troubled expression that bespeaks a new level of self-aware-
ness. Deprived ol its royal trappings, our fragment displays
so uncompromising a realism, physical as well as psycho-
logical, that at first glance the link with the sculptural
tradition of the past seems broken entirely. Here is another
enduring achievement ol I5gyptian art, destined to live on
in Roman  portraiture  and in the portraiture of the
Renaissance.

PAINTING AND RELHCE A loosening ol established rules
also makes itself felt in Middle Kingdom painting and relief,
where it leads to all sorts of interesting departures from ¢on-
vention. They occur most conspicuously in the decoration off
the tombs of local princes at Beni Hasan, which have sur-
vived destruction better than most Middle Kingdom monu-



91. PORTRAIT OF SESOSTRIS 111 ¢. 1850 B.C
Quartzite, height 6%" (15.7 cm). The Metropolitan
Museum of Art. New York. Gift of Edward S. Harkness, 1926

92, FEEDING THE ORYXES ¢. 1920 B (
Tomb of Khnum-hotep, Beni Hasan

ments because they are carved into the living rock. The
mural Feeding the Oryxes (tig. 92) comes from one of these
rock-cut tombs, that of Khnum-hotep. (As the emblem of
the prince’s domain, the oryx antelope seems to have been a
sort of honored pet in his household.) According to the stan-
dards of Old Kingdom art, all the figures ought (o share the
same ground-line, or the second orvx and its attendant
ought to be placed above the first; instead. the painter has

introduced a secondary ground-line only slightly higher
than the primary one, and as a result the two groups are re-
lated in a way that closely approximates normal appear-
ances. His interest in exploring spatial effects ean also be
seen in the awkward but quite bold foreshortening of the
shoulders of the two attendants. If we cover up the hiero-
glyphic signs, which emphasize the flatness of the wall, we
can “read” the forms in depth with surprising ease
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93. Funerary Temple of Hatshepsut, Deir el-Bahari. 18th Dynasty. ¢. 1480 B.C.

THE NEW KINGDOM

The five hundred vears following the expulsion ol the Hvk-
sos, and comprising the Eighteenth, Nineteenth, and Twen-
tieth dynasties, represent a third Golden Age ol Egyvpt. The
country, once more united under strong and elficient kings,
extended its frontiers far to the east, into Palestine and Syria
(hence this period is also known as the Empire). During the
climactic period of power and prosperity, between ¢. 1500
and the end ol the reign of Ramesses 11 in 1162 B ¢, tre-
mendous architectural projects were carried out, centering
on the region of the new capital, Thebes, while the royal
tombs reached unequaled material splendor.

I'he divine kingship of the pharaohs was now asserted in a
new way: by association with the god Amun, whose identity
had been fused with that of the sun-god Ra, and who be-
came the supreme deity, ruling the lesser gods much as the
pharaoh towered above the provincial nobility. But this very
development produced an unexpected threat to roval au-
thority: the priests of Amun grew into a caste of such wealth
and power that the pharaoh could maintain his position only
with their consent. Amenhotep 1V, the most remarkable
figure ol the Eighteenth Dynasty, tried to deleat them by
proclanmimg his Ltuth in a single god, the sun disk Aten. He
changed his name to Akhenaten, closed the Amun temples,
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94. Plan ol Funerary Temple of
Queen Hatshepsut (alter Lange)



and moved the capital to central Egypt, near the modern
Tell ePAmarna. His attempt to place himself at the head of a
new monotheistic faith, however, did not outlast his reign
(1365-1347 B.C.), and under his successors orthedoxy was
speedily restored. During the long decline that began about
1000 B.c., the country became increasingly priest-ridden,
until, under Greek and Roman rule, Egyptian civilization
came to an end in a welter of esoteric religious doctrines.

New Kingdom art covers a vast range of styles and quality,
from rigid conservatism to brilliant inventiveness, from op-
pressively massive ostentation to the most delicate refine-
ment. Like the art of Imperial Rome filteen hundred vears
later, it 1s almost impossible to summarize in terms ol a rep-
resentative sampling. Different strands are interwoven into
a l[abric so complex that any choice of monuments is bound
to scem arbitrary. All we can hope to accomplish is to convey
some of the {lavor of its variety.

Architecture
TEMPLE OF HATSHEPSUL. Among the architectural en-
terprises that have survived [rom the early years ol the New
Kingdom, the outstanding one is the Funerary Temple ol
Queen Hatshepsut, built about 1480 B.c. against the rocky
cliffs of Deir el-Bahari (figs. 93 and 94) and dedicated to

Amun and several other deities. The worshiper is led toward
the holy of holies—a small chamber driven deep mto the
rock—through three large courts on ascending levels
linked by ramps among long colonnades: a processional road
reminiscent of those at Giza. but with the mountain instead
ol a pyvramid at the end. It is this magnificent union of archi-
tecture and nature—note how ramps and colonnades echo
the shape of the cliff—that makes Hatshepsut's temple the
rival of any of the Old Kingdom monuments.

TEMPLE AT LUXOR. The later rulers ol the New King-
dom continued to build (unerary temples, but an ever great-
er share of their architectural energies was devoted 1o huge
imperial temples of Amun. the supreme god whom the
reigning monarch traditionally claimed as his father. The
temple at Luxor. across the Nile from Thebes, dedicated to
Amun, his wile Mut, and their son Khonsu. was begun
about 1390 B¢ by Amenhotep TH but was extended and
completed more than a century later. Its plan is characteris-
tic of the general pattern ol later Egyptian temples. The
facade consists ol two massive walls, with sloping sides,
flanking the entrance; this unit is known as the gateway or
pylon (fig. 95, far lelt, and fig. 96) and leads to the court (fig.
97, A). The court, in this case, is a parallelogram. because

95. Court and pylon of Ramesses 1, ¢. 1260 B € . colonnade and court of Amenhotep 111, ¢. 1390 B ¢
Temple of Amun-Mut-Khonsu, Luxor
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97. Plan of the Temple of Amun-Mut-Khonsu, Luxor
(after N. de Garis Davies)

98. Brick storchouses, Mortuary Temple of Ramesses 11,
West Thebes. ¢. 1260 B«

Ramesses 11, who added it to the temple that had been
planned under Amenliotep 111, changed the axis of his court
slightly, so as to conform with the direction of the Nile. We
then enter a pillavred hall, which brings us to the second
court (fig. 97, B and C; fig. 95. center and right). On its far
side we find another pillared ball. Bevond it. the temple
proper begins: a series of symmetrically arvanged halls and
chapels shielding the holy of holies, a square room with lour
columns (fig. 97, extreme riglht).

The entire sequence of courts, halls, and temple was en-
closed by high walls that shut off the outside world. Fxcept

96. (opposite) Pylon of Ramesses 11

Temple of Amun-Mut-Khonsu, Luxor. €. 1260 B¢

[or the monumental facade (fig. 96), such a structure is de-
signed to be experienced from within: ordinary worshipers
were confined to the courts and could but marvel at the for-
est of columns that screened the dark recesses of the sanc-
taary. The columns had to be closelv spaced. for they
supported the stone lintels of the ceiling. and these had to be
short to keep them from breaking under their own weight.
Yet the architect has consciously exploited this condition by
making the columns far heavier than they need be. As a re-
sult, the beholder feels almost crushed by their sheer mass.
I'he overawing elfect is certamly umpressive, but also rather
valgar when measured against the earlier masterpieces of
Egvptan architecture. We need only compare the papyrus
columns of the colonnade of Amenhotep 1 with their re-
mote ancestors m Zoser's North Palace (hg. 79) in order to
realize how little of the genmus of Iimhotep has survived at
Luxor.
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99, MAI AND HIS WIFE UREL. Detail of a limestone relief. ¢. 1375 B.¢. Tomb of Ramose, Thebes

BRICK ARCHITECTURE. The massive vastness of their
tombs and temples makes us think that the Egyptians built
mainly in stone. Yet, except where absolute durability was
essential for religious reasons, they used sun-dried mud
bricks. a cheaper and more convenicnt material. The
achievenments of Egyptian brick architecture have attracted
comparatively little interest so far, and much ol the work has
been destroved. but the few well-preserved structures, such
as the storchouses attached to the mortuary temple ol Ra-
messes 11 lig. 987, show a masterful command of brick
building techniques. These barrel vaults, with a span of over
13 feet. anticipate the engineering skill ol the Romans.

Akhenaten

OI the great projects built by Akhenaten hardly anything re-
mains above ground. e must have been a revolutionary not
only in his religious beliels but in his artistic tastes as well,
conscionshy fostering a new style and a new ideal of beauty
in his choice of masters. The contrast with the past becomes
strikingly evident it we compare a head in low relief from the
Tomb of Ramose. done at the end ol the reign of Amenhotep
1 (e, 99). with a low-rehel portrait of Akhenaten that is
only about ten vears later in date (fig, 100). Figure 99 shows
the traditional stvle at its best; the wonderful subtlety of the
carving — the precision and relinement ol its lines—makes
the head of Akhenaten seem at fivst glance like a brutal cari-
cature. And the latter work is indeed an extreme statement
ol the new ideal. with its oddly haggard features and over-
emphane undolaimeg outlines, Stll. we can perceive its kin-
ship with the justly fmous bust of Akhenaten’s queen,
Nolhetete chig, 101, one of the masterpicces of the "Akhena-
ten stvle ™

What distmemshes this stvle 1s not greater realism so
much as a new sense of Torm that seeks to unfreeze the tra-
dinonal mmobihy of Fevptian art; not only the contours
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100. AKHENATEN { AMENHOTEP IV).
¢. 1360 B.¢ Limestone, height 3" (8.1 cm).
Agyptisches Museum, Staatliche Museen, Berlin

hut the plastic shapes. too, seenm more pliable and relaxed,
anti-gcometric. as it were. We find these qualities again in
the delightful fragment of a wall painting showing the
daughters of Akhenaten (lig. 102). Their plaviul gestures
and informal poses seem in detiance of all rules ol pharaonic
chenity,




101. QUEEN NOFRETETE. ¢. 1360 B €. Limestone, height 197 (50 ¢m).
Agyptisches Museum, Staatlichie Museen, Berlin

102. THE DAUGHTERS OF AKHENATEN ¢. 1360 B.C 11% % 16" (30 x40.7 em). The Onental Insutute, University ol Chicago
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10-1. Cover of the coffin of Tutankhamen. ¢, 1340 B¢
Gold. inlad with enamel and semiprecious stones.,
height of whole 724 (185 cm). Egyptian Muscum, Caro



The old religious tradition was quickly restored after Ak
henaten’s death, but the artistic innovations he encouraged
could be felt in Egyptian art for some time to come. The
scene of workmen struggling with a heavy beam (fig. 103)
from the Tomb of Horemheb at Sagqara, shows a [reedom
and expressiveness that would have been unthinkable in
earlier times.

Tutankhamen
Even the face of Akhenaten’s successor, Tutankhamen. as it
appears on his gold colfin cover, betrays an echo of the Ak-
henaten style (fig. 104). Tutankhamen, who died at the age
of eighteen, owes his fame entirely to the accident that his is
the only pharaonic tomb discovered in our times with most
ol its contents undisturbed. The sheer material value of the
tomb (Tutankhamen’s gold coffin alone weighs 250 pounds)
makes it understandable that grave robbing has been prac-
ticed in Egypt ever since the Old Kingdom. 1o us. the exqui-

site workmanship of the colfin cover, with the rich play of

colored inlays against the polished gold surfaces, is even
more impressive.

.',.--'-wngml-w_f

105. TUTANKHAMEN HUNTING, from a painted chest found in the king's tomb, Fhebes. ¢

Length of scene ¢, 207

50.7 em

\s unique incits way as the gold coffin ts a painted chest
from the same tomb, showing the vouthful king m battle
and hunting scenes (fig. 105). These had been traditional
subjects smce the late vears of the Old Kingdom. but her
they are done with astonishing freshness. at least so far as
the animals are concerned. While the king and his horse
drawn chariot remain frozen against the usual blank hack
ground filled with hieroglyphs. the same background in the
right-hand half of the scene suddenly turns o a desert
the surface is covered with stippled dots to suggest sand
desert plants are strewn across it in considerable variety
and the animals stampede over it helter-skelter, without any
ground-lines to impede their flight.

Here is ancaspect of Egyptian painting that we rarely see
on the walls of tombs: perhaps this lively scattering of forms
against a landscape background existed only on the minia
ture scale of the scenes on Tutankhamen's chest. and even
there it became possible only as a result of the Akhenaten
style. How these animals-in-landscape survived in later
Lgyptian painting we do not know, but they must lave sur-
vived somehow, for their resemblance to Fskamic miniatures
done more than 2,000 vears later is far too striking to be
ignored.

1340 B €

Egyphan Museum. Cairo
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SUMERIAN ART

[t is an odd and astonishing lact that human civilization
should have emerged into the light of history in two separate
places at just about the same time. Between 3500 and 3000
5.C. when Egyvpt was being united under pharaonic rule. an-
other great civilization arose in Mesopotamia, the “land be-
tween the rivers.” And lor elose to 3,000 vears. the two rival
centers retained their distinet character, even though they
had contact with cach other [rom their carliest beginnings
and their destinies were interwoven in many wayvs. Fhe
pressures that forced the inhabitants of both regions to
abandon the pattern of Neolithie village life may well have
been the same (see fig. 41). But the vallev of the Tigris and
Euphrates rivers, unlike that of the Nile, is not a narrow fer-
tile strip protected by deserts on either side: it resembles a
wide, shallow tough with few natural defenses. criss-
crossed by two great rivers and their tributaries, and easily
encroached upon [rom any direction.

Thus the facts of geography tended to discourage the idea
ol uniting the entire arca under a single head. Rulers who
hael this ambition did not appear, so far as we know. until
about a thousand vears alter the beginnings of Mesopota-
mian civilization, and thev succeeded in carrving it out only
for briel periods and at the cost ol almost continuous war-
fare. As a consequencee, the political history ol ancient Meso-
potamia has no underlving theme of the sort that divine
kingship provides for Egypt; loeal rivalries, foreign incur-

sions. the sudden upsurge and cqually sudden collapse of

military power—these are its substance. Against such a dis-
turbed background. the continuity ol eultural and artistic
traditions seems all the more remarkable. This common
heritage is very largely the creation of the founders of Meso-
potamian civilization, whom we call Sumerians after the re-

gion ol Sumer, which they inhabited, near the confluence ol

the Tigris and Euphrates.

The origin of the Sumerians remains obscure. Their lan-
guage is unrelated to any other known tongue. Sometime
belore 4000 B.c., they came to southern Mesopotamia from
Persia, and there. within the next thousand vears, thevy
founded a number of eity-states and developed their distine-
tive form ol writing in cuncilorm (wedge-shaped) eharac-
ters on clay tablets. This wransitional phase. corresponding
to the predynastic period in Egyvpt, is called “protoliterate™: it
leads to the early dvnastic period. from about 3000 to 2310
B.C The first evidence ol Bronze Age culture is seen in
Sumer around 4000 g.¢

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONDITIONS. Unlortunately. the
tangible remains of Sumerian eivilization are extremely
scanty compared to those of ancient Egypt: building stone
being unavailable in Mesopotamia. the Sumerians used
mud brick and wood. so that almost nothing is left of their
architecture except the foundations. Nor did they share the
Iigyptians’ concern with the herealter. although some richly
endowed tombs—in the shape of vaulted chambers below
ground—of the early dynastic period have been found m the
city ol Ur. Our knowledge ol Sumerian envilization thus de-
pends very largely on chance fragments brought to light by
excavation. including vast numbers of inscribed clay tablets,

Yet we have learned enough to form a general picture of the
achievements of this vigorous. mventuve, and disciplined
people.

ALLIGION. Each Sumertan city-state had its own local
god. who was regarded as its “king” and owner. 1t also had
human ruler. the steward of the divine sovereign. who led
the people in serving the deity. The local god. in return, was
expected o plead the canse of his subjects among his fellow
deities who controlled the forces of nature such as wind and
weather. water. ferulity. and the heavenly bodies. Nor was
the idea of divine ownership treated as a mere prous ficton,
the god was quite literally believed to own not only the werri-
tory ol the citv-state but also the labor power of the popula-
tion and its products. All these were subject o his
commands, transmitted to the people by his human steward.
The result was an economic system that has been dubbed
“theocratic soctalism,™ a planned society whose admimistra-
tve center was the temple. 1 was the temple that controlled
the pooling of labor and resources for communal enter-
prises, such as the building of dikes or irrigation ditches.,
and it collected and distributed a considerable part of the
harvest. All this required the keeping of detatled witten rec-
ords. Hence we need not he surprised to [ind thiat the texts of
early Sumerian inseriptions deal very largely with cconomic
and administrative rather than religious matters. although
writing was a priestly privilege.

ARCHITECTURLE. The domimant role of the temple as the
center of both sprritual and phvsical existence s strikinghy
conveyed by the lavout of Sumerian cities. The houses
clustered about a sacred area that was a vast architectural
complex embracing not only shrines but workshops. store-
houses, and scribes’ guarters as well. In their nudst. on a
raised platform. stood the temple of the local god. These
|)Ialtlkn‘ms soon reached the height of true mountains. com-
parable to the pyramids of Egvpt in the immensiy of clfort
required and in their eflect as great landmarks that tower
above the leatureless plam. They are known as ziggurats.
The most famous of them, the bibheal Tower of Babel. has
been completely destroved, but a much carlier example.
built shortly hefore 3000 8 ¢ and thus several centuries older
than the first of the pyramids. survives at Warka. the site of
the Sumerian city of Uruk (called Erech m the Bibler The
mound. its sloping sides reinforced by solid brick masonry.
rises to a height of 40 feet: stairs and ramps lead up to the
plattorm on which stands the sanctaary, called the “White
Temple™ because ofits whitewashed brick exterior ligs. 106
and 107). Its heavy walls. artuculated by regularly spaced
projections and recesses, are sulficienty swell preserved to
suggest somethig of the onginal appearance ol the struc-
ture. 'Fhe main room. or cella thg 108). where sacnfrces
were oltered before the statue of the god, 1s a narrow hall
that runs the enure length of the temple and s Hanked by a
sertes of smaller chambers. But the mam entrance to the
cellais on the southwest side, rather than on the side facing
the stairs or on one of the narrow sides ol the temple. as one
might expect In order to understand the reason for this. we
must view the ziggurat and temple as a whole: the entre
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106. The “White Temple” on its ziggurat

gy

107. Plan of the “White Temple” on its ziggurat (alter I Frankfort)

complex is planned in such a way that the worshiper. start-
g at the bottom of the stairs on the cast side, is forced to go
around as many corners as possible before he reaches the
cella. The processional path. in other words, resembles a
sort of angular spiral.

This “bent-axis approach™ is a lundamental characteristic
of Mesopotmnan religious architecture, in contrast to the
straight, single axis of Egyptian temples (see lig. 97). Dur-
g the following 2,500 vears., it was elaborated into ever tall-
er and more towerlike ziggurats rising in multiple stages.
The one built by King Urnammu at Ur about 2500 s (hg.
109) had three levels. Little is lelt of the upper two stages.
but the bottom one. some 50 feet high, has survived Lairly
well, and its Facing of brick has been restored. What was the
impulse behind these structures? Certainly not the kind of
pride attributed 1o the builders of the Tower of Babel in the
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. Uruk (Warka), Irag. c. 3500-3000 B.C.
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108. Interior of the cella, “White Temple”

Old Testmment. They reflect, rather, the widespread belief
that mountaintops are the dwelling places of the gods (we
need only think of the Mount Olympus ol the Greeks). The
Sumerians lelt they could provide a fit residence for a deity
only by creating thetr own artificial mountains.

STONIL SCULPTURE. The image ol the god to whom the
“White Temple” was dedicated is lost—it was probably Anu,
the god of the skv—Dbut a splendid female head ol white
marble from the same period at Urak (Warka) may well
have belonged to another cult statue (fig. 110). The eves and
evelirows were originally inlaid with colored materials, and
the hatr was covered with a “wig™ of gold or copper. The rest
ol the ligure, which must have been close to lilesize, prob-
ably consisted of wood. As an artistic achievement, this head
1s on the level of the tinest works of Egyptian Old Kingdom
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109. Ziggurat of King Urnammu. Ur (EI Mugeiyar), Iraq. ¢. 2500 B

110. FEMALE 11EAD. Irom Uruk (Warkao. ¢ 3500-3000 B«
Marble, height 87 (20.3 cm). Irag Museum. Baghdad
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sculpture. The soltly swelling cheeks, the delicate cuyves of
the lips. combined with the steady gaze of the huge eves
create a balince of sensuousness and sevenity that seems
worthy ol anv coddess

It was the geometrie and expressive aspects of the Uruk
head. rather than the realisti that survived m the
stone sculpuire ol the early dyvnastie period. as seen ina
aroup ol figures from Tell Asmar (fig. 111) carved about five
centunes later than the head. The tallest. about 30 inches

high. represents Abu. the god ol vegetation: the second larg-

anes

est. a mother goddess; the others, priests and worshipers.
Ihe two deities are dhstingmshed {rom the rest not onlv by
their size but by the larger diameter of the pupils of their
eves, although the eves of all the figures are enormous,
Iheir insistent stave is emphasized by colored inlavs, which
are sull in place. The entire group must have stood in the
cella of the Abu temple, the priests and worshipers confront-
g the two gods and communicating with them through
their eves.

“Representation™ here had a very direct meaning: the
gods were believed to be present in their images, and the
statues of the worshipers served as stand-ins for the persons
they portrayed, offermg prayers or transmitting messages o
the deity in their stead. Yet none of them indicates any at-
tempt to achieve a real likeness. The bodies as well as the
faces are rigorously simplified and schematic, in order to
avokl distracting attention from the eves, “the windows ol
the soul.™ I the Egvptian sculptor's sense of form was es-

scenually cubic, that of the Sumerian was based on the cone
and evlinder. Avms and legs have the roundness of pipes.
and the long skirts worn by all these tigures are as smoothly
curved as if they had been turned on a lathe. liven in later
times, when Mesopotamian sculpture had acquired a far
richer repertory ol shapes, this quality assevted itself again
and again.

BRONZILE OR ASSEMBLED SCULPTURE. The conie-
cvlindrical simplification of the Tell Asmar statues is charac-
teristic of the carver, who works by cutting his forms out of a
solid block. A far more flexible and realistic stvle prevails
among the Sumerian sculpture that was made by addition
rather than subtraction (that is, either modeled in solt mate-
rials for casting in bronze or put together by combining such
varied substanees as wood, gold leal, and lapis lazuli). Some
picces of the latter kind, roughly contemporary with the Tell
Asmar figures. have been found in the tombs at Ur which
we had occasion to mention earlier. They include the fasci-
nating object shown in figure 112, an olfering stand in the
shape ol a ram rearing up against a flowering tree. The ani-
mal, marvelously alive and energetic, has an almost demon-
ic power of expression as it gazes at us [rom between the
branches of the svmbolic tree. And well it might, for it is sa-
cred to the god Tammuz and thus embodies the male prinei-
ple in nature.

Such an association of animals with deities is a carry-over
from prehistorie times: we find it not only in Mesopotamia

L1 Statues, from the Abu Temple, Tell Asmar. e. 2700-2500 B¢ Marble, height of tallest figure

¢ 30" (76.3 ¢cm
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112, raM AND TREE. Offering stand from Ur. ¢. 2600 B.C
Wood, gold, and lapis lazuli, height 20" (50.7 ¢m).
The University Museum, Philadelphia

but in Egypt as well (sce the falcon of Horus in figs. 72 and
74). What distinguishes the sacred animals of the Sumeri-
ans is the active part they play in mythology. Much of this
lore, unfortunately, has not come down to us in written
form, but tantalizing glimpses of'it can be caught in pictorial
representations such as those on an inlaid panel from a harp
(fig. 113) that was recovered together with the offering
stand at Ur. The hero embracing two human-headed bulls
in the top compartment was so popular a subject that its de-
sign has become a rigidly symmetrical, decorative formula;
the other sections, however, show animals performing a va-
riety of human tasks in surprisingly animated and precise
fashion: the woll’ and the lion carry food and drink to an un-
seen banquet, while the ass, bear. and deer provide musieal
entertainment (the bull-headed harp is the same type as the
instrument to which the inlaid panel was attached). At the
bottom, a scorpion-man and a goat carry some objects they
have taken from a large vessel.

The skillut artist who created these scenes was far less
constrained by rules than his contemporaries in Egyvpt: even
though he. too, places his figures on ground-lines, he is not
afraid of overlapping forms or foreshortened shoulders. We
must be careful, however, not to msinterpret his inten-
tion—what strikes the modern eve as delightfully humorous
was probably meant to be viewed with perfeet seriousness. If
we only knew the context in which these actors play their
roles! Nevertheless. we are entitled to regard them as the
earliest known ancestors of the animal fable that flourished

in the West from Acsop o La Fontaine. At least one of them
the ass with the harp, sunnved as a fixed image. and we en
counter it almost 1,000 vears later in medieval sculpture

Akkadian

Toward the end of the early dynastie period, the theocratie
socialism of the Sumerian citv-states began to decay. The
local “stewards of the god™ had in practice become reigning
monarchs. and the more ambitious among them attempted
to enlarge their domain by eonquering their neighbors. At
the same time, the Semitic inhabitants of northern Mesopo
tamia drifted south in ever farger numbers. untit they
outweighed the Sumerian stock in many places. They had
adopted Sumerian civilization but were less bound o the
tradition of the city-state. So it is perhaps not surprising that
in Sargon of Akkad and his successors (2340-2180 B¢
they produced the first Mesopotamian rulers who openhy
called themselves kings and proclaimed their ambition to
rule the entire earth,

Under these Akkadians, Sumerian art faced a new task
the personal glorification of the sovereign. ‘The most impres-
sive work of this kind that has survived is a magnilicent roy-

113. Inlay panel from the soundbox of a Iyre
from Ur ¢. 2600 B €. Shell and bitumen
124 x4 1.1 <11 3 cm
The University Museum, Philadelphia

INCHENENEAR EASTERN ART « ]



114, HEAD OF AN AKKADIAN RULER, from Nineveh
Kuyunjik), lraq. ¢. 2300-2200 B.C Bronze, height 12" (30.7 ¢m).
Irag Museum, Baghdad

al portrait head in bronze from Nineveh (fig. 114). Despite
the gouged-out eves (once inlaid with precious materials), it
remains a persuasive likeness, majestic and humanly mov-
ing at the same time. Equally admirable is the richness of
the surfaces [raming the face; the plaited hair and the finely
curled strands of the beard are shaped with ineredible preci-
sion, vet without losing their organic character and becom-
ing mere ornament. The complex technique ol casting and
chasing has been handled with an assurance that hespeaks
true mastery. This head could hold its own in the company
ol the greatest works of any period.

STELL OF NARAM-SIN. Sargon's grandson, Naram-Sin,
had himsell and his victorious army immortalized in reliel
on a large stele (lig. 115)—an upright stone slab used as a
which owes its survival to the fact that at a later
time it was carried ofl as booty to Susa, where modern ar-
tHere rigid ground-lines have
been discarded: we see the King's forces advancing among
the trees on a mountainside. Above them, Naram-Sin alone
stands tnumphant. as the defeated enemy soldiers plead for

marker

chacologists discovered it.

mercy He is as vigorously active as his men. but his size and
his isolated position endow him with superhnman status.
Morcover he wears the horned crown hitherto reserved for
the gods. Nothing appears above him except the mountain
top and the celestial bodies, his “good stars.” This is the car-

liest known monument to the glory ol a congueror.

124 -7

Ur

F'he rule of the Akkadian kings came to an end when tribes-
men from the northeast descended into the Mesopotamian
plain and gained mastery ol it for more than half a century.
They were driven out in 2125 B.c. by the kings of Ur, who
reestablished a united realm that was to last a hundred
vears.

GUDEA. During the period of foreign dominance, Lagash
(the modern Telloh), one of the lesser Sumerian city-states,
managed to retain local independence. Its ruler, Gudea, was
carelul to reserve the title ol king for the city-god, whose eult
he promoted by an ambitious rebuilding of his temple. Of
this architectural enterprise nothing remains today, but Gu-

15, VICTORY STELE OF NARAM-SIN. ¢. 2300-2200 B.C.
Stone, height 6°6” (2 m). Musée du Louvre, Paris



116. HEAD OF GUDEA, from Lagash (Telloh), Irag ¢. 2150 B.¢
Dionte. height 9" (23 ¢m). Courtesy of
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston
Frances Bartlent Donation

dea also had numerous statues of himself placed in the
shrines of Lagash. and some twenty examples. all obviousls
of the same general type, have been found so lar. Carved of
diorite. the extremely hard stone favored by Egvptian sculp-
tors. they are much more ambitious works than their prede-
cessors from ‘Tell Asmar. Even Gudea. however devoted he
was to the traditional pattern of the Sumerian ctv-state
seems to have inherited something of the sense ol personal
importance that we felt in the Akkadian kings. although he
prided himself on his intimate relations with the gods rather
than on secular power.

His portrait head (fig. 116) appears far less distinctly indi-
vidualized when compared with the Akkadian ruler vet its
fleshy roundness 1s far removed from the ¢eometric simphc-
ity of the Tell Asmar statues. The stone has been worked to a
high and subtly accented finish. imviting a wondertul play of
light upon the features. The seated statue (fig. 117) repre-
sents Gudea with an architectural plan on his lap (perhaps
the enclosing wall of a temple district). which he is offering
for the god's approval: there are six entrances framed In
towerlike projections. and the walls show regularly spaced
buttresses of the kind we saw in the “White Temple™ at
Uruk (Warka). The figure makes an instructive contrast
with such Egvptian statues as in figures 84 and 86— the Su

merian carver has rounded off all the
the evlindncal quality of the forms. Equally characteris

orners to en I,’ S1/:¢
the muscular tension i Gudea's bare arm and shouldes
compared with the passive. relaxed hmbs of Egvptin

statues

Babvlonian

I'he second miflennium was a ume ol almost continuous
turmoil in Mesopotamia. The ethnic upheaval that brought
the Hyksos to f.gyvpt had an even more disruptive effect on
the valley of the Tigris and Fuphrates. Central power by na
tive rulers prevailed only from about 1760 to 1600 8¢ . when
Jabylon assumed the role formerly plaved by Akkad and Ut
Hammurabi (¢. 1955-1913 & ¢ ). the founder of the Babylo
mian dvnasty. is by far the greatest figure of the age
ing military prowess with
tradition. he saw himself as “the favorite shepherd” of the

sun god Shamash. whose mission it was “to cause justice to

combin
a deep respect for Sumerian
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119. The Lion Gate, Bogazskoy. Anatolia. Turkey. ¢. 1400 B.C.

prevail in the land.” Under him and his successors, Babylon
became the cultural center of Sumer. The city was to retain
this prestige for more than a thousand years after its political
power had waned.

CODE OF HAMMURABI. Hammurabi's most memorable
achievenent is his law code, justly famous as the earliest
uniform written body of laws and amazingly rational and hu-
mane in conception. He had it engraved on a tall diorite stele
whose top shows Hammurabi confronting the sun god (fig.
118). The ruler’s right arm is raised in a speaking gesture. as
il he were reporting his work of codification to the divine
king. Although this scene was carved four centuries alter
the Gudea statues, it is strongly related to then in both style
and technique. In fact, the reliel here is so high that the two

ligures almost give the impression of statues sliced in half

when we compare them with the pictorial treatment of the
Naram-Sin stele. As a result, the sculptor has been able to
render the eves in the round. so that Hammurabi and Sha-
mash gaze at each other with a force and directness unique
i representations of this kind. They make us recall the stat-
ues from Tell Asmar, whose enormous eves indicate an at-
tempt to establish the same refationships between man and
god in an carlier phase of Sumerian civilization.

118. (opposite) Upper part ol stele inscribed with the Law Code
ol Hammurabi. ¢. 1760 B.¢ Diorite, height of stele
¢ 7' (2.1 m); height ol reliel 28" (71 e¢m). Musée du Louvre. Paris

ASSYRIAN ART

The eitv-state of Assur on the upper course of the Tigris
owed 1ts rise 1o power to a strange chain of events. During
the carlier half of the second millennium B e, Asia Minor
had been invaded from the east by people of Indo-European
language. One group, the Miutannians, created an inde-
pendent Kingdom in Syria and northern Mesopotamia,
including Assur, while another. the Hittites, established
themselves farther north on the rocky plateau of Anatoha.
Their capital, near the present-day Turkish village of Bogaz-
kov, was protected by impressive fortilications built of large,
roughly cut stones: the gates were flanked by snarling lions
or other guardian figures protruding lrom the enormous
blocks that formed the jambs of the doorway (fig. 119).

About 1360 & ¢ . the Hittites attacked the Mitannians. who
were allies of the Egyvptians. But the latter. because of the
internal crisis provoked by the religious reforms of Akhena-
ten (see pages 114-16), could send no effecuve aid; the
Mitannians were defeated and Assur regained its mdepen-
dence. Under a series of able rulers, the Assvrian domain
gradually expanded unul it embraced not only Mesopotamia
proper but the surrounding regtons as well. At the height of
its power. fronr about 1000 to 612 g .. the Assvrian empire
stretched from the Sinar peninsula to Armenia; even Lower
Lgvpt was successiully invaded i 671 Be

Palaces and Their Decoration
I'he Assyvrians, it has been said. were to the Sumerians what
the Romans were to the Greeks. Assvrian cnvilization dres
on the achievements ol the south but remterpreted them to
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120. Citadel of Sargon 11, Dur Sharrukin
(Khorsabad), Irag. 742-706 B.C. (reconstruetion by Charles Altman)
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121. Gate of the Citadel ol Sargon 11 (during excavation)

fit its own distinctive character. Thus the temples and zig-
gurats they built were adapted from Sumerian models while
the palaces ol Assyrian kings grew to unprecedented size
and magnificence.

DUR SHARRUKIN. One of these, that of Sargon 11 (died
705 .c.) at Dur Sharrukin (the modern Khorsabad). dating
from the second hall of the eighth century B ¢, has been ex-
plored sulliciently to permit a reconstruction (fig. 120). It
was surrounded by a citadel with turreted walls that shut it
off from the rest of the town. Figure 121 shows one ol the
two gates of the citadel in the process ol excavation. Al-
though the Assyrians, like the Sumerians, built in brick,
they liked to line gateways and the lower walls ol important
interiors with great slabs of stone (which were less difficult
to procure in northern Mesopotamia). These slabs were ei-
ther decorated with low relicls or, as in our case, elaborated
into guardian demons that are an odd combination of relef
and sculpture i the round. They must have been inspired
by Fhttite examples such as the Lion Gate at Bogazkoy (lig.
119). Awesome 1 size and appearance, the gates were

meant to nnpress the visitor with the power and majesty of

the king

128 « ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN AT

Inside the palace, the same impression was reinforced by
long series ol reliefs illustrating the conquests of the royal
armies. Every campaign is described in detail, with inscrip-
tions supplying turther data. The Assyrian forces, relentless-
Iv elficient, always seem to be on the march, meeting the
enemy at every [rontier of the overextended empire, destroy-
ing his strong points and carrying away booty and prisoners.
There is neither drama nor heroism in these scenes—the
outcome of the battle is never in doubt—and they are olften
depressingly repetitious. Yet, as the earliest large-scale el-
forts at narrative in the history ol art, they represent an
achievement of great importance. To describe the progress
of specific events in time and space had been outside the
scope of both Egyptian and Sumerian art; even the scene on
the stele of Naram-Sin is symbolic rather than historic. The
Assyrian artist thus had to develop an entirely new set of
devices in order to cope with the requirements ol pictorial
storv-telling.

NINEVIEHL H the artist’s results can hardly be called beau-
tiful, they achieve their main purpose—to be clearly read-
able. This is eertainly true of our example (fig. 122), from
the Palace of Ashurbanipal (died 6267 s.¢.), at Nineveh (now



Kuyunjik), which shows the sack of the Elamite city of Ha-
manu in the main register: Assyrian soldiers with pickaxes
and erowbars are demolishing the fortifications—notice the
falling timbers and bricks in mid-air—after they have set
fire to the town itself; others are marching away {rom it,
down a wooded hill, laden with booty. The latter group poses
a particularly interesting problem in representation, lor the
road on which they walk widens visibly as it approaches the
toreground, as if the artist had meant to render it in perspec-
tive, yet the same road also serves as a curved band that
frames the marchers. An odd mixture of modes—but an
effective device for linking foreground and background.
Below the main scene, we observe the soldiers at camp. re-
laxing with food and drink, while one of them stands guard.

LION HUNTS. The mass of deseriptive detail in the relicfs
of military campaigns often leaves little room for the person-
al glorifieation of the king. This purpose is served more
direetly by another recurrent subjeet, the royal lion hunts.
These were more in the nature of ecremonial combats than
actual hunts: the animals were released from cages within a
hollow square formed by troops with shields for the king to
kill. (Presumably, at a much earlier time, the hunting of
lions in the field had been an important duty of Mesopota-
mian rulers as the “shepherds” of the communal flocks.)
Here the Assyrian relief sculptor rises to his greatest
heights; in figure 123, from the Palace of Ashurnasirpal Il
(died 860? g.c.) at Nimrud (Calah), the lion attacking the
royal chariot from the rear is elearly the hero of the scene. Of
magnificent strength and courage, the wounded animal
seems to embody all the dramatic emotion that we miss in
the pictorial aceounts of war. The dying lion on the right is
equally impressive in its agony. How differently the Egyp- 122. THE SACK OF THE CITY OF HAMANU BY ASIURBANIPAL,
tian artist (see fig. 105) had interpreted the same composi- from the Palace of Ashurbampal, Nineveh (Kuyunjik), Irag,
tion! We need only compare the horses—the Assyrian ones ¢ 650 B.C. Limestone, 36 x 241" (92.7x 62.2 em).

are less graceful but very much more energetic and alive as Briftsh:MbRUm, [dnden

123. ASHURNASIRPAL 11 KILLING LIONS. from the Palace of Ashurnasirpal 11, Nimrud (Calah). Iraq.
¢. 850 B.C. Limestone, 3'3"x 84" (1 x2.5 m). Bnush Museum. London
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124. DYING LIONESS, from Nineveh (Kuyunjik), Iraq. ¢. 650 B.C.
Limestone, height of figure 13%" (35 cm). British Museum, London

s

125, Ishtar Gate (restored), from Babylon, Iraq. ¢. 575 B €
Glazed brick. Vorderasiatisches Museum der Staatlichen Museen, Berlin
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they flee from the attacking lion. their ears folded back in
fear. The lion hunt reliefs from Nineveh, about two centu-
ries later than those of Nimrud, are the finest of all. Despite
the shallowness of the actual carving, the bodies have a
greater sense of weight and volume because of the subtle
gradations of the surface. Images such as the dying lioness
(fig. 124) have an unforgettable tragic grandeur.

Neo-Babylonian

The Assyrian empire came to an end in 612 8¢ when Nine-
veh fell before the combined onslaught of Medes and Scyth-
ians from the east. At that time the commander of the
Assyrian army in southern Mesopotamia made himself king
of Babylon; under him and his successors the ancient city
had a finaf brief flowering between 612 and 539 p.c.. belore
it was conquered by the Persians. The best known of these
Neo-Babylonian rulers was Nebuchadnezzar (died 562 p.¢ ).
the builder of the Tower of Babel. That famous structure
represented only one part of a very large architectural
complex comparable to the Citadel of Sargon 11 at Dur
Sharrukin.

Whereas the Assyrians had used carved stone slabs, the
Neo-Babylonians (who were farther removed from the
sources of such slabs) substituted baked and glazed brick.
‘This technique, too, had been developed in Assyria, but now
it was used on a far larger scale, both for surface ornament
and for architectural reliefs. Its very distinctive eflect be-
comes evident il we compare the gate of Sargon's citadel
(fig. 121) with the Ishtar Gate of Nebuchadnezzar's sacred
precinct in Babylon, which has been rebuilt from the thou-
sands of individual glazed bricks that covered its surface
(fig. 125). The stately procession of bulls, dragons. and other
animals of molded brick within a framework of vividly col-
ored ornamental bands has a grace and gaiety far removed
from the ponderous guardian monsters of the Assvrians.

Here, lor the last time, we sense again that special genius of

ancient Mesopotamian art for the portrayal of animals,
which we noted in early dynastic times.

PERSIAN ART

Persia. the mountain-fringed high platcau to the east of

Mesopotamia, takes its name from the people who occupied
Babylon in 539 B¢ and became the heirs of what had been
the Assyrian empire. Today the country is called han. its
older and more suitable name, since the Persians, who put
the area on the map of world history, were latecomers who
had arrived on the scene only a few centuries before they
began their cpochal conquests. Inhabited continuously
since prehistoric times, Iran alwavs seems to have been a
galeway for migratory tribes from the Asiatic steppes to the
north as well as from India to the cast. The new arrivals
would settle down for a while, dominating or intermingling
with the local population, until they in turn were forced to
move on—to Mesopotamia, to Asia Minor, to southern Rus-
sia—by the next wave of migrants. These movements form
a shadowy area of historical knowledge; all available infor-
mation is vague and uncertain. Since nomadic tribes leave

No permanent monuments or written records, we can trace
their wanderings only by a careful study of the objects they
buried with their dead. Such objects, of wood. bone. or met-
al. represent a distinet kind of portable art which we call the
nomad’s gear: weapons, bridles for horses, buckles, fibulas
and other articles of adormment, cups. bowls, and the like.
They have been found over a vast area. from Siberia to Cen-
tral Furope, from Iran to Scandinavia. They have in com-
mon notonly a jewellike concentration of ornamental design
but also a repertory of forms known as the “animal style.”
And one of the sources of this animal style appears to be an-
cient Iran,

ANIMAL STYLE. Its main feature, as the name suggests,
1s the decorative use of animal motifs in a rather abstract and
imaginative manner. We find its earliest ancestors on the
prehistoric painted pottery of western lran, such as the fine
beaker in figure 126, which shows an ibex (a wild mountain
goal) reduced to a few sweeping curves, so that the body of
the animal becomes a mere appendage of the huge horns.

126. Painted beaker. from Susa. ¢ 5000-4000 B €
Height 11747 (28.3 ¢m).

Musée du Louvre, Paris
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127. Pole-top ornament, from Luristan. 9th-7th century B.C.
Bronze, height 72" (19 ¢m). British Museum, London

I'he racing hounds above the ibex are little more than hori-
zontal streaks, and on closer inspection the striations below
the rim turn out to be long-necked birds. In the historic art
of Sumer, this style soon gave way to an interest in the or-
ganic unity of animal bodies (see figs. 112 and 113), but

in Iran it survived despite the powerful influence of

Mesopotamiz.

Several thousand vears later, in the ninth to seventh cen-
turies B¢, the style reappears in the small bronzes of the
Luristan region, nomad’s gear of a particularly resourceful
kind. The pole-top ornament (fig. 127) consists of a symmet-
rical pair of rearing ibexes, with vastly elongated necks and

horns; originally, we suspect, they were pursued by a pair of

but the bodies of the latter have heen absorbed into
those of the ibexes, whose necks have been pulled out to
dragonlike slenderness. By and for whom the Luristan
bronzes were produced remains something of a mystery.
F'here can be little doubt, however, that they are somehow
linked with the amimal-stvle metalwork of the Asiatic
steppes, such as the splendid Sevthian gold stag from south-
ern Russia, which is only slightly later in date (fig. 128). The

lions
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animal’s body here shows lar less arbitrary distortion, and
the smoothly curved sections divided by sharp ridges have
no counterpart among Luristan bronzes, yet the way the
antlers have been elaborated into an abstract openwork or-
nament betrays a similar feeling for form.

Whether or not this typically Scythian piece reflects Cen-
tral Asiatic sources independent of the lranian tradition, the
Scythians surely learned a good deal from the bronze casters
ol Luristan during their stay in Iran. They belonged to a
group of nomadic Indo-European tribes, including the
Medes and the Persians, that began to filter into the country
soon after 1000 B.c. An alliance of Medes and Scythians, it
will be recalled, had erushed Nineveh in 612 s.c. The Per-
sians at that time were vassals of the Medes, but only sixty
vears later, under Cyrus the Great of the family of the Achae-
menids, they reversed this situation.

Achaemenid

After conquering Babylon in 539 B.c., Cyrus (c. 600-529
B.c.) assumed the title King of Babylon along with the ambi-
tions of the Assyrian rulers. The empire he founded contin-
ued to expand under his successors; Egypt as well as Asia
Minor fell to them, and Greece escaped the same fate only by
the narrowest of margins. At its high tide, under Darius I (e.
550—486 B.c.) and Xerxes (519-465 B.C.), the Persian empire
was far larger than its Egyptian and Assyrian predecessors
together. Moreover, this vast domain endured for two cen-
turies—it was toppled by Alexander the Great (356-323
B.¢.)in 331 B.c.—and during most of its life it was ruled both
efficiently and humanely. For an obscure tribe of nomads to
have achieved all this is little short of miraculous. Within a
single generation, the Persians not only mastered the com-
plex machinery of imperial administration but also evolved a
monumental art of remarkable originality to express the
grandeur of their rule.

Despite their genius for adaptation, the Persians retained
their own religious beliel drawn from the prophecies of
Zoroaster; this was a faith based on the dualism of Good and
Evil, embodied in Aburamazda (Light) and Ahriman (Dark-

128. STAG, from Kostromskaya. Scythian. 7th-6th century B.C.
Chased gold, height ¢. 12" (30.5 ¢n). Hermitage Museum, Leningrad



ness). Since the cult of Ahuramazda centered on fire altars
in the open air, the Persians had no religious architecture.
Their palaces, on the other hand, were huge and impressive
structures.

PERSEPOLIS. The most ambitious palace, at Persepolis,
was begun by Darius tin 518 B.c; its general layout is
shown in figure 129—a vast number of rooms, halls. and
courts assembled on a raised platform—recalls the roval
residences of Assyria (sce fig. 120). and Assyrian traditions
are the strongest single element throughout. Yet they do not
determine the character of the building, for they have been
combined with influences from every corner of the empire
in such a way that the result is a new, uniquely Persian
style. Thus, at Persepolis columns are used on a grand scale.
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129. Plan of the Palace of Darius and Xerxes, Persepolis. 1) Great
entrance stairway; 2) Gatehouse of Xerxes; 3) Audience Hall of Darius
and Xerxes; 4) Throne Hall of Xerxes; 5) Palace of Darius: 6) Palace,
probably rebuilt by Ataxerxes; 7) Palace of Xerxes; 8) Council Hall;
9) Restored arca of the "Harem”; 10) Treasury; 11) Section of northern
fortifications; 12) Royal tomb, probably of Ataxerxes
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130. Audience Hall of Darius and Xerxes. Persepolis, Iran. ¢. 500 B ¢
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Uhe Audience Hall ol Dartas, a room 250 leet square, had a

wooden cetling supported by 36 columns -0 feet tall, a few ol

which are still standing (fig. 130). Such a massing of col-
wmns suggests Egvptan architecture (compare fig. 95), and
Eevpuan influence does mdeed appear in the ornamental
detail of the bases and capitals, but the slender, fluted shaft
ol the Persepolis columns is derived [rom the fontan Greeks
in Asia Minor. who are known to have lurnished artists to
the Persian court. Entirely without precedent in earlier ar-
chitecture is the strange “cradle” lor the beams ol the ceil-
ing. composed of the (ront parts ol two bulls or similar
creatures, that crowns the Persepolis columns (fig. 131):
while the animals themselves are of Assvrian origin, the way

they are combined suggests nothing so much as an enor-
mously enlarged version ol the pole-top ornaments ol Luri-
stan. This seems o be the only instance of Persian
architects’ drawing upon their native artistic heritage of
nomad’s gear (fig. 127).

The double stairway leading up to the Audience Hall is
decorated with long rows of solemnly marching figures in
low relief (fig. 130). Their repetitive, ceremonial character
emphasizes a subservience to the architeetural setting that
is typical of all Persian sculpture. We find it even in scenes
of speeial importance, sueh as Darius and Xerxes Giving
Audience (fig. 132); the expressive energy and narrative
skill of Assvrian relief have been deliberately rejected.

132, DARIUS AND XERXES GIVING AUDIENCE ¢, 490 8.C Limestone, height 8'4” (2.5 m). Treasury, Persepolis, lran
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133. Gold rhyton. Achaemenid. 5th—3rd century B.C.
Archaeological Muscum, Teheran

PERSIAN STYLE. The style of thesc Persian carvings
scems at first glance to be only a softer and more refined
echo of the Mesopotamian tradition. Even here, however,
we discover that the Assyrian-Babylonian heritage has been
cnriched in one important respect: there is no precedent in
Near Eastern sculpture for the layers of overlapping gar-
ments, for the play ol finely pleated folds such as we sec in
the Darius and Xerxes relief. Another surprising effect is the
way the arms and shoulders of these figures press through
the fabric of the draperies. These innovations stem from the
lonian Grecks, who had created them in the course of the
sixth century B.C.

Persian art under the Achaemenids, then, is a remarkable
synthesis of many diverse elements. Yet it lacked a capacity
for growth; the style formulated under Darius I about 500

B.C. continued without significant change until the end of

the empire. The main reason lor this failure, it seems., was
the Persians’ preoccupation with decorative effects regard-
less of scale, a carry-over from their nomadic past that they
never discarded. There is no essential difference between
the bull capital of figure 131 and the fine goldsmith’s work
(fig. 133), textiles, and other portable art of Achaemenid
Persia. The latter tradition, unlike that ol monumental ar-
chitecture and sculpture, somehow managed to survive the
more than 500 years during which the Persian empire was
under Greek and Roman domination, so that it could flower

once more when Persia regained its independence and
seized Mesopotamia from the Romans.

Sassanian

The rulers who accomplished this fcat were of the house of
the Sassanians: their greatest figure, Shapur | (died 272
B.C) had the political and artistic ambitions of Darius. At
Naksh-i-Rustam, the burial place of the Achaemenid kings
not lar from Persepolis. he commemorated his victory over
two Roman emperors in an enormous reliel hewn into the
living rock (fig. 134). The formal source of this scene of tri-
umph is a well-known composition in Roman sculpture
with the emperors now in the role of the humiliated barbar-
ians-—but the flattening of the volumes and the ornamental
claboration of the draperies indicate a revival ol Persian
qualities. The two elements hold each other in balance, and
that is what makes the reliel so strangely impressive. A
blending ol Roman and Near Fastern elements can also be
observed in Shapur's palace at Ctesiphon. near Babvlon,
with its enormous brick-vaulted audience hall (lig. 135); the
blind arcades ol the facade again emphasize decorative sur-
lace pattern

But monumental art under Sassanman rule proved as in-
capable ol further evolution as it had under the Achacme-
nids. Metalwork and textiles. on the other hand. continued
to flourish. The chief glory of Sassanian art—and a direct
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134. SHAPUR I TRIUMPIIING OVER THE EMPERORS PHILIPPUS THE ARAB
AND VALERIAN. 260-72 A.D. Naksh-i-Rustam (near Persepolis), Iran

135. Palace of Shapur I, Ctesiphon, Iraq. 242-72 A.D,

ccho ol the ornamental tradition reaching back more than a
thousand vears to the Luristan bronzes—is its woven silks,
such as the splendid sample in figure 136. They were copi-
ously exported both to Constantinople and to the Christian
West, and we shall see that their wealth ol colors and pat-
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terns exerted an important stimulus upon the art of the Mid-
dle Ages. And since their manufacture was resumed after
the Sassanian realm fell to the Arabs in the mid-seventh
century, they provided an essential treasury of design motifs
lor Islamic art as well.



136. Woven silk. Sassanian. ¢. 6th eentury A.D
Museo Nazionale del Bargello, Florence. Franchetu Collection
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If we sail from the Nile Delta northwestward across the
Mediterranean, our first ghimpse ol Europe will be the east-
ern tip ol Crete. Bevond it, we find a scattered group of small
islands, the Cveclades, and, a little farther on. the mainland
of Greece, facing the coast of Asia Minor across the Aegean
Sea. To archaeologists, “Aegean” is not merely a geographi-
cal term; they have adopted it to designate the civilizations
that flourished in this area during the third and second mil-
lenniums B.C., before the development ol Greek civilization
proper. There are three of these, closely interrelated vet dis-
tinct [rom each other: that of Crete, called Minoan after the
legendary Cretan King Minos; that ol the small islands
north ol Crete (Cyeladic); and that of the Greek mainland
(Helladic), which includes Mycenaean civilization. Fach ol
them has in turn heen divided into three phases, Early, Mid-
dle. and Late, which correspond, very roughly, to the Old,
Middle, and New Kingdoms in [gvpt. The most important
remains, and the greatest artistic achievements. date {rom
the latter part of the Middle phase and from the Late phase.

Aegean civilization was long known only [rom Homer's
account of the Trojan War in the lliad and from Greek leg-
ends centering on Crete. The carliest excavations (by Hein-
rich Schliemann during the 1870s in Asia Minor and Greece
and by Sir Arthur Evans in Crete shortly before 1900) were
undertaken to test the factual core ol these tales. Since then,
a greal amount of fascinating material has been brought to
light—tar more than the literary sources would lead us to
expect—but our knowledge of Acgean civilization even now
is very much more limited than our knowledge of Egypt or
the ancient Near East. Unfortunately, our reading of the ar-
chaeological evidence has so far received almost no aid at all
{rom the written records ol the Aegeans.

MINOAN SCRIPT AND LINEAR B. In Crete a svstem of

writing was developed about 2000 B.c; a late form of this
Minoan script, called Linear B, which was in use about six
centuries later both in Crete and on the Greek mainland,
was deciphered in the early [950s. The language of Lincar B
is Greek, yet this apparently was not the language [or which
Minoan script was used before the filteenth century B.c., so
that being able to read Linear B does not help us to under-
stand the great mass ol eavlier Minoan inscriptions. More-
over, the Linear B texts are largely palace inventortes and
administrative records, which reveal very little about the his-
tory and religion ol the people who composed them. We thus
lack a great deal of the background knowledge necessary for
an understanding of Aegean art. Its forms, although linked

both to Egvpt and the Near East on the one hand and to later

Greek art on the other, are no mere transition between these
two worlds; they have a haunting beauty of their own that
belongs to neither. Among the many strange qualities ol Ae-
gean art, and perhaps the most puzzhing, is its air of lresh-
ness and spontaneity, which makes us lorget how little we
know of its meaning,

CYCLADIC ART
The people who inhabited the Cvcladie [slands between
about 2600 and 1100 B.c have left hardly anv trace apart

from their modest stone tombs. The things they buried with
their dead are remarkable in one respect only: they include a
large number of marble idols of a peculiarly unpressive kind.
Almost all of them represent a standing nude female figure
with arms folded across the chest. presumably the mother
and fertility goddess known to us from Asia Minor and the
ancient Near East, whose ancestry reaches lar back to the
Old Stone Age (see figs. 37, 48, and 49). Thev also share a
distinctive shape, which at first glance recalls the angular,
abstract qualities of Paleolithic and Neolithic sculpture: the
{lat. wedge shape of the body, the strong, columnar neck,
and the tlted. oval shield of the face, featureless except for
the long, ridgelike nose. Within this narrowly defined and
stable type, however, the Cvcladic idols show wide vari-
ations in scale (Irom a [ew inches to lifesize) as well as form.
The best of them, such as that in figure 137, have a disci-
plined refinement utterly bevond the range of Paleolithic or
ethnographic art.

The longer we study this picce, the more we come to real-
ize that its qualities can only be defined as “elegance” and
“sophistication.” however incongruous such terms may
seem in context. What an extraordinary feeling for the or-
ganic structure of the body there is in the delicate curves of
the outline. in the hints of convexity marking the knees and
abdomen. Even if we discount its deceptively modern look,
the figure seems a bold departure from anvthing we have
seen before. There is no dearth of earlier fertility idols, but
almost all of them betray their descent from the bulbous,
heavy-bodied “Venus™ figurines of the Old Stone Age: in
fact, the earliest Cyeladic idols, too. were of that tvpe. What,
then, made the Cycladic sculptors suppress the traditional
fertility aspects of their female idols until thev arrived at the
lithe, “girlish ™ ideal of figure 1372 Was there perhaps a radi-
cal change in the meaning or the ritual purposes ol these
statues?

We cannot even venture a guess to explain the mystery,
Suffice it to say that the Cyeladic sculptors of the second
millennium s ¢ produced the oldest lifesize ligures of the fe-
male nude we know, and that for many hundreds of vears
they were the only ones to do so. In Greek art, we find very
few nude lemale statues unul the middle of the lourth cen-
tury B.c . when Praxiteles and others began to create cult im-
ages of the nude Venus. It can hardly be coincidence that
the most famous of these Venuses were made for sanctuar-
ies on the Aegean islands or the coast of Asia Minor. the re-
gion where the Cyeladic idols had {lourished.

MINOAN ART

Mimoan civilization is by far the richest. as well as the
strangest, of the Aegean world. What sets it apart, not only
from Egvpt and the Near East but also from the Classical
civilization ol Greeee, is a lack of continuity that appears to
have deeper causes than archacological accident. In survey-
ing the main achievements ol Minoan art, we cannot really
speak of growth or development: thev appear and disappear
so abruptly that their fate must have been determined by ex-
ternal lorces—sudden violent changes allecuing the entire
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137. 1dol from Amorgos. 2500-1100 B.C.
Marble, height 30" (76.3 cm). The Ashmolean Museum, Oxford

island—about which we know little or nothing. Yet the
character of Minoan art, which is gay, even playful, and full
of rhythmic motion, conveys no hint ol such threats.

Architecture
Ihe first of these unexpected shilts occurred about 2000 b ¢
Unul that tme. during the eight centuries of the Farly Ni-
noan era. the Cretans had not advanced much bevond the
Neohthic level of village life, even though they seem to have
engaged in some overseas trade that brought them contact
with Egypt. Then they created not only their own system of
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writing but an urban civilization as well, centering on sever-
al great palaces. At least three of them, at Knossos, Phaistos,
and Mallia, were built in short order. Hardly anything is left
today of this sudden spurt of large-scale building activity, for
the three palaces were all destroyed at the same time, about
1700 8 C.; alter an interval of a hundred years, new and even
larger structures began to appear on the same sites, only to
sulfer destruction, in their turn, about 1500 B.C.

It is these “new” palaces that are our main source of inlor-
mation on Minoan architecture. The one at Knossos, called
the Palace of Minos, was the most ambitious, covering a vast
territory and composed of so many rooms that it survived in
Greek legend as the labyrinth of the Minotaur. It has been
carefully excavated and partly restored. We cannot recap-
ture the appearance ol the building as a whole, but we can
assume that the exterior probably did not look impressive
compared with Assyrian or Persian palaces (see figs. 120
and 130). There was no striving for unified, monumental ef-
fect. The individual units are generally rather small and the
ceilings low (figs. 138 and 139), so that even those parts of
the structure that were several stories high could not have
scemed very tall.

Nevertheless, the numerous porticoes, staircases, and air
shalts must have given the palace a pleasantly open, airy
quality; and some ol the interiors, with their richly decorated
walls, retain their atmosphere of intimate elegance to this
day. The masonry construction of Minoan palaces is excel-
lent throughout, but the columns were always of wood. Al-
though none has survived, their characteristic form (the
smooth shaft tapering downward, topped by a wide, cush-
ion-shaped capital) is known [rom representations in paint-
ing and sculpture. About the origins of this type of column,
which in some contexts could also serve as a religious sym-
bol, or about its possible links with Egyptian architecture,
we can say nothing at all.

Who were the rulers that built these palaces? We do not
know their names or deeds (except for the legendary Mi-
nos), but the archaeological evidence permits a few conjec-
tures: they were not warrior princes, since no lortifications
have been [ound anywhere in Minoan Crete, and military
subjects are almost unknown in Minoan art; nor is there any
hint that they were sacred Kings on the Egyptian or Mesopo-
tamian model, although they may well have presided at reli-
gious lestivals (the only parts ol Minoan palaces that can be
identified as places of worship are small chapels, suggesting
that religious ceremonies took place out of doors). On the
other hand, the many storerooms, workshops, and “olfices”
at Knossos indicate that the palace was not only a royal resi-
dence but a great center of administrative and commercial
activity. Since shipping and trade lormed an important part
ol Minoan economic lile (to judge Irom elaborate harbor in-
stallations and from Cretan export articles found in Egypt
and clsewhere), perhaps the king should be viewed as the
head ol a merchant aristocracy.

Sculpture
The religious life of Minoan Crete is even harder to define
than the political or social order. It centered on certain sa-
cred places. such as caves or groves; and its chiel deity (or



139. The Queen’s Megaron, Palace of Minos, knossos, Crete
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derties?) was female, akin to the mother and fertility god-
desses we have encountered belore. Since the Minoats had
no temples, we are not surprised to lind that they lacked
large cult statues as well, but even on a small scale, religious
subjects m Minoan art are few in number and of uncertain
stgnificance. Two terracotta statuettes ol ¢. 1600 B¢ from
Knossos may represent the goddess in one ol her several
wdentities; one ol them (fig. 140) shows her with three long
snakes wound around her arms, body, and headdress. The
meaning would seem to be clear: snakes are associated with
carth deities and male lertility in many ancient religions,
just as the bared breasts of our statuette suggest female
fertility.

But is she really a cult image? Her rigid, {rontal stance
would be equally fitting for a votive figure, and the snakes
may represent a ritual of snake-handling rather than a di-
vine attribute. Perhaps, then, our figure is a queen or priest-
ess. She seems oddly lacking in awesomeness, and the
emphasis on the costume endows her with a secular, “fash-

140. SNAKE GODDESS (PRIESTESS?
herght 11

c. 1600 B¢ Faience,
29.5 em). Muscum, Herakhon, Crete
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141. Beaked jug (Kamares Style), from Phaistos. ¢. 1800 B.C.
Height 10%" (27 ¢m). Museum, Heraklion, Crete

ionable” air. Another paradox is the fact that Crete has few
snakes, so that its snake cult was probably imported. not
home-grown. yet no snake goddesses have so far been dis-
covered outside Crete. Only the style of the statuette hints at
a possible foreign source: the emphatically conieal quality of
the figure and the large eyes and heavy, arehed eyebrows
suggest a kinship—remote and indireet, perhaps through
Asia Minor—with Mesopotamian art.

Paintings, Pottery, and Reliefs

Our snake goddess dates from the beginning of the briel pe-
riod between 1600 and 1450 B¢ that produced almost every-
thing we have of Minoan architecture, sculpture, and
painting. After the catastrophe that had wiped out the earlier
palaces. and a century ol slow recovery, there was what
seems to our eyes an explosive increase in wealth and an
equally remarkable outpouring ol creative energy.

The most surprising aspect ol this sudden efflorescence,
however, is its great achievement in painting. At the time of
the carlier palaces, between 2000 and 1700 s.c., Crete had
developed a type of pottery famous for its technical perlee-
tion and its dvnamic, swirling ornament (fig. 141), butin no
way preparing us for the “naturalistic” murals that covered
the walls of the new palaces. Unfortunately, these paintings
have survived only in small fragments, so that we hardly
ever have a complete composition, let alone the design of an
entire wall.



142. CAT STALKING A PHEASANT. Mural fragment, from Hagia Triada.

¢. 1600-1580 B.C. Height 217 (53.3 ¢cm). Museum, Heraklion, Crete

A great many of them were scenes [rom nature showing
animals and birds among luxuriant vegetation. or the crea-
tures of the sca. In the remarkable [ragment in figure 142,
we see a cat cautiously stalking a pheasant behind a bush.
The flat forms, silhouetted against a background of solid col-

or, recall Egyptian painting, and the acute observation of

plants and animals also suggests Egvptian art. But il Mino-
an wall painting owes its origin to Egvptian influence. it be-
trays an attitude of mind, a sense of beauty, very dillerent
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143. "THE TOREADOR FRESCO " ¢. 1500 B C Height mcluding upper border c¢.
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from that of the Nile valley: mstead of permanence and sta-
bility, we find a passion lov rhyvthmic. undulating move-
ment, and the lorms themselves have an oddly weightless
quality—they seem to {loat, or sway, in a world without grav -
ity, as il the scene took place under water.

Marme lile (as seen i the fish and dolphin Iresco in fig.
139) was a lavorite subject of Minoan painting, and the ma-
rine feeling pervades evervthing else as well; we sense it
even in “The Toreador Fresco,” the largest and most dvnam-

Minoan mural recovered so far (fig. 143); the darker
patches are the original [vagments on which the restoration
is based. The conventional title should not mislead us: what
we see here is not a bulltight but a ritual game i which the
performers vault over the back ol the animal. Two ol the
slim-waisted athletes ave girls, ditterentiated (as in Egyptian
art) mainly by their lighter skin color. That the bull was a
sacred animal, and that bull-vaulting played an important
role in Minoan religious life, is bevond doubt: scenes such as
this still echo in the Greek legend of the vouths and maidens
sacrificed to the minotaur. If we try, however, to “read” the
fresco as a deseription ol what actually went on during these
performances. we [ind it strangely ambiguous. Do the three
figures show successive phases ol the same action? How did
the youth in the center get onto the back of the bull. and in
what direction is he moving? Scholars have even consulted
rodeo experts without getting clear answers to these ques-
tions. All ol which does not mean that the Minoan avtist was
deficient—it would be absurd to blame him for lailing to ac-
complish what he never mtended to do in the lirst place—
but that {luid. ellortless ease of movement was more impor-

tant to him than factual precision or dramatic power. He

24" (62.3 cm). Muscum., Heraklion, Crete
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has. as it were. ideahized the ritual by stressing its harmoni-
ous, plavlul aspect to the point that the participants behave
like dolphins gamboling in the sea.

Ihe floating world ol Minoan wall painting was an imagi-
native creation so rich and original that its influence can be
felt throughout Minoan art during the era of the new pal-
aces. In painted pottery. the abstract patterns of old (fig.
141) gave way to a new repertory of designs drawn from
plant and animal life. Some vessels are covered entirely with
fish. shells, and octopuses. as if the ocean itself had been
caught within them (fig. 144). Monumental sculpture, had
there been any. might have retained its independence, but
the small-scale works to which the Minoan seulptor was
confined are olten closely akin to the stvle of the murals; the
splendidly observed mountain goat carved on a stone vase
(hig. 145) leaps in the same
“The Toreador Fresco.” These mountain goats, too, were sa-
cred animals.

Even more vivid is the relief on the so-called Harvester
Vase (fig. 146; the lower part is lost): a procession of slim,
muscular men, nude to the waist, carrying long-handled im-
plements that look like a combination of scythe and rake. A
harvest lestival? Quite probably. although here again the
livelv rhythm of the composition takes precedence over de-
scriptive elarity. Our view ol the scene includes three sing-

ers led by a fourth who is swinging a sistrum (a rattle of

1

pecially the “choirmaster,

'vptian origin); they are bellowing with all their might, es-
" whose chest is so distended that

the ribs press through the skin. What makes the entire relief

so remarkable—in fact, unique—is its emphasis on physical
strain, its energetie, raucous gaiety, which combines sharp
observation with a eonsciously humorous intent. How many

114 ~0c10PUS VASE.” from Palaikastro, Crete.
¢ 1500 BC Height 117 (28 ¢m). Museum, Herakhon, Crete
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‘flying” movement as the bull of

145. LEAPING MOUNTAIN GOAT, on a vase from the palace
at Kato Zakro. ¢. 1500 B.C. Limestone, originally
covered with gold foil, length of goat ¢, 4” (10.3 cm).
Museum, Heraklion, Crete

146. HARVESTER VASE, {rom Hagia Triada.
¢. 1550-1500 B.C. Steatite, width 44" (11.3 cm),
Muscum, Heraklion, Crete

works of this sort. we wonder. did Minoan art produce? Only
once have we met anything at all like it: in the relief of work-
men carrving a beam (see lig. 103), carved almost two cen-
turies later under the impact of the Akhenaten style (see
pages 114-16). Is it possible that picces similar o the Har-
cester Vase sumulated Fgyvptian artists during that brief but
important period?



MYCENAEAN ART

Along the southeastern shores of the Greek maintand there
were during Late Helladic times (c. 1600—1100B.C.) a num-
ber of settlements that eorresponded in many ways to those
of Minoan Crete. They, too, were grouped around palaces.
Their inhabitants have come to be called Myeenaeans, after
Myeenae, the most important of these settlements. Since
the works of art unearthed there by excavation often showed
a strikingly Minoan character, the Mycenaeans were at first
regarded as having come from Crete, but it is now agreed
that they were the descendants of the earliest Greek tribes,
who had entered the country soon after 2000 B.c.

Tombs and Their Contents

For some four hundred years, these people had led an incon-
spicuous pastoral existence in their new homeland; their
modest tombs have yielded only simple pottery and a few
bronze weapons. Toward 1600 B.c., however, they suddenly
began to bury their dead in deep shaft graves and, a little
later, in conieal stone chambers, known as bechive tombs.
This development reached its height toward 1300 e in
such impressive structures as the one shown in figures 147
and 148, built of concentric layers of precisely eut stone
blocks. Its discoverer thought it far too ambitious for a tomb
and gave it the misleading name “Treasury of Atreus.” Bur-
il places as elaborate as this can be matched only in Egypt
during the same period.

The ‘Treasury of Atreus had been robbed of its contents
long ago. but other Mycenacan tombs were found intact,
and what they vielded up caused even greater surprise:
alongside the royal dead were placed masks of gold or silver,
presumably to cover their faces. I so, these masks were
similar in purpose (if not in style) to the masks found in
pharaonic tombs of the Middle and New Kingdoms (com-
pare fig. 104). There was considerable personal equip-

147. Interior, Treasury of Atreus
Mycenae, Greece. ¢. 1300-1250 B ¢

148. Seetion, Treasury of Atreus

149. Rhyton in the shape of a lion's head, from a shaft grave
1550 B.C. Gold, height 8" (20.3 ¢m)
National Archeological Museum, Athens

at Mycenae. ¢

ment—drinking vessels. jewelry. weapons—much of it gold
and exquisite in workmanship. Some of these pieces, such
as the magnificent gold vessel in the shape of a lion’s head
(fig. 149), show a boldly expressive style of smooth planes
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150. 151, vapHIo cups. c. 1500 B.C. Gold, heights 3"; 32" (7.5; 9 cm).
Shown actual size. National Archeological Museum, Athens
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bounded by sharp ridges which suggests contact with the
Near East, while others are so Minoan in flavor that they
might be imports {rom Crete.

OI the latter kind are the two famous gold cups [rom a
tomb at Vaphio (figs. 150 and 151); they must have been
made about 1500 B.C., a few decades after the lion vessel. but
where, for whom, and by whom? Here the problem “Minoan
or Mycenaean?” becomes acute. The dispute is not as idle as
it may seem, for it tests our ability to differentiate between
the two neighboring cultures. It also forces us to consider
every aspect of the cups: do we find anything in their style or
content that is un-Minoan? Our first impulse, surely, is to
note the similarity ol the human figures to those on the Har-
vester Vase, and the similarity of the bulls to the animal in
“The Toreador Fresco.” On the other hand, we cannot over-
look the fact that the men on the Vaphio Cups are not en-
gaged in the Cretan bull-vaulting game but in the far more
mundane business of catching the animals on the range, a
subject that does not occur in Minoan art, though we do find
itin Mycenae. Once we realize this, we are also apt to notice
that the design on the cups does not quite match the con-
tinuous rhythmic movement of Minoan compositions, and
that the animals, for al) their physical power, have the look of
cattle rather than of sacred animals. It would seem, then.
that the cups are a Mycenaean adaptation of Minoan forms,
either by a mainland artist or by a Cretan working for Myce-
naean patrons.

MYCENAE, CRETE, AND EGYPT. In the sixteenth cen-
tury B.C.. Mycenae thus presents a strange picture: what ap-
pears to be an Egyptian influence on burial customs is
combined with a strong artistic influence from Crete and
with an extraordinary material wealth as expressed in the
lavish use of gold. Did the Mycenaeans perhaps conquer the
Minoans, causing the destruction of the “new” palaces there
about 1500 B.c.? This idea has now been discarded: the new
palaces. it seems, were destroyed by a natural catastrophe
(earthquakes and tidal waves following the eruption of a vol-
cano). In any event, it does not account for the puzzling con-
nection with Egypt.

What we need is a triangular explanation that involves the
Mycenaeans with Crete as well as Egypt about a century be-
fore the destruction of the new palaees; and such a theory—
fascinating and imaginative, if hard to confirm in detail—
has been taking shape in recent years. It runs about as fol-
lows: between 1700 and 1580 B.c . the Egyptians were try-
ing to rid themselves of the Hyksos, who had seized the Nile
Delta (see page 110). For this they gained the aid of warriors

from Myeenae, who returned home laden with gold (of

which Egypt alone had an ample supply) and deeply im-
pressed with Egyptian funerary customs. The Minoans. not
military but famous as sailors, ferried the Mycenaeans back
and forth, so that they. too, had a new and closer contact
with Egypt (which may help to account for their sudden
prosperity toward 1600 B.c. as well as for the rapid develop-
ment ol naturalistic wall painting at that time). The elose
relations between Crete and Mycenae, once established,
were to last a long time: toward 1400 B.c.. when Linear B

script began to appear, the Mycenaeans were the rulers of

Crete, either by conquest or through dynastic marriage. In
any event. their power rose as that of the Minoans declined:
the great monuments of Mycenacan architecture were all
built between 1400 and 1200 p.c

Architecture

Apart from such details as the shape of the columns or deco-
rative motifs of various sorts, Mycenaean architecture owes
litde to the Minoan tradition. The palaces on the mainland
were hilltop fortresses surrounded by delensive walls of
huge stone blocks, a type of construction quite unknown in
Crete but similar to the Hittite fortifications at Bogazkoy
(see fig. 119). The Lion Gate at Mycenae (fig. 152) is the
most impressive remnant of these massive ramparts, which
inspired such awe in the Greeks of later times that they were
regarded as the work of the Cyclopes (a mythical race of one-
eved giants). Even the Treasury of Atreus, although built of
smaller and more precisely shaped blocks, has a Cyclopean
lintel (see fig. 147).

Another aspect ol the Lion Gate foreign to the Minoan tra-
dition is the great stone reliel over the doorway. The two
lions flanking a symbolic Minoan column have the same
grim, heraldic majesty as the golden lion’s head we encoun-
tered in figure 149. Their [unction as guardians of the gate,
their tense, muscular bodies, and their symmetrical design
again suggest an influence from the ancient Near East. We
may at this point recall the Trojan War, which brought the
Mycenaeans to Asia Minor soon after 1200 B.¢; it seems like-
ly. however, that they began to sally castward aeross the Ae-
gean, for trade or war, much earlier than that.

The center of the palace, at Mycenae and other mainland
sites, was the royal audience hall. called the megarou. Only
its plan is known for certain: a large rectangular room with a
round hearth in the middle and four columns to support the
roof beams (fig. 153). It was entered through a deep porch
with two columins and an antechamber. This design is in es-
sence no more than an enlarged version of the simple
houses of earlier generations; its ancestry can be traced
back to Middle Helladic times. There must have been a rich
decorative scheme of wall paintings and ornamental carv-
ings to stress its dignity as the king's abode.

Sculpture

No trace has been found of Mycenacan temple architec-
ture—il it ever existed. The palaces did, however, include
modest shrines, as in Crete, What gods were worshiped
there is a matter of dispute; Mycenaean religion surely in-
cluded Minoan elements but also influences from Asia Mi-
nor, as well as deites of Greek origin inherited from their
own forebears. But gods have an odd way of merging or ex-
changing their identities. so that the religious images in My-
cenacan art are extremely hard to interpret.

What, for instance, are we to make of the exquisite little
vory group (fig. 154) uncarthed at Mycenae in 19392 The
style of the piece—its richly curved shapes and easy. flexible
body movements—still echoes Minoan art, but the subject
is strange indeed. Two kneeling women, closely united. tend
a single child; whose is he? The natural interpretation
would be to regard the now headless ligure as the mother,
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152. The Lion Gate, Mycenae, Greece. 1250 B.C.

153. Plan of a Mycenacan megaron

since the child chings to her arm and turns toward her; the
second woman. whose left hand rests on the other’s shoul-
der, would then be the grandmother. Such three-generation
family groups are a well-known subject in Christian art, in
which we often lind St. Anne, the Virgin Mary, and the In-
fant Christ combined in similar fashion.

It is the memory of these later works that colors our view
of the Mycenacan ivory. Yet we search in vain for a subject
in ancient religion that fits our reading of the group. On the
other hand. there is a very widespread myth about the divine
child (his name varies from place to place) who is aban-
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doned by his mother and reared by nymphs, goddesses, or
even animals. We are thus forced to conelude—rather reluc-
tantly—that our ivory in all likelihood shows a motherless
child god with his nurses. The real mystery, however, lies
deeper; itis the tender play of gestures, the intimate human
feeling, that binds the three figures together. Nowhere in
the entire range of ancient art before the Greeks do we find
gods—or people, for that matter—expressing affection with
such warmth and eloguence.

Something quite basically new is reflected here, a familiar
view of divine beings that makes even the Minoan snake
goddess (fig. 140) seem awesome and remote. Was this
change of attitude, and the ability to express it in art, a My-
cenaean achievement? Or did they inherit it from the Mino-
ans? However that may be, our ivory group opens up a
dimension of experience that had never been accessible to
lLgypt or Mesopotamia,

154. (opposite) THREE DEITIES |, from Mycenae.
¢. 1500-1400 B.C. lvory, height 3" (7.5 cm).
Shown 250 percent actual size.
National Archeological Museum, Athens









The works ol art we have come to know so far are like fasci-
nating strangers: we approach them fully aware of their
alien background and of the “language difficulties” they
present. IF it turns out that, after all, we can understand
something of what they have to say. we are surprised and
grateful. As soon as we reach the Greeks, our attitude under-
goes a change: they are not strangers but relatives, we feel,
older members of our own family whom we recognize imme-
diately. A Greek temple will remind us at a glance of the
bank around the corner, a Greek statue will bring to mind
countless other statues we have seen somewhere, a Greek
coin will make us want to reach for the small change in our
own pockets. But this air of familiarity is not an unmixed
blessing. We would do well to keep in mind that the continu-
ous tradition that links us with the Greeks is a handicap as

well as an advantage. 11 we are to get an unhampered view of

Greek architecture, we must take eare not to be swayed by
our memories of banks and offices, and in judging Greek
seulpture we had better forget its latter-day descendants in
public parks.

Another complication peculiar to the study of Greek art
arises from the fact that we have three separate, and some-
times conllicting, sources ol information on the subjeet.
There are, first of all, the monuments themselves, a reliable
but often woelully inadequate source. Then we have various
copics made in Roman times that tell us something about
important Greek works that would otherwise be lost to us
entirely. These copies, however, always pose a problem:
some are ol such high quality that we cannot be sure that
they really are copies; others make us wonder how faithfully
they follow their model (especially if we have several copies.
all slightly different, of the same lost original).

Finally, there are the literary sources. The Greeks were
the first people in history to write at length about their own
artists, and their accounts were cagerly coliected by the Ro-
mans, who handed them down to us. From them we learn
what the Greeks themselves considered their most impor-
tant achievements in architeeture, sculpture, and painting,
‘This written testimony has helped us to identify some cele-
brated artists and monuments, but much of it deals with
works ol which no visible trace remains today, while other
works. which do survive and which strike us as among the
greatest masterpieces ol their time, are not mentioned at all.
Toreconcile the literary evidence with that of the copies and
that of the original monuments, and to weave these strands
mto a coherent picture of the development of Greek art. is a
difficult task indeed, despite the vast amount of work that
has been done since the beginnings of archaeological sehol-
arship some two hundred and twenty-live vears ago.

Who were the Greeks? We have met some ol them belore.
such as the Mycenacans, who had come o Greece about
2,000 B.c. Other Greek-speaking tiibes entered the peninsu-
la {rom the north, toward 1100 i c., overwhelmed and ab-
sorbed the Myeenacan stock, and gradually spread to the
Acgean islands and Asia Minor. 1t was these tribes who dur-
ing the following centuries ereated the great civilization for
which we now rescrve the name Greek. We do not know
how many separate tribal units there were in the beginning.

but two main groups stand out: the Dorans, who settled
mostly on the mainland, and the lonians, who inhabited the
Aegean islands and the nearby coast of Asia Mior and thus
had closer contacts with the ancient Near East. Some cen-
turies later, the Greeks also spread westward, founding im-
portant settlements in Sicilv and southern ltaly.

Despite a strong sense of kinship based on language and
common beliets, expressed in such traditions as the four
great Panhellenic (all-Greek) festivals, the Greeks remained
divided into many small, independent city-states. The pat-
tern may be viewed as an echo of age-old tribal lovalties, as
an inheritance from the Mycenaeans, or as a response to the
geography of Greece, whose mountain ranges, narrow val-
levs, and jagged coastline would have made political unifica-
ton difficult in any event. Perhaps all of these factors
reinforced one another. The intense rivalry of these states—
military, political, and commercial—undoubtedly stimulat-
ed the growth of ideas and institutions.

Our own thinking about government continues to make
use of a number of key terms of Greek origin which reflect
the evolution of the city-state: monarchy, aristocracy, tyr-
anuy, democracy, and, most important, politics (derived
from polites, the citizen of the polis, or city-state). In the
end, however the Greeks paid dearly for their inability to
broaden the concept of the state beyond the local limits of
the polis. The Peloponnesian War (431-404 s.¢.), in which
the Spartans and their allies defeated the Athenians, was a
catastrophe from which Greece never recovered.

Geometric Stvle

The formative phase of Greek civilization embraces about
four hundred years, from ¢. 1100 to 7005 ¢ Of the first three
centuries of this period we know very little, but after about
800 B.c. the Greeks rapidly emerge into the tull light of histo-
rv. The earliest specific dates that have come down to us are
from that time: 776 B.c, the founding of the Olympic Games
and the starting point of Greek chronology, as well as several
slightly later dates recording the foundation of various eities.
That time also saw the [ull development of the oldest charac-
teristically Greek style in the fine arts, the so-called Geomet-
ric. We know it only from painted pottery and small-scale
sculpture (monumental architecture and sculpture in stone
did not appear until the seventh century).

Greek potters quickly developed a considerable variety of
shapes (the basic ones are shown in fig. 155). Chiel among
these was the amphora. a two-handled vase used for storing
wine and oil. which provided artists with a generous field.
Fach type. however. presented unique challenges. and
some painters became specialists at decorating eertain types
ol vases.

DIPYLON VASE. At first the pottery had been decorated
anly with abstract designs—triangles, checkers, concentric
circles—but toward 800 B¢ human and animal figures be-
gan to appear within the geometric framework, and in the
nost mature examples these figures could form elaborate
scenes. Our specimen (fig. 156), from the Dipyvlon cemetery
in Athens, belongs to a group ol very large vases that served
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as grave monuments; its bottom has holes through which
liquid offerings could filter down to the dead below. On the
body of the vessel we see the deceased lying in state, flanked
by figures with their arms raised in a gesture of mourning,
and a luneral procession of chariots and warriors on foot.

The most remarkable thing about this scene is that it con-
tains no relerence to an afterlife; its purpose is purely com-
memorative, Here lies a worthy man, it telis us, who was
mourned by many and had a splendid funeral. Did the
Greeks, then, have no conception of a hereafter? They did,
but the realm of the dead to them was a colorless, ill-defined
region where the souls, or “shades,” led a leeble and passive
existence without making any demands upon the living.
When Odyssecus. in the Homeric poem, conjures up the
shade ol Achilles, all the dead hero can do is mourn his own
demise: “Speak not coneiliatorily of death, Odysseus. I'd
rather serve on earth the poorest man . .. than lord it over all
the wasted dead.” If the Greeks nevertheless marked and
tended their graves, and even poured libations over them,
they did so in a spirit of pious remembrance, rather than to
satisly the needs of the dead. Clearly, they had refused to
adopt the elaborate burial customs ol the Mycenacans (see
page 145). Nor is the Geometrie style an outgrowth ol the
Mycenacan tradition but a fresh—and in some respects
quite primitive—start.

Given his limited repertory of shapes, the artist who paint-
cd our vase has achieved an astonishingly varied effect. The
spacing of the bands, their width and density show a rather
subtle relationship to the structare of the vessel. His interest
in representation, however, is as yet very limited: the figures
or groups, repeated at regular intervals, ave hittle more than
another kind ol ornament, part ol the same over-all texture,
so that their size varies in accordance with the area to be
filled. Organic and geometric elements still coexist v the
same ficld. and the distinction between them is often dil~
ficult: lozenges indicate legs, whether of a man, a chair, or a
bier; ciecles with dots mav or may not be human heads; and
the chevrons, boxed triangles, and so on between the figures
may be decorative or descriptive—we cannot tell,

Much the same could be said of figure 157, a shipwreck
scene from another Geometrie vase which makes an in-
structive contrast with the Minoan view of marine life (see
fig. 141); i 1t were not for the fact that the boat is upside
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down and that the biggest fish has scized the head of one of
the men, we would read the design simply as a pattern, rath-
er than as a disaster at sea. And what ol the swastikas? Are
they ornamentalized starfish or abstract space fillers?
Geometric pottery has been found not only in Greece but
in Italy and the Near East as well, a clear indication that
Greek traders were well established throughout the eastern

156G, DIPYLON vASE. 8th century B C. 427%" (108.2 ¢m).
The Metropohtan Museum ol Art.
New York. Rogers Fund, 1914



157. sHIPWRECK Drawing after a Geometric vase
in the Museum at Ischia, Greece. 8th century Be.

Mediterranean in the eighth century B.c. What is more, they
had already adopted the Phoenician alphabet and reshaped
it for their own use, as we know Irom the inscriptions on
these same vases. The greatest Greek achievements of this
era, however, are the two Homerie epies, the Iliad and the
Odyssey. The scenes on Geometrie vases contain barely a
hint of the narrative power of these poems; il our knowledge
of eighth-century Greece were based on the visual arts
alone, we would inevitably think of it as a far simpler and
more provincial society than the literary evidence suggests.
There is a paradox here that needs to he resolved. Per-
haps, at this particular time, Greck civilization was so lan-
guage-minded that painting and seulpture plaved a less
important role than they were to assume in the folowing
centuries. In that event, the Geometric style may well have
been something of an anachronism in the eighth century. a
conservative tradition about to burst at the seams. In the
shipwreck scene, its rigid order already seems to be dissolyv-
ing; representation and narrative demand greater scope
than the style can provide. Toward 700 B.c., the dam finally
bursts; new forms come flooding in, and Greek art enters
another phase, whieh we call the Orientalizing style.

Orientalizing Style

As its name implies, the new style reflects powerful in-
fluences from Egypt and the Near East, stimulated by in-
creasing trade with these regions. Between c. 725 and 650
5. Greek art absorbed a host of Oriental motifs and ideas.
and was profoundly translormed in the process. The change
becomes very evident if we compare the large amphora from
Eleusis (fig. 158) with the Dipylon Vase ol a hundred years
earlier (fig. 156).

ELEUSIS AMPHORA. Geometric ornament has not disap-
peared from this vase altogether, but it is confined to the pe-
ripheral zones—the foot. the handles, and the lip: new.
curvilinear motifs—such as spirals, interlacing bands, pal-
mettes and rosettes—are conspicuous everywhere; on the
shoulder of the vessel we see a [rieze of fighting animals.
derived from the repertory of Near Eastern art. The major
areas, however, are given over to narrative, which has be-
come the dominant element.

Narrative painting tapped a nearly mexhaustble source of
subjects from Greek myths and legends. These tales were
the result of mixing local Doric and lonic deities and heroes
into the pantheon of Olvmpian gods and Homeric sagas.
They also represent a comprehensive attempt to understand
the world. The Greeks grasped the internal meanmg of
events in terms of fate and human character rather than as

158, 1HE BLINDING OF POLYPHEAMUS and GORGONS, on
a Proto-Atuc amphora ¢ 675650 B ¢

Height 567 (1423 cm) Archacological Museum, Eleusis
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159. Proto-Corinthian perfume vase.
¢. 650 B.C. Height 2" (5 cm). Musée du Louvre, Paris

the accidents of history, in which they had little interest be-
fore about 500 B.c. The main locus was on explaining why
the legendary heroes of the past seemed incomparably
greater than men of the present. Some were historical
figures—Herakles, for example, was the king ol Mycenaean
Tiryns—butall were believed to be descendants of the gods,
themselves olten very human in behavior, who had had chil-
dren with mortals. This lineage explained the hero’s extraor-
dinary powers,

Such an outlook also helps us to understand the strong
appeal exerted on the Greek imagination by Oriental lions
and monsters. These terrifving creatures embodied the un-
known lorces of life faced by the hero, This fascination is
clearly seen ou the LEleusis amphora. The figures have
gamed so much in size and descriptive precision that the
decorative patterns scattered among, them can no longer in-
terlere with their actions; ornament ol any sort now belongs
(o a separate and lesser vealm, clearly distinguishable from
that ol representation.

As arvesult. the blinding of the giant Polyphemus by Odys-
sens and his compantons——the scene on the neck of the am-
phora—is enacted with memorable directness and dramatic
lorce. 1 these men lack the beauty we expect of epic heroes,
thew movements have an expressive vigor that makes them
seem thoroughly abive. The slaving of another monstrous

creature is depicted on the body of the vase, the mam part ol

winch has been badly damaged. so that only two ligures
have survived intact; they are Gorgons, the sisters ol the
snake-hawed, wemble-laced Medusa whom Perseus killed
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with the aid of the gods. Even here we notice an interest in
the articulation of the body far beyond the limits of the Geo-
metric style.

The Eleusis vase belongs to a group called Proto-Attic, the
ancestors ol the great (radition of vase painting that was
soon to develop in Attica, the vegion around Athens. A sec-
oud family of Orientalizing vases is known as Proto-Corin-
thian, since it points toward the later pottery production of
Corinth. These vessels, noted for their spirited animal mo-
til's, show particularly close links with the Near East. Some
ol them, such as the perfume vase in figure 159, are molded
in the shape of animals. The enchanting little owl, “stream-
lined” o fit the palm of a lady’s hand and vet so animated in
pose and expression, helps us to understand why Greek pot-
tery came to be in demand throughout the Mediterranean
world.

ARCHAIC VASE PAINTING

The Orientalizing phase of Greek art was a period of experi-
ment and transition, in contrast to the stable and consistent
Geometric style. Once the new elements from the East had
been fully assimilated, there emerged another style, as well
defined as the Geometric but infinitely greater in range: the
Archaic, which lasted from the later seventh century to
about 480 B.c., the time of the famous Greek victories over
the Persians at Salamis and Plataca. During the Archaic pe-
riod, we witness the unfolding ol the artistic genius of
Greece not only in vase painting but also in monumental ar-
chitecture and sculpture. While Archaic art lacks the bal-
ance, the sensc of perfection ol the Classical style of the later
fifth century, it has a freshness that gives it particularly
strong appeal for the modern beholder. 1t is difficult to argue
with those who regard it as the most vital phase in the devel-
opment of Greek art.

Greek architecture and sculpture on a large scale must
have begun to develop long before the mid-seventh century.
Until that time, however, both were mainly of wood, and
nothing of them has survived except the foundations of a
few buitdings. The desive (o build and sculpt in stone, for the
sake of permanence, was the most important new idea that
entered Greece during the Orientalizing period. Moreover,
the revolution in material and technique must have brought
about decisive changes of stvle as well, so that we cannot
salely reconstruct the appearance ol the lost wooden tem-
ples or statues on the basis ol ater works. In vase painting,
ou the other hand. there was no such break in continuity. It
thus seems best to deal with Archaic vases before we turn o
the sculpture and arvchitecture of the period.

The signilicance ol Archaic vase painting is in some ways
completely unigue. Decorvated pottery, however great its val-
ue as an archacologist’s tool, rarely enters into the main-
stream ol the history of art; we think ol it, in general, as a
cralt or industry. This remains true even of Minoan vases,
despite thew exceptional beauty and techuical refinement,
and the same may be said of the vast bulk of Greek pottery.
Yetil we study such pieces as the Dipylou Vase or the am-
phora Irom Eleusis, impressive not only by virtue of their
sheer size but as velneles ol pictorial elfort, we cannot es-



cape the feeling that thev are among the most ambitious
works of art ol their day.

There is no way to prove this, of course—lar too much has

been lost—but it seems obvious that these are objects of

highly individual character, rather than routine ware pro-
duced in guantity according to set patterns. Archaic vases
are generally a good deal smaller than their predecessors,
since pottery vessels no tonger served as grave monuments
(which were now made ol stone). Their painted decoration,
however, shows a far greater emphasis on pictorial subjects
(lig. 162); scenes [rom mythology, legend, and evervday hife
appear in endless variety, and the artistic level is often very
high indeed, especially among Athenian vases.

How greatlv the Greeks themselves valued the beauty of

these vessels is evident from figure 160, which shows Athe-
na and two Victories bestowing wreaths on a vase painter
and two male assistants, presumably because he was the
winner of a contest. The scene also includes a female assis-
tant (on the extreme right), the earliest depiction we know
of a woman artist at work. She was, we may assume, a niem-
ber of a family workshop. Unlike Sappho, the greatest of car-
lv Greek Ivrie poets, women artists in Greece never achieved
individual fame; vet even the subordinate role played by our
female vase painter must be significant of women’s partici-
pation in the arts.

After the middle of the sixth century, the finest vases fre-
quently bear the signatures of the artists who made them.
This indicates not only that individual artists—potters as

well as painters—took pride m their work, but also that they
could become famous for their personal stvle. To us, such
signatures in themselves do not mean a great deal; they are
no more than convenient labels unless we know enough of
an artist’s work to gain some insight into his personality
And, remarkably enough, that is possible with a good mauny
Archaic vase painters. Some of them have so distinctive a
style that their artistic “handwriting” can be recognized
even without the aid of a signature: and in a lew cases we
are lueky enough to have dozens (in one instance, over two
hundred) of vases by the same hand, so that we can trace
one master’s development over a considerable period. Ar-
chaie vase painung thus introduces us to the first clearly
defined persoualities in the entire history of art. For while it
is true that signatures occur in Archaic sculpture and archi-
tecture as well, they have not helped us to identity the per-
sonalities of individual masters.

Archaic Greek painting was. of course. not confined to
vases. There were murals and panels. too. Although nothing
has survived of them except a few poorlv preserved frag-
ments, we can form a fair idea of what they looked like [rom
the wall paintings in Etruscan tombs of the same period (see
figs. 242 and 243). Ilow, we wonder, were these large-scale
works related to the vase pictures? We do not know— but
one thing seems certain: all Arehaic painting was essentially
drawing filled in with solid. flat color, and therefore murals
could not have been very different in appearance from vase
pictures.

160. A VASE PAINTER AND ASSISTANTS, CROWNED BY ATHENA AND VICTORIES
150 B ¢

Detail from an Attic red-figured hydna (composite photograph). ¢

Prvate collection
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161. EXEKIAS. DIONYSUS IN A BOAT Interior of an Attic black-figured kylix. ¢. 540 B.C.
Diameter 12" (30.5 ¢m). Staatliche Antikensammlungen, Munich

According to the literary sources, Greek wall painting did
not come into its own untl alter the Persian wars (¢, 475-
450 s.c ), through the gradual discovery of modeling and
spatial depth. From that time on. vase painting became a
lesser art, since depth and modeling were beyond its Jimited
technical means: by the end of the filth century, its decline
was obvious. The great age of vase painting, then, was the
Archaic era. Until about 475 .., good vase painters cnjoyed
as much prestige as other artists. Whethier or not their work
directly reflects the lost wall paintings, it deserves to be
viewed as a major achievement.

BLACK-FIGURED STYLE. The dillerence between Orien-
talizing and Archaic vase painting is one of artistic disci-
pline. In the amphora from Eleusis (lig. 158), the ligures are
shown partly as solid sithouettes, partly in outline, or as a
contbination ol hoth. Toward the end of the seventh century,
Attic vase paiters resolved these inconsistencies hy adopt-
g the “black-tigured™ style. which means that the entire
destznis silhouetted in black against the veddish clay; wter-
nal detals are seratched in with a needle, and white and
purple may be added on top of the black to make certain
arcas stand out. The virtaes of this procedure, which Livors
a decoratve, two-dnnenstonal effect, are apparent in ligure
161 & kvhx (diinkmg cup) of ¢. 510 ¢ by Ixekias. The
slender sharp-edged forms have a lacelike delicacy, vet also
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resilience and strength, so that the composition adapts itsell
to the circular surface without becoming mere ornament.
Dionysus reclines in his boat (the sail was once entirely
white); it moves with the same case as the dolphins, whose
light forms are counterbalanced by the heavy elusters of
grapes. But why is he at sea? What does the happy poetry of
lixekias’ image mean?

According to a Homeric hymn, the god ol wine had once
been abducted by pirates, whereupon he caused vines to
grow all over the ship and frightened his eaptors until they

Jumped overboard and were turned into dolphins. We see

him here on his return journey (an event to be gratefully re-
called by every Greek drinker), accompanied by seven dol-
phins and seven bunches of grapes for good luck.

Il the spare elegance of Exekias seems o retain some-
thing ol the spivit of Geometric pottery (see fig. 157 lor an
instructive comparison), the work ol the slightly younger
Psiax seems more akin to the forceful Orientalizing style of
the blinding of Polvphemus in the Eleusis amphora. The
scene of Herakles killing the lion, on an amphora attributed
to Psiax (hg. 162), is all grimness and violence. The two

162, (opposile) PSIAX. HERAKLES STRANGLING THE NEMEAN LION,
ou an Attic black-figured ammphora from Vulei, laly. ¢. 525 B.C.
Height 1927 (49.5 ¢m). Museo Civico, Brescia







163. THE “FOUNDRY PAINTER.” LAPITH AND CENTAUR.
Interior of an Attic red-figured kylix. ¢. 490-480 B.C
Staatliche Antikensanunlungen, Munich

heavy bodies are truly locked in combat, so that they almost
grow together into a single, compact unit. Incised lines and
subsidiary colors have been added with utmost economy in
order to avoid breaking up the massive expanse of black. Yet
Psiax succeeds to an extraordinary degree in conveying the

three-dimensional quality ol these figures; his knowledge of

body structure, his ability to use foreshortening—note the
way the abdomen and shoulders of erakles are rendered—
seem litte short ol amazing when measured against any-
thing we have seen belore. Only in such details as the eve of
Herakles do we still find the traditional combination of front
and profile views.

RED-FIGURED STYLE. Psiax must have felt that the sil-
houettelike black-figured technique made the study of fore-
shortening unduly diflicult, for in some of his vases he tried
the reverse procedure, leaving the {igures red and lilling in
the background. This red-ligured technigue gradually re-
placed the older method toward 500 e Its advantages are
well shown in figure 163, a kylix of ¢. 490-480 p.c. by an
unknown master nicknamed the “Foundry Painter.” The
details of the Lapith and Centaur are now freely drawn with
the brush, rather than laboriously incised. so the artist de-
pends far less on the profile view than before; instead, he
exploits the internal lines of communication that permit him
to show boldly foreshortened and overlapping limbs, precise
details of costume (note the pleated skirt), and interest in
factal expressions. He is so fascinated by all these new el-
fects that he has made the ligures as large as he possibly
could. They almost seem to burst from their circular frame,
and a prece of the Lapith's belmet has actually been cut off.

A similar striving for monumental effect, but with more
barmonious results, may be seen in the Eos and Memnon by
Douris (hig. 164), one ol the masterpieces of late Archaic
vase painting. It shows the goddess of dawn holding the
body ol her son. who had been Killed and despoiled of his
armor by Achilles. In this moving evocation of griel, Greek
art touches a mood that seems strangely prophetic of the
Christian Picta (see lig. 505). Notable too is the expressive
freedom ol the draftsmanship; the lines are as {lexible as if
they had been done with a pen. Douris knows how to trace
the contours ol limbs bencath the drapery. how to contrast
vigorous, dynamic outlines with thinner and more delicate
secondary strokes, such as those indicating the anatomical
details of Memnon'’s body. This vase also has a special inter-
est because of its elaborate inscription, which includes the
signatures of both painter and potter as well as a dedication
(“Hermogenes is beautiful™).

ARCHAIC SCULPTURE
The new motils that distinguish the Orientalizing style from
the Geometric—fighting animals, winged monsters, scenes
of combat—had reached Greece mainly through the impor-
tation ol ivory carvings and metalwork from Phocnicia or
Syria, pieces that reflected Mesopotamian as well as Egyp-
tian influences. Such objects have actually been found on
Greek soil, so that we can regard this channel of transmis-
sion as well established. Thev do not help us, however. to
explain the rise of monumental architecture and sculpture
in stone about 650 B.c., which must have been based on ac-
quaintance with Egyptian works that eould be studied only
on the spot. We know that small colonies of Greeks existed
in Egypt at the time, but why, we wonder, did Greece sud-

164. DOURIS. EOS AND MEMNON.
Interior of an Attic red-figured kylix. ¢. 490-480 B.C.
Diameter 10%" (26.7 em). Musée du Louvre, Paris
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165. FEMALE FIGURE, ¢. 650 B.C. Limestone,
height 24%2" (62.3 cm). Musée du Louvre, Paris

denly develop a taste for monumentality, and how did her
artists acquire so quickly the Lgyptian mastery of stone
carving? The mystery may never be cleared up, for the old-
est surviving Greek stone sculpture and architecture show
that the Egyptian tradition had already been well assimi-
lated and Hellenized, though their link with Egypt is still
clearly visible,

Kouros and Kore
Let us consider two very early Greek statues, a female figure
of c. 650-625 B.c. (fig. 165) and a nude youth of ¢. 600 B¢
(fig. 166), and compare them with their Egyptian predeces-
sors (fig. 85). The similarities are certainly striking: we note
the block-conscious. cubic character of all four statues. the

166. STANDING YOUT{1 (KOUROS). ¢. 600 B.C
Marble, height 6'1%2" (1.9 m). The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York. Fleteher Fund, 1932

slim, broad-shouldered silhouette of the male figures, the
position of their arms. their clenched fists, the way they
stand with the left leg forward, the emphate rendering of
the kneecaps. The formalized. wiglike treatment of the hair,
the close-fitting garment of the female figure, and her raised
arm are further points of resemblance. Judged by Egyptian
standards, the Archaic statues seem somewhat “primi-
uve"—rigid. oversimplified. awkward. less close to nature.
Whereas the Egyptian sculptor allows the legs and hips of
the female figure to press through the skirt. the Greek
shows a solid, undifferentiated mass from which onlv the
toes protrude.

But the Greek statues also have virtues of their own that
cannot be measured in Egvptian terms. First of all. they are
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167. KROISOS (KOUROS FROM ANAVYSOS). ¢. 525 B.C. Marble,
height 6°4” (1.9 m). National Archaeological Museum, Athens

truly free-standing—the earliest large stone images of the
human form in the entire history ol art of which this can be
said. The Lgyptian carver had never dared to liberate such
figures completely from the stone; they remain immersed in
1t to some degree, as it were, so that the empty spaces be-
tween the legs and between the arms and the torso (or be-
tween two figures in a double statue, as in fig. 85) always
remain partly filled. There are never any holes in Egyptian
stone figures. In that sense, they do not rank as sculpture in
the round but as an extreme case ol high relief. The Greek
carver. on the contrary, does not mind holes in the least; he
cparates the arms [rom the torso and the legs from each
other Cunless they are encased i a skirt), and goes to great
v every bit ol dead material (the onlv ex

leneths to cal awa

cepuons are the tiny bridges between the fists and the
thighs ol the nude youth). Apparently it is of the greatest
importance to him that a statue consist only of stone that has
representational meaning within an organic whole; the
stone must be transformed. It cannot be permitted to remain
inert, neutral matter.

I'his is not, we must insist, a question of technigue but of
artistic intention. The act of liberation achieved in our two
figures endows them with a spirit basically different from
that of any of the Egyptian statues. While the latter seem
becalmed by a spell that has released them from every strain
for all time to come, the Greek images are tense, {ull of hid-
den life. The direct stare of their huge cyes offers the most
telling contrast to the gentle, faraway gaze of the Egyptian
figures.

Whom do they represent? We call the female statues by
the general name of Kore (Maiden), the male ones by that of
Kouros (Youth)—noncommittal terms that gloss over the
difficulty of identifying them further. Nor can we explain
why the Kouros is always nude while the Kore is clothed.
Whatever the reason, both types were produced in large
numbers throughout the Archaic cra, and their general out-
lines remained extraordinarily stable. Some are inseribed
with the names of artists (“So-and-so made me”) or with
dedications to various deities. These, then, were votive offer-
ings; but whether they represent the donor, the deity, or a
divinely favored person such as a victor in athletic games re-
mains uncertain in most cases. Others were placed on
graves, yet they can be viewed as representations of the de-
ceased only in the broadest (and completely impersonal)
sense. This odd lack of differentiation scems part ol the es-
sential character of these figures; they are neither gods nor
mortals but something in between, an ideal of physical per-
fection and vitality shared by mortal and immortal alike, just
as the heroes of the Homerie epics dwell in the realms of
both history and mythology.

It the type of Kouros and Kore is narrowly circumscribed,
its artistic interpretation shows the same inner dynamic we
have traced in Archaic vase painting. The pace of this devel-
opment becomes strikingly clear from a comparison of the
Kouros of figure 166 with another carved some seventy-five
vears later (fig. 167) and identified by the inscription on its
base as the funerary statue of Kroisos, who had died a hero'’s
death in the Iront line of battle. Like all such figures, it was
originally painted; traces of color can still be seen in the hair
and the pupils of the eyes. Instead of the sharply contoured,
abstract planes ol the older statue, we now find swelling
curves. The whole body displays a greater awareness of mas-
sive volumes, but also a new elasticity, and countless ana-
tomical details are more functionally rendered than before.
‘The style of the Kroisos thus corresponds exactly to that of
Psiax’s Herakles (fig. 162); we witness the transition from
black-figured to red-figured in sculptural terms.

There are numerous statues from the middle years of the
sinth century marking previous way stations along the same
road, such as the magnificent Calf-Bearer of ¢. 570 s.c. (fig.
168), a votive figure representing the donor with the sacri-
ficial animal he is offering to Athena. Needless to say, it is
not a portrait, any more than the Kroisos is, but it shows a



type: the beard indicates a man of mature years. The Calf-
Bearer originally had the Kouros standing pose (the legs are
badly damaged), and the body conforms to the Kouros ideal
of physical perfection; its vigorous, compact forms are em-
phasized, rather than obscured. by the thin cloak, which fits
them like a second skin, detaching itself only momentarily
at the elbows. The face, effectively framed by the soft curve
of the animal, no longer has the masklike quality of the early
Kouros; the features have, as it were, caught up with the
rest of the body in that they, too, are permitted a gesture, a
movement expressive ol life: the lips are drawn up in a
smile. We must be careful not to impute any psychological
meaning to this “Archaic smile,” for the same radiant ex-
pression occurs throughout sixth-century Greek sculpture
(even on the lace of the dead hero Kroisos). Only after 500
B.C. does it gradually fade out.

One of the most famous instances of this smile is the won-
derful Rampin Head (fig. 169), which probably belonged to
the body of a horseman. Slightly later than the Calf-Bearer,
it shows the black-figured phase of Archaie sculpture at its
highest stage of refinement. Hair and beard have the ap-

pearance of richly textured beaded embroidery that sets of!

the subtly accented planes of the face.

168. CALF-BEARER, upper portion. €. 570 B.C. Marble, height of
entire statue 65” (165 cm). Acropolis Museum, Athens

169. THE RAMPIN HEAD c¢. 560 B.C. Marble,
height 11%%" (29.3 cm). Musée du Louvre, Paris

The Kore type is somewhat more variable than that of the
Kouros, although it follows the same pattern of develop-
ment. A clothed figure by delinition. it poses a different
problem—how to relate body and drapery. It is also likely to
reftect changing habits or local difterences ol dress. Thus.
the impressive statue in figure 170, carved about the same
time as the Calf-Bearer, does not represent a more evolved
stage of the Kore in figure 165 but an alternative approach to
the same basic task. She was found in the Temple of Hera
on the island of Samos and may well have been an image of
the goddess because of her great size as well as her extraor-
dinary dignity. If the carlier Kore echoes the planes of a rec-
tangular slab. the “Hera” seems like a column come to life.
Instead of clear-cut aecents, such as the nipped-in waist in
figure 165, we find here a smooth. continuous flow of lines
uniting limbs and body. Yet the majestic effect of the statue
depends not so much on its abstract quality as on the way
the abstract form blossoms forth into the swelling soltness of
a living body. The great upward sweep of the lower third of
the figure gradually subdivides to reveal several separate
layers ol garments, and its pace is slowed further (hut never
fully stopped) as it encounters the protruding shapes of
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armns, hips. and torso. 1n the end. the drapery. so completely
architectonic up o the knee region, turns into a second skin,
the kind we have seen in the Calf-Bearer.

I'he Kore ol figure 171, in contrast, seems a linear descen-
dant of our first Kore, even though she was carved a full cen-
tury later. She. oo, is blocklike rather than colummar, with a
strongly accented waist. The simplicity of her garments,
however, is new and sophisticated; the heavy cloth forms a
distinct, separate laver over the body. covering but not con-
cealing the solidly rounded shapes beneath. And the left
hand, which originally was extended lorward, proffering a
votive gift of some sort, must have given the statue a spatial
quality quite beyond the two carlier Kore figures we have
discussed. Equally new is the more organic treatment of the
hair, which falls over the shoulders in soft, curly strands, as
compared with the massive, rigid wig in figure 165. Most

170, “HERA . [rom Samos
¢. 570-560 1 ¢ Marble
height 64" (1 91

Musée du Louvre, Pans
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171, KORE IN DORIAN PEPLOS
¢. 530 B¢ Marble, height 48” (122 ¢m).
Acropolis Museum, Athens

noteworthy of all, perhaps, is the full, round face with its en-
chantingly gay expression—a softer, more natural smile
than any we have seen hitherto. Here, as in the Kroisos, we
sense the approaching red-figured phase of Archaic art.

Our final Kore (fig. 172), about a decade later, has none of
the severity of figure 171, though both were found on the
Acropolis of Athens. In many ways she seems more akin to
the “Hera™ from Samos: in fact, she probably came from
Chios, another island of lonian Greece. The architectural
grandeur of her ancestress, though, has given way to an or-
nate, perhaps overly refined grace. The garments still loop
around the body in soft diagonal curves, but the play of rich-
ly differentiated folds, pleats, and textures has almost be-
come an end in itself. Color must have played a particularly
important role in such works, and we are fortunate that so
much of it survives in this example.

172. KORE, from Chios (?).
¢. 520 B.C. Marble, height 217%" (55.3 cm).
Acropolis Museum, Athens
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173. Central portion of the west pediment of the Temple of Artemis at Corfu. ¢. 600-580 B.¢:
Limestone, height 92" (2.8 m). Archaeological Museum, Corfu

Architectural Sculpture
When the Greeks began to build their temples in stone, they
also fell heir to the age-old tradition of architectural sculp-
ture. The Egyptians had been covering the walls (and even

the columns) of their buildings with reliefs since the time of

the Old Kingdom, but these carvings were so shallow (for
example, figs. 89 and 103) that they left the continuity of the

wall surface undisturbed; they had no weight or volume of’

their own, so that they were related to their architectural set-
ting only in the same limited sense as Egyptian wall paint-
ings (with which they were, in practice, interchangeable).
This is also true of the reliefs on Assyrian, Babylonian, and
Persian buildings (for example, figs. 123 and 132). There
existed, however, another kind of architectural sculpture in
the aneient Near East, originated, it seems, by the Hittites:
the great guardian monsters protruding from the blocks that
framed the gateways of fortresses or palaces (see figs. 119
and 121). This tradition must have inspired, although per-
haps indirectly, the carving over the Lion Gate at Mycenae
(see fig. 152). We must nevertheless note one important fea-
ture that distinguishes the Myeenaean guardian figures
from their predecessors: although they are carved in high
relief on a huge slab, this slab is thin and light compared to
the enormously heavy, Cyclopean blocks around it. hn build-
ing the gate, the Mycenaean architect left an empty triangu-
lar space above the lintel, for lear that the weight of the wall
above would crush it, and then filled the hole with the com-

paratively lightweight reliel’ panel. Here, then, we have a
new kind of architectural sculpture—a work integrated with
the structure yet also a separate entity rather than a mod-
ified wall surface or block.

TEMPLE OF ARTEMIS, CORFU. The Lion Gate reliefl is
indeed the direct ancestor of Greek architectural sculpture,
as will become evident when we compare it with the facade
of the early Archaic Temple of Artemis on the island of Cor-
fu, erected soon after 600 B ¢ (figs. 173 and 174). Here again
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174. Reconstruction drawing of the west front of

the Termple of Artemis at Corfu (after Rodenwaldt)
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Pronaos
or porch

175. Plan of the Treasury ol the Siphnians

176. Reconstruction of the fagade of the Treasury of
the Siphnians in the Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi. ¢. 525 B.C
Archeological Museum, Delphi

the seulpture is confined to a zone that is framed by struc-
tural members but is itselt structurally enipty: the triangle
between the horizontal ceiling and the sloping sides of the
roof. This area, ealled the pediment, need not be filled in at
all except to protect the wooden rafters behind it against
moisture; it demands not a wall but merely a thin screen.
And it is against this screen that the pedimental sculpture is
displaved.

Technically, these carvings are in high relief, like the
suardian hons at Mycenae. Characteristically enough, how-
ever. the bodhes are strongly undercut, so as to detach them
Irom the background. Even at this early stage of develop-
ment the Greek sculptor wanted to assert the independence
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of his ligures from their architectural setting. The head of
the central figure actually overlaps the frame. Who is this
Irightening creature? Not Artemis, surely, although the
temple was dedicated to that goddess. As a matter of fact, we
have met her before: she is a Gorgon, a descendant of those
on the Eleusis amphora (fig. 158). Her purpose here was 1o
serve as a guardian, along with the two huge lions, warding
off evil [rom the temple and the sacred image ol the goddess
within. ('The other pediment, of which only small [ragments
survive, had a similar figure.) She might be defined, there-
fore. as an extraordinarily monumental—and still rather
frightening— hex sign. On her face, the Archaic smile ap-
pears as a hideous grin; and to emphasize further how alive
and real she is, she has been represented running, or rather
flying, in a pinwheel stance that conveys movement without
locomotion.

The symmetrical, heraldic arrangement of the Gorgon
and the two animals reflects an Oriental scheme which we
know not only from the Lion Gate at Mycenac but from
many carlier examples as well (see fig. 71, bottom center,
and fig. 113, top). Because of its ornamental character, it fits
the shape of the pediment to perfection. Yet the early Archa-
ic designer was not content with that; he also wanted the
pediment to contain narrative scenes; therefore he has add-
ed a number of smaller figures in the spaces left between or
behind the huge main group. The design of the whole thus
shows two conllicting purposes in uneasy balance. As we
might expect, narrative will soon win out over heraldry.

Aside from the pediment, there were not many places that
the Greeks deemed suitable for architectural sculpture.
They might put free-standing figures—often of terracotta—
above the ends and the center ol the pediment to break the
severity of its outline. And they often placed reliefs in the
zone immediately below the pediment. In Doric temples
such as that at Corfu (fig. 174), this “frieze” consists of alter-
nating triglyphs (blocks with three vertical markings) and
metopes. The latter were originally the empty spaces be-
tween the ends of the ceiling beams; henee they, like the
pediment, could be filled with sculpture. In lonic architec-
ture, the triglyphs were omitted, and the [rieze became what
the term usually conveys to us, a continuous band of painted
or sculptured decoration. The Tonians would also sometimes
claborate the columns of a porch into female statues—not a
very surprising development in view of the columnar quality
of the “llera” from Samos (fig. 170).

SIPHNIAN TREASURY. DELPHI. All these possibilities
are combined in the Treasury (a miniature temple for stor-
ing votive gifts) erected at Delphi shortly before 525 B.c. by -
the inhabitants of the lonian island of Siphnos. Although the
building itself is not standing any longer, it has been con-
vineingly reconstrueted on the basis of the preserved frag-
ments (figs. 175 and 176). Ol its lavish sculptural décor, the
most impressive part is the splendid frieze. The detail repro-
duced here (tig. 177) shows part of the battle of the Greek
gods against the giants: on the extreme left, two lions (who
pull the chariot of Cybele) are tearing apart an anguished
giant; in front of them, Apollo and Artemis advance togeth-
er, shooting their arrows; a dead giant, despoiled of his ar-



177, BATTLE OF THE GODS AND GIANTS. from the north frieze of the ‘Treasury of the Siphnians. ¢. 530 B.C.
Marble, height 26” (66 cm). Archeological Museum, Delphi

mor, lies at their feet, while three others enter from the
right.

The high relief, with its deep undercutting, recalls the
Corlu pediment, but the Siphnian sculptor has taken full ad-
vantage ol the spatial possibilities offered by this technique.
He uses the projecting ledge at the bottom ol the frieze as a
stage on which he ean place his figures in depth. The armns
and legs of those nearest the beholder are carved completely
in the round; in the second and third layer, the forms be-
come shallower, yet even those [arthest removed from us are
never permitted to merge with the background. The result is
alimited and condensed but very convincing space that per-
mits a dramatic relationship between the figures such as we
have never seen before in narrative reliefs. Any comparison
with older examples (such as figs. 90, 122, 146. and 150)
will show us that Arehaic art has indeed eonquered a new
dimension here, not only in the physical but also in the ex-
pressive sense.

TEMPLE OF APHAIA, AEGINA. Meanwhile, in pedimen-
tal sculpture, relief has been abandoned altogether. Instead,
we find separate statues placed side by side in complex dra-
matic sequences designed to hit the triangular frame. The
most ambitious ensemble of this kind, that of the east pedi-
ment of the Temple of Aphaia at Aegina, was created about
490 & ¢, and thus brings us to the final stage in the evolution
of Archaic sculpture. The figures were lound in pieces on
the ground and are now in Munich, stripped of their nine-
teenth-century restorations. The position of each within the
pediment, however, can be determined almost exactly. since
their height (but not their scale) varies with the sloping
sides of the triangle (fig. 178). The center is accented by the
standing goddess Athena, who calmly presides. as it were,
over the battle between Greeks and ‘Trojans that rages to ei-
ther side ol her in symmetricallv diminishing fashion.

The eorrespondence in the poses of the fighters on the
two halves of the pediment makes lor a balanced and orderly
design, vet it also forces us to see the statues as elements in
an ornamental pattern and thus robs them of their individ-
uality to some extent. They speak most strongly to us when
viewed one by one. Among the most impressive are the fall-
en warrior from the left-hand corner (fig. 179) and the
kneeling Herakles—who onee held a bronze bow —from the
right-hand hall’ (fig. 180); both are lean, muscular ligures
whose bodies seem marvelously lunctional and organic.
That in itself. however, does not explain their great beauty,
much as we may admire the artist’s command of the human
form in action. What really moves us is their nobility of spir-
it, whether in the agony of dving or in the act of killing.
These men. we sense. are sullering—or carrving out—what
late has decreed, with tremendous dignity and resolve. And
this communicates itself to us in the very feel of the mag-
nificently firm shapes ol which they are composed.

ARCHITECTURE

Orders and Plans

In architecture, the Greek achievement has been identified
since aneient Roman times with the creation ol the three
classical architectural orders, Doric, lonic. and Corinthian.
Actually, there are only two. the Corinthian bemg a variant
ol the lonic. The Doric (so named because its home is the
Greek mainland) may well claim to be the basic order. since
it is older and more sharply delined than the lome. which
developed on the Aegean islands and the coast of Asia
Minor.
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179. DYING WARRIOR, from the east pediment of the Temple of Aphaia, Acgina. ¢. 490 B.C.
Marble, length 72" (183 cm). Staatliche Antikensammlungen, Munich

What do we mean by “architectural order”? By common
agreement, the term is used for Greck architecture only
(and its descendants); and rightly so. for none of the other
architectural systems known to us produced anything like it.
Perhaps the simplest way to make clear the unique charae-
ter of the Greek orders is this: there is no such thing as “the
Egyptian temple” or “the Gothie church”—the individual
buildings, however much they may have in common, are so
varied that we eannot distill a generalized type from them—
while “the Doric temple” is a real entity that inevitably forms
in our minds as we examine the monuments themselves.
We must be earelul, of course, not to think of this abstrac-
tion as an ideal that permits us to measure the degree of per-
lection of any given Doric temple; it simply means that the
elements ol which a Dorie temple is composed are extraordi-
narily constant in number, in kind, and in their relation to
one another. As a result of this narrowly circumseribed rep-
ertory of forms, Dorie temples all belong to the same elearly
recognizable family, just as the Kouros statues do; like the
Kouros statues, they show an internal consisteney, a mutual
adjustment of parts, that gives them a unique quality of
wholeness and organie unity.

180. HERAKLES, from the east pediment of the Temple
of Aphaia, Aegina. ¢. 490 8.C. Marble, height 31" (78.7 em).
Staatliche Antikensammlungen, Munich
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181. Doric, lonic, and Corinthian orders

DORIC ORDER. The term Doric order refers to the stan-

dard parts, and their sequenee, constituting the exterior ol

any Doric temple. [ts general outlines are already familiar to
us from the lagade of the Temple of Artemis at Corfu (fig,
174): the diagram in figure 181 shows it in detail, along with
names of all the parts. To the nonspecialist, the detailed ter-
minology may seem something ol a nuisance, vet a good
many of these terms have become part of our general archi-
tectural vocabulary. to remind us of the fact that analytical
thinking, in architeeture as in countless other fields, origi-
nated with the Grecks. Let us first look at the three main
divisions: the stepped platform, the columns, and the entab-
lature (which includes everything that rests on the col-
umns). The Doric column consists of the shaft, marked by
shallow vertical grooves known as [lutes, and the capital,
which is made up of the flaring. cushionlike echinus and a
square tablet called the abacus. The entablature is the most
complex of the three major units. It is subdivided into the
architrave (a series of stone blocks directly supported by the
columns), the frieze with its triglyphs and metopes, and the
projecting cornice. On the long sides of the temple. the cor-
nice is horizontal, while on the short sides (or facades), it is
split open in such a way as to enclose the pediment between
its upper and lower parts.

The entire structure is built of stone blocks fitted wogether
without mortar; they had to be shaped with extreme preci-
sion to achieve smooth joints. Where necessary. they were
fastened together by means ol metal dowels or clamps. Col-
ummns, with very rare exceptions, are composed ol sections,

called drums (clearly visible in fig. 184). The roof consisted
ol terracotta tiles supported by wooden rafters, and wooden
beams were used for the ceiling; thus the threat of fire was
constant,

TEMPLE PLANS. The plans ol Greek temples are not di-
rectly linked to the orders (which, as we have seen. concern
the elevation only). They may vary according to the size of
the building or regional preferences. but their basic features
are so much alike that it is useful to study them from a gen-
cralized “typical” plan (fig. 182). The nucleus is the cella or
naos (the room in which the image of the deity is placed)
and the porch (pronaos) with its two columns flanked by pi-
lasters (antae). The Siphnian Treasury shows this minimal
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182. Ground plan of a typical Greek

penpteral temple Cafter Grinnell)
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plan (see fig. 175). Often we find a second poreh added be-
hind the cella, to make the design more symmetrical. In the
larger temples, this central unit is surrounded by a colon-
nade, called the peristyle, and the structure is then known
as peripteral. The very largest temples of lonian Greece may
even have a double colonnade.

Doric Temples

How did the Doric originate? What factors shaped the rigid
and precise vocabulary of the Doric order? This is an impor-
tant and fascinating problem that has occupied archaeolo-
gists for many years but that even now can be answered only
in part, for we have hardly any remains from the time when
the svstem was still in process of formation. The earliest
stone temples known to us. such as that of Artemis at Corfu,
show that the essential features of the Doric order were al-
ready well established soon after 600 s.c. How these features
developed, individually and in combination, why they con-
gealed into a system as rapidly as they seem to have done,
remains a puzzle 1o which we have few reliable clues.

The carly Greek builders in stone apparently drew upon
three distinet sources of inspiration: Egypt, Mycenae, and
pre-Archaic Greek architecture in wood and mud brick. The
Mycenaean contribution is the most tangible, although
probably not the most important, of these. The central unit
of the Greek temple, the cella and porch, clearly derives
from the megaron (sce fig. 153), cither through a continu-
ous tradition or by way ol revival, There is something oddly
svmbolic about the fact that the Mycenacan royal hall
should have been converted into the dwelling place of the
Greek gods; for the entire Mycenaean era had become part
ol Greck mythology, as attested by the Homeric epics, and
the walls of the Mycenaean fortresses were believed to be
the work of mythical giants, the Cyclopes. The religious awe
the Greeks felt before these remains also helps us to under-
stand the relationship between the Lion Gate relief at My-
cenae and the sculptured pediments on Dorie temples.
Finally, the flaring, cushionlike capital of the Minoan-
Mycenaean column is a good deal closer to the Doric echi-
nus and abacus than is any Egyptian capital. The shaft of
the Doric column, on the other hand, tapers upward, not
downward as does the Minoan-Mycenacan column, and
this deflinitely points to Egyptian influence.

Perhaps we will recall now—with some surprise—the
fluted columns (or rather hal-columns) in the funerary dis-
trict of Zoser at Saqggara (see fig. 79) that had approximated
the Doric shalt more than 2,000 years before its appearance
in Greece. Moreover, the very notion that temples ought to
be built of stone, and that they required large numbers of
columns, must have come {from Egypt. It is true, of course,
that the Egyptian temple is designed to be experienced from
the inside, while the Greek temple is arranged so that the
impressive exterior matters most (few were allowed to enter
the dimly Tit cella, and religious ceremonies usually took
place at altars erected out-ol-doors, with the temiple facade
as a backdrop). But might a peripteral temple not be mter-
preted as the columned court of an Egyptian sanctuary
turned inside-out? The Greeks also must have acquired
much of their stonecutung and masonry technigues from
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the Egyptians, along with architectural ormament and the
knowledge of geometry they needed in order to lay out their
temples and to (it the parts together. Yet we cannot say just
how they went about all this, or exactly what they took over,
technically and artistically, although there can be little
doubt that they owed more to the Egyptians than to the Mi-
noans or the Mycenacans.

FORM FOLLOWS FUNCTION? The problem ol origins
hecomes acute when we consider a third factor: to what ex-
tent can the Doric order be understood as a reflection of
wooden structures. Those historians of architecture who be-
lieve that form follows function—that an architectural form
will inevitably reflect the purpose for which it was devised—
have pursued this line of approach at great length, especial-
ly in trying to explain the details of the entablature. Up to a
point, their arguments are convincing; it seems plausible to
assume that at one time the triglyphs did mask the ends of
wooden beams, and that the droplike shapes below, called
guttae (see fig. 181), are the descendants of wooden pegs.
The peculiar vertical subdivisions of the triglyphs are per-
haps a bit more difficult to accept as an echo of three half-
round logs. And when we come to the flutings of the
column, our doubts continue to rise: were they really devel-
oped from adz marks on a tree trunk, or did the Greeks take
them over ready-made from the “proto-Doric” stone col-
umns of Egypt?

As a lurther test of the functional theory, we would have to
ask how the Egyptians came to put flutes in their columns.
They, too, after all, had once had to translate architectural
forms from impermanent materials into stone. Perhaps it
was they who turned adz marks into flutes? But the predy-
nastic Egyptians had so little timber that they seem to have
used it only for ceilings; the rest of their buildings consisted
of mud brick, lortified by bundles ol reeds. And since the
proto-Doric columns at Saggara are not free-standing but
are attached to walls, their flutings might represent a sort of
abstract echo of bundles of reeds (there are also columns at
Saggara with convex rather than concave flutes that come a
good deal closer to the notion of a bundle of thin staves). On
the other hand, the Egyptians may have developed the habit
of fluting without relerence to any earlier building tech-
niques at all; perhaps they found it an effective way to dis-
guise the horizontal joints between the drums and to stress
the continuity of the shalt as a vertical unit. Even the Greeks
did not flute the shalts of their columns drum by drum, but
waited until the entire column was assembled and in posi-
tion. Be that as it may, lluting certainly enhances the ex-
pressive character of the column. A fluted shalt looks
stronger, more energetic and resilient, than a smooth one;
and this, rather than its manner ol origin, accounts for the
persistence of the habit.

Why then did we enter at such length into an argument
that scems at best inconclusive? Mainly in order to suggest
the complexity—and the limitations—of the technological
approach to problems of architectural form. The question,
always a thorny one, of how lar stylistic features can be ex-
plained on a functional basis will face us again and again.
Obviously, the history of architecture cannot be fully under-



183. The “Basilica,” ¢. 550 B.C.; and the “Temple of Poseidon.” ¢. 460 B.¢. Paestum, ltaly

stood it we view it only as an evolution of style in the ab-
stract, without considering the actual purposes ol building
or its technological basis. But we must likewise be prepared
to accept the purcly aesthetie impulse as a motivating force.
At the very start, Doric architects certainly imitated in stone
some features ol wooden temples, if only because these fea-
tures were deemed necessary in order to identily a building
as a temple. When they enshrined them in the Doric order,
however, they did not do so from blind conservatism or force
of habit, but because the wooden forms had by now been so

thoroughly transformed that they were an organic part of

the stone structure.,

TEMPLES AT PAESTUM. We must confront the problem
of function once more when we consider the best-preserved
sixth-century Dorie temple, the so-called “Basilica™ at Paes-
tum in southern Italy (fig. 183, left: fig. 184), in relation to
its neighbor, the so-called “Temple of Poseidon™ (fig. 183,
right). which was built almost a century later. Both are Dor-
ic, but we at once note striking dillerences in their propor-
tions. The “Basilica” seems low and sprawling (and not only
because so much of the entablature is missing), while the
“Temple of Poseidon” looks tall and compact. liven the col

umns themselves are dilferent: those of the older temple
taper lar more emphatieally, their capitals are larger and
more [laring. \Why the dillerence?

The peculiar shape ol the columns of the “Basilica” (pecu-
har, that is, compared to fifth-century Dorie) has been ex
plained as being due to overcompensation: the architeet, not
yet fully familiar with the properties ol stone as compared
with wood. exaggerated the taper of the shalt for greater sta
bility and enlarged the capitals so as to narrow the gaps to be
spanned by the blocks of the architrave. Mavbe so—but il
we accept this interpretation in itsell as sufficient to account
for the design of these Archaic columns, do we not judge
them by the standards ol a later age? To label them simply
primitive, or awkward, would be o disregard the particulai
expressive ellect that is theirs—and theirs alone

The “Basilica’s™ columns seem to be more burdened by
their load than those of the “Temple of Poseidon.” so that the
contrast between the supporting and supported members ol
the order is dramatized rather than harmoniously balanced
as in the later building. Various lactors contribute to this im
pression; the echinus of the “Bastlica’s™ capitals is not only

larger than its counterpart in the “Temple ol Poseidon.™ it

seems more elastic and hence more distended by the weight
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185. Interior, “Temple of Poseidon,” Paestum. ¢. 460 B C.

it carries, almost as if it were made of rubber. And the shalts Pronhof
not only show a more pronounced taper but also a particu- Stereobate Cella or porch
larly strong bulge or curve along the line of taper. so that |
they. too. convey a sense of elasticity and compression com-
pared with the rigidly geometrie blocks of the entablature.
(This curve, ealled “entasis,” is a basic feature ol the Doric
column; although it may be very slight, it endows the shalt
with a “musecular” quality quite unknown in Egyptian or
Minoan-Mycenacan columns. )

The “Temple of Poseidon™ (figs. 183, 185, and 186)— it
was probably dedicated to Hera—was begun ¢. 475 3¢ and
finished filteen years later; it is also among the best pre-
served of all Doric sanctuaries. Ol special interest are the in- 186. Plan of the “Temple of Poseidon”
terior supports ol the eella ceiling (tig. 185). two rows of
columns, each supporting a smaller set of columns in a way
that makes the tapering seem contnuous despite the archi-
trave in between. Such a two-story interior, which became a
practical necessity for the cellas of the larger Doric temples,
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187. Sectional view (restored) of the Temple of Aphaia, Aegina

is first found at the Temple of Aphaia at Aegina around the
beginning of the fifth century, shown here in a reconstruc-
tion drawing to illustrate its construction scheme (fig. 187).

ATHENS, PIERICLES. AND THE PARTHENON. In 480
i.C, shortly before their defeat, the Persians had destroyed
the temple and statues on the Acropohs, the sacred hill
above Athens which had been a fortified site since Mycenae-
an times. (For modern archaeologists, this disaster has
turned out to be a blessing in disguise, since the debris,
which was subsequently used as fill, has vielded many fine
Archaic pieces, such as those in figures 168, 169, 171, and
172 that would hardly have survived otherwise.) The re-
building of the Acropolis under the leadership of Pericles
during the later filth century, when Athens was at the
height of her power, was the most ambitious enterprise in
the history of Greek architecture, as well as its artistic cli-
max. Individually and collectively, these structures repre-
sent the Classical phase of Greek art in full maturity.

The greatest temple, and the only one to be completed be-
fore the Peloponnesian War (431-4104 B.¢.), is the Parthenon
(figs. 188 and 189), dedicated to the virginal Athena, the

patron deity in whose honor Athens was named. Built of

gleanimg white marble on the most promient site along the
southern flank of the Acropolis, it dominates the entire
city and the surrounding countryside, a brilliant Jandmark
aganst the backdrop of mountains to the north of it. The his-
tory of the Parthenon is as extraordinary as its artistic signil-

icance—t is the only sanctuary we know that has served
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four different faiths in succession. The architects Ictinus
and Callicrates erected it in 448-432 B.c., an amazingly brief
span of time for a project of this size. In order to meet the
huge expense of building the largest and most lavish temple
on the Greek mainland, Pericles delved into funds collected
from states allied with Athens for mutual defense against
the Persians. He may have felt that the danger was no longer
areal one, and that Athens, the chief vietim and victor at the
climax of the Persian War in 480-478 B.c, was justified in
using the money to rebuild what the Persians had destroyed.
IHis act did weaken the position of Athens, however (Thu-
cydides openly reproached him for adorning the city “like a
harlot with precious stones, statues, and temples costing a
thousand talents™), and contributed to the disastrous out-
come of the Peloponnesian War. In Christian times, the Vir-
gin Mary displaced the virginal Athena; the Parthenon
became first a Byzantine church, then a Catholic cathedral;
finally, under the Turks, it was a mosque. It has been a ruin
since 1687, when a store of gunpowder the Turks had put
into the cella exploded during a sicge. Much of the sculpture
was removed during the years 1801-1803 by Lord Elgin;
the Ilgin Marbles are today the greatest treasure of the Brit-
ish Muscum.

As the perfect embodiment of Classical Doric architec-
ture, the Parthenon makes an instructive contrast with the
“Temple of Poscidon™ (fig. 183). Despite its greater size, it
seems far less massive. Rather, the dominant impression it
creates is one ol festive, balanced grace within the austere
scheme of the Doric order. This has been achieved by a gen-



189. Fricze above the western entrance of the cella of the Parthenon (see also fig. 209)
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190. Plan of the Acropolis at Athens in 400 B.C. (after A. W. Lawrence)

cral lightening and readjustment of the proportions: the en-

tablature is lower in velation to its width and to the height of

the columns; the cornice projects less; and the columns
themscelves are a good deal more slender, their tapering and
entasis less pronounced and the capitals smaller and less
flaring; yet the spacing of the columns has become wider.
We might say that the load carried by the columns has de-
creased, and as a consequence the supports can {ulfill their
task with a new sense of case.

THE PARTHENON’S REFINEMIENTS. These so-called
refinements, intentional departures from the strict geomet-
ric regularity of the design for aesthetic reasons, are another
teature of the Classical Doric style that can be observed in
the Parthenon better than anywhere else. Thus the stepped
platform and the entablature are not absolutely straight hut
shightly curved, so that the center is a bit higher than the
ends; the columns lean inward; and the interval between
the corner column and its neighbors is smaller than the
standard interval adopted for the colonnade as a whole.

A great deal has been written about these deviations from
mechanicat exactitude. ‘That they are planned rather than
accidental is bevond doubt, but why did the architects go to
the enormous trouble of carrying them through? (Every
capital of the colonnade is slightly distorted to fit the curving
architrave.) They used to be regarded as optical corrections
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designed to produce the illusion of absolutely straight hori-
zontals and verticals, Unfortunately, however, this function-
al explanation does not work: if it did, we should be unable
to perceive the deviations except by careful measurement;
yet the fact is that, though unobtrusive, they are visible to
the naked eye, even in photographs such as our figure 188.
Moreover, in temples that do not have these refinements,
the columns do not give the appearance of leaning outward,
nor do the horizontal lines look “dished.” Plainly, then, the
deviations were built into the Parthenon because they were
thought to add to its beauty; they are a positive element that
is meant to be noticed. And they do indeed contribute—in
ways that are hard to define—to the integral, harmonious
quality of the structure.

The cella of the Parthenon (see plan, fig. 190) is unusual-
ly wide and somewhat shorter than in other temples, so as to
accommodate a second room behind it. The pronaos and its
counterpart at the western end have ahnost disappeared, but
there is an extra row of columns in front of either entrance.
The architrave above these columus is more lonic than
Doaric, since it has no triglyphs and metopes but a continu-
ous sculptured frieze that encircles the entire cella (fig. 189).

PROPYLAEA. Immediately alter the completion of the Par-
thenon, Pericles commissioned another splendid and expen-
sive edifice, the monumental entry gate at the western end



of the Acropolis, called the Propylaca (see plan, lig. 190). It
was begun in 437 B¢, under the architect Mnesicles, who
completed the main part in five vears: the remainder had to
be abandoned because of the Peloponnesian War. Again the
entire structure was built of marble and included refine-
ments comparable to those of the Parthenon. Its main lasci-
nation for us consists in the manner in whichr the elements
of a Doric temple have here been adapted to another task, on
an irregular and steeply rising site. Mnesicles has indeed ac-
quitted himsell nobly; his design not only fits the dilficult
terrain but also transforms it, so that a rude passage among
rocks becomes a splendid overture to the sacred precinet on
which it opens.

Of the two porches (or facades) at cither end, only the
eastern one is in [air condition today (fig. 191); it resembles
a Classical Doric temple [ront. except for the wide opening
between the third and fourth columns. The western porch
was {lanked by two wings (figs. 192 and 193). The one to the
north, considerably larger than its companion, included a
picture gallery (pinakotheke), the first known instance of a
room especially designed for the display of paintings. Along
the central roadway that passes through the Propylaeca, we
find two rows ol colunmins which are lonic rather than Doric.
Apparently at that time the trend in Athenian architecture
was toward using lonic elenients iuside Doric structures
(we recall the sculptured {rieze of the Parthenon cella).

lonic Temples

Athens, with its strong Aegean orientation, had shown itsell
hospitable to the castern Greek style ol building from the
mid-{ilth century on, and the finest surviving examples of
the lonic order are to be found among the structures of the
Acropolis. The previous development ol the order is known
only in very fragmentary fashion; of the huge lonic temples
that were erected i Archaie times on Satmos and at Eph-
esus, little has survived except the plans. Its vocabulary,
however, seems to have remained fairly fluid, with strong
alfinities to the Near East (see figs. 130 and 131), and it did
not really become an order in the strict sense until the Clas-
sical period. Even then it continued to be rather more flexi-
ble than the Doric order. Its most striking feature is the lonic
colummn, which differs from the Doric not only in body but
also. as it were, in spirit (see lig. 181). It rests on an ornately
profiled base of its own; the shalt is more slender, and there
is less tapering and entasis; the capital shows a large double
scroll, or volute, between the echinus and abacus, which
projects strongly bevond the width ol the shaft.

That these details add up to an entity very distinct (rom
the Doric colunin becomes clear as soon as we turn from the
diagram to an actual building (fig. 196). How shall we
define it? The lonic column is, of course, lighter and more
graceful than its mainland cousin; it lacks the latter’s mus-
cular quality. Instead, it evokes the echo of a growing plant,

191. MNESICLES. The Propylaea (view from the cast), Acropolis, Athens. 437-432 B.¢
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192. The Propylaca (with pinakotheke), western entrance

193 The Propylaca (view from the west) and the Temple of Athena Nike (427-424 B.C.), Acropolis, Athens
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of something like a formalized palm tree. And this vegetal

analogy is not sheer fancy, for we have early ancestors. or

relatives, of the lonic capital that bear it out (fig. 194), If we
were to pursue these plantlike columns all the way back to
their point of origin, we would eventually find ourselves at
Saqqara, where we not only encounter “proto-Doric™ sup-
ports but the wonderfully graceful papyrus halt-columns of
figure 79, with their curved, Haring capitals. It may well be,
then, that the lonic eolumn, too, had its ultimate source in
Egypt, but instead of reaching Greeee by sea, as we suppose
the proto-Dorie column did, it raveled a slow and tortuous
path by land through Syria and Asia Minor:

In pre-Classical times. the only lonie structures on the
Greek mainland had been the small treasuries built by east-
ern Greek states at Delphi in the regional styles (see fig

194 (fur left

\rchaeological Museum, Istanbul

Acohan capital, from Larissa. ¢. 600 B.(

195. (left) Coninthian capital. from the Tholos at

Epidaurus. ¢. 350 B¢ Museum. Epidaurus

196. (below) The Erechtheum (view from the south

Aeropolis, Athens. 421-405 B.(

176). Hence the Athenian architects who took up the fonic
order about 450 B.c thought ol it. at first, as suitable only for
small temples ol simple plan. Such a building is the little
Temple ol Athena Nike on the southern Hlank of the Propy-
laea (fig. 193). probably built 427-424 B¢ from a design
prepared twenty vears earlier by Callicrates.

ERECHTHEUM. Larger and more complex is the
Iirechtheum (lig. 196 and plan, fig. 190). on the northern
edge of the Aeropolis opposite the Parthenon. It was erected
in 421-405 s c. perhaps by Mnesicles. for. like the Propy
laca. it is masterfully adapted to an wregular, slopwmg site
[he area had various assoeiations with the mythical found-
ing of Athens. so that the Erechtheum was actually a “port
manteau” sanctuary with several religions functions. lts
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197. Porch of the Maidens, the Erechtheum, Acropolis, Athens. 421-405 B.C.

name derives from Erechtheus, a legendary king of Athens;
the eastern room was dedicated to Athena Polias (Athena
the city goddess): and it may also have covered the spot
where a contest between Athena and Poseidon was believed
to have taken place. (Apparently there were four rooms, in
addition to a basement on the western side, but their exact
purpose is under dispute.)

Instead of a west tacade, the Erechtheum has two porches
attached to its flanks, a very large one facing north and a
small one toward the Parthenon. The latter is the famous
Porch of the Maidens (fig. 197), its rool supported by six fe-
male figures (carvatids) on a high parapet, instead of regular
columns (compare fig. 176). One wonders whether these
statues were the reason why a Turkish governor chose the
building to house his havem two thousand vears later. We
cannot altogether blame him, for here the exquisite refine-
ment of the tonic order does indeed convey a “feminine”
quality, compared with the

‘masculinity” of the Parthenon
across the way, Apart from the caryatids, sculptural decora-
tion on the rechtheum was confined to the frieze (ol which
very littde survives). The pediments remained bare, perhaps
for lack of funds at the end of the Peloponnesian War. How-
ever. the ornamental carving on the bases and capitals of the
columns, and on the frames of doorways and windows, is ex-
traovdimarily delicate and rich; its cost, according to the ac-

counts inscribed on the building, was higher than that of

ligure sculpture.

CORIN HIAN CAPITAL. Such emphasis on ornament
seems characteristic of the late fifth century. 1t was at this
tme that the Corinthian capital was invented as an elabo-
rate subsutute for the lonic (for a comparison of Doric, fon-

1c. and Corinthian capitals. see fig. 181); its shape is that of
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an inverted bell covered with the curly shoots and leaves of
the acanthus plant, which seem to sprout from the top of the
column shaft (fig. 195). At first, Corinthian capitals were
used only for interiors. Not until a century later do we find
them replacing lonic capitals on the exterior. The earliest
known instance is the Monument ol Lysicrates in Athens
(fig. 198), built soon after 334 B.c. It is not really a building in
the full sense of the term—the interior, though hollow, has
no entrance—but an elaborate support for a tripod won by
Lysicrates in a contest. The round structure, resting on a tall
base, is a miniature version of a tholos, a type of circular
building of which several earlier examples are known to
have existed. The columns here are engaged (set into the
wall) rather than free-standing. to make the monument
more compact. Soon after, the Corinthian capital came to be
employed on the exteriors of large buildings as well, and in
Roman times it was the standard capital for almost any
purpose.

TOWN PLANNING AND THEATERS. During the three
centuries between the end of the Peloponnesian War and
the Roman conquest, Greek architecture shows little further
development. Even before the time of Alexander the Great,
the largest volume of building activity was to be found in the
Greek cities of Asia Minor. There we do encounter some
structures of a new kind, often under Oriental influence,
such as the huge Tomb of Mausolus at Halicarnassus (see
figs. 216—18) and the Altar of Zeus at Pergamum (see figs.
226-28); town planning on a rectangular grid pattern, first
introduced at Miletus in the mid-[ifth century, assumed new
importance, as did the municipal halls (stoas) lining the
market places where the civic and commercial life ol Greek
towns was centered; private houses, too, became larger and




198. The Monument of Lysicrates, Athens. c. 334 B.C.

more ornate than before. Yet the architectural vocabulary,
aesthetieally as well as technieally, remained essentially
that of the temples of the late filth century.

The basie repertory of Greek architecture was increased
in one respect only: the open-air theater achieved a regu-
lar, defined shape. Before the fourth century, the auditor-
ium had simply been a natural slope, preferably eurved,
equipped with stone benches; now the hillside was provided
with coneentrie rows ol seats, and with staircase-aisles at
regular intervals, as at Epidaurus (figs. 199-200). At the
eenter is the orchestra, where most of the action took place.
At the extreme right we see the remains of a hall-like build-
ing that formed the backdrop and supported the scenery.

Limitations of Greek Architecture
How are we to account for the fact that Greek architecture
did not grow significantly bevond the stage it had reached at
the time of the Peloponnesian War? After all, neither intel-
lectual life nor the work of seulptors and painters show any
tendency toward staleness during the last three hundred

199. The Theater, Epidaurus. ¢. 350 B.¢
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200. Plan of the Theater, Epidaurus (after Picard-Cambridge)

vears of Greek civilization. Are we perhaps misjudging her
architectural achievements after 400 g ¢.? Or were there in-
herent limitations that prevented Greek architecture [rom
continuing the paee ot development it had maintained in Ar-
chaic and Classical times? A number of such limitations
come to mind: the concern with monumental exteriors at
the expense ol interior space; the concentration ol effort on
temples of one particular type: the lack of interest in any
structural system more advanced than the post-and-lintel
(uprights supporting horizontal beams). Until the late fifth
century, these had all been positive advantages; without
them, the great masterpieces of the Periclean age would
have been unthinkable. But the possibilities of the tradition-
al Doric temple were nearly exhausted by then, as indicated
by the attention lavished on expensive refinements.

What Greek architecture needed alter the Peloponnesian
War was a breakthrough, a revival of the experimental spirit
of the seventh century, that would create an interest in new
building materials. vaulting, and interior space. What pre-
vented the breakthrough? Could it have been the architec-
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180 B.C
height 247 (86.3 ecm). Acropolis Museum, Athens

20 1. SIANDING YOU'TH (KRUTIOS BOY). ¢,
Marble

tural orders, or rather the cast of mind that produced them?
Fhe suspicion will not go away that it was the very coher
ence and neidity of these orders which made it impossible
wchitects o break from the established pattern
1ad been their great strength in earlier davs became a

ratl leremamed for later ages to adapt the Greek orders
to brick and concrete, 10 arched and vaulted construction

lor Grecel

plation necessitated dome a certam amount of
olence to the ongmal character ol the ovders, and the

cre mcapable of that

CLASSICAL SCULPTURE
KRITIOS BOY. Among the statues excavated from the de-
bris the Persians had left behind on the Acropolis, there is
one Kouros (fig. 201) that stands apart [rom the rest. 1t must
have been carved very shortly belore the fateful vear 480 s.¢
Fhis remarkable work, which some have atwibuted to the
Athenian sculptor Kritios and which therefore has come to
he known as the Kritios Boy, differs subtly but importantly
from the Archaic Kouros higures we discussed above (figs.
166 and 167): it is the first statue we know that stands in the
full sense of the word. Of course. the ecarlier figures also
stand, but only in the sense that they are in an upright posi-
tion. and are not reclining, sitting, kneeling, or running;
their stance is really an arrested walk, with the weight ol the
body resting evenly on both legs. The Kritios Boy, too, has
one leg placed lorward, yvet we never doubt for an instant
that he is standing stll. Why this is so becomes evident
when we compare the left and right half of his body, for we
then discover that the strict symmetry of the Archaic Kouros
has now given way to a calculated nonsymmetry: the knee
ol the forward leg is lower than the other, the right hip is
thrust down and inward, the lelt hip up and outward: and if
we trace the axis of the body. we realize that it is not a
straight vertical line but a faint, S-like curve (or, to be exact,
a reversed S-curve). Taken together, all these small depar-
tures from symmetry tell us that the weight of the body rests
mainly on the lelt leg, and that the right leg plays the role of
an elastic prop or buttress to make sure that the body keeps
its balance.

CONTRAPPOSTO. The Kritios Boy. then, not only stands,
he stands at case. And the artist has masterlully observed
the balanced nonsymmetry of this relaxed natural stance.
To describe it, we use the Italian word contrapposto (coun-
terpoise): the leg that carries the main weight is commonly
called the engaged leg; the other, the free leg. These terms
are a useful shorthand, for from now on we shall have fre-
quent occasion to mention contrapposto. 1t was a very basic
discovery. Only by learning how to represent the body at rest
could the Greek sculptor gain the [reedom to show it in imo-
tion. But is there not plenty of motion inn Archaic art? There
is indeed (see figs. 173, 176, 179, and 180), but it is some-
what mechanical and infllexible in kind; we read it from the
poses without really leeling it In the Kritios Boy, on the
other hand, we sense for the first time not only a new repose
but an animation of the body structure that evokes the expe-
rience we have of our own body. Lite now sulluses the entire
figure, hence the Archaic smile, the “sign of life,” is no lon-
ger needed. 1Chas given way to a serious, pensive expression
characteristic ol the early phase of Classicat sculpture (or, as
it is often called. the Severe Style).

Ihe new articulation of the body that appears in the
Kritios Boy was to reach its [ull development within half a
century in the mature Classical style of the Periclean era.
Ihe most famous Kouros statue ol that time, the Dory-
phorus (Spear Bearer) by Polyelitus (fig. 202), is known
to us only through Roman copies whose hard, dry forms
convey littde of the beauty of the original. Sdll. it makes



202. DORYPHORUS (SPEAR BEARER). Roman copy after
an original of ¢. 450-440 B.C. by POLYCLITUS. Marble,
height 6'6” (2 m). Museo Archeologico Nazionale, Naples

an instructive comparison with the Kritios Boy. The
contrapposto (with the engaged leg in the forward position)
has now hecome much more emphatic: the dilferentiation
between the lelt and right halves of the body can be seen in
every muscle, and the turn of the head. barely hinted at in
the Kritios Boy, is equally pronounced. This studied poise
the precise, il overexpheit, anatomical detail, and above all
the harmonious proportions of the figure made the Dory
phorus renowned as the standard embodiment of the Classi

203. CHARIOTEER, from the Sancruary of Apollo
height 71
Archeological Museum, Delphi

at Delphi ¢, 470 B € Bronz 28 ¢cm

cal ideal of human beauty. Accordmg to one ancient writer

it was known simply as the Canon (rule. measure). so great

was its anthority

SEVERE STYLI

reason why this term was chosen to describe the

But et us return to the Severe Stvle. T'he
characten
ol Greek sculpture during the vears between ¢. 480 and 150
¢ becomes clear to us as we took at the \[4(: ndid Chanrioteer
earliest

from Delphi (fie. 203). one ol the extant lLirge



204. APOLLO (portion), {from the west pediment of
the Temple of Zeus at Olympia. ¢. 460 B.C.
Marble, over lifesize. Archacological Museum, Olympia

bronze statues in Greek art. It must have been made about a
decade later than the Kritios Boy, as a votive offering after a
race; the young victor originally stood on a chariot drawn by
four horses. Despite the long, heavy garment, we sense a
hint of contrapposto in the body—the feet are carefully dif-
ferentiated so as to inform us that the left leg is the engaged
one, and the shoulders and head turn slightly to the right.
I'he garment is severely simple, yet compared with Archaic
drapery the folds seem softer and more pliable; we feel
(probably for the first time in the history of sculpture) that
they reflect the behavior of real cloth. Not only the body but
the drapery, too, has been transformed by a new under-
standing of functional relationships, so that every fold is

shaped by the forces that act upon it—the downward pull of

gravity. the shape ol the body underneath, and the belts or
straps that constrict its flow. The face has the pensive,
somewhat faraway look we saw in the Kritios Boy, but the
color inlay of the eyes. fortunately preserved in this instance,
as well as the shghtly parted lips, give it a more animated
expression. The bearmg of the entire ligure conveys the sol-
emnity of the event commemorated, for chariot races and
similar contests at that time were competitions for divine fa-
vor, not sporting events m the modern sense.
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TEMPLE OF ZEUS, OLYMPIA. The greatest sculptural
cnsemble of the Severe Style is the pair of pediments of the
Temple of Zeus at Olympia, carved ¢. 460 B.c. and now reas-
sembled in the local museum. In the west pediment, the
more mature of the two, we see the victory of the Lapiths
aver the Centaurs under the aegis of Apollo, who forms the
center of the composition (fig. 204). His commanding figure
is part of the drama and vet above it; the outstretched right
arm and the strong turn of the head show his active inter-
vention—he wills the victory but, as befits a god, does not
physically help to achieve it. Nevertheless, there is a tense-
ness, a gathering of forces, in this powerful body that makes
its outward calm doubly impressive. The forms themselves
are massive and simple, with soft contours and undulating,
continuous surfaces. Apollo’s glance is directed at a Centaur
who has seized Hippodamua, bride of the king of the Lapiths
(fig. 205). Here we witness another achievement of the Se-
vere Style: the passionate struggle is expressed not only
through action and gesture but through the emotions mir-
rored in the faces—revulsion on the face of the girl, pain and
desperate effort on that of the Centaur. Nor would an Archa-
ic artist have known how to combine the two figures into a
group so compact, so full of interlocking movements.

MOVEMENT IN STATUES. Strenuous action had already
been investigated in pedimental sculpture of the Late Ar-
chaic period (see figs. 179 and 180). Such figures, however,
although technically carved in the round, are not free-stand-
ing; they represent, rather, a kind ol super-relicf, since they

205. 1HPPODAMIA AFTACKED BY A CENTAUR, from the west
pediment of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia. ¢. 460 B.C. Marble,
slightly over lifesize. Archacological Museum, Olympia



are designed to be seen against a background and from one
direction only. To infuse the same freedom of movement
into genuinely free-standing statues was a far greater chal-
lenge; not only did it run counter to an age-old tradition that
denied mobility to these figures, but the unfreezing had to
be done in such a way as to safeguard their all-around bal-
ance and self-sufficiency. The problem could not really be
tackled until the concept of contrapposto had been estab-
lished, but once this was done, the solution no longer pre-
sented serious difticulties. Large, [ree-standing statues in

motion are the most important achievement ol the Severe
Style. The finest figure of this kind was recovered from the
sea near the coast ol Greece (fig, 206): a magnificent nude
bronze Poseidon (or Zeus?). almost seven feet tall, in the act
of hurling his trident (or thunderbolt?). The pose is that of
an athlete, vet it does not strike us as the arrested phase of a
continuous succession of movements but as an awe-mspir-
ing gesture that reveals the power of the god. Hurling a
weapon is a divine attribute here, rather than a specitie per-
formance aimed at a particular adversary.

206. POSEIDON (ZEUS?). ¢. 460-450 B C
Bronze, height 610" (2.1 m).
National Archeological Museum, Athens
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207. DISCOBOLUS (DISCUS THROWER ). Roman marble copy
after a bronze original of ¢. 450 B.C. by MYRON.
Lifesize. Musco delle Terme, Rome

Some vears after the Poseidon, about 450 B.c., Myron cre-
ated s famous bronze statue of the Discobolus (Discus
which came to enjoy a reputation comparable to
that of the Doryphorus. Like the latter, it is known to us only
[rom Roman copies (fig. 207). Here the problem of how to

hrower

condense a sequence of movements into a single pose with-
out freezing its a very much more complex one, involving a
violent twist of the torso in order to bring the action of the
une plane as the action of the legs. We won-
copy does not make the design scem

arms into the

der whether the

harsher and less poised than it was in the original.

CLASSICAL STYLLE. The Discobolus brings us to the
threshold of the second hall of the century, the cra of the
mature Classical stvle. The conguest ol movement in a [ree
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standing statue now exerted a liberating influence on pedi-
mental  sculpture as well, endowing it with a new
spaciousness. fluidity, and balance. The Dying Niobid (fig.
208), a work of the 440s, was carved for the pediment of a
Doric temple but is so richly three-dimensional, so self-con-
tained. that we hardly suspect her original context. Niobe,
according to legend. had humiliated the mother of Apollo
and Artemis by boasting of her seven sons and seven daugh-
ters, whereupon the two gods killed all of Niobe's children.
Our Niobid has been shot in the back while running; her
strength broken, she sinks to the ground while trying to ex-
tract the fatal arrow. The violent movement ol her arms has
made her garment slip oll; her nudity is thus a dramatic de-
vice, rather than a necessary part of the story. The artist’s
primary motive in devising it, however, was to display a



beautiful female body in the kind of strenuous action hither-
to reserved [or the male nude. (The Niobid is the earliest
known large lemale nude in Greek art.) Still, we must not
misread the artist’s intention: it was not a detached interest
in the physical aspect of the event alone but the desire o
unite motion and emotion and thus to make the beholder ex-
perience the sulfering of this victim of a cruel [ate. Looking
at the face of the Niobid, we feel that here, for the first time,
human leeling is expressed as eloquently in the features as
in the rest of the figure.

A brief glance backward at the wounded warrior [rom Ae-

gina (fig. 179) will show us how very differently the agony of

death had been conceived only half a century before. What
separates the Niobid from the world of Archaic art is a qual-
ity summed up in the Greek word pathos, which means sul-
fering, but particularly suffering conveyed with nobility and
restraint so that it touches rather than horrifies us. Late Ar-
chaic art may approach it now and then, as in the Fos and
Memnon group (fig. 164), yet the full force of pathos can be
felt only in Classical works such as the Niobid. Perhaps, in

order to measure the astonishing development we have wit-
nessed since the beginnings of Greek monumental sculp-
ture less than two centuries before, we ought to compare the
Niobid with the earliest pedimental figure we came to know,
the Gorgon from Corfu (tig. 173); and as we do so, we sud-
denly realize that these two, worlds apart as they may be,
belong to the same artistic tradition, for the Niobid, 100,
shows the pinwheel stance, even though its meaning has
been radically reinterpreted. Once we recognize the ancient
origin of her pose, we understand better than before why the
Niobid, despite her suffering, remains so monumentally
sell-contained.

PHIDIAS AND THE PARTHENON. The largest, as well as
the greatest, group of Classical sculptures at our disposal
consists of the remains of the marble decoration of the Par-
thenon. most of them, unfortunately, in battered and frag-
mentary condition. The centers of both pediments are gone
completely, and of the figures in the corners only those from
the cast pediment are sufficiently well preserved to convey

208. DYING NIOBID. c. 450-440 B.c Marble,
height 59” (150 ¢m). Museo delle Terme, Rome
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209. DIONYSUS, from the east pediment of the Parthenon. ¢. 438-432 B.C.
Marble, over lifesize. British Museum, London

210. THREE GODDESS

5

something of the quality of the ensemble. They represent
various detties, most in sitting or reclining poses, witnessing
the birth of Athena from the head of Zeus (figs. 209 and
210). Itere. even more than in the case of the Dying Niobid,
we marvel at the spaciousness. the complete ease of move-
ment of these statues. There is neither violence nor pathos
i them mdeed no specific action of any kind, only a deeply
feh poetry of being. We find 1t equally in the relaxed mascu-
line body of Dionysus and i the soft fullness of the three
goddesses. enveloped i thin drapery that seems to share the
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S, from the cast pediment of the Parthenon. ¢. 438-432 B.C. Marble, over lifesize. British Museum, London

qualities of a liquid substance as it flows and eddies around
the [orms underneath.

The figures are so freely conceived in depth that they cre-
ate their own aura of space, as it were. How, we wonder, did
they ever fit mto the confined shape of a pediment? Might
they not have looked a bit incongruous, as if they had been
merely shelved there? The great master who designed them
must have felt something of the sort. for the composition as a
whole suggests that he refused to accept the triangular field
as more than a purely physical limit. In the sharp angles at



211. HORSEMEN, from the west frieze of the Parthenon.
¢. 440 B.Cc. Marble, height 43" (109.3 c¢m).
British Museum, London (sece also fig. 287)

the eorners, at the feet of Dionysus and the reclining god-
desses, he has placed two horses™ heads; they are meant to
represent the chariots of the rising sun and the waning
moon emerging into (and dipping below) the pedimental
space, but visually the heads are merely two [ragments arbi-
trarily cut offl by the [rame. Clearly, we are approaching the
moment when the pediment will be rejected altogether as
the focal point of Greek architectural sculpture.

The fricze of the Parthenon, a continuous hand 525 feet
long (fig. 189), shows a procession honoring Athena in the
presence ol the other Olympic gods. It is of the same high
rank as the pedimental sculptures. In a somewhat different
way it, too, suffered from its subordination to the architec-
tural setting, for it must have been poorly it and dilficult to
see, placed as it was immediately below the ceiling. The
depth of the carving and the concept of relief are not radical-
ly different from the Irieze of the Siphnian Treasury (figs.
176 and 177), although the illusion of space and of rounded
form is now achieved with sovereign ease. The most remark-

able quality of the Parthenon frieze is the rhythmic grace of
the design, particularly striking in the spirited movement of

the groups of horsemen (fig. 211).
Who was responsible for this magnificent array of sculp-

tures? They have long been associated with the name of

Phidias, the chief overseer of all artistic enterprises spon-
sored by Pericles. According to ancient writers, Phidias was
particularly famous for a huge ivory-and-gold statue of Athe-
na he made for the cella of the Parthenon, a colossal Zeus in
the same technique lor the temple of that god in Olynipia,
and an equally large bronze statue of Athena that stood on
the Acropolis facing the Propylaca. None of these survives,
and small-seale representations of them in later times are ut-
terly inadequate to convey anything ol the artist’s style. It is.
in any event, hard to imagine that enonnous statues ol this
sort, burdened with the requirements of cult images and the
demands of a difficult technique, shared the vitality of the
Elgin Marbles. The admiration they elicited could have been
due in large part to their size, the preciousness of the materi-
als, and the aura of religious awe surrounding them. Phid-
ias’ personality thus remains oddly intangible; he may have
been a great genius. or simply a very able coordinator and
supervisor. The term “Phidian style” used to describe the

Parthenon sculptures is no more than a generic label. jus-
tified by its convenience but of questionable accuracy. Un-
doubtedly a large number of masters were involved. since
the fricze and the two pediments were executed in less than
ten years (c. 430-432 B¢ ). The metopes, which we have
omitted here, date from the 440s.

PIIDIAN STYLIS. It is hardly surprising that the Phichan
style should have dominated Athenian sculpture until the
end ol the fifth century and bevond. even though large-scale
sculptural enterprises gradually came to a halt because of
the Peloponnesian War. The last of these was the balustrade
erected around the small temple of Athena Nike ¢. 410-407
.. Like the Parthenon frieze, it shows a lestive procession,
but the participants are winged Nike figures (personifica-
tions ol victory) rather than citizens of Athens. One Nike
(fig. 212) is taking ofl her sandals, in conformity with an

212. NIKE from the balustrade of the Temple of

Athena Nike. ¢. 410-407 B ¢ Marble, height 42" (106.7 ¢m)

Acropolis Museum, Athens

GREEK ART - 187



213. GRAVE STELE OF HEGESO. ¢. 410-400 B.C. Marble,
height 59" (150 cm). National Archeological Museum, Athens

age-old tradition, indicating that she is about to step on holy
ground (sce page 99). Her wings—one open, the other
closed—are ellectively emploved to help her keep her bal-

ance, so that she performs with consummate eclegance of

movement what is ordinarily a rather awkward act. Her
figure is more strongly detached from the reliel ground than
are those on the Parthenon frieze, and her garments, with
their deeply cut folds, cling to the body as il they were wet
(we have scen an ecarlier phase of this treatment of drapery
in the Three Goddesses of the Parthenon, fig. 210).
“Phidian.” too, and also from the last years of the century,
is the beautiful Grave Stele of Hegeso (fig. 213). Memorials
of this kind were produced in large numbers by Athenian
sculptors, and their export must have helped to spread the
Phidian style throughout the Greek world. Few ol them,
however, can match the harmonious design and the gentle
melancholy of our example. The deceased is represented in
a simple domestic scene; she has picked a necklace [rom the
box held by the girf servant and seems to be contemplating it
as i it were a keepsake. The delicacy ol the carving can be
scen especially well in the forms farthest removed [rom the
heholder. such as the servant’s left arm supporting the lid of
the jéwel box, or the veil behind Hegeso's right shoulder.
Here the relief merges almost imperceptibly with the back-
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ground, so that the ground no longer appears as a solid sur-
face but assumes something of the transparency of empty
space. This novel effect was probably inspired by the paint-
ers of the period, who, according to the literary sources, had
achicved a great breakthrough in mastering illusionistic
space.

CLASSICAL PAINTING
Unhappily, we have no murals or panels to verify that the
Greeks had mastered illusionistic space; and vase painting
by its very nature could echo the new concept of pictorial
space only in rudimentary fashion. Still, there are vessels
that lorm an exception to this general rule; we find them
mostly in a special class of vases, the lekythoi (oil jugs) used
as lunerary offerings. These had a white coating on which
the painter could draw as freely, and with the same spatial
ellect, as his modern successor using pen and paper. The
white ground. in both cases, is treated as empty space from
which the sketched forms seem to emerge—it the drafts-
man knows how to achieve this.

Not many lekythos painters were capable of bringing ol
the illusion. Foremost among them is the unknown artist,
nicknamed the “Achilles Painter.” who drew the woman in




figure 214. Although some twentv-five vears older than the
Hegeso stele, this vase shows exactly the same scene: here,
t0o, a standing maidservant holds a box from which the de-
ceased has just taken a piece of jewelry. There is the same
mood of “Phidian” reverie, and even the chairs match almost
exactly. This seene, then, was a standard subject lor painted
or sculptured memorials ol young women.

Our chief interest, however, is in the masterly draftsman-
ship; with a few lines, sure, fresh, and fluid, the artist not

only ereates a three-dimensional figure but reveals the bodyv
beneath the drapery as well. How does he manage to per-
suade us that these shapes exist in depth rather than merely
on the surface of the vase? First of all, by his command ol
foreshortening. But the “internal dynamics™ of the lines are
equally important, their swelling and fading. which make
some contours stand out boldly while others merge with one
another or disappear into the white ground. However, we
must not assume that the carver of the Hegeso stele actually

214. THE “ACHILLES PAINTER". MUSE AND MAIDEN
on an Atuc white-ground lekvthos. ¢. 440430 B C
Height 16”7 (40.7 ¢cm). Staatliche Antikensammlungen, Munich
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knew our lekvthos: more hkely, thev both derive from a com-
mon ancestor. which mav have been a marble stele like that
of Hegeso but with a painted representation of the jewel-box
SCEHNE

Considenne its arustic advantages, we m!glll expect a
more general adoption of the white-ground techniqgue.
Such. however, was not the case. Instead, from the mid-filth
century on, the impact ol monumental painting gradualtly
transtormed vase painting as a whole into a satellite art that

tried to reproduce large-scale compositions in a kind ol

shorthand dictated by its own limited technique. The result,
more often than not. was spotty and overcrowded.

Even the finest examples sufter from this defect, as we
can see in figure 215, which is taken [rom a vase produced
in central ltalv— probably by a Greek master—not very long
alter 400 ¢t shows Thetis, who was about to bathe under
a fountam. being abducted by Peleus as her two girl servants
flee in panic. Our artist, the “Aurora Painter.” has placed
three of the figures on a rocky slope (the fourth, intended to
be farther away, seems suspended i mid-air) in order to
suggest the spatial setting ol the scene; he even shows the
fountain, in the shape of two pipes coming out of a rock in
the upper right-hand comer. Yet the effect remains sil-

Ml ———

215. THE

houettelike, because of the obtrusive black backeround. He
has also tried to enlarge his color range: the body of Thetis
has a lighter tint than the other figures, and some details
have been added in white. This expedient, too, lails to solve
his problem, since his medium does not permit him to shade
or model. He thus must rely on creating a maximum ol dra-
matic excitement to hold the scene together; and, being a
spirited drattsman, he almost succeeds. Stll, it is a success
at second hand, for the composition must have been in-
spired by a mural or panel picture. He is, as it were, battling
lor a lost cause; in another hundred vears, vase painting was
to disappear altogether.

FOURTH-CENTURY SCULPTURE

There is, unfortunately, no single word, like Archaic or Clas-
sical, that we can use to designate the third phase in the de-
velopment of Greek art from ¢. 400 to the first century B.C.
The seventy-five-year span between the end ol the Pelopon-
nesian War and the rise of Alexander the Great used to be
labeled “Late Classical,” and the remaining two eenturies
and a half, “lellenistic,” a term meant to convey the spread
of Greek civilization southeastward through Asia Minor and
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AURORA PAINTER”. pELEUS AND THETIS Detail of a Faliscan vase. Early 4th century B.C

Museo Nazionale di Villa Giulia, Rome
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216. Reconstruction drawing of the Mausoleum
al Halicarnassus (after F. Krischen)

Mesopotamia, Egypt, and the borders of India. It was per-
haps natural to expect that the world-shaking conquests of
Alexander in 333-323 B.c. would also effect an artistic revo-
lution, but the history ol style is not always in tune with po-
litical history, and we have come to realize that there was no
decisive break in the tradition of Greek art at the end of the
fourth century. The art of the Hellenistic era is the direct

outgrowth of developments that occurred, not at the time of

Alexander, but during the preceding fifty years.

Here, then, is our dilemma: “Hellenistic™ is a concept so
closely linked with the political and cultural consequences
of Alexander’s conquest that we cannot very well extend it
backward to the early fourth century, although there is wide
agreement now that the art of the yvears 400-325 B.c can be
far better understood if we view it as pre-Hellenistic rather
than as Late Classical. Until the right word is found and
wins general acceptance, we shall have to make do with the
existing terms as best we can, always keeping in mind the
essential continuity of the “third phase™ that we are about to
exanine.

THE MAUSOLEUM AT HALICARNASSUS. The contrast
between Classical and pre-Hellenistic is strikingly demon-
strated by the only project of the fourth century that corre-
sponds to the Parthenon in size and ambition. It is not a
temple but a huge tomb—so huge. in fact, that its name,
Mausoleuns, has become a generic term for all outsized fu-
nerary monuments. It was erected at Halicarnassus in Asia
Minor just before and after 350 B ¢. by Mausolus, who was
ruler of the area as a satrap ol the Persians, and by his widow
Artemisia. The structure itself is completely destroved. but
its dimensions and general appearance can be reconstruct-
ed on the basis of ancient descriptions and the excavated
fragments (including a good deal of sculpture). The drawing

in figure 216 does not pretend to be exact in detail; it prob-
ably shows fewer statues than were actually there. We do
know, however, that the building rose in three stages to a
height of about 160 feet. A tall rectangular base 117 fect
wide and 82 {eet deep supported a colonnade of lonic col-
umuns 40 feet tall, and above this rose a pyramid crowned by
a chariot with statues of the deceased. The sculptural pro-
gram consisted of three friczes showing Lapiths battling
Centaurs, Greeks fighting Amazons. and chariot races; their
combined length was twice that of the Parthenon frieze.
There were also rows of carved guardian lions and an un-
known number of large statues. including portraits of the
deceased and their ancestors.

The commemorative and retrospective character of the
monument. based on the idea of human life as a glorious
struggle or chariot race, is entirely Greek. yvet we immediate-
ly notice the un-Greek way it has been carried out. The huge
size of the tomb, and more particularly the pyvramid, derive
fromy Egypt; they imply an exaltation of the ruler far bevond
ordinary human status. This kinship with the gods may have
been hinted at. Apparently Mausolus took this view of him-
sell as a divinely ordained sovereign from the Persians, who
in turn had inherited it {rom the Assyrians and Egyptians,
although he seems to have wanted o glorify his individual
personality as much as his high office. ‘The structure em-
bodving these ambitions must have struck his contemporar-
ies as impressive and monstrous at the same ume, with its
multiple friezes and the receding faces ol a pyramid in place
of pediments above the colonnade.

SCOPAS. According to ancient sources, the sculpture on
cach of the four sides ol the monument was entrusted to a
different master. chosen [rom among the best of the time.
Scopas, the most famous, did the main side. the one to the
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east. ths dvnamie stvle has been recognized in some por-
tions ol the Amazon frieze, such as the portion in ligure 217
Ihe Parthenon tradition can still be lelt hiere, but there is
also a decidedly un-Classical violence. physical as well as
emotional, conveved through strained movements and pas-

sionate facial expressions (deep-set eves are a hallmark of

Scopas’ stvle). As a consequence, we no longer find the
rhvthmic fow of the Parthenon {rieze; continuity and har-
niony have been sacrificed so that each figure may have

greater scope for sweeping, impulsive gestures. Clearly, if

we are to do justice to this explosive energetie style we must
not judge it by Classical standards.
Ihe “pre-Hellenistic™ flavor is even more pronounced in

the portrait statue presumed to represent Mausolus himself

(fig. 218). The colossal ligure must be the work of a man
younger than Scopas and even less encumbered by Classical
standards, probably Bryaxis, the master of the north side.

We know, through Roman copies, of some Greek portraits of

Classieal times, but they seem to represent types rather than
individuals, whereas the Mausolus is both the earliest Greek
portrait to have survived in the original and the first to show
a clear-cut personal character. This very fact links it with
the future rather than the past. for individual likenesses
were to play an important part in Hellenistic times. Nor is it
merely the head, with its heavy jaws and small, sensuous
mouth, that records the sitter’s appearance; the thick neck
and the broad, fleshy body seem equally individual. The
massiveness ol the forms is further emphasized by the
sharp-edged and stiff-textured drapery, which might be said
to encase, rather than merely clothe, the body. The great vol-

umes of folds aeross the abdomen and below the left arm
scem designed for pieturesque eflect more than for lunc-
tional ¢larity.

PRAXITELES. Some ol the features of the Mausoleum
sculpture recur in other important works of the period. Fore-
most among these is the wonderlul seated figure ol Demeter
from the temple of that goddess at Cnidus (fig. 219), a work
only slightly later in date than the Mausolus. Here again the
drapery, though more finely textured, has an impressive vol-
ume of its own; motifs such as the S-curve ol folds across
the chest form an elfective counterpoint to the shape of the
body beneath. The deep-set eyes gaze into the distance with
an intensity that suggests the influenee ol Scopas. The mod-
cling of the head, on the other hand, has a veiled softness
that points to an altogether different source: Praxiteles, the
master of feminine grace and sensuous evocation of flesh.

As it happens, Praxiteles’ most acclaimed statue, an Aph-
rodite (fig. 220), was likewise made for Cnidus, although
probably some years later than the Demeter. But his reputa-
tion was well established even earlier, so that the unknown
sculptor who carved the Demeter would have had no dif-
ficulty incorporating some Praxitelean qualities into his own
work. The Cridian Aphrodite by Praxiteles achieved such
proverbial fame that she is often referred to in ancient litera-
ture as a synonym for absolute perfection. To what extent
her renown was based on her beauty, or on the fact that she
was (so far as we know) the first completely nude cult image
ol the goddess, is dilficult to say, lor the statue is known to
us only through Roman copies that can be no more than pal-

217. SCOPAS (?). BATTLE OF THE GREEKS AND AMAZONS, from the casl frieze of the Mausoleum, Halicarnassus.

359-351 B¢
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218. MAUSOLUS, from the Mausoleum at
Halicarnassus. 359-351 B.C. Marble,
height 910" (3.1 m). British Museum, London

lid reflections of the original. She was to have countless de-
scendants in IHellenistic and Roman art.

A more faithful embodiment of Praxitelean beauty is the
group of Hermes with the infant Bacchus at Olympia (lig.
221): it is of such high quality that it was long regarded as
Praxiteles” own work. Today some scholars believe it to be a
very fine Greek copy made some three centuries later. The
dispute is of little consequence lor us. except perhaps in one
respeet: it emphasizes the unfortunate fact that we do not
have a single undisputed original by anv ol the famous
sculptors of Greece. Nevertheless. the Hermes is the most
completely Praxitelean statue we know. The lithe propor-

219. DEMETER. from Cnidus.
c. 340-330 B . Marble, height 60" (152.3 cm).
Briush Museum. London

tions, the sinuous curve of the torso. the play ol gentle
curves, the sense of complete relaxation (enhanced by the
use of an outside support lor the figure to lean against), all
these agree well enough with the character of the Cnidian
Aplirodite. We also find many refinements here that are or-
dinarily lost in a copy. such as the caressing treatment ol the
marble. the faint smile. the melungly soft. “veiled™ modeling
of the features: even the hair left comparatively rough for
contrast, shares the silky feel of the rest of the work. The
bland, Ivrical charm ol the Hermes makes it casy to beheve
that the Cuidian Aphrodite was the artist’s most successful
accomphishment.
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9220. CNIDIAN APHRODITE. Roman copy after an original

of ¢. 300 B.C by PRAXITELES. Marble, height 6’8" (2 m).
Vatican Museums, Rome

APOLLO BELVEDERE. The same qualities recur in many
other statues. all of them Roman copies of Greek works in
L more or less Praxitelean vein. The best known
tempted to say the most notorious—is the Apollo Belvedere
fig. 222): it interests us less lor its own sake than because ol
its tremendous popularity during the eighteenth and nine-
johann Joachim Winckelmann, Goethe,
ind other champions ol the Greek Revival (see page 619)
lound it the perfect exemplar of Classical beauty: plaster

one is

teenth centuries

casts or reproductions of it were thought indispensable for

art academies. or liberal arts colleges, and
generations ol students grew up in the beliel that it em

all museams
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221. PRAXITELES. HHERMES. ¢. 300-320 B.C. (or copy?).
Marble, height 7'1” (2.2 m). Archacological Museum, Olympia

bodied the essence of the Greek spirit. This enthusiasm tells
us a good deal—not about the qualities of the Apollo Belve-
dere but about the character of the Greek Revival. Although
our own time takes a less enthusiastie view of the statue, we
had better refrain from scolfing at the naiveté of our forefa-
thers. Who knows whether the tide of taste may not turn
some day? Let us not discount the possibility that the Apollo
Belvedere may again hold a message lor our grandchitdren.

LYSIPPUS. Besides Scopas and Praxiteles. there is yet an-
other great name in pre-tellenistic sculpture: Lysippus,
whose long career may have begun as early as ¢. 370 .. and



continued to the end of the century. The main features of his
personal style, however, are more difticult to grasp than
those of his two famous contemporaries, because of the con-
tradictory evidence of the Roman copies that are assumed to
reproduce his work. Ancient authors praised him for replac
ing the canon of Polyclitus with a new set of proportions that
produced a more slender body and a smaller head. His real-
ism, too, was proverbial: he is said 1o have had no master
other than nature itsell. But these statements deseribe little
more than a general trend toward the end of the fourth cen-
tury. Certainly the proportions of Praxiteles’ statues are Ly-
sippie rather than “Polyclitan,” nor could Lysippus have
been the only artist of his time to conquer new aspects ol
reality.

222, APOLLO BELVEDERE. Roman marble copy
probably of a Greek original of the late 4th (or Ist

century B.C. Height 7'4” (2.3 m). Vatican Museums, Rome

Even in the case of the Apoxyomenos, the statue most in
sistently linked with his name, the evidence is far from con
clusive (fig. 223). 1t shows a young athlete ¢leaning himsell
with a scraper. a motif often represented in Greek art from
Classical times on. Our version, of which only 4 single opy
has turned up so lar. is distinguished from all the others by
the fact that the armis are horizontally extended in front ol
the body. This bold thrust into space. at the cost of obstruct
ing the view of the torso, is a noteworthy feat, whether or not
we credit it to Lysippus: it endows the figure with a new ca
pacity  for
similar freedom is suggested by the diagonal line of the fre
leg. Even the unruly hair reffects. the new trend toward

spontancous three-dimensional movement. A

spontaneity

223. APOXYOMENOS (SCRAPER) Roman marble copy
probably after a bronze origial of 330 BC by LYSIPPUS
Tteight 6°9 I m). Vatican Muscums. Ronie



9924, DYING GAUL. Roman copy after a bronze original of ¢. 230-220 B.C. from Pergamum, Turkey.
Marble. lifesize. Museo Capitolino, Rome

HELLENISTIC SCULPTURE
Of the artistic enterprises sponsored by Alexander the Great,
such as the numerous portraits ol the great conqueror by
Lysippus, no direct evidence survives. In fact, we know very
little of the development of Greek sculpture as a whole dur-
ing the first hundred years of the Hellenistie era. Even alter
that, we have few fixed points of reference; of the large
number of works at our disposal only a small fraction can be
securely identified as to date and place of origin. Moreover,
Greek sculpture was now being produced throughout a vast
territory, and the interplay of local and international cur-

rents must have formed a complex pattern, a pattern of

which we can trace only some isolated strands. One of these

is represented by the bronze groups dedicated by Attalus 1 of

Pergamum (a ity in northwestern Asia Minor) between c.
240 and 200 B.C. to celebrate his victories over the Gauls. The
Gauls were a Celtic tribe that had entered Asia Minor and
kept raiding the Greek states there until Attalus lorced them
to scttle down; we meet them a few centuries later as the
Galatians in St. Paul's Lpistle.

DYING GAUL. The statues conmmemorating the Gauls' de-
[eat were reproduced in marble for the Romans (who may
have had a special interest in them because of their troubles

with Celtic tribes in northwestern Europe), and a number of

these copies have survived, including the famous Dying
Gaul (lig, 22:1). The sculptor who conceived the figure must
have known the Gauls well, for he has carefully rendered
the ethnic type i the facial structure and in the bristly
shock of hamw The torque around the neck is another charac
teristically Celtic feature. Otherwise, however, the Gaul
shares the heroie nudity of Greek warriors, such as those on
the Acgina pediments (see fig. 179); and if his agony seems
ifimtely more realisoe in comparison, 1t sull has consider-
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able dignity and pathos. Clearly, the Gauls were not consid-
ered unworthy foes. “They knew how to die, barbarians
though they were,” is the thought conveyed by the statue.
Yet we also sense something else, an animal quality that had
never before been part of Greek images of men. Death, as we
witness it here, is a very concrete physical process: no long-
er able to move his legs, the Gaul puts all his waning
strength into his arms, as if to prevent some tremendous in-
visible weight from crushing him against the ground.

BARBERINI FAUN. A similar exploration of uncontrolled
bodily responses may be seen in the Barberini Faun (fig.
225). probably a very fine Roman copy after a Hellenistic
work of the late third century B.c., contemporary with the
Dying Gaul. A drunken satyr is sprawled on a rock, asleep in
the heavy-breathing, unquiet manner of the inebriated. He
is obviously dreaming, and the convulsive gesture of the
right arm and the troubled expression of the face betray the
passionate, disturbing nature ol his dream. Here again we
witness a partial uncoupling of body and mind, no less per-
suasive than in the Dying Gaul.

PERGAMUM ALTAR. Some decades later, we find a sec-
ond sculptural style flourishing at Pergamum. About 180
pc.. the son and successor of Attalus I had a mighty altar
erccted on a hill above the city to commemorate his father’s
victories. Much of the sculptural decoration has been recov-
ered by excavation, and the entire west front of the altaris to
be seen in Berlin (fig. 226). 1t is an impressive structure in-
deed. The altar proper occupies the center of a rectangular
court surrounded by an lonic colonnade which rises on a tall
hase about 100 feet square; a monumental flight of stairs
leads to the court on the west side (lig. 227). Altar structures
of such great size seem to have been an lonian tradition
simce Archaie times, but the Pergamum Altar is the most




225. BARBERINI FAUN. Roman copy of a Greek original
of ¢. 220 B.C. Marble, over lifesize.
Staatliche Antikensammlungen, Munich

226. The west front of the Altar of Zeus at Pergamum (restored).
Pergamonmuscum, Berlin
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227. Plan of the Altar of Zeus at
Pergamum (after J. Schrammen)
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298. ATHENA AND ALCYONEUS, from the east side of the Great Frieze of the Altar of Zeus at Pergamum.
c. 180 B.C. Marble, height 7'6” (2.3 m). Pergamonmuseum, Berlin

elaborate of all, as well as the only one of which considerable
portions have survived. Its boldest feature is the great fricze
covering the base, 400 feet long and between 7 and 8 [eet
tall. The huge figures, carved to such a depth that they are
almost detached from the background, have the scale and
weight of pedimental statues without the conlining triangu-
lar [rame—a unique compound ol two separate traditions

that represents a thundering climax in the development of

Greek architectural sculpture (fig. 228).

The subject. the battle of the gods and giants, is a tradi-
tional one for Tonic [viezes; we saw it before on the Siphnian
Ireasury (compare lig. 177). At Pergamum, however, it has
a novel significance, since the victory of the gods is meant to
svimbolize the victories of Attalus 1. Such a translation of his-
tory into mythology had been an established device in Greek
art for a long tme: victories over the Persians were habitual-
v represented o terms of Lapiths battling Centaurs or
Greeks hghting Amazons. But to place Attalus | in analogy
with the gods themselves implies an exaltation ol the ruler
that is Onental rather than Greek m origin. Since the time of
Mausolus, who may have been the first to inttoduce it on
Greek soil, the idea of divine Kingship had been adopted by
Alexander the Great and it continued to {lourish among the
lesser sovereigns who divided his realm, such as the rulers
ol Pergamum.
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The carving of the {ricze, though not very subtle in detail,
has tremendous dramatic force; the heavy, muscular bodies
rushing at each other, the strong accents of light and dark,
the beating wings and wind-blown garments are almost
overwhelming in their dynamism. A writhing movement
pervades the entire design, down to the last lock of hair, link-
ing the victors and the vanquished in a single continuous
thythm. Itis this sense of unity that disciplines the physical
and emotional violence of the struggle and thus keeps it—
but just barely—{rom exploding its architectural frame.

NIKE OF SAMOTHRACE. Equally dramatic in its impact
is another great victory monument of the early second cen-
tury B.C.. the Nike of Samothrace (fig. 229). The goddess has
just descended to the prow of a ship; her great wings spread
wide, she is still partly air-borne by the powerful head wind
against which she advances. This invisible force ol onrush-
ing air here becomes a tangible reality; it not only balances
the forward movement of the figure but also shapes every
fold of the wonderfully animated drapery. As a result, there
is an active relationship—indeed, an interdependence—be-
tween the statue and the space that envelops it, such as we
have never seen belore. Nor shall we see it again for a long
tinie to come. The Nike of Samothrace deserves all of her
fame as the greatest masterpiece of Hellenistic sculpture.




229. NIKE OF SAMOTHRACE. ¢. 200—-190 B . Marble, height 8’ (2.4 m). Musée du Louvre, Paris
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230. THE 1L.AOCOON GROUP. Roman copy, perhaps alter
AGESANDER, ATHENODORUS. and POLYDORUS OF RITODES
(present state, former restorations removed). 1st century A D
Marble, height 7 (2.1 m). Vatican Muscums, Rome
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LAOCOON. Until the Nike was discovered over a hundred
years ago, the most admired work of Hellenistic statuary had
been a group showing the death of Laocoon and his two sons
(fig. 230). It had been found in Rome as early as 1506 and
had made a tremendous impression on Michelangelo and
eountless others. The history of its fame is rather like that of
the Apollo Belvedere; the two were treated as eomplemen-
tary, the Apollo exemplilying harmonious beauty, the La-

ocoon sublime tragedy. Today we tend to find the pathos of

the group somewhat calculated and rhetorieal; its meticu-
lous surfaee finish strikes us as a display of virtuoso tech-
nique. In style, including the relieflike spread of the three
figures, it elearly descends from the Pergamum f{rieze,
although its dynamism has become uncomlortably sell-
conseious. It was long aceepted as a Greek original and
identified with a group by Agesander, Athenodorus, and
Polydorus of Rhodes that the Roman writer Pliny mentions
in the palace of the Emperor Titus; now it is thought to be a
Roman copy or reconstruction of a late Hellenistic work. For
the Romans, the subject must have held a special meaning:
the divine punishment meted out to Laocoon and his sons
forewarned Aeneas of the fall of Troy and eaused him to {lee
that city in time. Since Aeneas was believed to have eome to
Italy and to have been the aneestor of Romulus and Remus,
the death of Laocoon could be viewed as the first link in a
chain of events that ultimately led to the founding of Rome.

231. PORTRAIT HEAD, from Delos. ¢. 80 B.C
Bronze, height 12%" (32 cm).
National Archeological Museum, Athens

232. VEILED DANCER. ¢. 200 B.C.? Bronze statuetle,
height 82" (22 c¢m). Collection Walter C. Baker, New York

PORTRAITS. Portraiture, an important branch of Greek
sculpture since the fourth century, continued to {lourish in
Hellenistie times. Its achievements. however, are known to
us only indirectly, for the most part through Roman copies.
One of the few ariginals is the very vivid bronze head from
Delos, a work of the early first century B.c. (fig. 231). It was
not made as a bust but, in accordanee with Greek eustom, as
part of a full-length statue. The identity of the sitter is un-
known. Whoever he was, we get an intensely private view of
him that immediately captures our interest. The {fuid mod-
eling of the somewhat {labby leatures. the uncertain, plain-
tive mouth, the unhappy eyes under turrowed brows reveal
an individual beset by doubts and anxieties, an extremely
human, unheroic personality. There are eehoes of Greek pa-
thos in these features, but it is a pathos translated into psy-
chological terms. Men of these particular character traits
had surely existed carlier in the Greek world, just as they
exist today. Yet it is significant that the inner complexity of
such men could be conveyed by a waork ol art only when
Greek independence, culturally as well as politically, was
about to come to an end.

STATUETTES. Belore we leave Hellenistic sculpture, we
must cast at least a passing glance at another aspect of it,
represented by the enchanting bronze statuette ol a veiled
dancer (fig. 232). She mtroduces us to the vast variety of
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233. WINGED GOD. Silver coin from Peparethus. ¢. 500 B.C. 234. SILENUS. Silver coin from Naxos. ¢. 460 B.C.
Diameter 14" (3.7 cm). British Museum, London Diameter 1%4” (3.3 ¢cm). British Museum, London

(&
';Nk" .4‘-".’,‘ ,
W

i

235. APOLLO. Silver coin from Catana. c¢. 415-400 B.C. 236 . ALEXANDER THE GREAT WITIi AMUN HORNS. Four-drachma
Diameter 1%” (3 ¢m). British Museum, London silver coin issued by Lysimachus. ¢. 300 B.C. Diameter 1%4" (3 cm)

237. ANTIMACHUS OF BACTRIA. Silver coin. ¢. 185 B.C
Diameter 1747 (3.3 em). British Museum, London
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small-scale works produced for private ownership. Such
pieces were collected in much the same way as painted
vases had been in earlier times; and, like vase pictures. they

show a range ol subject matter far broader than that of

monumental sculpture. Besides the familiar mythological
themes we encounter a wealth of evervday subjects: beg-
gars, street entertainers, peasants, young ladies of lashion.
The grotesque, the humorous, the picturesque—qualities
that rarely enter into Greek monumental art—play a con-
spicuous role here. At their best, as in our example, these
small figures have an imaginative freedom rarely matched
on a larger scale. The bold spiral twist of the veiled dancer,
reinforced by the diagonal folds of the drapery, creates a
multiplicity of interesting views that practically forces the
beholder to turn the statuette in his hands. No less extraor-
dinary is the rich interplay ol concave and convex forms, the
intriguing contrast between the compact silhouette of the
figure and the mobility of the body within. If we only knew
when and where this little masterpiece was made!

We rarely think of coins as works of art, and the great major-
ity of them do not encourage us to do so. The study of their
history and development, known as numismatics, offers

many rewards, but visual delight is the least of these. If

many Greek coins form an exception to this general rule, it is
not simply because they are the earliest (the idea of stamp-
ing metal pellets of standard weight with an identilving de-
sign originated in lonian Greece sometime before 600 B.C.);
alter all, the first postage stamps were no more distin-
guished than their present-day descendants. The reason,
rather, is the persistent individualism of Greek political life.
Every city-state had its own coinage, adorned with its par-
ticular emblem, and the designs were changed at [requent
intervals so as to take account of treaties, victories, or other

occasions for local pride. As a consequence, the number of

eoins struek at any one time remained relatively small, while
the number of coinages was large.

The constant demand for new designs produced highly
skilled specialists who took such pride in their work that
they sometimes even signed it. Greek coins thus are not only
an invaluable source of historical knowledge but an authen-
tic expression of the changing Greek sense of form. Within
their own compass, they illustrate the development ot Greek
seulpture [rom the sixth to the second century B.C. as faith-
fully as the larger works we have examined. And since they
form a continuous series, with the place and date of almost
every item well established. they reflect this development
more fully in some respeets than do the works of monumen-
tal art.

Characteristically enough, the finest coins of Archaie and
Classical Greece were usually produced not by the most
powerlul states such as Athens, Corinth, or Sparta, but by
the lesser ones along the periphery of the Greek world. Our
first example (fig. 233), from the Aegean island of Pepar-
ethus, reflects the origin of coinage: a square die deeply em-
bedded in a rather shapeless pellet, like an impression in
sealing wax. The winged god, his pinwheel stance so per-
[ectly adapted to the frame, is a summary-in-miniature of
Archaic art, down to the ubiguitous smile. On the coin from
Naxos in Sicily (lig. 234), almost hall a century later, the die
fills the entire area ol the coin; the drinking Silenus fits it as
tightly as if he were squatting inside a barrel. An astonish-
ingly monumental figure. he shows the articulation and or-
ganie vitality of the Severe Style. Our third coin (fig. 235)
was struck in the Sicilian town of Catana toward the end of
the Peloponnesian War. e is signed with the name of its
maker, Herakleidas, and it well deserves to be, for it is one ol
the true masterpieces of Greek coinage. Who would have
thought it possible to endow the full-face view of a head in
low reliel with such plasticity! This radiant image of Apollo
has all the swelling roundness of the mature Classical style.
fts grandeur completely transcends the limitations ol the
tiny scale of a coin.

From the time of Alexander the Great onward, coins be-
gan to show profile portraits of rulers. The successors of
Alexander at first put his features on their coins to empha-
size their link with the deified conqueror. Such a piece is
shown in figure 236; Alexander here displays the horns
identifying him with the ram-headed Egyptian god Amun.
His “inspired” expression, conveyed by the half-open mouth
and the upward-looking eves, is as characteristic ol the emo-
tionalism of Hellenistic art as are the fluid modeling of the
[eatures and the agitated, snakelike hair. As a likeness, this
head can have only the most tenuous relation to the way
Alexander actually looked; vet this idealized image of the all-
conquering genius projects the flavor of the new era more
eloquently than do the large-scale portraits of Alexander.

Once the Hellenistic rulers started putting themselves on
their eoins, the likenesses became more individual. Perhaps
the most astonishing of these (fig. 237) is the head of Anti-
machus of Bactria (present-day Afghanistan), which stands
at the opposite end of the scale from the Alexander-Amun.
Its mobile features show a man of sharp intelligence and
wit, a bit skeptical perhaps about himself and others, and. in
any event, without any desire for sel{-glorification. This pen-
etratingly human portrait seems to point the way to the
bronze head from Delos (fig. 231) a hundred vears later It
has no counterpart in the monumental sculpture of its own
time, and thus helps to fill an important gap in our knowl-
edge of Hellenistic portraiture.
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The ftalian peninsula did not emerge into the light of history
until fairly late. The Bronze Age, whieh emerged first in
Mesopotamia around 4000 B.c., came to an end in the ltalian
peninsula only in the eighth century B.c., about the time the

earliest Greeks began to settle along the southern shores of

Italy and in Sieily. Even earlier, if we are to believe the Clas-
sical Greek historian Herodotus, another great migration

had taken place: the Etruscans had lelt their homeland of

Lydia in Asia Minor and settled in the area between Flor-
ence and Rome, which to this day is known as Tuseany, the
country of the Tusei or Etrusci. Who were the Etruscans?
Did they really come from Asia Minor? Strange as it may
seem, Herodotus’ claim is still the subject of lively debate
among scholars. We know that the Etruscans borrowed
their alphabet from the Greeks toward the end of the eighth
eentury, but their language—of which our understanding is
as yet very limited—has no kin among any known tongues.

Culturally and artistically. the Etruscans are strongly
linked with Asia Minor and the aneient Near East, yet they
also show many traits for which no parallels can be found
anywhere. Might they not, then, be a people whose presence
on [talian soil goes back to before the indo-European migra-
tions of about 2000—-1200 B.c. that brought the Mycenaeans
and the Dorian tribes to Greeee and the ancestors of the Ro-
mans to [taly? If so, the sudden flowering of Etruscan civili-
zation from about 700 B.c. onward could have resulted from
a fusion of this prehistorie Italian stock with small but pow-
erful groups of sealaring invaders from Lydia in the course
of the eighth eentury. Interestingly enough, such a hypoth-
esis eomes very close to the legendary origin of Rome; the
Romans believed that their eity had been founded in 753 B.c.
by the descendants of refugees from Troy (see page 201) in
Asia Minor. Was this perhaps an Etrusean story which the
Romans later made their own, along with a great many other
things they took from their predeeessors?

What the Etruscans themselves believed about their ori-
gin we do not know. The only Etrusean writings that have
come down to us are briel funerary inscriptions and a few
somewhat longer texts relating to religious ritual, though
Roman authors tell us that a rich Etruscan literature once
existed. We would, in [aet, know practically nothing about
the Etruseans at first hand were it not for their elaborate
tombs, which the Romans did not molest when they de-
stroved or rebuilt Etruscan cities and which therefore have
survived intact until modern times.

Italian Bronze Age burials had been of the modest sort
found elsewhere in prehistoric Europe: the remains of the
deceased, contained in a pottery vessel or urn, were placed
in a simple pit along with the equipment they required in
alterlife (weapons for men. jewelry and household tools for
women). In Myeenaean Greece, this primitive cult of the
dead had been elaborated under Egyptian influence, as
shown by the monumental bechive tombs. Something very
similar happened eight centuries later in Tuscany. Toward
700 B.C., Etruscan tombs began to imitate, in stone, the inte-
riors of actual dwellings, covered by great conical mounds of
earth; they eould be rooled by vaults or domes built of hori-
zontal, overlapping courses ol stone blocks, as was the Trea-
sury of Atreus at Myeenae (see fig. 147). And at the same

time, the pottery urns gradually took on human shape: the
lid grew into the head of the deceased. and body markings
appeared on the vessel itself, which could be placed on a sort
of throne to indicate high rank (fig. 238). Alongside the
modest beginnings ol funerary sculpture, we find sudden
evidence of great wealth in the form of exquisite goldsmith'’s
work decorated with motifs familiar from the Orientalizing
Greek vases of the same period (see fig. 159), intermingled
with precious objects imported {rom the ancient Near East.

The seventh and sixth centuries B.¢. saw the Etruscans at
the height ol their power. Their cities rivaled those of the
Greeks, their fleet dominated the western Mediterranean
and protected a vast commercial empire competing with the
Greeks and Phoenicians, and their territory extended as far
as Naples in the south and the lower Po valley in the north.
Rome itsell was ruled by Etrusean kings for about a century,
until the establishing of the Republic in 510 B¢ The kings
threw the first defensive wall around the seven hills, drained
the swampy plain of the Forum. and built the original tem-
ple on the Capitoline Hill, thus making a city out of what had
been little more than a group of villages belore.

238. Human-headed cinerary urn.
¢. 675-650 B.C Terracotta, height 25%" (647 cm
Museco Etrusco. Chiust, Italy
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240. Sarcophagus, from Cerveteri. ¢. 520 B.C. Terracotla,
length 6’7" (2 m). Musco Nazionale di Villa Giulia, Rome

But the Etruscans, like the Greeks, never formed a unified
nation; they were no more than a loose federation of individ-
ual city-states given to quarreling among themselves and
slow to unite against a common enemy. During the filth and
fourth centuries B, one Etruscan city alter another suc-
cumbed to the Romans; by the end of the third. all of them
had lost their independence, although many continued to
prosper, if we are to judge by the richness of their tombs
during the period of political decline.

Tombs and Their Decoration

The flowering of Etruscan civilization thus coincides with
the Archaic age in Greece. It was during this period. espe-
cially near the end of the sixth and early in the fifth century
B.C. that Etruscan art showed its greatest vigor. Greek Ar-
chaic influence had displaced the Orientalizing tenden-
cies—many of the finest Greek vases have heen found in
Etruscan tombs of that time—but Etruscan artists did not
simply imitate their Hellenic models. Working in a very dif-
ferent cultural setting. they retained their own clear-cut
identity.

One might expect to see the Etruscan cult of the dead
wane under Greek influence, but that was by no means the
case. On the contrary, the tombs and their equipment grew
more elaborate as the capacities ol the sculptor and painter

239. (opposite) Detail of sarcophagus, from Cerveteri. ¢. 520 B ¢
Terracotta. Museco Nazionale di Villa Giulia, Rome

expanded. The deceased themselves could now be repre-
sented full-length. rechimng on the lids of sarcophagi shaped
like couches, as il they were participants in a festive repast,
an Archaic smile about their lips. The monumental example
in figures 239 and 240 shows a husband and wite side by
side, strangely gav and majestie at the same time. The entire
work is of terracotta and was once painted in bright colors.
The smoothly rounded. elastic forms betray the Etruscan
sculptor’s preference for modeling in soft materials, in con-
trast to the Greek love of stone carving: there is less formal
discipline here but an extraordinary directness and vivacity.

EARLY FUNERARY BELIEFS. We do not know precisely
what ideas the Archaie Etruscans held about the atterlite.
Effigies such as our rechining couple. which for the first
time in history represent the deceased as thoroughly alive
and enjoving themselves, suggest that thev regarded the
tomb as an abode not onlv for the body but for the soul as
well (in contrast to the Egyptians. who thought of the soul as
roaming freely and whose funerary sculpture therefore re-
mained “inanimate™). Or perhaps the Eoauscans behieved
that by filling the tomb with banquets, dancing. games. and
similar pleasures they could induce the soul to stay put in
the city of the dead and therefore not aunt the realm of the
living. How else are we to understand the purpose of the
wondertully rich array ol murals in these funerary cham-
bers? Since nothing of the sort has survived in Greek terri-
tory. they are uniquely important. not only as an Etruscan
achievement but also as a possible retlection of Greek wall
painting.
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241. Tomb of Hunting and Fishing, Tarquinia, ltaly c¢. 520 B.C.

!

.
o £
s "4'\- '.'

242, Wall painting, detail. ¢. 520 B¢ Tomb of Hunting and Fishing, Tarquinia, taly
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243. MUSICIANS AND TWO DANCERS. Detail of a wall painting. ¢. 480-1470 B ¢
Tomb of the Lionesses, Tarquinia, [taly

TOMB OF HUNTING AND FISHING. Perhaps the most
astonishing of murals all are found in the Tomb of Hunting
and Fishing at Tarquinia of ¢. 520 B.C Figure 241 shows the
great marine panorama at one end ol the low chamber: a
vast, continuous expanse of water and skv in which the
fishermen, and the hunter with his slingshot, play only an

incidental part (fig. 242). The free, rhythmic movement of

birds and dolphins is strangely reminiscent of Minoan paint-
ing of a thousand years carlier (see lig. 139). but the weight-
less. floating quality of Cretan art is absent. We might also
recall Exekias’ Dionysus in a Boat (see tig. 161) as the clos-
est Greek counterpart to our scene. The dilferences here,
however, are as revealing as the similarities, and one won-
ders il any Greek Archaic artist knew how to place human
figures in a natural setting as effectively as the Furuscan
painter did. Could the mural have been inspired by Fgvptian
scenes of hunting in the marshes, such as the one in tigure

89? They seem the most convincing precedent for the gen-
eral conception of our subject. 1 so. the Etruscan artist has
brought the scene to life. just as the reclining couple
figure 240 has been brought to life compared with Egyptian
funerary statues.

TOMB OF THE LIONESSES. A somewhat Later example
from another tomb in Tarquinia (fig. 2:43) shows a pair of
cestatie dancers; the passionate energy of their movements
again strikes us as characteristicatly Etruscan rather than
Greek in spirit. Of particular mterest is the transparent gar-
ment ol the woman. which lets the body shine through: m
Greece, this differentiation appears only a lew vears carlier.,
in the final phase of Archaic vase painting. The contrasting
hody color of the two figures continues a practice introduced
by the Egyptians more than two thousand yvears before (see
fig. 86).
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LATER FUNERARY BELIEFS. During the fifth century,
the Etruscan view of the herealter must have become a good
deal more complex and less lestive. We notice the change
mmmediately il we compare the group in figure 2:44, a ciner-
ary container carved of soft local stone soon after 400 B¢
with its predecessor in figure 2:40. The woman now sits at
the foot of the couch. but she is not the wife of the young
man: her wings indicate that she is the demon ol death,
and the scroll in her left hand records the fate of the de-
ceased. The voung man is pointing to it as if to say, “Behold.
my time has come.” The thoughtiul, melancholy air of the

two figures mav be due to some extent to the influence of

Classical Greek art which pervades the style of our group. At
the same time, however, a new mood ol uncertainty and re-
gretis reftected: human destiny is in the hands of inexorable
supernatural forces; death is the great divide rather than a
continuation, albeit on a different plane, of life on earth.
In later tombs, the demons of death gain an ever more
fearful aspect; other, more terrilying demons enter the
scene, often battling against benevolent spirits for posses-
sion of the soul of the deceased. One of these demons ap-
pears in the center of figure 245, a tomb of the third century
B ¢ at Cerveteri. richly decorated with stucco reliefs rather
than paintings. The entire chammber, cut into the live rock,
closely imitates the interior of a house, including the heams
of the roof. The sturdy pilasters (note the capitals, which re-
call the Aeolian tvpe from Asia Minor; fig. 194), as well as
the wall surfaces between the niches, are covered with exact
reproductions ol weapons, armor, household implements,
small domestic animals, and busts of the deceased. In such
a setting. the snake-legged demon and his three-headed

hound (whom we recognize as Cerberus, the guardian of

the infernal regions) seem particularly disquicting.

Temples and Their Decoration

Only the stone loundations ol Ltruscan temples have sur-
vived, since the buildings themselves were built of wood.
Apparently the Etruscans, although they were masters of
masonry construction for other purposes. rejected for reli-
gious reasons the use ol stone in temple architecture. The
design of their sanctuaries bears a general resemblance to
the simpler Greek temples (fig. 2:46), but with several dis-
tinctive features, some of these later perpetuated by the Ro-
mans. The entire structure rests on a tall base, or podium,
that is no wider than the cella and has steps only on the
south side: these lead to a deep porch, supported by two
rows of four columns cach, and to the cella beyond. The
cella is generally subdivided into three compartments, for
Etruscan religion was dominated by a triad of gods, the pre-
decessors of the Roman Juno, Jupiter, and Minerva. The
Etruscan temple, then, must have been ol a squat, squarish
shape compared to the graceful Greek sanctuaries, and
more closely linked with domestic architecture. Needless to
say, it provided no place for stone sculpture; the plastic
decoration usually consisted of terracotta plagues covering
the architrave and the edges of the rool. Only after 400 B.c.
do we occasionally find large-scale terracotta groups de-
signed to fill the pediment above the porch.

VEIL We know, however, of one earlier attempt-—and an
astonishingly bold one—to find a place for monumental
sculpture on the exterior of an Etruscan temple. The so-
called Temple of Apollo at Veii, not very [ar north of Rome, a
strueture of standard type in every other respect, had four
lifesize terracotta statues on the ridge of its rool (seen also in
the reconstruction model, fig. 246). They formed a dramatic
group of the sort we might expect in Greek pedimental

244. YOUTH AND DEMON OF DEATH] Cinerary container.
Early 4ih century B.C. Stone (pietra fetida),
(119.4 em). Museo Archeologico Nazionale, Florence
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245. Burial chamber. Tomb of the Reliefs, Cerveteri, Italv. 3rd century B

246. Reconstruction of an Etruscan temple. Isttuto di Etruscologia ¢ Antichita Traliche, Umversity ol Rome
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sculpture: the contest of Hercules and Apollo for the sacred

hind. in the presence ot other deities. The best preserved off

these figures is the Apollo (fig. 247), acknowledged o be the
masterpiece of Euuscan Archaie sculpture. His massive
body. completely revealed beneath the ornamental suriations
of the drapery: the sinewy, muscular legs; the hurried, pur-
posetul stride—all these betray an expressive power that has
no counterpart in lree-standing Greek statues of the same
date

I'hat Veii was indeed a sculptural center at the end of the
sixth century seems to be confirmed by the Roman tradition
that the last of the Ftruscan rulers of the city called on a
master from Veii to make the terracotta image of Jupiter for
the temple on the Capitoline Hill. This image has disap-
peared, but an even more famous symbol of Rome, the
bronze figure of the she-wolf that nourished Romulus and
Remus, is still in existence (fig. 248). The two babes arve Re-
naissance additions, and the early history of the statue is ob-

217. Arorro. from Ven. ¢. 510 B ¢. Terracotta,
hieight 697 (175.3 cm). Museo Nazionale di Villa Gialia, Rome
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248. SHE-WOLF. ¢. 500 B.C. Bronze, height 33%4" (85 ¢cm). Musco Capitolino, Rome

seure; some scholars, therefore, have even suspected it of

being a medieval work. Nevertheless, it is almost surely an
Etruscan Archaic original, for the wondertul ferocity of ex-
pression, the latent physical power of the body and legs,
have the same awesome quality we sense in the Apollo from

Veii. In any event, the she-wolf as the totemic animat of

Rome has the strongest links with Etruscan mythology, in
which wolves seem to have played an important part from
very early times.

Portraiture and Metalwork

The Etruscan concern with effigies ol the deceased might
lead us to expect an early interest in individual portraiture.
Yet the features of such funerary images as those in figures
240 and 244 are entirely impersonal, and it was only toward
300 .c.. under the influenee of Greek portraiture, that indi-
vidual likenesses began to appear in Etruscan sculpture.
The finest of them are not funerary portraits, which tend to
be rather crude and perfunctory, but the heads of bronze
statues. Portrait of a Boy (fig. 219) is a real masterpiece of
its kind: the firmness of modeling lends a special poignancy
to the sensitive mouth and the gentle, melancholy eves.

No less impressive is the very high quality of the casting
and finishing. which bears out the ancient fame of the

219, PORTRAFE OF A BOY Early 3rd century B¢ Bronze

hetght 9" (23 ecm). Museo Archeologico Nazionale, Florence



250. Engraved back of a mirror. ¢. 400 B.C
Bronze. diameler 6” (15.3 em). Vatican Museums, Rome

Ltruscans as master craltsmen in metal. Their ability in this
respect was of long standing, for the wealth ol Etruria was
founded on the exploitation of copper and iron deposits.
I'rom the sixth century on, they produced vast guantities of
bronze statuettes, mirrors, and such, both for export and do-
mestic consumption. The charm of these small pieces is well
displaved by the engraved design on the back ol a mirror
done soon alter 400 sc (fig. 250). Within an undulating
wreath of vines. we sce a winged old man, identified as Chal-
chas, examining a roundish object. The draltsmanship is so
beautilully balanced and assured that we are tempted to as-

same that Classical Greek art was the direct source of

imnspiration.

DIVINATION. So [ar as the style of our piece is concerned,
this may well be the case, but the subjectis uniquely Etrus-
can. for the winged gemus is gazing at the liver ol a sacri-
ficial animal

We are winessing a practice that loomed as large in the
lives of the Etruscans as the care of the dead: the search for

omens or portents. The Etruscans believed that the will of

the gods manilested itself through signs in the natural
world, such as thunderstorms or the flight of birds, and that
by reading them people could tind out whether the gods
smiled or frowned upon their enterprises. The priests who
knew the secret language of these signs enjoved enormous
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prestige; even the Romans were in the habit ol consulting
them before any major public or private event. Divination
(as the Romans called the art of interpreting omens) can be
traced back o ancient Mesopotamia—the practice was not
unknown in Greece—but the Etruscans carried it [urther
than any of thetr predecessors. They put especial trust in the
livers of sacrificial animals, on which, they thought, the
oods had inscribed the hoped-for divine message. In fact,
they viewed the liver as a sort ol microcosin, divided into re-
gions that corresponded, in their minds, to the regions of the
sky. Weird and nrrational as they were, these practices be-
came part ol our cultural heritage. and echoes ol them per-
sist to this day. True, we no longer try to tell the future by
watching the (light ol birds or examining animal livers, but
tea leaves and horoscopes are still prophetic to many people;
and we speak of auspicious events, that is, of events indicat-
ing a favorable future, unaware that “auspicious™ originally
relerred to a favorable light of birds. Perhaps we do not be-
lieve very seriously that four-leal clovers bring good luck and
black cats bad luck, vet a surprismg number of us admit to
being superstitious.

The Architecture of Cities

According to Roman writers, the Etruscans were masters of

architectural engineering, and of town planning and survey-
ing. That the Romans learned a good deal from them can
hardly be doubted. but exactly how much the Etruscans
contributed to Roman architecture is difficult to say, since
hardly anvthing of Etruscan or carly Roman architecture re-
mains standing above ground. Roman temples certainly re-
tained many Etruscan features, and the atrium, the central
hall of the Roman house (see fig. 275). likewise originated in
Etruria. In town planning and surveying, too. the Etruscans
have a good claim to priority over the Greeks. The original
homeland of the Etruscans, Tuscany, was too hilly to en-
courage geometric schemes; however, when they colonized
the flatlands south of Rome in the sixth century, they laid
out their newly lounded cities as a network of streets center-
ing on the intersection of two main thoroughfares, the cardo
(which ran north and south) and the decumanus (which ran
cast and west). The four quarters thus obtained could be
further subdivided or expanded, according to need. This sys-
tem, which the Romans adopted for the new cities they were
to found throughout ltaly, western Europe, and North
Alrica, may have been derived from the plan ol Etruscan
military camps. Yet it also secems to reflect the religious be-
liefs that made the Etruscans divide the sky into regions ac-
cording to the points of the compass and place their temples
along a north-south axis.

The Ltruscans must also have taught the Romans how to
build fortifications, bridges, drainage svstems, and aque-
ducts. but very httle remains ol their vast enterprises in
these fiekds. The only truly impressive surviving monument
is the Porta Augusta in Perugia, a fortified city gate of the
second century Bo (fig. 251). The gate itsell. recessed
between two massive towers, is not a niere entry but an ar-
chitectural facade. The tall opening is spanned by a semi-
circular arch framed by a molding; above it is a balustrade of
dwarl pilasters alternating with round shields, a pattern ob-




viously derived from the triglyphs and metopes of the Doric
frieze; it supports a second arched opening (now filled in)
flanked by two larger pilasters.

THE ARCH. The arches here are true, which means they
are constructed of wedge-shaped blocks, called voussoirs,
each pointing toward the center of the semicircular opening
(see fig. 252). Such an areh is strong and self-sustaining, in
contrast to the “false” arch composed of horizontal courses
of masonry or brickwork (like the opening above the lintel of
the Lion Gate at Mycenae, fig. 152). The true arch, and its
extension, the barrel vault, had been discovered in Egypt as
early as ¢. 2700 .., but the Egyptians had used it mainly in
underground tomb structures and in utilitarian buildings
(see fig. 98), never in temples. Apparently they thought it
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251. Porta Augusta, Perugia. 2nd century B €

unsuited to monumental architecture. In Mesopotamia. the
true arch was used for city gates (see fig. 121) and perhaps
clsewhere as well—to what extent we cannot determine for
lack of preserved examples. The Greeks knew the principle
from the fifth eentury on, but thev confined the use of the
true arch to underground structures or to simple gateways.
refusing to combine it with the elements of the architectural
orders. And herein lies the importance of the Porta Augusta:
it is the first instance we know in which arches were inte-
grated with the vocabulary of the Greek orders into a monu-
mental whole. The Romans were to develop this com-
bination m a thousand ways, but the merit of having
invented it. of having made the arch respectable, seems to
belong to the Etruseans.

Haunch

Groin

Bay

GROIN VAULT

252. Arch, barrel vault, and groin vault
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CHAPTER SEVEN

ROMAN ART

Among the eivilizations ol the ancient world, that of the Ro-
mans is [ar more accessible to us than any other. ‘The growth
ol the Roman domain [rom city-state to empire; its military
and political struggles. its changing social structuve, the de-

velopmient of its institutions; the public and private lives of

its leading personalities—all these we can trace with a
wealth of detail that never ceases to amaze us. Nor is this a
matter of chance. The Romans themselves seem to have
wanted it that way. Articulate and posterity-conscious, they
have left us a vast literary legacy. from poetry and philos-
ophy to humble mseriptions recording evervday events, and
an equally huge mass of visible monuments that were scat-
tered throughout their Empire, from England to the Persian
Gull fromy Spain to Romania.

Yet. parvadoxically, there are lew questions more embar-
riassing to the art historian than “What is Roman art?” The
loman genius, so clearly recognizable in every other sphere
of human activity, becomes oddly elusive when we ask
whether there was a characteristic Roman style in the fine
arts. Why is this so? The most obvious reason is the great
admiration the Romans had lor Greek art of every period and
variety. Not only did they import originals of earlier date—
Archaic, Classical. and Hellenistic— by the thousands. and
have them copied in even greater numbers: their own pro-

duction was clearly based on Greek sources, and many of

therr artists. from Republican times to the end of the Lm-
pire, were of Greek ovigin. Moreover, Roman authors show
litde concern widy the art ol their own ume. They tell us a
good deal about the development of Greek art as deseribed in
Greek writings on the subject. or they speak ol artistic pro-

duction doving the early davs of the Roman Republic. of
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which not a trace survives today, but rarely about contempo-
rary works. While anecdotes or artists’ names may be men-
toned incidentally in other contexts, the Romans never
developed a vich literature on the history, theory, and criti-
cism ol art sueh as had existed among the Greeks. Nor do we
hear of Roman artists who enjoved individual fame, al-
though the great names of Greek art—Polyclitus, Phidias,
Praxiteles, Lysippus—were praised as highly as ever.

One might well be tempted to conclude, therefore, that
the Romans themscelves looked upon the art of their time as
being in decline compared with the great Greek past,
whence all important ereative nmpulses had eome. This, in-
deed, was the prevalent attitude among scholars until not
very long ago. Roman art, they claimed, is essentially Greek
art in its linal decadent phase— Greek art under Roman
rule: there is no such thing as Roman style, there is only
Roman subject matter. Yet the lact remains that, as a whole,
the art produced under Roman auspices does look distinetly
diflerent from Greek art; otherwise our problem would not
have arisen. H we insist on evaluating this dillerence by
Greek standards, it will appear as a process ol decay. If, on
the other hand, we interpret it as expressing diflerent, un-
Greek intentions, we are likely to see it in a less negative
light; and once we admit that art under the Romans had
positive un-Greek qualities, we cannot very well regard
these innovations as belonging to the final phase of Greek
art, no matter how many avtists of Greek origin we may find
in Roman records. Actually. the Greek names of these men
do not signify much; most ol the artists, it scems, were thor-
oughly “Romanized.” The Empire was a cosmopolitan soci-
ety i which national or regional traits were soon absorbed




253. “Temple of Fortuna Virilis,” Rome. Late 2nd century B €.

into the conimon all-Roman pattern set by the capital. the
city of Rome. In any event, the great majority of Roman
works of art are unsigned, and their makers, for all we know,
may have come from any part of the far-llung Roman
domain.

But Roman society from the very start proved astonish-

ingly tolerant ol alien traditions: the all-Roman pattern had a
way of accommodating them all. so long as they did not
threaten the security of the state. The populations of newly
conquered provinces were not forced into a uniform strait-
Jjacket but, rather. were put into a faitlv low-temperature
melting pot. Law and order, and a woken reverence for the
symbols of Roman rule, were imposed on them: at the same
time, however, their gods and sages were hospitably re-
ceived in the capital. and eventually they themselves would
be given the rights of citizenship. Roman civilization—and
toman art—thus acquired not only the Greek heritage but,
to alesser extent. that of the Etruscans and of Egypt and the
Near Fast as well. All this made for an extraordinarily com-
plex and open society. homogencous and diverse at the
same time. The sanctuary of Mithras accidentally unecarthed
in the center of London oflers a striking illustration ol the
cosmopolitan character of Roman society: the god is Persian
in origin but he had long since become a Roman “citizen.”
and his sanctuary. now thoroughly and uniquely Roman n
form, can be matched by hundreds of others throughout the
Empire.

Under such conditions. it would be litte short of a miracle
il Roman art were to show a consistent stvle such as we
found in L2gypt, or the clear-cut evolution that distinguishes
the art ol Greece. Its development—to the extent that we
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“Temple of Fortuna Virilis”

understand it today— might be likened to a counterpomnt of
divergent tendencies that may exist side by side. even with-
in a single monument. and none of them ever emerges as
overwhelmingly dommant. The “Roman-ness” of Roman art
must be found in this complex pattern, rather than in a sm-

gle and consistent quality of form.

ARCHITECTURE

If the autonomy of Roman sculpture and painting has been
questioned. Roman architecture is a creative feat of such
magnitude as to silence all doubts of this sort. Its growth.
morcover, [rom the very start reflected a specifically Roman
way of public and private life, so that whatever elements had
been borrowed [rom Etruscans or Greeks were soon marked
with an unmistakable Roman stamp. These links with the
past are strongest in the temple types developed durmg the
final century of the Republican period (510-60 B¢ ), the he-
roic age of Roman expanston.

Religious Architecture
“TENPLE OF FORTUNA VIRILIS." The delightful small
“Temple of Fortuna Virths™ (the name is sheer fancy, for the
sanctuary seems to have been dedicated to the Roman god
ol harbors, Portunus ) is the oldest well-preseryed example of
its kind (fig. 253). Built in Rome during the last vears ol the
second century B e it suggests, m the elegant proportions of
its tonic columns and entablature. the wave of Greck m-
lluence following the Roman conquest of Greece in 146, Yet
1L is no mere copy ol a Greek temple, for we recognize a
number ol Etruscan elements: the high podium, the deep
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255. “Temple of the Sibyl,” Tivoli. Early 1st century B.C.

porch. and the wide cella, which engages the cotumns ol the
peristyle. On the other hand, the cella is no longer subdi-
vided into three compartments as it had been under the
Etruscans: it now encloses a single unified space (fig. 254).
The Romans needed spacious temple interiors, since they
used them not only for the image ol the deity but also for the
display ol trophies (statues, weapons, etc.) brought back by
their conquering armies. The “Temple of Fortuna Virilis”
thus represents a well-integrated new type of temple de-

signed for Roman requirements, not a haphazard cross of

Etruscan and Greek elements. 1t was to have a long life; nu-
merous examples of it, usually large and with Corinthian
columns, can be found as late as the second century A,
both in Ttaly and in the provincial capitals of the Empire.

TEMPLE OF THIS SIBYL. Another type of Republican
temple is scen in the so-called Temple of the Sibyl at Tivoli
(figs. 255 and 256), erected a few decades later than the
“Temple of Fortuna Virilis.” 1t, too, was the result of the
merging ol two separate traditions. Its original ancestor was
a structure in the center of Rome in which the sacred (lame

ol the city was kept. 'This building at first had the shape of

the traditional round peasant huts in the Roman country-
side; later on it was redesigned in stone, under the influence
ol Greek structures of the tholos type (see page 178), and
thus became the model for the round temples of late Repub-
lican times. Here again we find the high podium. with steps
only opposite the entrance. and a graceful Greek-inspired
extenor.

\s we look closely at the celta, however, we notice that
while the door and window frames are of cut stone, the wall
15 built in a technmgue we have not encountered belore. It is
made of concrete—a nuxture of mortar and gravel with rub-
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256. Plan of the “Temple of the Sibyl”

ble (that is. small picces of building stone and brick)—and,
in this case, faced with small, flat pieces of stone. Conerete
construction had been invented in the Near East more than
a thousand years carlier but had been used mainly for forti-
fications: it was the Romans who developed its potentialities
until it became their chief building technique. Its advan-
tages are obvious: strong, cheap, and flexible, it alone made
possible the vast architectural enterprises that are still the
chiel mementos ol “the grandeur that was Rome.” The Ro-
mans knew how to hide the unattractive concrete surface
behind a facing of brick, stone, or marble, or by covering it
with smooth plaster. Today, this decorative skin has disap-
peared from the remains of most Roman buildings, leaving
the concerete core exposed and thus depriving these ruins ol
the appeal that Greek ruins have for us. They speak to us
in other wavs, through massive size and boldness of
conception.




SANCTUARY OF FORTUNA PRIMIGENIA. The oldest
monument in which these qualities are fully in evidence is
the Sanctuary of Fortuna Primigenia at Palestrina, in the
foothills of the Apennines east of Rome. Here, in what had
once been an important Etruscan stronghold. a strange cult
had been established since early times., dedicated o Fortuna
(Fate) as a mother deity and combined with a famous oracle,
The Roman sanctuary dates from the early first century .

its size and shape were almost completely hidden by the me-
dieval town that had been built over it until a bombing at-
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tack in 1944 destroyed most ol the later houses and thus laid
bare the remains of the huge ancient temple precinct, which
has been thoroughlv explored during the past decades. A se
ries ol ramps and tervaces (clearly visible m fig. 257) lead up
to a great colonnaded court. from which we
flight of steps arranged like the seats of a Greek theater, o
the semicircular colonnade that crowned the entire struc

ture (fig. 258). Arched openings. [ramed by engaged col-
umns and entablatures, play an important part in the
clevation, just as semicircular recesses do i the plan. One
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258. Reconsiruction model of the Sanctuary of Forruna Primigenia at Praeneste
Museo Archeologico Navzionale,

Sanctuary of Fortuna Primigenia, Praeneste (Palestrina). Early Ist eentury B ¢

Palestrina

Palestrina. ltaly
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259. Lower terraces, Sanctuary of Forluna Primigenia at Pracneste (Palestrina)

of these openings appears in our view of the lower terrace
(fig. 259); itis covered by a barrel vault, another characteris-
tc feature of the Roman architectural vocabulary. Except
{or the columns and architraves, all the surfaces now visible
are of concrete, like the cella of the round temple at Tivoli,
and it is indeed hard to imagine how a complex as vast as
this could have been constructed otherwise.

What makes the sanctuary at Palestrina so imposing,
however, is not merely its scale but the superh way it fits the
site. An entive hillside, comparable to the Acropolis of Ath-
ens in its commanding position, has been transformed and
articulated so that the architectural forms seem to grow out
of the rock, as if human beings had simply completed a de-
sign laid out by nature hersell: Such a molding of great open
spaces had never been possible—or even desired—in the
Classical Greek world; the only comparable projects are
found in Egypt (sce the Temple of Hatshepsut, figs. 93 and
9-1). Nordid it express the spirtt of the Roman Republic. Sig-
nificantly enough, the Palestrina sanctuary dates from the
time of Sulla, whose absolute dictatorship (82-79 B.c.)
marked the transition from Republican government o the
one-man rule of Juls Caesar and his Imperial suceessors.
Simce Sulla had won a great victory against his enemies in
the avil war at Palestrina. it is tempting to assume that he
personally ordered the sanctuary built, both as a thanks ol-
fering to Fortuna and as a monument to his own fame.
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FORUMS. H Sulla did order it the Palestrina complex per-
haps inspired Juhius Caesar, who near the end of his life
sponsored a project planned on a similar scale in Rome it-
self: the Forum Julium, a great architecturally framed
square adjoining the Temple of Venus Genetrix, the myth-
ical ancestress ol Caesar’s family. Here the merging of reli-
gious cult and personal glory is even more overt. This Forum
of Caesar set the pattern for all the later Imperial {forums,
which were linked to it by a common major axis (fig. 260),
forming the most magnificent architectural sight of the Ro-
man world. Unfortunately, nothing is left of the forums to-
day but a stubbly field of ruins that conveys little of their
original splendor.

Secular Architecture
The arch and vault, which we encountered at Palestrina as
an essential part of Roman monumental architecture, also
formed the basis of construction projects such as sewers,
bridges, and aqueducts, designed for elficiency rather than
beauty. The first enterprises of this kind were built to serve
the city of Rome as early as the end of the {fourth century
B¢ only traces of them survive today. There are, however,
numerous others of later date throughout the IKmpire, such
as the exceptionally well-preserved agueduct at Nimes in
southern France known as the Pont du Gard (fig. 261). Its
rugged, clean lines that span the wide valley are a tribute not
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260. Plan of the Forums, Rome

only to the high quality of Roman engineering but aiso to the
sense of order and permanence that inspired these eftorts

COLOSSEUNM. The qualities we met here impress us again
in the Colosseuni. the enormous amphitheater for gladiato

vial games in the center of Rome (figs. 262-64). Completed
I 80 AD, it is, in terms of mass. one of the largest single
buildings anvwhere; when intact, it accommodated more
than 50,000 spectators. The concrete core, with its miles ol
vaulted corridors and stairways, is a masterpiece of engi-
neering efficiency to ensure the smooth llow of tralfic to and
from the arena. 1t utilizes both the familiar barrel vault and a
more complex forna, the groined vault (sce lig. 252), that re-
sults from the interpenetration of two barrel vaults at right
angles. The exterior. dignified and monumental, reflects the
interior articulation of the structure but clothes and accen-
tuates it in cut stone. There is a fine balance between verti-
cal and horizontal elements in the framework of engaged
columns and entablatures that contains the endless series of!
arches. The three Classical orders are supermposed accord-
ing to their intrinsie “weight™": Doric. the oldest and most se-
vere, on the ground floor. followed by fonic and Corinthian.
The lightening of the proportions, however. is barely notice-
able; the orders, in their Roman adaptation, are almost alike.
Structurally, they have become ghosts, vet their aesthetic
function continues unimpaired, for it is through them that
this enormous facade becomes related to the human scale.

261. Pont du Gard, Nimes, France

Farlv 1st century v D
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262. (above) The Colosseum (aerial view), Rome. 72-80 A.D.
263. (left) View of the outer wall of the Colosseum

264. (below) Interior, second floor of the Colosseum




Interiors

Arches, vaults, and the use of concrete permitted the Ro-
mans, for the first time in the history of architecture. to ere-
ate vast interior spaces. These were explored especially in
the great baths, or thermae, whiech had become important
eenters ol social life in Tmperial Rome. The experience
gained there could then be applied to other, more traditional
types of buildings. sometines with revolutionary results.

PANTHEON. Perhaps the most striking example ol this
process is the [amous Pantheon in Rome, a very large round
temple of the early second eentury A D whose interior is the
best preserved as well as the most impressive of any surviv-
ing Roman structure (figs. 265-68). There had been round
temples long belore that time. but their shape. well repre-
sented by the “Temple of the Sibyl” (sce figs. 255 and 236).
is so different from that of the Pantheon that the latter could
not possibly have been derived rom them. On the outside,
the cella of the Pantheon appears as an unadorned cyhndri-
cal drum. surmounted by a gently curved dome: the en-
trance is emphasized by a deep porch ol the kind [amiliar 1o
us [rom Roman temples of the standard type (see figs. 253
and 254). The junction of these two elements seems rather
abrupt. but we must remember that we no longer sce the
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265. (upper left) THE INTERIOR OF THE PANTHEON Painting by
Giovanni Paolo Pannini. ¢. 1740. The National Gallery of Art,
Washington, D.C. Samuel H. Kress Collection

266. (top) Plan of the Pantheon
267. (above) Transverse section of the Pantheon

268. (below) The Pantheon, Rome. 118-25 AD
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269. Parts of a dome

building as it was meant to be seen. Today the level of the
surrounding streets is a good deal higher than it was in an-
tiquity, so that the steps leading up to the porch are now
submerged: moreover, the poreh was designed to form part
of a rectangular, colonnaded forecourt, which must have
had the effect of detaching it from the rotunda. So far as the
cella is concerned, therefore, the architect apparently dis-
counted the elfect of the exterior, putting all the emphasis
on the great domed space that opens before us with dra-
matic suddenness as we step through the entrance.

The impact of this interior. awe-inspiring and harmonious
at the same time, is impossible to convey in photographs;
even the painting we have chosen (fig. 266) renders it only
imperfectly. In any event, the elfect is quite different Irom
what the rather forbidding exterior would lead us to expect.
The dome is not shallow, but is a true hemisphere; and the
arcular openig in its center admits an ample—and won-
derfully even— flow of light. This “eye™ is 143 [eet above the
{loor, and that is also the diameter ol the interior (fig. 268):
dome and drum. also ol equal heights, are in exact balance.
On the exterior. this batance could not be achieved. for the
outward thrust of the dome bad to be contained by making
its base considerably heavier than the top (the thickness ol
the dome decreases upward [rom 20 feet to 6 leet). Another
surprise are the niches, which show that the weight ol the
dome does not rest uniformly on the drum but is concentrat-

cd on cight wide “pillars™ (sce fig. 269). The niches. of

course, are closed in back, but with their screen ol columns
they give the effect of openimgs that lead to adjoining rooms
and thus prevent us from feching imprisoned inside the Pan-
theon. The columns, the colored marble paneling of the wall
surlaces, and the [loor remam essentially as they were in Ro-
man umes: the recessed coflers of the dome. too, are origi-
nal. but the gilt that covered them has disappeared.
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As its name suggests, the Pantheon was dedicated to “all
the gods™ or. more precisely, to the seven planetary gods
(there are seven niches). It seems reasonable, therelore, to
assume that the golden dome had a symbolic meaning, that
it represented the Dome of Heaven. Yet this solemn and
splendid structure grew Irom rather humble antecedents.
‘The Roman architect Vitruvius, writing more than a century
carlier. describes the domed steam chamber of a bathing es-
tablishment that anticipates (undoubtedly on a very much
smaller scale) the essential [eatures ol the Pantheon: a
hemispherical dome, a proportional relationship of height
and width, and the circular opening in the center (which
could be closed by a bronze shutter on chains, to adjust the
temperature of the steam room).

BASILICAS. The Basilica of Constantine, of the early
fourth century AD., is a similar example, for, unlike other ba-
silicas, of which we speak below, it derives its shape from
the main halt of the public baths built by two earlier emper-
ors. Caracalla and Diocletian. But it is built on an even vaster
scale. It must have been the largest roofed interior in all of
Rome. Today only the north aisle—three huge barrel-vault-
ed compartments—is still standing (fig. 270). The ¢enter
tract, or nave, covered by three groined vaults (figs. 271 and
272), rose a good deal higher. Since a groined vault resem-
bles a canopy. with all the weight and thrust concentrated at
the four corners (sce fig. 252), the upper walls of the nave
(called the clerestory) could be pierced by large windows, so
that the interior of the basilica must have had a light and airy
quality despite its cnormous size. We shall meet its echoes
in many later buildings, from churehes to railway stations.

Basilicas, long halls serving a variety of civic purposes,
had first been developed in Hellenistic Greeee. Under the
Romans, they became a standard feature ol every major
town. wherve one of their chief functions was to provide a
dignified setting lor the courts of law that dispensed justice
in the name ol the emperor. Rome itsell had a number of
basilicas, but very little remains of them today. Those in the
provinces have fared somewhat better. An outstanding one
is that at Leptis Magna in North Africa (figs. 273 and 274),
which has most ol the characteristics ol the standard type.
The long nave terminates in a semicircular niche, or apse, at
cither end; its walls rest on colonnades that give access to
the side aisles. These are generally lower than the nave to
permit clerestory windows in the upper part of the nave wall.

These basilicas had wooden ecilings instead ol masonry
vaults, for reasons of convenienee and tradition rather than
technical necessity. They were thus subject to destruction
by fire; the one at Leptis Magna, sadly ruined though it is,
counts among the hest-preserved examples. The Basilica of
Constantine in Rome was a daring attempt to create a novel,
vaulted type. but the design seems to have met with little
public favor; it had no direet successors. Perhaps people felt
that it lacked dignity because ol its obvious resemblance to
the public baths. In any event. the Christian bastlicas of the
fourth century were modeled on the older. wooden-roofed
tvpe (see fig. 318). Not until seven hundred years later did
vaulted basilican churches hecome common in western
Furope.




A
1 7Tl
rz*-.‘{i, '
ch
’
]
-
P :
o
7
’ -« -
e's
U —
=
Y ~
| i 8
¢ R
§ iz
| V=2 -
| - s 1
2 R
7 . .
sl
>y . '
- 35
2 i, P by " J
= ELE i Fif=FrE
S >, “T IR . (e
‘ ! U evil
iy W I' g y )
a ]
o 1
|- A e Gt ~

Eo~ o — a2 mas 2
S e S o

A S

270. The Basilica of Constantine, Rome. ¢. 310-20 A D

XX,
¥ ¥ i

R S S

271. Reconstruction drawing of the Basilica of
Constantine (after Huelsen)
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Plan of the Basilica of Constantine
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273. Basilica, Leptis Magna, Libya. Early 3rd century A.D.
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274. Plan of the Basilica, Leptis Magna

Domestic Architecture

One ol the delights in studying Roman architecture is that it
includes not only great public edifices but also a vast variety
of residential dwellings, from Imperial palaces to the quar-
ters of the urban poor. H we disregard the extremes of this
scale, we are left with two basic tvpes that account for most
of the domestic architecture that has survived. The domus is
a single-family house based on ancient Italic tradition. Its
distinguishing feature is the atrium, a square or oblong cen-
tral hall lighted by an opening in the roof. around whiclr the
other rooms are grouped. In Etruscan timies, it had been a
rural dwelling. but the Romans “citified” and elaborated 1t
uito the tvpical home of the well-to-do.
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Many examples of the domus, in various stages of devel-
opment, have come to light at Herculaneum and Pompeli,
the two famous towns near Naples that were buried under
voleanic ash during an eruption of Mount Vesuvius in 79 A.D.
Let us enter the so-called House of the Silver Wedding at
Poripeii. The view in figure 275 is taken from the vestibule,
along the main axis of the domus. Here the atrium has be-
come a room of impressive size; the four Corinthian col-
umns at the corners of the opening in the rool give it
something of the quality of an enclosed court. There is a
shallow basin in the center to catch the rain water (the roof
slants inward). The atrium was the traditional place for
keeping portrait images ol the ancestors of the family. Atits
far end we see a recess, the tablinum, and beyond it the gar-
den, surrounded by a colonnade, the peristyle. In addition to
the chambers grouped around the atrium, there may be fur-
ther rooms attached to the back of the house. The entire es-
tablishment is shut ofl from the street hy windowless walls;
obviously, privacy and sell-sufficiency were important to the
wealthy Roman.

Less elegant than the domus, and decidedly urban from
the very start, is the iusula, or city block, which we find
mainly in Rome itself and in Ostia, the ancient port of Rome
near the mouth of the Tiber The insula anticipates many
features of the modern apartment house; it is a good-sized
concrete-and-brick building (or a chain of such buildings)
around a small central court, with shops and taverns open to
the street on the ground floor and living quarters for numer-



275. Atrium, House of the Silver Wedding,
Pompeii. Early Ist century AD

276. Insula of the House of Diana, Oslia. ¢

ous families above. Some insulae had as many as five stories,
with balconies above the second floor (fig. 276). The daily
life of the craltsmen and shopkeepers who inhabited such
an insula was oriented toward the street, as it still is to a
large extent in modern Italy. The privacy of the domus was
reserved for the minority that could afford it.

Late Roman Architecture

In discussing the new forms based on arched, vaulted, and
domed construction, we have noted the Roman architect's
continued allegiance to the Classical Greek orders. If he no

150 A.D

longer relied on them i the structural sense, he remained
faithtul to their spirit. acknowledging the acsthetic authority
of the post-and-lintel system as an organizing and articulat-
ing principle. Column, architrave, and pediment might be
merely superimposed on a vaulted brick-and-conerete core,
but their shape. as well as their relationship to each other
was still determined by the original grammar of the orders

T'his orthodox, reverential attitude toward the architectur-
al vocabulary of the Greeks prevailed. generally-speaking
Irom the Roman conquest of Greece until the end of the first
century A b After that, we find increasmg evidence of a con-
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277. Market Gate from Miletus (restored). ¢. 160 A D. Staatliche Muse
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9. Schematic reconstruction ol
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8. Temple of Venus, Baalbek, Lebanon
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