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Foreword

“The world is a book that demands to be read like a book.”
— Umberto Eco

This book grew from a wellspring of admiration,
appreciation, and affection among faculty of the
Associated Colleges of the Midwest for Janet
Smith, who taught students to read the world in the
stunningly rich artistic and historic setting of Florence
and its Tuscan neighbors. The contributors to this
volume participate on behalf of their many colleagues
who have collaborated with Janet Smith over the past
three decades, and in recognition of her distinctive
contribution to a pedagogy of place.

Faculty from the ACM colleges — primarily in
the humanities and social sciences sent their
undergraduate students to the off-campus programs
in Florence, owned and operated jointly by the ACM
colleges, to study with Janet Smith. She taught in
or led the program for 35 years, from 1974 to 2010.
Charged with the onsite education of these students,
Janet introduced some 2,500 students to the Palazzo
Vecchio, the Duomo, the Renaissance streets of
Florence and neighboring Tuscan towns during her
years with the program. ACM faculty themselves came
as well, spending a year or a semester as visiting faculty
with the ACM’s Florence programs.

As anyone who has spent any time on site with
Janet knows, she lives and breathes the art and history
of this magnificent city and its environs, and this is
the subtext to all her conversations. Walking through
Florence with Janet Smith is an illuminating experience:
a walk on the street from the ACM program office
to a nearby #rattoria always includes having one’s
attention drawn to fifteenth-century legacies and
hearing of their subsequent histories. Janet creates
for her companions, whether students or colleagues,
a narrative envelope that is both intellectual and
affective, rich with the stories of the city’s treasures
and with her reflections on their meanings and origins.
To talk with Janet is to join the ongoing intellectual
conversation she has carried forward in discussions
with generations of students and faculty from the
ACM colleges. Itis a marvel and a joy to experience.

As any of Janet’s former students can tell you, her

intensely caring and boundless interest was not only
intellectual. During the course of a semester, students
typically experience misfortunes, both great and
small - from family tragedies back home to changes
in personal relationships — and they always received
solace and comfort, as well as sensible guidance and
encouragement, from Janet. Janet and her Florentine
husband Giovanni a fabulous cook, former
restaurateur and dedicated supporter of his wife’s
passionate care for students and scholarship — have
been generous hosts to generations of students and
the Florentine families with whom they lived.

The ACM faculty members who went to Florence
each year to teach as visiting professors in their fields
found in Janet an astute guide to the rich resources for
teaching and research in Florence, as well as extensive
wisdom on how to adapt their pedagogies from a
campus classroom setting to teaching on site. They also
found a savvy advisor on how to settle their families
into the routines and details of an Italian apartment
and daily life, a helpful source of information about
schools for their children and, without doubt, a reliable
guide to Tuscan culinary pleasures.

For neatly all of these years, beginning in 1985,
Janet collaborated closely in these efforts with her
colleague and fellow art historian, Gail Solberg. With
complementary teaching and scholarly approaches,
they shared passions for their subjects and their
students.

In an era when education is turning increasingly to
online instruction available to students who are located
anywhere, it is particularly interesting to consider the
pedagogy of place that emerged in the career of Janet
Smith. Janet’s teaching showed that while one can
now bring in knowledge from anywhere - and she was
delighted, for example, to gain access to JSTOR for
her students and faculty through the generosity of her
colleagues at Monmouth College — discovery is most
likely to occur 7 sitn.

You might say that intellectual discovery “takes
place” at a site. Places provide “teaching moments”
or (teaching “sites”) where observation, information,
and reflection are married with direct experience,
producing the opportunity to understand things that
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would otherwise not be evident. Janet took ample
advantage of this to help students understand the
revolutionary aesthetic developments of Renaissance
art and architecture in Florence, as well as to discern
the social, economic, technical, and political contexts
that helped to foster the extraordinary creativity that is
often in plain view in the bustling but hushed homes
that are now museums - to those who learn to see.
Place will be increasingly important to liberal arts
colleges, despite the tsunami of digital resources
that is approaching higher education, after already
upending such diverse sectors as journalism, retailing,
or the music industry. Whether through engaging with
a world-famous historic or artistic site, or offering
students civic engagement opportunities with a
local community in a college town, the #se of place
to learn will become a distinctive value afforded by

the best liberal arts colleges, on their campuses and
their off-campus study programs, among many virtual
opportunities for learning;

Janet’s pedagogy and its grounding in place have
not only endeared her to faculty and students. Her
students have also gone on to become scholars in their
own right and to see the art, architecture, cities and the
world differently as a result. Janet won a passionately
loyal following among faculty at ACM colleges who
recommended that their students spend the time and
resources to leave campus for a term and study on the
program Janet led.

Janet has been an invariably stimulating colleague
and a loyal friend and teacher. The authors of this
book - both ACM faculty and former students - aim to
live up to these virtues in this volume, and we trust the
reader will find they’ve succeeded.

Christopher Welna
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Preface

Botticelli, Bureaucrats and Bankers:

A View of Florence from Chicago

Most people think of Botticelli and other great artists
when they think of Florence. They visit Florence to
view the striking architecture and glorious painting,
while exploring the narrow streets of the largely intact
Renaissance city. My reason for visiting Florence
over the last decade was more prosaic. Although 1
looked at many examples of art and architecture,
often with ACM students, my main focus was the
sphere of bureaucrats and bankers, centered on the
responsibility of administering the ACM programs in
Florence. My guide to the world of the arts and the
world of the bureaucrats was Janet Smith, the chief
administrator for the ACM programs for over 35
years. I write here to honor Janet and her work, and to
illustrate the context in which Janet strived to present
the world of art and architecture to ACM students and
faculty, while negotiating the demands imposed by the
bureaucrats and bankers.

These comments are part of a Festschrift in honor
of Janet, compiled by a group of ACM faculty and
others who worked with Janet over the years. They
envisioned a volume in the tradition of scholatly
collections put together for the retirement of a mentor
and inspirational figure for numbers of academics. As
an administrator, I am not in a position to contribute
a scholarly or creative work to reflect my debt to
Janet, and my remarks are in the tradition of personal
reminiscences developed for administrative colleagues.
My perspective contrasts the cultural vitality that draws
visitors to Florence with the obstacles impeding access
to Florence by the bureaucrats and bankers protecting
their interests. ACM staff in Chicago worked with
Janet to surmount these obstacles and continue the
program as a resource for faculty and students. Within
ACM, we worked to serve the particular goals of ACM
colleges, while also working within the expectations
defining study abroad in American higher education.

The ACM Florence programs are among the oldest
and most esteemed of the consortial off-campus

programs, successful in their appeal to both students
and faculty and in their high academic quality. Janet
Smith, guiding the programs since their creation in the
early 1970s, was central to this success. The academic
quality reflected her leadership as an accomplished
art historian and a dedicated teacher. The stability
and longevity of the program emerged from her
administrative skills, and her determination to provide a
rich experience for students while negotiating the maze
of requirements: accounting for program expenses,
explaining American undergraduates to Italian families,
finding the best train schedules and fares for field trips
and more.

The Florence programs embodied the organizational
structure common to most American study abroad
programs during the 1970s. Known as “island
programs,” they brought a group of American
students to live together in a foreign site, studying in
their own classrooms, bringing American faculty with
them, taking classes designed to fit their home college
requirements. Janet took this framework and made
sure that students focused on their academic goals
and also engaged with Italian culture. The curriculum,
designed and reviewed by the faculty advisors for the
program from ACM campuses, focused on Renaissance
Florence and Italy and required students to explore the
city and learn about the art in the context of the artists
and patrons who created it. Janet and her colleagues
designed courses that moved around the city; while
students might complain about standing in cold
churches or beneath dripping umbrellas, they learned
about individual buildings or frescoes in the setting
where they were created. ACM faculty who came
from their home campus to teach in the program were
advised by colleagues in the States how to situate their
courses in the world of Florence, and then were guided
by Janet to identify sites and settings that informed and
inspired their syllabus.

viii
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By the end of the twentieth century, professionals
in study abroad were moving away from the “island
program” model to find better ways to engage students
in local cultures. Partly because of the consortial
framework, ACM programs continued the traditional
structure, and Janet worked to enable students to
engage in Florence and Italy within that framework.
Living with Italian families was a key element of that
engagement, but it worked only because of Janet’s
tireless effort to identify welcoming families, help
those families understand the confusion of young
students often abroad for the first time, and explain
to the students why their families were sometimes
dismayed by their behavior.

Another important aspect of engaging students in
their new environment was the field trips to other
centers of art and culture. Rome and Venice were
regular destinations, and other shorter excursions
were often arranged. Janet wanted students to travel
like Italians, using the train and staying in modest
pensiones. Once settled, Janet, along with the visiting
ACM faculty and her long time associate Gail Solberg,
guided these students to the great artistic sites, long
days with lots of walking and lots of information to
help the students integrate new material into the vision
of Renaissance culture the program created. Everyone
was tired when the field trips were finished, but Janet
seemed to have an immense store of energy to sustain
the high quality of this part of the program.

While ACM officers and faculty worked together
to enrich the programs’ academic and personal value
to students, they relied on Janet to implement their
goals. Janet drew upon her insights as a long-term
resident of Florence and an active member of the
network of art historians that focused on Florence
to make the necessary arrangements, building
personal connections and avoiding entanglement with
bureaucrats and officials that would only complicate
program goals. By the middle of the 1980s and into
the 1990s, Italian bureaucracy began to cast a larger
shadow over program operations. American and other
foreign students and their institutional representatives
proliferated in Italy, and Italian government and fiscal
authorities began to replace their traditional mode of
operating through personal negotiations with clearer
regulations that required more explicit categories of
legal behavior and more insistant requirements to
report to authorities.

Italian  ministries adopted new regulations
for foreign academic programs and established
enforcement mechanisms and fines to ensure that they
were followed. Bigger programs hired lawyers and

accountants to determine how to follow the new rules.
Smaller programs like ACM didn’t have the resources
to hire lawyers and accountants, and we relied on Janet
to figure out what to do. Over the years Janet learned
what fiscal regulations applied to ACM and what
records needed to be kept. Relationships with families
and pensiones that had been carried out in cash now
required receipts and other documentation, a process
that increased the workload for Janet in several ways,
including the need to convince long-time colleagues
that new procedures were necessary.

New regulations complicated program operations in
Florence, and also complicated the process of getting
students and faculty to Florence. Requirements that
students have visas became more explicit, and students
needed to provide information for visa applications.
Staff in the Chicago office worked with students to
get the proper forms filled out, and relied on Janet to
explain to us exactly what the forms requested. Visas
for faculty were even more complicated, since faculty
were teaching, but not in an Italian university which
could process a visa. Faculty had to apply for a visa
through an Italian consulate in Chicago or other ACM
cities, and this introduction to Italian bureaucracy,
with visa offices open at seemingly arbitrary hours,
applications consistently rejected and then eventually
granted, provided a small taste of the bureaucratic
hurdles that Janet negotiated throughout the year.

Changes in the structure of the ACM programs
evolved in response to the bureaucratic demands.
Janet and Gail had to adjust their employment status
to follow Italian employment law. Once again Janet
had to get accurate information about how the
employment contracts needed to be reported and
which taxes and fees applied. Janet became expert in
identifying sources of information about employment
law and how to choose among alternative approaches.
She needed Italian experts who understood Italian law,
as well as reliable American colleagues who understood
how Italian law might or might not apply to American
program.

ACM faculty who have worked with Janet will
know that the core of the growing bureaucratic tangle
was the question of the legal status of the program.
Too many meetings of program advisors went over
and over the question of program “legalization.” In
order to exist within the bureaucratic world governing
American programs, ACM needed a legal identity;
the idiosyncratic structure of the ACM program
made it difficult to meet the requirements for legal
recognition. For years, Janet took ACM faculty and
ACM officers to meetings with lawyers, government
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officials, and staff of other programs to understand
how to proceed. While those of us in the Chicago
office met with consulate staff, notaries, and
lawyers, Janet continued to manage program affairs
successfully, meeting bureaucratic requirements when
she could, providing required reports when possible,
and always enhancing student learning in spite of all
the bureaucratic confusion.

It should be said that ACM’s ability to stay on the
right side of the numerous and sometimes conflicting
requirements was possible because of on-going
guidance and assistance from our colleagues at Scuola
Linguaviva, particularly Sandro Vidoni, the long-
time Director. Janet worked relentlessly to maintain
our productive relationship with Linguaviva, most
importantly making sure that ACM students had
good teachers and good schedules, supporting the
language teachers and encouraging them to strengthen
their curriculum over the years. She worked with the
Director to deal with some of the legal and bureaucratic
requirements, in effect enabling Linguaviva to sponsor
the program operations we valued, including legally
hiring our employees, sponsoring ACM faculty, or
arranging reduced ticket costs for trains or museums.

Italian bureaucrats inspired much gnashing of teeth,
followed only by Italian bankers. Although Florence
was the city where modern banking developed, banking
operations in the 1980s and ’90s were complex and
inefficient. Financial relationships had to be done
in person and in cash. Working with bankers always
required long waits and requests to return another day.
Transfers of cash from the United States were slow
and deposits sometimes vanished only reappearing
after numerous investigations in both Chicago
and Florence. Visiting ACM faculty were regularly
assigned the task of obtaining bank statements and
making withdrawals, but too often they had to call on
Janet for assistance

Several times over the years Janet encouraged ACM
to change banks in hope of finding better service
and reliability. Opening and closing bank accounts
brought bankers and bureaucrats together in a long
process of paperwork. Janet provided direction for
us in Chicago, but still the process of maintaining
international banking activities required extensive
correspondence and follow-up. After the terrorist
attacks of 9/11, international banking regulations
became more demanding, but also more predictable
and perhaps more transparent. The many-layered
process of banking and financial reporting for the
Florence programs became a little smoother.

Janet had to guide the educational operations of the
program while working within the many bureaucratic
and banking complications of Florence, but she also
had to deal with the complicated organization of
the ACM office and the ACM colleges. Consortial
practices had to be followed, and college requirements
for transcripts had to be observed, even as the
fourteen consortial members had diverse sets of
requirements. ACM faculty were a vital part of the
consortial program, and the opportunity for faculty to
spend a year teaching and studying in Florence was a
rich benefit for many individuals and for their home
institutions.

Integrating visiting ACM faculty into Florence
operations was another responsibility that Janet
managed. An ACM committee selected visiting faculty
after evaluating their proposed courses. Sometimes
prospective faculty proposed courses similar to what
they taught on their home campus, but more often
they looked at teaching in Florence as a way to expand
their expertise and develop new, Florence-related
courses. Most visiting faculty had limited expertise
in Florence-related material and coming to Florence
was an opportunity to envision new courses and
experiment with new pedagogies, as well as acquire
new language skills. Each year Janet had the challenge
of helping visiting ACM faculty get settled so they
could contribute their skill and enthusiasm to the
student experience. This might involve helping the
faculty member and family move in and find schools,
begin to function in Italian, learn to get around the
city, and shape a course that provided students with
a perspective on Italian culture or history, using both
classroom and city resources. Each year Janet used her
personal skill to judge what assistance visiting faculty
needed, what responsibilities each faculty member
could take on, and how she could support their
professional development. Over the years, numerous
faculty have developed new academic interests and
expertise through Janet’s support, and many warm and
close friendships have resulted.

My experience highlights Janet’s support for us in
Chicago and faculty coming from ACM colleges, but
I cannot fail to emphasize Janet’s immense concern
and affection for students that made their Florence
experience so valuable. Janet could always describe
student weaknesses, whether their inability to write
clearly, their reluctance to practice their Italian, or
confusion over Biblical or classical images in the art
pervading Florence. But she never wavered in her
patience or encouragement, and provided hospitality,
support and inspiration to help them understand
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the city she knew and loved. Students valued their
time in this wonderful city and they appreciated the
opportunity to learn about a rich culture and history,
but Janet’s warmth and enthusiasm were key to their
academic achievements and their personal growth on
the program.

Janet was the essential guide for faculty, students and
ACM staff to function among the winding streets and
bureaucratic mazes of living and working in Florence.
She acquited her skills over decades of living in
Florence. And she had her own essential native guide,
her husband Giovanni. Giovanni grew up in a small
village in the mountains, and worked most of his life
in restaurants. He knew how to get things done in
Italy, and operating restaurants brought him face to
face with bureaucrats and expanding regulations. His
experiences gave Janet a perspective for knowing
when requirements could be postponed or ignored,
and when they had to be followed. As Janet managed
the paperwork and labor contracts for Giovanni’s
restaurant, she cultivated a sensitivity to bureaucratic
requirements that served ACM well. Giovanni’s
help and encouragement were important in multiple

areas of managing ACM, whether moving furniture
or packing up computers, whether finding medical
assistance for students, or helping them to understand
rivalries in Italian soccer leagues.

All of us benefitted from Janet’s wisdom and
judgment in leading the ACM Florence programs for
so many years. Trying to describe and summarize
the secret of her success in juggling so many tasks,
I remember her comments one day when we wete
planning a complicated expedition: “Simple is boring!”
Most of us try to minimize and avoid the hard work
of re-thinking academic requirements, travel planning,
and bureaucratic regulations. Janet never shrank from
these tasks. She relished the challenges of taking an
excellent program, evaluating the new demands from
an Italian ministry or the Chicago consortial office,
and making it even stronger. She worked with modest
resources in a complex environment, and year after
year offered students a rich opportunity to learn
and grow. I treasure the twenty-five years I worked
with Janet, salute her achievements, and cherish her
friendship.

Elizabeth Hayford

o]
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Janet Goodhue Smith

Janet Smith was born in Washington D.C. on June
11, 1942, while her father was working for the War
Production Board. In 1947 the family moved to
the suburbs outside of Philadelphia. During her
high school years she spent many Saturdays at the
Philadelphia Museum of Fine Arts, which may have
planted the seeds for her future career. She entered
Radcliffe College in the fall of 1960 and started to
major in architecture, but by the end of the sophomore
year decided that it would be better to have a more
liberal arts background before doing graduate work.
She changed to English literature and graduated
cum laude in 1964 with a thesis on D.H. Lawrence’s
paintings. It was the first year that Radcliffe women
graduated under the name of Harvard and not as a
separate college under Harvard’s wing., Although an
English major, she still found time to take and audit
quite a few art history courses. For a Harvard summer
school course on Ametican architecture, she wrote
a paper on the Boston Long Wharf and decided to
pursue a career in the history of architecture, rather
than becoming an architect. She went to Yale to work
with Carroll Meeks on the Greek revival architect of
Long Wharf, Isaiah Rogers, but when Meeks died, she
turned to her English literature training and wrote a
Master’s thesis on George Romney’s drawings for an

illustrated version of Coleridge’s Rbyme of the Ancient
Mariner and would have ended up in the nineteenth
century if it had not been for George Hersey’s course
in Italian Renaissance architecture. She became a
grader for him and started to work on late fifteenth-
century, military architecture.

A fellowship from the Italian government allowed
her to go to Italy for the first time in November, 1967.
She arrived exactly a year after the devastating flood of
1966 and the city was still recuperating. She travelled
around a good part of central Italy photographing
fortresses and working in various libraries and
archives. Her work eventually focused on the whole
architectural career of one of the military architects,
Antonio da San Gallo the Elder, and she did extensive
research on him in Montepulciano, where most of his
more important buildings are. She returned to Yale for
the spring semester of 1969 and passed her oral exams
for the Ph.D. A grant from the Committee to Rescue
Italian Art (CRIA) brought her back to Italy, where
she spent eighteen months up-dating the catalogue of
architecural drawings in the Uffizi Drawing Cabinet.
From 1972-73 she was a fellow of the newly instituted
Robert Longhi Foundation.

In 1973 she started teaching for the Lake Forest
College program in Florence and the next year went
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to Bologna two days a week to teach for Dennison
College. In the fall of 1974 she began to teach for
the Associated Colleges of the Midwest program
and she spent the rest of her career teaching for
them and eventually administering the program. In
the eatly years, when she did not have administrative
responsibility, she found time to teach twice for an
American Trust for Historial Preservation study
program and in 1989 she taught one course each
semester for the Georgetown University program in
Fiesole. Two summers she taught art history courses
for a group of Freudian psychoanalysts and for several
years taught for the William and Mary program. In
May of 1994 she went to Colorado College to team
teach with Susan Ashley a course on the family. As
she became more involved with running the program
she also participated in the (AACUPI) Association of
American College and University Programs in Italy,
serving as the Florentine respresetative for one year.
In December of 1979 Janet married Giovanni
Tonarelli, which involved her in his wvarious
entrepreneurial enterprises. These ranged from a

tile factory in Sicily to three different restaurants in
Florence and an artisan business that produced hand-
colored reproductions of antique prints. Both Janet
and Giovanni are now retired and spend their time
between Florence and a rustic farmhouse in the hills
above the Tuscan coast south of Livorno.

Publications:

“A Peruzzi Drawing of the Villa Madama,”
Architectura 2 (1974).

“The Convent of Santa Umilta in Florence.”
In Festschrift in Honor of Charles Speel. Edited by T.
J. Sienkewicz and J. E. Betts. Monmouth Collge,
Monmouth, I, 1996).

A re-worked version was published in a collection
of articles in connection with a symposium at the
University of Georgia. “Santa Umilta of Faenza: Her
Florentine Convent and Its Art.” In Visions of Holiness:
Art and Devotion in Renaissance Italy, Georgia Museum
of Art, University of Georgia, 2001.

©

©

Courses Taught by Janet Goodhue Smith
ACM Florence Programs — 1975-2009

1975  Creation and Preservation of Art
1976 Art and Architecture of Renaissance Italy
1977 The Art of Renaissance in Florence
1978 The Art of the Renaissance in Florence
Italian Art: Renaissance to Early Baroque
1979 The Art of the Renaissance in Florence
Late Medieval and Early Renaissance Art in Italy
1980  Renaissance Art of Central Italy
High Renaissance, Mannerism, and Early Baroque
Artin Italy
1981  Renaissance Art of Central Italy
High Renaissance, Mannerism, and Early Baroque
Artin Italy
1982 Renaissance Art of Central Italy
High Renaissance, Mannerism, and Early Baroque
Artin Italy
1983  Renaissance Art of Central Italy
Renaissance Architecture
1984  Renaissance Art of Central Italy
Renaissance Architectures
1985  Renaissance Art of Central Italy
Renaissance Sculpture and Architecture, 1250-1580
1986  Renaissance Art of Central Italy
1986 Tuscan Gothic and Eatly Renaissance Architecture

and Sculpture, 1250-1500

1987  Renaissance Art of Central Italy

Florentine Sculpture, 1250-1600

Renaissance Art of Central Italy

The History of Medieval and Renaissance Florence

The History of Medieval and Renaissance Florence

Florentine Sculpture, 1250-1600

Renaissance Art of Central Italy

Apmici, Vicini e Parenti: An Historical Perspective of
Fifteenth Century Florence

Renaissance Florence and Antiquity

From Donatello to Michelangelo

From Donatello to Michelangelo

Antiquity and Renaissance Florence

Seminar on Leonardo da Vinci

Convents and Monasteties

Medieval and Renaissance Florence

Women as Protagonists and Patrons of Italian Art

Around Pontormo: Late Fifteenth & Eatly
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Teaching in Florence

for Thirty-Six Years

Janet Goodhue Smith

My colleague in the first years was Beverly Brown. We
taught pretty straight-forward, Florentine Renaissance
survey courses, which were usually about half in the
classroom and half on-site. One comes to teaching
abroad with an American classroom mentality and it
seemed to us that you needed to prepare the students
for what they would see by givng a lesson with slides
before going on-site. This, obviously, cut down on the
number of places one could go. Most of the reading
was from Frederick Hartt’s textbook [alian Renaissance
Aprt, which has been criticized for being too Florentine-
centric but, for that reason, it worked fairly well for
We were still thinking in terms of our graduate
school training and emphasized the development
of individual artists. When Beverly went back to the
States to start teaching there, William Levin took her
place. His speciality was fourteenth-century painting,
mine late fifteenth-century architecture, so we began
to divide things up a bit, according to our interests,
and we started to offer more specialized courses in the
fall. In that period I did one on medieval palaces and
tower houses, one on fifteenth-century architecture
in general and twice I did a course on Brunelleschi.
Once you start teaching something so specific, you
can no longer use a textbook, and we started to adopt
photocopies of chapters from books and from art
history periodicals. The main research libraries in
Florence are not open to American undergraduates,
so this meant that we had to make the copies cither
at the Harvard Renaissance Center at I Tatti or at the
German Kunsthistorisches Institut. Over the years
we accumulated thousands of articles. The visiting
professors also brought over photocopied material
for their courses, which enriched the ACM library in
history, classics, music history, literature and political
science.

Sometimes my course choices were based on
centenniel celebrations. For example, in the fall of
1983 there was a big exhibition on Raphael at the
Palazzo Pitti, for the 500th anniversary of his birth.
I love Raphael but the students did not “get” him.

us.

Students are too young to appreciate the classical
perfection of Raphael and prefer the mystery of
Leonardo or the angst of Michelangelo. In 1980
George Saunders taught a course on Millennialism
and left a lot of material on Savonarola. To mark the
500th anniversary of Savonarola’s death in 1998 there
were various events, among them a reading of his
sermons by an actor with a wonderful booming voice,
which reverberated off the vaults of the Duomo. This
was the occasion to teach “Savonarola and Art.” I still
think of that course with great affection and I recyled
it later into “Central Italian Art at the Turn of the
Millennium.” I remember the year that I did a course
on Leonardo da Vinci. In this case there was no real
stimulus besides the desire to know more about him
and to take advantage of Chiara Briganti’s husband
Paolo Dini, a physicist who gave presentations on the
scientific aspects of Leonardo. The year after, 1994,
I taught Pontormo, because it was 500 years after his
birth and there was an exhibition.

In 1980 Bill Levin returned to the States and for
several years my colleague was Arthur Iorio. When
he went home in 1985, Gail Solberg started teaching
and has been with ACM ever since. A few times the
visiting faculty were art historians - Rick Ortner in
1988-89, Edith Kirsch in 1990-91 and Tim Chasson
1996-97. In order to have some variety in the course
offerings, I taught straight Florentine history. This
was not difficult, because over the years we art
historians had been abandoning biography and stylistic
development and were becoming more concerned
with the historical context. A majority of the visiting
faculty were historians, so I always tried to keep up
the library, buying the latest books on medieval and
Renaissance Florence. Their authors were often
friends, who had spent a year at I Tatti writing them.
Before putting the books on the library shelf, I always
read them. One year I taught “Amici, Vicini and
Parenti” (Friends, Neighbors and Relatives), a course
based on a book by two friends, Dale and William
Kent. Then I began to concentrate on the Medici
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and started with a monographic course on Lorenzo il
Magnifico and later did one called “Ten Generations
of Medici Patronage.” I can’t remember whether 1
taught the course on the Italian Family before or after
I went to Colorado College to team-teach a course on
the family with Susan Ashley. Teaching history several
times pushed me even further towards a contextual
approach in art history. Sometimes one would be hard
put to say whether my courses belonged in a history or
an art history department.

Inthe fallof 1996 Tim Chasson taughtamonographic
course on Michelangelo, which inspired me to do the
same — and take advantage of material he had brought
over. I had done surveys of sculpture called “From
Donatello to Michelangelo,” and a course just on
Donatello, but had never attempted Michelangelo. Over
the years I revamped that course. The last version was
called “Divine Michelangelo.” Several times I devised
courses comparing painting and sculpture. One was
called “The Paragone: Painting and Sculputre in 14"
to 17" Century Italy” Both Gail and I did women
oriented courses. One of mine was called “Women
as Protagonists and Patrons of Italian Art.” Having a
classicist here (Dan Taylor, Tom Sienkewicz, Steve and
Brenda Fineberg, Pericles George) always inspired me
to think about the influence of the ancient world on
the Renaissance and several courses evolved, such as
“Antiquity and the Italian Renaissance.”

Architecture was my real field of interest and it is
the most difficult to teach in a classroom. You need
to see a building in its urban context and be able to
walk around it and through it. Therefore, because
on-site is so essential for understanding it, I tried to
offer architecture in some format almost every year.
After the rather specific courses I did in the early
years on Brunelleschi and medieval architecture, 1
developed a broad survey that went from Romanesque
to contemporary Florence. There are some very
interesting Art Deco buildings in Florence, as well as
a Fascist stadium, railroad station and tobacco factory
and an amazing church from the late 1950s, dedicated
to the patron saint of Florence, San Giovanni, and
to the workers who died building the autostrada that
connects Milan to Naples. I taught versions of it many
times over the years. In all my courses I had students

do on-site reports. Finding reading material for this
course was a real challenge. There was practically no
literature in English on Florentine architecture after
about 1520. I spent a lot of time helping students with
the reading for their projects.

“Monasteries and Convents” had one foot in
architectural history and the other in religion.
“Florentine Palaces and Funerary Chapels” and “The
Sacred and Profane in Renaissance and Baroque
Italian Sculpture” also straddled art history and history
of religion. I had so much fun doing “Heaven, Hell
and Purgatory,” that I resurrected it after a couple of
years and did it again. The students really loved it both
times.

By the early 90s we had almost eliminated classroom
teaching and were out in the city most of the time.
When you teach predominately on-site, the course
can seem episodic to the students. The readings
are fine-tuned to the specific things treated each
day, usually one or two scholarly articles, often with
different interpretations. Papers compare objects or
monuments, which the students read about and go out
to investigate on their own. I tended to resort to the
classroom only at the end of the course, to review and
pull things together. Most of the review was handled
by the students’ last presentations. They each treated
a section or aspect of the course. For example, when
I taught Mannerism each student was in charge of an
artist and had to present every time their artist’s works
turned up in class. At the end of the semester they
summarized the entite career of their protagonist.
The last two times I taught the Medici course, each
student was assigned a Medici. By then PowerPoint
existed, which made preparing these reviews much
easier. The students did not have to depend on my
providing them with slides. I supplied them with a
number of images on a pen drive and they scanned
others or found them on the web. Turning over the
course, as much as possible, to the students produces
the best results. It takes a lot of organization and you
need to have numerous meetings with the students to
keep track of their progress. However, it means that
they have investigated a piece of the course in depth,
come to identify with it and take it home with them.
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Lorenzo de’ Medici and Poggio a Caiano:

an Augustan Ambiguity of Purpose in Building

O]

©)

Edmund M. Burke

Caesar Augustus died in August CE 14, at the age
of seventy-six. When it next convened, the Senate,
honoring his will, authorized the installation of bronze
tablets near his mausoleum on the Campus Martius
on which were inscribed the Res Gestae — Augustus’
political autobiography.' In that document, Augustus
claims that after he had brought an end to the civil
wars (in 27 BCE), he restored control of the Republic
to the Roman people and the Senate, in recognition
of which the Senate named him Augustus. He further
observes that subsequently — until the end of his
life — his official power had been no greater than that of
any other magistrate of state, though he acknowledges
that he had surpassed all in auctoritas, i.e. he had been
preeminent in prestige and influence.” By historical
convention we acknowledge the fiction of certain of
Augustus’ claims in the Res Gestae, regarding him not as
restorer of the Republic, but first Emperor of Rome.
Historical convention, however, and living political
circumstance are not always the same, and the fiction
we create when we square the past into neat periods
was not obviously the reality for most of Augustus’
contemporaries.” Throughout his long career Augustus
eschewed the title of king or any imperial equivalency.
Beyond his claim to greater auctoritas, he was to be
recognized as Princeps, but like auctoritas, Princeps was
a designation steeped in Roman Republican tradition,
the title long borne by the leading member of the
Senate.*

Like most elite Florentines of the guattrocento,
Lorenzo de’ Medici had a keen interest in Roman
antiquity. We know that he was an avid collector of
things Roman,’ and that Rome had an influence on
his ideas about architectural style and poetic subject
matter.” He was in addition fully familiar with tenets
of civic humanism as extrapolated from the ancients
and reshaped in the context of the Florentine
quattrocento, as he was with the ideas of a number of
ancient philosophers and thinkers.” But distinguishing
Lorenzo from all other Florentines was his political

status. By the 1480s, certainly, he had become e
facto Prince of the Florentine Republic, occupying a
position ambiguous of precise political definition,
neither Duke nor ordinary citizen.

In a recent study, F. W. Kent has demonstrated
that in the later troublous years of his life Lorenzo
developed a special fascination with Caesar Augustus.®
Of particular note to us are the ways in which
the Roman Princeps had deftly employed art and
architecture to define his status publicly.” Through the
manipulation of a carefully selected set of themes and
images, Augustus, though explicit in acknowledging
the uniqueness of his political status, had looked to
mediate the contradictions his status actually entailed,
transcending through an aesthetic coherence the
incompatibility in fact between Princeps and Republic.
Augustus had succeeded in his high wire act — for neatly
half a century the Princeps of the restored Roman res
publica — and Lorenzo, it appears, came to appreciate
the precedents set by Augustus, both political and in
the use of images.

The ‘images’ to be examined here are the Ara
Pacis — the Altar of Peace — a monument that Karl
Galinsky has observed to be “the most representative
work of Augustan art”, and the Medici country villa
at Poggio a Caiano, left unfinished at the time of
Lorenzo’s death, but a project to which he had devoted
feverish energy in the last years of his life."” Figs. 1,
2 Despite the core functional differences between
the two edifices — an enclosed altar, ceremonial and
sacrificial in purpose, and a rural residence, overseeing
a working farm — both were intended to articulate
themes central to the role played by their builders in
their respective Republics. As we shall see, various
images and themes at work in the Medici villa earlier
had been employed by Augustus both in the altar
complex and elsewhere. Thatis, in his fascination with
Augustus, Lorenzo appears to have attempted not only
to mimic something of the achievement of the Roman
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Princeps, but he did so with a language of images that
was itself Augustan.

I.

After the defeat and suicide of Marc Anthony and
Cleopatra in 31 BCE, Octavian was without significant
rival, heir to a Republican political edifice that had
been nearly overturned by two decades of civil war.
Cautioned by the Ides of March 44 BCE, he moved
deliberately and incrementally, to govern Rome by
Republican office and precedent, relying on significant
gesture, and manipulating all as circumstance and need
required. Thus, in 29 BCE, he had the doors to the
temple of Janus shut, a ceremonial act grounded in
tradition, signifying a restored universal peace.!’ As
dramatically, in the following year, he issued an edict
declaring void all eatlier acts he had committed in
contravention of the Republican constitution, officially
repudiating his past and affirming by simple wave of
the hand his own Republicanism."? As well, as Walter
Eder observes, the bestowal of the title Augustus in 27
BCE “moved his person, through its connection with
angurinm, into the company of Romulus, the founder
of the city.”??

Beyond these gestures of restoration, reaffirmation
and renewal, Augustus until 23 BCE served as one
of the city’s two consuls, the chief magistracy of the
state, his repeated election anomalous but not without
Republican precedent. In that year, falling gravely ill, he
again made dramatic gesture in evident reaffirmation
of his Republicanism, as on the verge of death he
entrusted his official documents to his fellow consul,
Calpurnius Piso, and his seal ring to his closest friend
and confidant, Marcus Agrippa, deliberately electing
not to designate a political heir." Later in that year, after
his recovery and partly in response to elite discontent at
their exclusion from one of the two consular prizes, he
resigned the office of consul, permanently, assuming
instead the prerogatives of a tribune (#7bunicia potestas),
technically a lesser magisterial position, but one that
beyond making him formally a protector of the
people, continued to provide him with the authority
to convene assemblies and introduce legislation.” Yet
in assuming the prerogatives and not the office of
tribune, Augustus was formally without colleague and
thus technically beyond collegial veto; and different
from the tribunes themselves his #ibunicia potestas
was not annual, but permanent.'® Still, despite their
novelty, the gestures, along with the offices held and
the prerogatives exercised, were essentially Republican
in character, not imperial, as were Augustus’ manner

of dress, his residence on the Palatine, and his mode
of living otherwise."”

A key to Augustus’ security, of course — as well as
the stability of the state — was control of the military.
And so, from 27 BCE onward, Augustus exercised a
maius imperinm, granted by the Senate, providing him
with an authority to command armies that formally
superseded that of any commander in the field. Unique
to this grant was the regular, indeed de facto permanent,
renewal of the power by the Senate in five or ten year
intervals. Yet the exercise of mains imperium also had
Republican precedent.'® So here, as with #ibunicia
potestas, Augustus was able to blur a line, functioning
nominally within Republican practice, though in ways
transcendent of strict conformity to that practice. By
this and other means, as Eric Gruen has concluded,
“Augustus |[became]| princeps. But he did not hold a
principatus,” i.e. impetial sovereignty."”

IT.

Itwasin 13 BCE that Augustus returned triumphantly
to Rome after three years of military campaigning
abroad. He observes in Res Gestae 12.2:

When I returned from Spain and Gaul,
after successfully having taken care of
affairs in these provinces, the Senate
decreed...that an altar of Augustan Peace
(aram Pacis Augustae) should be constructed
next to the Field of Mars in honor of my
return and ordered that the magistrates
and priests and Vestal Virgins should
perform annual sacrifices there.

The walls of the altar precinct are 6.1 meters in
height, in arrangement they form a near square, 10.52
meters on the north and south sides, 11.62 meters on
the west and east.” Fig. 1 The two entrances to the
altar are located in the center of the west and east walls,
with the western access, facing the Campus Martius,
the main entrance. The altar sits atop a U-shaped base,
fronted by four steps; the entire precinct is open to
the sky. In its physical scale certainly there is nothing
grandly monumental about the complex.

This sense of restraint is reinforced by an initial
summary assessment of the relief sculpture on the
outer walls of the complex, themselves divided into
roughly equally sized horizontal bands.* The sculpture
on the bottom band is vegetal, swirling and rhythmic.
On the upper band along the north and south sides,
there are depicted two groups in continuous friezes:
Roman Senators on the north, and priests, officials
and Augustus, including the men, women and children
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of his family, on the south. Augustus himself is
distinguished only by the fact that he is sacrificing, head
veiled, wearing a laurel wreath, engaged comfortably if
attentively with surrounding priests and officials.

On the upper portions of the east and west walls,
divided by the entrances, there are four sculpted panels
in place of the friezes, the subject matter of which is
mythological and religious: gods and mythical heroes
associated with Rome’s discovery and founding. On
the northeast panel, the goddess Roma, attired in battle
gear, sits atop a pile of weapons. Juxtaposed on the
opposite panel, on the southeast, is a female goddess
of fecundity, Tellus or Ceres or Venus, or some
combination of the three, surrounded by emblems
of her powers and bounty.*® On the entrance side of
the complex, on the northwest panel, Mars attends the
birth of Romulus and Remus, the future founders of
Rome. And opposite, on the southwest panel, engaged
in sacrifice, are Aeneas, the son of Venus, the mythical
discoverer of the site of Rome, and his son Iulus,
the traditional eponymous founder of the gens Inlia —
Augustus’ clan.

Thus, there is nothing in the scale or the subject
matter of the Ara — with traditionally garbed Senators,
priests, and officials, along with Augustus and his
family — that overtly affirms an imperial ideology. Yet
when dedicated in 9 BCE, the Ara became part of
a much larger architectural program on the Campus
Martius, features of which manifestly transcended
Republican sentiment.

Erected immediately to the west of the Ara was an
obelisk approximately 30 meters in height that Augustus
had brought back from Egypt in commemoration of
his victory over Cleopatra and Marc Anthony. Beyond
its commemorative function, the obelisk also served
evidently as a meridian marker indicating the annual
cycle of shadow cast by the sun at midday.* In various
ways, the obelisk stood as a complement to the Ara,
its eastern side directly facing the western entrance of
the altar complex, and on its base, commissioned by
Augustus, there was a new inscription re-dedicating
the obelisk to the Sun god — Apollo — who was in fact
Augustus’ patron divinity.?*

About 300 meters to the northwest of Ara and
obelisk stood the Mausoleum of Augustus, built in
28 BCE, but with the dedication of 9 BCE integrated
within the overall plan, as the northern side of the
obelisk directly faced the tumulus, so that the three
monuments effectively formed an elongated, near
isoscelean triangle, with the Mausoleum at the apex.”
In contrast to the Ara, the Mausoleum was enormous,
in the shape of a walled circular mound, approximately

90 meters in diameter and 42 meters in height.” A
radial intersecting corridor ran from the entrance to the
center of the tomb where niches were cut, receptacles
for the ashes of the deceased. Distinguishing the
entranceway were two obelisks, one on each side,
further linking the tomb to the Ara and its adjacent
obelisk.” In the niches in the inner circle were to be
placed not only the ashes of Augustus, but those of
his family, including in fact the first three successors
of the Princeps, the Julio-Claudian emperors —
Tiberius, Caligula, and Claudius — as well as other
members of the extended family.” Much scholatship
has been devoted to the Mausoleum, particularly to its
enormous size and shape that find possible precedent
in native Etruscan tumuli, but certain precedent in the
dynastic tombs of the monarchs of the Hellenistic
East® There is in this latter precedent nothing
affirming of Roman Republican ideology. Rather,
in scale and function the tomb was unambiguously
dynastic and so stands vatiously in juxtaposition to the
Ara. It was in mediating the stark conceptual tension
created by the juxtaposition of the monuments that
Augustus looked to redefine his status, with the Ara
itself, in its complex of themes and images, serving as
the principal medium of reconciliation.

The Field of Mars, where all three monuments stood,
was itself a liminal space bordering the perimeter of
the city, beyond the sacred boundary that formally
separated the city’s military and domestic spheres. The
transitional character of the space finds resonance in
the altar, in that through war Rome had made passage
to peace. And so, in approaching the western steps
leading to the inner altar, one literally turned one’s
back on the realm of war, to engage in sacrificial
thanksgiving for the peace that was at hand.” But
this sacrifice was to be a commemorative act, repeated
annually, thereby transcending the specifics of the
campaigns in Gaul and Spain. It was in part by means
of this greater peace that Augustus had restored Rome,
inaugurating a rebirth of the res publica.

Appropriately, then, at the entrance to the Ara, on the
exterior western wall, Romulus and Aeneas preside, on
the north and south panels, the mythological ‘founders’
of Rome. By his action Augustus is to be linked with the
two heroes, and suggestively is himself now elevated
to the level of the mythic and sacred, something more
than, a traditional Republican magistrate. As well, and
as is regularly noted, the visual link between Augustus
and Aeneas is made even more explicit, as both are
sculpted in the act of sacrificing, proximate physically
on the flanks of the southwest corner of the complex.
The presence of the boy Iulus with his father enriches
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the implications. Through lulus, Augustus and the
gens Iulia are heirs to the divinely parented Aeneas, and
as Aeneas makes sacrifice with his son, so Augustus
surrounded by his family — wife, daughter, son-in-law,
grandsons, and others — makes sacrifice. The gens Iulia,
from Iulus to Augustus, is uniquely distinguished,
divinely parented, as old as Rome itself, and forever
the city’s founders and restorers.

This theme of restoration extends beyond the mytho-
political. As he notes in Res Gestae 8.5, Augustus looked
also to restore the ancient zores of Rome, its traditional
Republican moral values, including the encouragement
of marriage and childbirth. Thus, the family tableau
on the north frieze of the Ara serves as exemplum
of Augustus’ own commitment to this restored moral
ordet, as his familia — husbands, wives and children —
converse and interact, engaging one another casually
and intimately. Yet for all its Republican sentiment,
the family tableau also presents the viewer with a
dynasty — three contemporary generations on display,
and of an extraordinary lineage, distinguished both by
achievement and ultimately by mythic association. In
this complex of allusions and images, the Ara — for
all its Republicanism — is a mirroring of the dynastic
assertions of the Mausoleum.

Again, if differently, the ideology of restoration
is affirmed on the east side of the Ara, as here the
goddess Roma, helmeted and with sword, commands
a pile of captured weapons. Rome, embodied as
goddess, it is reiterated, has brought an end to war, and
Augustus, as the altar complex itself signifies, has been
her agent. On the parallel panel sits the bounteous
consequence of this achievement, the goddess of
fecundity — whoever she is, Tellus, Venus, Ceres —
infants in her lap, flora and fauna at her feet and side,
and emblems of the winds framing the whole.

The specific image of fecundity seen in this panel
is an echo of the entire lower vegetal frieze, whose
size, running the whole extetior base of the Ara, is
unique in Greek and Roman decorative sculpture, and
whose placement quite literally becomes the basis on
which all other images of the exterior frieze and panels
stand.”® Branching elegantly if incongruously from
the scrolls of regularly repeating acanthus are shoots
of ivy, laurel and grape, flowers of every type among
which are nestled fauna of various sorts: lizards, frogs,
butterflies, birds and snakes. It is to be emphasized,
however, that the undulating flow of the vegetation,
dominated by the acanthus, is not natural, but rather
rhythmically recurring, ordered, and patterned. The
bounty, promise and character of nature here are
Virgilian. With its patterning repeated, the vegetal

frieze celebrates the regular renewal implicit in the
cycles of the seasons, the rhythms dictated over time
by the natural order. As we reflect on this depiction of
nature in the lower frieze, then, we see at work a larger
principle, ever recurring, ever renewing, ordained in
time.”> As Virgil suggests in Georgies 4. 315-558, such
renewal in the natural world serves as paradigm for
both man and political society. Nature in its cycles
makes clear the potential for the individual spiritually
to be reborn and for society politically to be restored.”
In this imagery, suggestive of the grand order of nature
and time, Augustus’ efforts to restore the mores of
Rome and the political order of the Roman res publica
find sanction. The acanthus, the centerpiece of this
recurring imagery, is in various ways to be associated
with Apollo. In this we once more find allusion to
Augustus.

Thus, in diverse ways, the uniqueness of Augustus’
political status is affirmed by the Ara Pacis. Agustus
is the Princeps of the res publica and his ambition
is dynastic. The incongruity of the notion of a
Republican Princeps, however, is mediated by the very
themes and images that at one level affirm Augustus’
unique status. As we noted, the scale of the Ara
complex is reassuring. So, too, there is no hierarchy of
scale in the depiction or placement of the person of
Augustus on the north frieze. He mingles with citizens,
priests, members of the Senate, and family, engaged in
an act of traditional religion, not aloof, but a man of
gravitas and pietas: prized Republican virtues. The Ara
commemorates that the res publica has been made safe
from war, and Augustus as citizen-priest, not wperator,
is depicted celebrating this achievement. Nor is the
dynasty menacing, rather a family, with women and
children uniquely prominent. As well, and reassuringly,
the dynasty has been present from the start of Rome’s
history — Aeneas and Iulus — always in service to the
res publica, always pious. Augustus’ stature, so the Ara
suggests, is part of the natural order, ordained by
nature and time. It is, then, not simply of the res publica
that Augustus is Princeps, but of the res publica restituta —
the Republic restored, but now differently.”” While the
altar complex gives unique articulation to these varied
and complex themes, the Ara, as Paul Zanker and Karl
Galinsky have demonstrated, was but one of a number
of documents that promulgated the Augustan ‘image’.

III.

Different from Augustus, Lorenzo de” Medici from
boyhood had been groomed to assume the role of first
citizen of Florence, though his marriage at the eatly
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age of twenty outside the circle of Florentine elite to
Clarice Orsini, of a family most distinguished among
Roman nobility, was likely a truer signal of Medici
ambition. Lorenzo’s status was to be something more
than had been his grandfather Cosimo’s or his father
Piero’s.*® Also different from Augustus, Lorenzo never
held any executive office of government nor was he
formally invested with any constitutional authority
that allowed him officially to act as head of state.
Rather the exercise of his political authority was
predicated more tenuously, on loyalty, notably early
on that of the Centro, an elected body created in 1458
under Cosimo and comprised of inner elite.”’And so
beginning as early as July 1470, within months of his
father’s death, Lorenzo initiated efforts both to tighten
his control over the Centro and to make that body more
completely the central organ of government. In the
reconfiguration that finally was enacted, forty of the
members of the Centro were to be hand picked by
Lorenzo, and these loyalists likely played a significant
role in the selection of the other members. As well, the
Centro now acquired exclusive control over tax laws,
over the state’s military matters and elections.*®

Yet both immediately and over time, the tightening
of control by Lorenzo, while providing him with
near princely authority and autonomy, served both to
harden opposition among some of the city’s elite, now
excluded from the inner circle, and to make foreign
policy more a matter of personal predilection.”” The
Pazzi conspiracy, culminating in the events of April
26, 1478, is certainly the most stunning illustration
of pent-up reaction to Lorenzo’ tightened control.
Leading members of the old elite Pazzi family
conspired with the acquiescence of Pope Sixtus IV and
others to assassinate Lorenzo and his brother Giuliano
in the Duomo.*’ Thus, one locus of the conspiracy was
domestic, fueled by wounded Pazzi pride and thwarted
ambition, and the other was abroad, in foreign policy,
in large measure a function of the Pope’s alienation
from Lorenzo over matters of territorial control and
papal authority. Lorenzo escaped with his life on the
26", though wounded in the neck, whereas his brother
Giuliano was killed on the spot.

In the aftermath of the Pazzi conspiracy and the
ensuing war, Lorenzo’s impulse was to look again
to cinch more securely his control over governance,
tightening further the reins of effective power, but
now buttressing the edifice with new forms of princely
display. In April 1480 there was created the Committee
of the Seventy, which became the principal instrument
of political control in the city, replacing the Centro as
the city’s chief administrative body. As well, through

subcommittees of its own members, the Seventy took
control of the city’s foreign policy along with the
management of its finances. Additionally, the Seventy
were to preside over the appointment of the city’s
security and police magistracies.! As John Najemy
concludes: “Never before had the different functions
of government been so exclusively concentrated
in one body”** Until the end of Lotrenzo’s life, the
Seventy was supreme, serving for repeated terms of
five years; and of the members of the original Seventy,
at least sixty-five appear to have been Medici loyalists.

Beyond new governmental apparatus, Lorenzo
looked to buttress his position in other ways. Among
the keys here was the the extension of patronage
networks outside the city, with an assiduous
engagement by Lorenzo in the details of local affairs,
political and family.* Within the city, there were the
rituals of display, as Lorenzo made himself the central
presence, regularly visiting monasteries, churches
and convents, cultivating confraternities along with
working class associations, converting what once had
been communal to the personal: princely displays
of power and status.* Perhaps the most explicit
llustration of princely power came in Lorenzo’s
consenting to be attended by a force of armed guards
whetever he went.* Finally, there was the restoration
of good relations with the papacy upon the election of
Innocent VIII in 1484. Within three years, the alliance
was secured further, as Lorenzo gave his thirteen year
old daughter Maddalena in marriage to the Pope’s
bastard son, Franceschetto Cibo, a man neatly a
quarter century her elder. Whatever Maddalena’s
distress, for Lorenzo the marriage brought benefits
beyond alliance, as soon the Medici were restored as
papal bankers, an important asset at a time when the
family’s banking interests generally were in decline.*
Yet for Lorenzo, the crowning benefit derived from
restored papal relations was Innocent’ consenting in
1489 to elevate Lorenzo’s son, Giovanni, to the rank
of cardinal, a boy of thirteen, an event that Lorenzo
regarded as the greatest achievement of the Medici
family."’

Thus, the years after the assassination attempt and
following the end of the Pazzi War were transformative,
both of Lorenzo and Florentine governance. Writing
some twenty years after the death of Lorenzo,
Francesco Guicciardini observed:

His brother Giuliano, with whom he
would have had to divide his property and
contend for power, was now dead. His
enemies were removed gloriously, and by
the public arm... The people had taken
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up arms on his behalf... they recognized

him as master of the city... In sum, his

power became such that from then on he

acted as free and complete arbiter, indeed

almost as lord of the city (quasi signore della

citta). His power, which until that day had

been great but suspect, was now supreme

and safe.®

But while Lorenzo’s power and status within the

Florentine Republic during these years rivaled those
of the Princeps Augustus, his demeanor was not always
such, as at moments he appeared driven as much by
insecurity and impatience as princely design. Thus,
having become the great patronus, he often found
himself beleaguered, at times in complaint at the
constancy of clients, his house ever filled with men
looking to do business or looking for favors.” In
addition, as the decade wore on, his health began to
deteriorate, doubtless shortening further the patience
of a man once vigorous and athletic, now only in his
30s, crippled periodically by acute gout and various
other ailments.”’And so there were moments when his
actions were other than Augustan, as in 1488, when a
crowd looked to intercede in behalf of a man sentenced
to death by the O di Guardia. Lorenzo, in a stunning
exercise of imperiousness, personally intervened,
commanded that the man be hanged summarily, and
ordered the arrest, torture and exile of four in the
crowd who had shouted for the condemned man to
escape.”’ Inevitably, such autocratic behavior only
heightened levels of dissatisfaction and alienation.
And so for Lorenzo the decade of his greatest political
triumph provided no easy solution to the paradox of
the exercise of princely power in a republic.”

IV.

It is, then, perhaps not surprising, as F. W. Kent
has argued, that Caesar Augustus came to preoccupy
Lorenzo’s thinking during these years: the Princeps
who for most of a half century had governed the
restored Roman res publica, who had in fact succeeded
in establishing a family dynasty, and who had died in
old age. It was to Augustan precedent that Lorenzo
appears to have turned in the last years of his life, to
redefine his own public ‘image’ and to express as well
his dynastic ambitions.

Lorenzo came into possession of the old villa and
the land that would be the Medici estate at Poggio
a Caiano in the mid-1470s, buying the majority of
the property from Giovanni Rucellai”® Lorenzo’s
early ambitions for the property evidently were

chiefly economic, consistent with the ideology of his
contemporary elite land owners.” Thus, by as eatly as
1477 construction of the cascina had begun, the dairy
farm, designed perhaps by Lorenzo himself and laid
out symmetrically according to classical principles of
design.” In addition to the cattle, the cascina was given
over to the manufacture of silk, the production of
cheese, butter, and cottage cheese as well as grain.®

There is some speculation that Lorenzo had begun to
contemplate the construction of a new villa on the site
as early as the mid-1470s, with the classical symmetry
of the cascina a foreshadowing of his architectural
thinking. That classical precedents were on his mind in
mid-decade is likely, as he had had occasion to inspect
the ruins of Rome in 1471, with no less a guide than
Leon Battista Alberti.” But even so, these architectural
ruminations surely were, as . W. Kent has suggested
“villas in the air,” for it was not until the mid or later
1480s that work on the foundation was begun, and
not until 1490, it seems, that construction was under
way on the new villa itself.*® Giuliano da Sangallo was
the architect with whom Lorenzo worked in close
cooperation, though in key respects Sangallo, like
Lorenzo, was much influenced by Alberti, though
now it was the De re aedificatoria that informed their
thinking.”” Once begun, the work went futiously,
with Lorenzo himself, despite his health, regularly
inspecting the site. Still, by April 1492, when Lorenzo
died, only the front third of the villa was standing.”’

As one approaches the villa from the south, the
visual effect created by its situation in combination
with the majesty of the fagade is simultaneously
authoritative and reassuring.®’ Fig. 2 Consistent with
Alberti’s recommendation, the whole edifice is set atop
an eminence, a hillock — ## poggio — with commanding
views in all directions.”® At the ground level, there is
a single-story arcaded basement that is distinguished
visually from the residence by red brick piers. The four
sides of the arcaded basement extend symmetrically
beyond the perimeter of the residence proper, so that
the villa effectively rises from a broad terrace, with the
height of the residence originally made more dramatic
by the whiteness of its stucco against the grey of
the loggia and trim.® Originally one ascended to the
terrace by way of twin stairways whose climb began,
in Philip Fostet’s reconstruction, “perpendicular to the
villa front, then rose parallel to the front, and finally,
moving up two shorter flights, met directly opposite
the entrance loggia” As Foster concludes: “Not
only direction, but pace of movement was carefully
controlled — slowed and elevated as one approached
the entrance.”**
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Thus the situation of the villa and its tiered elevation
were magisterial. The authority of the facade was
reinforced by the entrance loggia, in the form of
an ancient temple front, with four Ionic columns
set between two lonic pilasters. The frieze running
atop the columns and pilasters was distinguished
by its polychrome glazed narrative, white figures
against blue background. The surmounting triangular
pediment was adorned with the Medici coat of arms.
Like a number of villas owned by the Medici, Poggio
a Caiano made visible the commanding presence of
its owners, as the villa was located strategically in
something of a liminal space, on a north-south axis
between Prato and the hills of Monte Ginestre, and
between Florence and Pistoia on an east-west axis,
with the skyline of Florence, marked by the Duomo,
clearly visible to the north-east.”® This was a perch
from which to see and be seen. In his typology of
villas, James Ackerman argues that, in its size, shape,
color and location, the villa at Poggio was intended to
assure that the relationship between its residents and
the world around was “not intimate, but removed and
in perspective,” so that in “look|ing] back on the city
from a high and distant promontory...” the owner
exercised a visual command of the city, which in the
case of Lorenzo, paralleled his political command.®

Yet in juxtaposition to its magisterial presence, and
equally noteworthy, Poggio a Caiano stood in clear
violation of an aesthetic that had defined Tuscan
country villas of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.
Typically these villas were marked by “towers,
silhouettes with military crenellations, defensive
perimeter walls and moats.”” The ideology of such
aggressive architectural posturing, a carryover from the
medieval fortress, had also penetrated the city center
of Florence earlier in the century, with the Medici
palazzo on the Via Larga constructed by Cosimo
serving as paradigm. In fact, even as Lorenzo’s villa at
Poggio a Caiano was under construction, the model of
the urban palazzo as fortress was being refined in the
city by Filippo Strozzi with his great palazzo.*®

But there was nothing of the fortress in the
appearance of the villa at Poggio. There are no towers
or crenellations, nor is the facade the massive rusticated
stone that we see in either the palazzo Medici or
Strozzi in the city. The surface of the villa at Poggio is
stuccoed, simple and plain, with ample windows and
doors arranged symmetrically, allowing those within
ready access to the terrace, visually and physically to
take in the surrounding vista. Nor was the villa walled,
protected by defense works.” Thus, set apart, sitting
atop a rise, the new villa at Poggio a Caiano was open,

easy of access, undefended, confident in its bearing,
but reassuring in its clarity and simplicity. In all of
this, there was a deliberate assertion of ideology at
odds with prevailing norms, and this despite the Pazzi
conspiracy and ensuing war, and despite the more
recent heightening of political tensions in the city.””
For Lorenzo, the villa at Poggio a Caiano was not to be
viewed as the fortress of a usurping tyrant, a bastion
of ducal might, but the country residence of an elite
citizen, a man of landed means, a working agriculturist,
in the model of the Roman husbandman so idealized
by Renaissance humanists.”

Thus, in its dramatic situation, on the one hand,
and its unthreatening appearance and openness on the
other, there was in the villa at Poggio an ambiguity
of architectural intent that was Augustan. There was
princely majesty here in scale and location, but it was
a majesty contextualized by Republican ideology—the
working farm, the simplicity and clarity of design,
the unguarded accessibility. Beyond the Augustan
ambiguity in juxtaposing such values, the appeal of the
villa to Roman precedent, both actual and as interpreted
within the humanist tradition, was pervasive. Both in
its unity and in its component parts, Poggio is marked
throughout by the balance, proportion and symmetry
demanded by Alberti.” The villa is a harmony of
form, rational and measured. The facade, ordered
into a coherent rhythm, foreshadows the whole, again
consistent with Alberti’s explicit recommendations.”
But beyond the informing ideology of the new
classical canon of balance, geomettic proportion, and
harmony, there were ornamental features explicitly
echoing antiquity, as Philip Foster details, and of which
the most conspicuous is the loggia of the facade, the
entrance to the villa, set as an ancient temple, with its
Tonic columns, the architrave and continuous frieze,
the pediment above.”™

Yet here too there is ambiguity, a manipulation of
images and their ideologies that affirms Lorenzo’s
attempt to redefine established norms, to transcend
simple categorization, and by implication to present
himself as occupying a status unique in the Florentine
Republic. For much of the fifteenth century the appeal
to antiquity, to Rome, had served to buttress the
political ideology of Florentine elite.”” The degree to
which Poggio embraces such appeal is unambiguous,
whether in ornamental detail or informing principle
of harmony and balance. There is here an evocation
of tradition, Roman and Florentine, and at its core
that tradition is Republican. At the same time, the
implications of the entrance loggia are arresting. To
be sure, as James Ackerman observes, Lorenzo in
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designing the fagade of Poggio may again have been
drawn by Alberti’s suggestion that a tympanum, i.e.
a pediment, would lend dignity to an entranceway,
providing a magnificence and solemnity to the
residence of the important citizen® But in the
same passage, Alberti is explicit in warning that “the
pediment to a private house should not emulate the
majesty of a temple in any way.”””” Yet in all its key
components, the entrance loggia at Poggio is the
facade of a temple — lonic columns, architrave, frieze,
and adorning the pediment itself, atop all, there is the
Medici coat of arms. Clearly Alberti’s cautioning has
been violated. As Pers Hamberg has observed, the
religious implications would have been evident, the
impression on contemporary beholders stunning.”
The pedimental image is dynastic and its placement
suggestive of a divine sanctioning.

But it is in the imagery of the majolica frieze
that Lorenzo most closely approximates Augustan
aspiration. It is generally acknowledged that the
thematic principle uniting the five panels of the
frieze is Time in its various manifestations, with an
iconography drawn from diverse ancient sources.”
As we read the frieze from left to right, the units of
time become ever more focused, acquiring greater
order and definition. We begin with the Eternal Void,
an unregulated Chaos, then move in the second panel
to the Birth of the Age of Jupiter. At the center, in
the third panel, we encounter the Birth of the Year
presided over by the Roman god Janus; then onto
the Seasons of the Year in the fourth panel, cyclically
renewing, and in the fifth panel we end with the Birth
of the Day, as Apollo, the Sun-god, sets out at the
hour of Dawn.

Appropriately, it is in the central panel, directly
above the entrance to the house, that the twin-faced
god Janus is depicted, presiding over all. Janus is
the god of entrances and beginnings, physical and
temporal, who, as his name makes clear, attends the
birth of each year. Immediately to the right of Janus
in the same panel, and reinforcing the point of annual
renewal, the god Mars emerges from a small temple.
As Janet Cox-Rearick rightly argues, this Mars is not
the war-god, but the Mars of the old Roman calendar
who presided over the start of the agricultural year,
the god of vegetation and spring, of renewal and
rebirth.*” In the fourth panel we find personifications
of the Seasons of the Year, beginning with youthful
Spring and ending with aged Winter, and to their right,
in the same panel, are the labors of the agricultural
year, again sequenced beginning with Spring, Thus the
personifications and labors of the Seasons combine

to make explicit the repeated order of annual cycles.
As we suggested earlier and as Cox-Rearich observes,
the celebration of the regular order of the agricultural
year had been since the time of Augustus a metaphor
for peace, and by extension civic harmony. Thus, the
types of order sanctioned by Time extend beyond the
measuring of ages, years and seasons to include the
enterprises of man: agricultural, civic and political.

We know that the Classical scholar Angelo Poliziano
was a member of the Medici household, an intimate
of Lorenzo, serving as well as tutor to his patron’s
children. More to the point, Poliziano had speculated
that Florence had been founded not by Julius Caesar,
as tradition held, but rather Augustus. The degree to
which Lorenzo subscribed to this view is unknown,
though F. W. Kent argues that the scholar’s influence
on his patron was considerable, especially on the
matter of Augustus.®® And for Cox-Rearich that
influence extended to Lorenzo’s thinking about the
subject matter of the majolica frieze itself, though
the actual design of the frieze evidently was the work
of Bertoldo di Giovanni.* Whatever the extent of
Poliziano’s influence here, it is unquestionably the
case that the themes of regeneration and renewal, the
sanctioning imperative of Time, of cyclical rebirth,
of the bounty of Nature, and with Nature’s bounty,
peace and civic harmony, are Augustan, common
denominators of the cultural program of the Roman
Princeps, vatiously repeated during the period of his
Principate, as Zanker and Galinsky have shown, and
most vividly executed, as we saw, in the Ara Pacis.

It is equally the case, as discussed eatlier, that by
appeal to such themes and related images Augustus
sought to be linked to the mythic and sacred. So, too,
Lorenzo, as the last panel of the frieze is an allusion
to Apollo-Lorenzo, the equation a commonplace
among Lorenzo’s friends, reinforced by association
with the laurel, sacred to Apollo and a punning
reference to Lorenzo’s own name.* And Apollo, as
we have observed, was the divinity especially sacred
to Augustus. Nor were such associations limited to
the persons of Lorenzo and Augustus, the Princes of
their respective Republics, but were extended in Time
to the family dynasty of each, past and to come, and
boldly punctuated at Poggio a Caiano in the Medici
palle of the pediment atop the frieze. In all of this,
I would argue, the villa is evocative of Lorenzo as
heir to Augustus; his status, his rule, and the dynasty,
rooted in the precedent of the Roman past, and made
legitimate by history and sanctioned by Time.

We cannot for certain know Lorenzo’s intent in the
last years of his life, but the frantic pace of construction
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at Poggio a Caiano between 1490 and 1492, and the
degree of Lorenzo’s personal engagement with the
project, at a time of failing health, are suggestive
of a pressing personal need. In the city, his manner
of governance increasingly had become both more
imperious and more febrile: impatiently autocratic.
And yet by any rational calculation he had achieved
what had been intended for him since boyhood,
and more, as is clear in the pride he expressed in the
elevation to Cardinal of his son, Giovanni, one day

to be Pope Leo X. The thesis tendered here is that in
the last years of his life Lorenzo de” Medici attempted
to look beyond the inexorable fragility of his own
mortality to construct an ‘image’ by which to define
himself and his ambition historically. His model was
Caesar Augustus, and the villa at Poggio a Caiano was
the image by which he attempted both to affirm his
own unique status as the “Princeps” of the Florentine
Republic and his aspirations for the Medici dynasty.

@
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1, 2. Res Gestae 34.1. For full text, see A. E. Cooley, Res Gestae Divi
Augusti. Text, Translation and Commentary (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009). On the significance of auctoritas, see Karl
Galinsky, Augustan Culture (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1996), 10-41.
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de’ Medici’s Villa at Poggio a Caiano, 2 vols. (New York and London:
Garland Publishing, 1978), 1. 168-228. On his poetry, see, e.g,
David Marsh’s review of The Autobiography of Lorenzo de’ Medici
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Wyatt Cook (Binghamton 1995) in Italica 75 (1998), 118-120.

7. On civic humanism, see John Najemy, “Civic humanism
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republicanism,” in Renaissance Civic Humanism: Reappraisals and
Reflections, ed. James Hankins (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), 75-104 and 179-199 respectively. On Lorenzo and
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Nicholas Mann (London: The Warburg Institute, 1996), 151-166.
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Aubrey De Selincourt (New York: Penguin Classics, 2002), 1.19.2;
Dio Cassius 51.20.4-5.

12. Tacitus, Annals, 3.28.2; Dio Cassius 53.2.5.

13. See Eder, “Power of Tradition,” 105; and Suetonius,
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North Carolina Press, 1997), 1-10.
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images of the whole complex, see Orietta Rossini, Ara Pacis
(Rome: Mondadorti Electa, 2007), 6-21.
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Culture, 148-149.

23. See Peter Heslin, “Augustus, Domitian and the So-called
Horologium Augusti,” JRS 97 (2007), 1-20.

24. On Augustus and Apollo, see Galinsky, “ugustan Culture,”
213-224.

25. See Heslin, “Horologium Augusti,” 7, 15-16.

26. For a detailed description, see Jane Clark Reeder, “Typology
and Ideology in the Mausoleum of Augustus: Tumulus and
Tholos,” Classical Antiguity 11 (1992), 265-307, esp. 269.

27. Ammianus Marcellinus, The Later Roman Empire: A.D. 354-
378, trans. Walter Hamilton (New York: Penguin Classics, 19806),
17.4.16; see Zanker, Power of Images, 72-77.
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28. The Mausoleum was the tumulus Iuliorum, so Tacitus, Annals,
16.62. For those buried in the Mausoleum, see Penelope Davies,
Death and the Emperor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2000), 13-19.

29. See, e.g, Reeder, “Typology and Ideology,” 265-307; and
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History of Florence, 1200-1575 (Malden, Mass.: Blackwell 2000),
295-296.

38. For these developments, based largely the
correspondence between Sacromoro Mengozzi and Galeazzo
Maria Sforza, see Nicolai Rubinstein, The Government of Florence
under the Medici, 2" ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997),
204-212.

39. E.g, the siege and massacre at Volterra in 1472 seem to
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have been driven more by Lorenzo’s anxieties than deliberate state
policy; for analysis of the revolt, see Najemy, History of Florence,
348-352.

40. See Francesco Guicciardini, The History of Florence, trans.
Mario Domandi (New York: Harper and Row, 1970), 29-36; for
analysis, see Martines, April Blood, esp. 111-137.

41. For analysis, see N. Rubinstein, Government of Florence, 226-
232, 359-360, 373-375.

42. Najemy, History of Florence, 361-362.

43. See Najemy, History of Florence, 366-369.
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Florence New York: Academic Press, 1980), 428-462, esp. 444-462;
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Warburg Institute, 1996), 23-36.
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(London: Chatto & Windus, 1911), 332-335.
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about politics and the constancy of visitors, see Lorenzo de’
Medici, Lettere, Vol. VII (1482-1484), ed. Michael Mallett (Firenze:
L. S. Olschki, 1998), 36; and Kent, .Arz of Magnificence, 122-123,136.

50. For his various ailments and their affect on his temper see
Mario Martelli, Studi Laurenziani (Florence: L. S. Olschki, 1965),
190-223.

51. See Antonio Cappelli, ed., Lezzere di Lorenzo (Moderna: Carlo
Vincenzi, 1863), 77 (19 gennaio 1489).

52. For political friction and unrest, see E W. Kent, “Lorenzo...,
Amico degli Uomini da Bene: Lorenzo de’ Medici and Oligarchy,”
and Alison Brown, “Lorenzo and Public Opinion in Florence: The
Problem of Opposition,” in Lorenzo il Magnifico e il suo Mondo, ed.
Gian Carlo Garfagnini (Florence: L. S. Olschki, 1994), 43-60 and
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53. See. F. Wi Kent, “Lorenzo de’ Medici’s Acquisition of Poggio
a Caiano in 1474 and an Early Reference to his Architectural
Expertise,” Journal of the Warburg and Conrtanld Institutes 42 (1979),
250-257.

54. On ideology, see Amanda Lillie, Florentine V'illas in the Fifteenth
Century: An Architectural and Social History New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2005), esp. 147-154.

55. Philip Foster, de’Medici’s
Poggio a Caiano,” Mitteilungen des Kunsthistorischen Institutes in
Florenz 14 (1969), 47-56.

56. On the size of the agricultural operation, see Foster, 177/la
at Poggio, 57-63.

57. So E W. Kent, “Acquisition of Poggio,” 255-257.

58. See Foster, Villa at Poggio, 108-167; and Kent, Art of
Magnificence, 138.

59. On Albertis influence, see, e.g, Per Gustaf Hamberg,
“The Villa of Lorenzo il Magnifico at Poggio a Caiano and the
Origin of Palladianism,” in Idea and Form, Studies in the History of
Art, edd. Ake Bengtsson et al. (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wilsell,
1959), 76-87.

60. On Lorenzo’s involvement, see Beverly Brown, “An
Enthusiastic Amateur: Lorenzo de’ Medici as Architect,” Renaissance
Quarterly 46 (1993), 1-22.  On construction in April 1492, see
Foster, Villa at Poggio, 108-111; and Kent, Art of Magnificence,
138-140.

61. See the exceptional illustrations in Silvestro Bardazzi and
Eugenio Castellani, La 177/la Medicea di Poggio a Caiano, llustrated
by Paolo Brandinelli, Vol. I (Prato: Casa di Risparmi e Depositi,
1981).

62. Leon Battista Alberti, On the Art of Building in Ten Books, trans.
Joseph Rykwert, Neil Leach and Robert Travenor (Cambridge:
MIT Press, 1988), Bk. IX, ch. 2.

63. See James Ackerman, The 1/7/la: Form and Ideology of Conntry
Houses (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985), 79-82

64. Fostet, Villa at Poggio, 122-123.

65. For location, see Fostet, Iilla at Poggio, 35.
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the Florentine Renaissance New Haven: Yale University Press, 2000),
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villa at Poggio a Caiano, see Kent, At of Magnificence, 139-140.
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Ackerman, “Villa as Paradigm,” 10-31.
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North, and S. R. E Price, Religions of Rome: Volume 1: A History
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Press, 1968) 97.

81. On Poliziano and Lorenzo, see Peter Godman, From
Poliziano to Machiavelli: Florentine Humanism in the High Renaissance
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998), 37-56; on Poliziano
and Augustus, see Nicolai Rubinstein, “Vassari’s Painting of
The Foundation of Florence in Palazzo Vecchio,” in Studies in Italian
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FIGURE 1. Western facade of the enclosure to the Ara Pacis from the SW, with entrance.
Photograph by Manfred Heyde.
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FIGURE 2. The facade of the Medici Villa at Poggio a Caiano, with loggia in the manner of a temple, including frieze
and pediment with the Medici coat of arms. Photograph by Niccolo Rigacci.
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Theseus’ Lyre

Stephen

For Janet Smith

During the sixth century B.C.E. Athens adopted
Theseus as its local hero, and accordingly his heroic
deeds soon became popular on the Attic black figure
vases.” He first appears in Athens on a volute crater
signed both by the potter Ergotimos and the painter
Kleitias. Figs. 1-2 The crater, known as the Francois
Vase, has been dated to about 570 B.C.E. It was
discovered on the Etruscan site of Chiusi and now
resides in the Archaeological Museum in Florence. ?
In one of the several myths represented on Kleitias’
crater, Theseus leads a line of dancers from a ship
(at the left of the scene) toward the Cretan princess
Ariadne, who awaits him (at the right). Fig. 8 In his
left hand, he holds a lyre, and with his right he plucks
its strings. This meeting of Theseus and Ariadne is
the subject of a myth that is told in the literary sources.

In penance for an ancient crime, Athens was
compelled to send fourteen young Athenians to
Crete each year as a human sacrifice to the monstrous
Minotaur who dwelt in the dark recesses of the famous
labyrinth. That obligation ended at last when Theseus
joined the intended victims and slew the monster, but
he did not carry out his task unaided. Ariadne, the
daughter of the Cretan King, provided Theseus with
a ball of twine. As Theseus entered the labyrinth, he
unraveled the twine and then, when he had killed the
monster, he followed the twine back out of the maze.

Kleitias’ representation of the myth, however, is
unique. Rather than the battle between Theseus and
the Minotaur, that was to become canonical later in the
sixth century,® Kleitias chose to represent a moment
of celebration. There is some scholarly debate about
just when this celebration took place, some arguing
that it is a victory dance following the slaying of the
Minotaur, while others arguing that the dance took
place at the moment of Theseus’ first landing on Crete.
For the present purposes, however, it is the dance per
se that is important and the fact that Theseus leads the
youthful line of dancers playing a lyre.

The meeting of Theseus and Ariadne, however,
is but one of at least eight distinct mythic narratives
appearing on the vase. Several attempts have been

Fineberg

made to find thematic unity among them, but none
has to date won a scholatly consensus, and indeed
some scholars deny that such thematic unity exists.
In the present paper I join those who find thematic
unity on the vase and, building on their work, I focus
here on the images of music and dance that appear on
the vase — and particularly on Theseus’ lyre.

[. Images in Words
and Images in Clay

The Francois Vase was made no more than twenty
years after Solon’s poems appeared in Athens. Solon
is the only Attic writer whose work survives from
the early sixth century, and so he is the sole literary
contemporary of the painter Kleitias. The case has
been made that Solon’s ideas may be recognized in
Kleitias” work,® and most scholars find that Hesiod’s
influence is more directly discernable in Kleitias’ work
(and in Solon’s) than are the Homeric epics.” What is
more, few scholars now believe that Kleitias worked
with the I/iad, or any other written text, in hand, but
that sixth century artists, poets and vase painters
alike, drew upon a common mythic tradition.® This
tradition, however, conveyed not only a canon of
mythic narratives (in variant versions), but it also
handed down a well developed form of story-telling
in which separate elements of the narrative are arrayed
seriatim while the explicit logic of their relationship
to one another is left unstated. Literary parataxis, as
this practice is termed in the epic texts of Homer,’
lends an action a sense of immediacy and movement.
Commenting on three successive, paratactic sentences
that describe the flight of Ajax’s spear in I/iad 6 (9-11),
Graziosi et al (23) say that the three sentences “like
camera shots, track the movement of the spear.” As
Stansbury-O’Donnell has argued,'’ visual images in a
single work, apparently united only by their proximity,
may also describe separate moments of a single action.

In this section, I examine an extended Homeric
simile which in the sections to follow I will set side by
side with the Francois Vase to argue that both present
a sequence of images that may be read as parts of
a thematically coherent whole, and the overarching
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themes that unite each are strikingly resonant —and this
does not seem surprising, for while Solon and Kleitias
lived and worked in the eatly sixth century, nonetheless
they were the immediate heirs of a tradition earlier
articulated by the Homeric (and Hesiodic) epics.

The focus of this section is Homer’s description
of Achilles’ Shield in l/iad 18 (478-608), a description
seen by several scholars as an extended simile and a
thematic microcosm of the poem as a whole. The
lliad states its theme in the opening lines: the rage of
Achilles that will bring countless sufferings upon the
Achaeans and send the souls of many brave heroes to
Hades. Achilles’ rage, however, is not at first directed
at the Trojan enemy but at Agamemnon. They quarrel
and Achilles withdraws from the battle, which in turn
leads to the loss of many Greek lives and in particular
the death of Patroclos. Internal strife and personal
loss are as central to the poem as the battle between
Greeks and Trojans. Indeed it is not until verse 19
that any reference to Troy occurs. The central theme
is Achilles’ anger and, as several scholars have argued,
that is the theme that finds expression on Achilles’
shield.

Achilles” anger leads him to an eatly death which is
foretold by his mother, Thetis, early in the poem, but
significantly Achilles’ premature death is formulated in
terms of a contrast between two ways of life, a long
and peaceful life that has been left behind as opposed
to a short but glorious life of heroic action (1£9.410-
15)."" On the shield, situated beneath the unchanging
constancies of the heavens (at the shields center)
and bounded by the eternally flowing river of Ocean
(circling the rim),'* scenes of mortal life are shown."”
The first of these (closest to the center) includes two
cities, the first a city of peace and the second a city at
war — the life that Achilles left behind and the life that
will bring him glory. In the city of peace marriages and
feasting are shown. A bridal procession winds its way
through the streets, singing and dancing to the sound
lyres and flutes, but along with these festivities there is
a case at law. It is about a murder and the aggrieved
party will not accept a settlement until at last all agree
to peaceful arbitration. This is a city of law. In the city
of war, an army has laid siege to a city and a quarrel has
broken out within the besieging army. Again, there is
an analogue to larger themes: the besieged city is Troy
and the army outside its walls the army of Greeks;
the division among those outside the walls mirrors the
internal division between Achilles and Agamemnon.'

In the city at war, as the army about the walls stands
divided, the defenders carry out an ambush against
the herdsmen tending the cattle of the enemy. The

herdsmen are slain, the pipes they were playing are
silenced,” and the two sides immediately engage
in a bloody battle. In the city of peace blood was
spilled, and the aggrieved survivors will accept
no compensation until the matter is settled at law.
By contrast, in the city of war, the blood spilled in
the ambush leads to more blood spilled, not with
promise of resolution. Analogously, Achilles has been
wronged and will accept no gestures of compensation
(1£9.379-92). A parallel becomes even more forceful
when Ajax, commenting on Achilles’ refusal to accept
Agamemnon’s peace offering, says:

A man accepts recompense even from the

slayer of his brother, or for his dead son;

and the slayer remains in his own land if

he pays a great price, and the kinsman’s

heart and proud spirit are restrained by

the taking of compensation. (1£9.628-

30).

Ajax might be describing the peaceful resolution in
the case at law in the city of peace, but Achilles’ anger
is not to be assuaged. Rather Patroclos’ death reignites
it and, with Hephaistos” new armor, Achilles reenters
the fray with renewed savagery. The description of
Achilles, when he first sees the armor is telling. His
companions stare at it with terror, “but when Achilles
saw the arms, then wrath came on him still more,
and his eyes showed forth terribly from beneath their
lids.” He makes his peace with Agamemnon — his life
is no longer a matter of honor (I/19-146-8), but of
revenge.'® He rejects Odysseus’ caution that the army
cannot fight on an empty stomach, because his mind is
consumed with “slaying, and blood, and the grievous
groans of men” (19.214), and indeed this vision is
realized when Achilles takes the field against Trojans.
On the shield, the quarrel within the ranks of the army
beneath the walls of the City at War gives way to a
battle in which the factions are united in a common
effort against the defenders of the city — an analogue
to the resolution of the conflict between Achilles and
Agamemnon and the bloody battle that ensues on the
Trojan plain. Both are notable for the graphic terms
in which the carnage is described.

In the next ring, beyond the two cities, three
agricultural scenes are depicted. In the first, farmers
plough a field, stopping at the end of each row for a
refreshing drink of sweet wine; in the second a king
surveys his fields where men harvest the crops and an
ox is slaughtered for a sacrificial feast; and in the third
an orchard is shown, heavy with fruit. In the orchard
maids and youths, their minds untroubled, carry the
fruit. They dance as a boy sings and plays the lyre in
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their midst. Like the city of peace, order prevails in all
three of these rural scenes. It is an untroubled world
of music and dance.

The next ring, beyond the peaceful agricultural
scenes, depicts herdsmen leading cattle to a pasture
that lies by a sounding river, and there two lions attack
a bull from the herd. Despite the vigorous efforts of
the young herdsmen and their dogs, the lions succeed
in dragging away a struggling bull. This lion attack
ends as brutally as the battle between the two armies
before the city at war, a parallel that is reinforced by
the description of spilled blood in both scenes and
by the way that both men and lions drag away their
victims. The bull, bellowing loudly, is dragged off
(E\reTo, 581) by the lions who proceed to tear away
the bull’s hide and devour its “innards and dark blood”
(EyraTo nol péhav alpo, 583) —an echo of the battle
around the city at war, where ruinous fate dragged
(E\ne, 537) a corpse along by its feet, her garments red
with the blood of men (dadoiveov aipott pwTdv,
538);'” and wartiors on both sides drag off (Eouov,
540) the enemy corpses. In addition, the ambush,
the ensuing battle, and the lion attack all take place
by a river, perhaps the same river — the ambush “at
the river” (v motap®d, 521); the ensuing battle “near
the banks” (motapolo ma’ 6y0oc, 533); and the lion
attack simply “beside the tiver” (;t0lQ TOTOUOV, 576).
Structural parallels and verbal echoes associate the lion
attack and the ambush that ends in an equally bloody
conflict. The symmetry, then is: agrarian landscape :
lion attack :: city of peace : city at war. Warriors at
their most ferocious are compared to lions in the I/iad,
and so especially is Achilles when he is most filled with
rage.'® As the lions turn a bucolic landscape into a
scene of bloody carnage, so Achilles’ rage defies any
impulse toward peace. When Hector urges Achilles to
swear an oath that whoever kills the other will return
the body of the vanquished, Achilles replies that there
can be no oaths between men and lions ((22.260-67)."

Finally, in the ring furthest from the center and
just within the steam of Ocean, Homer says that
Hephaistos made the image of a dance floor, like the
one that Daidalos made for Ariadne. There young
men and maidens dance, the young men weating
golden daggers, the maidens worth many cattle. The
dancers move first in two opposing lines and then in
a circle, “as when a potter tests his wheel (600-601).
Spectators watch and tumblers lead the line of dancers.
The name, Daidalos (Aaidarog, 592), recalls the
description of Hephaistos himself who was initially
said to have made the shield, “adorning it in every
part” (tavrooe OaddAwv, 479), and then again,

when the shield was complete, Hephaistos fashioned
a “helmet beautifully fashioned” (6QUO . . .KOAT|V
dadahény, 611-12)." Again and again, throughout
the description of the shield, the work is characterized
as “beautiful” (waAOG)* while Hephaistos himself
is repeatedly described as deformed — he is “lame”
(Appryvners, 462, 587, 590). Nowhere is the contrast
so immediate as in the final description of mortal life
on the shield:

On (the shield) the famed god of the two

lame legs (TEQLXAVTOG OUPLYVTIELS)

cunningly inlaid a dancing floor like the

one which in wide Cnossus Daedalus

fashioned of old for the fair-tressed

Ariadne (I£18.590-92).

The god who can walk only with the support of his
mechanical maidens fashions a dance floor for youths
and maidens to dance.

This theme of beauty linked to vulnerability finds
its context in the exchange between Hephaistos and
Thetis which leads up to the description of the shield.
Hephaistos responds readily to Thetis’ request that he
fashion new armor for Achilles, because, he reminds
her, it was she who came to his aid on that occasion
when Hera hurled him from Olympos.** He owes her,
he says, a return for saving his life (Cwdyola tivery,
1/18.407; ctf. 417). Hera cast him from Olympos in
disappointment at his lameness and that lameness is
emphasized more than once as he makes his way from
the forge to greet Thetis. He makes his way from the
forge limping (ywhebwv, 411, 417; cf. xwAOV, 397)),
he requires the support to walk, and throughout he
bears the epithet “lame” (Gudpryviels, 462, 587, 590).
A god, of course, cannot lose his life, but Hephaistos
speaks of his injury as if it were a mortal wound. In
her appeal to Hephaistos, Thetis rehearses her own
suffering. She was compelled against her will to wed
a mortal, who now lives feeble with old age in her
halls, now she faces the imminent loss of her son, and
divine armor cannot prevent it. The bond between
Hephaistos and Thetis, the pain that each suffers and
the aid that each brings the other, sets the stage for
the extended narrative of the shield where order is
juxtaposed with chaos.

Finally, the image of the potter at his wheel that
closes the description of the dance floor, adds one
more figure of the artisan at work in Iiad 18. His
wheel spins like the circling dancers on the shield. The
vase he will make and the images that will adorn it
remain, of course, a mystery, but I suggest that the
images that decorate Kleitias’ crater may provide some
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idea. I will argue thatlike the scenes on Achilles’ shield,
and indeed like Hephaistos himself, the crater presents
a contrast between a dark epic world leading to the
tragic death of Achilles (side A), and the brighter world
of sixth century Athens, where the heroic actions of
Theseus are set in a context of communal celebration.

In sum, the images on the Shield of Achilles contrast
with scenes that find their analogue in angry and
violent actions that separate Greek from Greek and
finally Greek from Trojan, in the poem at large from
scenes of peaceful and ordetly life in both cities and in
the rural farmlands beyond. In both the peaceful city
as well as the agrarian landscape, life is characterized
by song and dance, which appear to attend weddings
and communal labor — both occasion, as they are
depicted on the shield, where young men and women
meet. On the battlefield and in the lion attack on the
peaceful herds, the scene is only bloodshed and death.
Homer is explicit in his description of the lion attack
in saying that it brought the music to an abrupt halt.

Stepping back from the mortal world, however, the
shield portrays the unchanging heavens and the timeless
flow of Ocean, and beyond even these the craftsman,
Hephaistos who fashions the shield. Despite his
divinity, Hephaistos is defined his vulnerability; he was
born lame and speaks of his fall from Olympos as
life-threatening, He makes beautiful objects, like the
shield, and yet they offer Achilles no protection against
death. All that the widely famed (eQurAutog, 18.383
et passim) craftsman can do is to provide armor that
will bring honor (xA€og, 18.121) to Achilles. At the
same time Hephaistos’ art can fashion the likeness of
a dance floor where, in the image at least, young men
and women dance and sing. This dance is compared
to the spinning of a potter’s wheel and this has led
me to consider that the images on Kleitias” vase may
be seen in the same way as the images on the shield —
unified around a theme of tragic heroic action set side
by side with the peaceful order of communal song and
dance. Ido not claim, of course, that Kleitias took his
theme from a reading of the I/ad, but that he worked
in a tradition of which the I/iad was an earlier literary
expression.

II. Peleus and Achilles on the
Francois Vase: Side A

Achilles” story begins with the heroic boar hunt
depicted in the uppermost frieze on side A. Fig. 3
A youthful Peleus, unbearded and spear in hand, is
shown in the front ranks side by side with the bearded
figure of the hero Meleager. Both are identified by an

inscription.” The myth of the Calydonian boar hunt
appears in the literary sources as early as Homer (I/.
9.524-605), where Phoenix, attempting to persuade
Achilles to rejoin his fellow Greeks in battle, recounts
the tale of Meleager. Meleager assembled a diverse
company of heroes to kill a vicious boar bent on the
destruction of vineyards near the city of Calydon. They
slew the boar but a dispute ensued among the victors
over the boar’s hide, and the brother of Meleaget’s
mother, Althaia, was killed. In anger she cursed her
son, and he in turn withdrew from combat. Meleager
resisted all pleas to rejoin the battle, until at last he
yielded to the persuasion of his wife, Kleopatra,* and
so, Phoenix urges, should Achilles yield to the pleas of
his friends and return to the fight.

What Phoenix fails to mention is that Althaia’s
curse will result in her son’s premature death,” even
as Achilles’ return to battle will mean the fulfillment
of the prophecy of his own premature death. For the
present argument, however, Homer’s explicit mention
of Althaia’s curse is some assurance that a sixth century
vase paintet, like Kleitias, and his audience would have
known that Meleager’s glorious victory over the boar
was to be short lived.* With that knowledge, a dark
cloud would have hung over Kleitias’ image of the
hunt. Not only will the hunt lead to Meleager’s death,
but Peleus himself faces an as yet unseen tragedy, the
premature death of his own son.

The frieze immediately below the boar-hunt depicts
the funeral games of Patroclos. Five chariots race
toward Achilles who stands at the finish line to the
far right. Fig. 4 The death of Patroclos will prompt
Achilles’ fateful return to battle where death awaits
him. Like the boar hunt, Patroclos’ funeral games
scene are overshadowed by imminent tragedy. Achilles
on the vase is a youthful figure (beardless), holding
a staff, and facing the on-coming chariots. His legs
and right arm have been lost (a large fragment of the
vase is missing). Behind Achilles on the Francois Vase
stands a large, prize tripod, a prize for the winning
chatiot.”” Achilles’ identity is assured by an inscription,
and the event itself is easily enough identified from
Homer’s account.®® The funeral games for Patroclos
are described in loving detail by Homer in the second
half of l/iad 23, but as Beazley pointed out long ago,
Kleitias does not seem to have followed Homet’s
account. Of the contestants in the chariot race
named by Homer, only Diomedes appears in Kleitias’
portrayal, and, if the order of the charioteers on the
vase indicates the order in which they crossed the
finish line, there is a further discrepancy. According
to Homer, Diomedes was the winner, but on the vase
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his is third in the line of chariots. In addition, figures
explicitly named by Kleitias in the race are not named
by Homer in his account.” Although Kleitias did
not follow Homer in depicting the scene, it may be
safely assumed that the games were part of a tradition
known to both the painter and the epic poet.
Homert’s account, Patroclos” death prompts Achilles
to return to the battle field where he knows he must
die. That connection is less explicit on Kleitias’ vase,
and yet some continuity between the figure of Achilles
at the games (on the body of the vase) and the image
of Achilles’ body being carried from the field (on the
handle) suggest the two events are at last part of a
unified narrative.

As in the funeral games, Achilles on the handles
of the vase is unbearded. Early black figure painters,
roughly contemporary with Kleitias, show Achilles
both bearded and unbearded,*® but for Kleitias, at
least, Achilles was a young man in life and in death. In
Homer’s account of the funeral games, this youthful
identity is associated with the tragedy that lies ahead.
On the eve of the games in the [fad, the shade of
Patroclos visits Achilles and urges Achilles not to delay
the burial. Even more emphatically, however, the
shade reminds Achilles that they share a common fate
(1£.23.69-92). Hearing this, Homer’s Achilles mourned
his companion as a father might mourn a son who was
newly married, a life cut off in its prime (1/.23.222-25).
Patroclos’ death meant that Achilles’ death was near,
and Homer’s image reminds us that Achilles’ death is
to be an untimely one. Kleitias’ portrayal of Achilles as
a youthful figure both in life and in death links the two
images iconographically and so perhaps thematically
(as they are thematically linked for Homer).

Finally on side A, just beneath the main frieze that
runs the full circumference of the vase, Kleitias shows
Achilles in pursuit of Troilos . Figs. 5-6 Prompted by
an oracle stipulating that Troy will not fall if Troilos,
the young son of Priam, should reach his twentieth
year, Achilles resolved to kill him. Although the story
is barely mentioned in the literary sources until after
the classical petiod,” it was popular and fully illustrated
on the sixth century Attic vases.”” On the Francois
Vase, the scene not only depicts the pursuit of Troilos,
but implies that his killing was an act of impiety. That
portion of the vase showing Achilles” head has been
lost; what remains of him are only his right leg, a hint
of his left, and the lower end of a scabbard behind
his left flank.” Troilos flees on horse-back before his
pursuer, an overturned hydria beneath the horse, and
his sister, Polyxena (preserved only from her waist to
the hem of her skirt), runs ahead.

In

Troilos and Polyxena had gone to fill her hydria at
the fountain house where Achilles lay in wait. The
fountain house is shown by Kleitias at the left of the
frame. Fig. 1a Apollo stands behind it, a young man
fills a hydria within, and in front stand four figures
(all labeled): Rhodia, Thetis, Hermes, and Athena,
all facing the scene of the pursuit. Hermes, his head
turned back toward Themis, extends his arm toward
her, a gesture that suggests that he is addressing her.
Framing the scene at the right is the place of Priam;
he is seated before it. Antenor faces the king, his hand
outstretched toward him in token of speech. Within
the palace two armed warriors (Hector and Polites)
stride forward. On other early sixth century Attic
vases, the murder of Troilos is located at the altar of
Apollo* (a detail included the late literary soutces as
well). Although Kleitias depicts the pursuit, and not
the killing, the figure of Apollo on the Francois Vase
anticipates Achilles’ sacrilege.”

We cannot know what Hermes said to Themis, nor
what Antenor said to Priam in Kleitias’ version of
the myth, but the two groups in conversation invite
comparison, gods in conversation to the left and
mortals on the right. The pursuit of Troilos was a
popular theme among the early black figure painters,
but only in this one does Themis appear. Themis
embodies the laws of heaven, perhaps her presence
in this scene represents the standard against which
Achilles’ actions are to be judged. In any case, both
gods (Hermes and Themis) and mortals (Antenor and
Priam) are moved to comment.

Thus the pursuit of Troilos reveals finally that
Achilles’ fate was not simply an arbitrary one, but the
result of a moral failing: Achilles committed an act of
outrage against the god and he will pay with his life.
Accordingly, Ajax carties his body from the field on
the outside of both volute handles.” Fig. 7

In sum, the “Achilles” side of the vase represents
a narrative that begins with the heroic action of the
young Peleus and ends with the flawed heroism of
his son, Achilles, who pursues the helpless Troilos
to the altar of Apollo where Troilos will die. By
pairing of Peleus with the tragic Meleager (and on the
reasonable assumption that Kleitias and his audience
knew the story), Kleitias foreshadows tragic events yet
to befall the house of Peleus. In the funeral games
of Patroclos, the loss is commemorated that will lead
Achilles back into combat where he will die, and finally
in Achilles’” pursuit of Troilos the scene anticipates a
sacrilege that transforms heroic action into excessive
rage. As Thetis first formatted Achilles’ destiny, it
seemed a choice between a long and peaceful life at
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home, or a short and tragic life in the pursuit of glory.
In both the I/ad and on Kleitias® crater, however, that
pursuit is portrayed as excessive. Homer’s Achilles, in
his rage toward Hector, forfeits his humanity. In his
memorable words to Hector, Achilles with a dark look
taunts his enemy: “As between lions and men there are
no oaths of faith (IZ22.262). This savagery offends the
gods, who step in to prevent Achilles from desecrating
the corpse (1/23.184-91).% Achilles, for both the artist
and the epic poet, is a figure of tragic excess.

III. Theseus and Athens on the
Frangois Vase: Side B

On the “Theseus” side (B) of the vase Kleitias depicts
a very different hero, and excess, where it appears, is
diminished. Below the rim of the vase Theseus leads
a line of fourteen youths, alternating male and female.
They move from a ship on the left toward Ariadne and
her nurse who stand to welcome them on the right.”’
Fig. 8 She holds the ball of thread that Theseus will
use to find his way out of the Minotaur’s labyrinth.
The number, fourteen, suggests that these are the
youths who set sail from Athens as the annual sacrifice
to the Minotaur. A long scholatly debate surrounds
this image, some arguing that it shows Theseus’ arrival
on Crete and the first meeting between himself and
Ariadne. Plutarch, however, says that on the return
voyage a victory dance was celebrated on the Island of
Delos,* and some scholars have identified the scene
on the vase with that dance. It seems more likely,
however, that more than one moment is shown in
the same scene: the line of young Athenians behind
Theseus could thus be celebrating Theseus’ victory
over the Minotaur even as Ariadne welcomes them to
Crete, the ball of thread as yet unused in her hand.
Following that logic, Guy Hedreen*' argues that the
scene represents a dance performed upon Theseus’
arrival on Crete,” that it anticipates the victory over
the Minotaur which is still to come,” and at the same
time that it recalls a moment, defined by similar scenes
in other contexts, where young men and women first
meet in a coming of age ceremony and a prelude to
marriage.* On Hedreen’s analysis, the association of
the line of dancers, as well as the meeting of Theseus
and Ariadne, adds weight to the long held view that
vase was made for a wedding — a crater where wine
and water were mixed is a standard feature of both
symposia and weddings. 1 shall return to this point.

Theseus and the Minotaur appeared outside of
Attica prior to the sixth century, and in the years
following the painting of the Francois Vase, the

Minotauromachy was a popular theme among the Attic
black figure vase painters.” In some of those scenes,
as on the Francois Vase, the lyre appears. On a band-
cup in Munich,* the painter has represented the killing
of the Minotaur and the boar hunt, just as Kleitias has,
on opposite sides of his vase. On the cup, standing to
the left of Theseus and the monster, Athena holds the
lyre, which in the spirit of Kleitias (who labels a hydria
and Priam’s throne on the Francois Vase) is labeled
“lyre.” To the right of the combatants on the cup,
Ariadne appears with a wreath in one hand and the
ball of thread in the other. As Hedreen points out,
Theseus will have already rolled out Ariadne’s thread
by this point in the narrative, and so the ball that
Ariadne holds can only allude to an earlier moment
in the story. Similarly the lyre can be of no use, as
Shapiro argues, to a man fighting a monster and so
must perform another function.”” As on the Francois
Vase, so on the cup, Ariadne is accompanied by her
nurse. On the band-cup she stands behind Ariadne
and, rather than calmly awaiting Theseus’ arrival, as
she does in Kleitias’ version, she is engaged in a lively
dance (all of the other figures stand calmly waiting).
On both vases Theseus’ youth is marked by his lack
of a beard, Ariadne’s is signaled by the presence of
her nurse, whose lively dance on the Munich band-
cup appears to celebrate the arrival of a suitor — a
further argument in favor of Hedreen’s proposal that
Theseus’ arrival on Crete was as much about his arrival
at a marriageable age as it was about freeing Athens
from its annual tribute to the Minotaur.

The lyre reappears on a handful of additional black
figure Minotauromachies, but by no means on all.
The four black figure examples known to me range
in date from eatly to late in the 6™ century; the red
figure examples are also few and span the years from
the late 6™ century to the late 5. * Given the wide
popularity of Theseus’ battle with the Minotaur — at
least 200 examples survive in the corpus of Attic black
figure vases — it would seem that Theseus’ association
with the lyre was a long lived tradition, but one that
captured the Athenian imagination less forcefully than
his heroic combat. 1f, as Hedreen argues, Theseus’
lyre marks his identity as young man of marriageable
age and the dance is the occasion where such young
men meet eligible young women, the explanation for
the rarity of representations of Theseus and the lyre is
perhaps understandable. His courtship of Ariadne, if
indeed thatis what it was,*” ended in his abandoning her
en route to Athens, and he would have been better off
if his later amorous encounters had ended prematurely
as well. He abducted the Amazon Antiope, which
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brought a hostile Amazon army to Athens; she bore
him Hippolytus for whom Phaedra, then Theseus’
wife, developed a fatal attraction; and finally he
abducted Helen which, according to some sources, led
her brothers, the Dioscouri, to take Athens. Theseus
seems to have a taste for dangerous liaisons and thus
seems a poor model of idyllic marriage, and yet that
seems exactly what he was on Kleitias” vase. Scholars
idealize his meeting with Ariadne on Francois Vase,
and cutiously dismiss the fact that he abandoned her
on Naxos before they ever reached Athens.” Homer
reports two version of the story; in one Theseus
leaves her behind on the island, in another Dionysos
prompts Artemis to kill her there”® In either case,
it was a union that was not to be and Kleitias must
certainly have known it. I will return to that problem.

Below the meeting of Theseus and Ariadne on side
B of the crater, Theseus makes a second appearance
in a battle against the centaurs — alas, only part of his
shield and the better part of an inscription naming
him survive. Fig. 9 Homer refers to the centaurs
only in passing, but what he does say suggests that
the battle between the Lapiths and centaurs was well
known to him.”> At Odyssey 21.295-303 in particular,
the suitor Antinoos (ironically) reports that wine was
the undoing of the Centaur Eurytion in the halls
of the Lapith Peirithoos. In this epic passage there
is no explicit mention of the wedding, but only that
Eurytion was a guest in Peirithoos’ halls where he
committed an unspecified outrage. Scholars often
identify the Centauromachy on the Francois Vase with
the wedding of Perithoos, but in fact the battle is only
later, during the fifth century, associated explicitly with
awedding.”® At the center of Kleitias” Centauromachy
are two centaurs pounding the Lapith, Kaineus, into
the ground, a tale that Kleitias’ inherited from earlier
sources. Fig. 10 Interpretation of the scene as a whole,
whether the scene is Perithoos’ wedding or simply a
brawl, seems straightforward: Theseus and others,
wearing the civilized armor of hoplite warriors,
combat the tribe of centaurs whose reputation, no
less than the rocks and branches with which they fight,
marks them as a threat to the civilized order.

The depiction of Kaineus, however, seems less
simple. Kaineus is the embodiment of invulnerability;
his very name derives from the word for surpassing
strength  (alvupt, “surpass” or “be superior”).>*
According to Hesiod, Kaineus began life as a maiden
who was granted her wish to become a man (GvdQa)
and invulnerable (GtQwTOV).”> Because Kaineus
could not be wounded, the centaurs were compelled
to hammer him into the earth. It is uncertain

whether Kleitias knew of Kaineus’ gender change,
but the image of the centaurs pounding him into the
ground makes it certain that Kleitias did know of his
invulnerability. Kaineus thus embodies the seemingly
invincible strength of the hoplite warrior. According
to the literary sources, Theseus and the Lapiths,
hoplite warriors in this scene, invariably prevail over
the centaurs, while Kaineus for all his surpassing
strength is overcome in this scene. The scene, read
in this way, valorizes heroic action even as it sounds
a note of caution over excess — a reading that finds
its analogue in Homer’s account of Achilles and the
Greeks at Troy.

Immediately below the Centauromachy, the
Wedding of Peleus is depicted, and just below the
wedding procession, the myth that has become known
as the Return of Hephaistos). Figs. 11-13 That tale
may be briefly told. In rivalry with Zeus who had
born Athena in a seeming act of male self-sufficiency,
Hera managed to bear Hephaistos in a seeming act of
parthenogenesis.” Discovering that her son was born
lame, Hera in disappointment cast Hephaistos from
Olympos. He in anger, pretending to appease her, sent
her a beautifully crafted throne. Once she was seated
in her son’s throne, however, she was unable to rise.
She promptly sent Ares to force Hephaistos to release
her, but the war god could not prevail over the master
craftsman. Finally Dionysos intervened. Inebriated
on Dionysos” wine Hephaistos relented and at last
agreed to release Hera. He is shown on the Francois
Vase, led by Dionysos and riding a mule, on his way to
Olympos where his mother awaits him. Fig. 11

The myth appears in its fullest form on the Francois
Vase with Hera and Zeus on their thrones awaiting
Hephaistos’ arrival, Ares crouching behind the royal
thrones, his spear point toward the ground in defeat,
and Dionysos with his full entourage on satyrs and
nymphs leading the procession. Figs. 11-12 This
scheme in more or less abbreviated form will become
a popular one among the Attic vase painters. Only in
Kleitias® version is Hephaistos’ foot turned backward
in token of his lameness — presumably because of
an aversion to shown deformity subsequent painters
do not include this detail, relying only on the fact
that Hephaistos rides instead of walks to convey the
essential detail of his lameness. Also unique to Kleitias’
version is the figure of Aphrodite, who stands, face to
face with Dionysos at the center of the composition.
Fig. 13 On the Francois Vase and in every version,
however, Hephaistos is shown ez route to Olympos,
never at the moment of arrival. Hera’s release is never
explicitly represented, and in this way Hephaistos can
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have it both ways. He can restore relations with his
mother by promising to free her and at the same time
sustain his anger by never fulfilling his promise. In
this way scenes of the Return become an expression
of mythic conflict. Accordingly Dionysos, who
accommodates contradiction, attends the procession.
I have argued this case more fully elsewhere.”” For the
present argument, however, it is sufficient to observe
that force alone, in the person of Ares, cannot resolve
the quarrel. Dionysos with his wine and his entourage
of revelers can succeed where Ares failed. Order is
restored on Olympos, but as in the Centauromachy, a
note of caution seems to be felt about excessive force.

Seeking a unified theme, some scholars have
identified marriage as the common thread that links
the three myths on side B of Kleitias’ crater. In the
meeting of Theseus and Ariadne some scholars have
found a scene of courtship, in the Centauromachy
they imagine the brawl that erupted at the wedding of
Perithoos, and finally in the Return, where Aphrodite
stands before the throne of Zeus and Hera to greet
the arrival of Hephaistos, they think of Aphrodite
and Hephaistos in Odyssey 8, where the two are a
wedded couple, and imagine that Hephaistos was
awarded her in exchange for freeing Hera. Fig. 13 If
Theseus and Ariadne were ever married, the marriage
was famously short lived; the Centauromachy on
Kleitias’ vase cannot be identified with any certainty as
a wedding; and the notion that Hera used Aphrodite
to compensate Hephaistos for her release lacks any
supporting evidence.”® Other scholars have identified
Theseus as the focus on side B, but they ate unable to
explain the myth of the Return which has no obvious
connection to Theseus. 1 propose instead that the
theme represented on side B is Athens itself, and that
side A and B are thematically posed in contrast: the
epic world where dark prophecy and violent actions
lead to Achilles’ tragic death in contrast to Theseus’
Athens where choral dance initiates the union of the
city’s youth, the heroic actions of the king subdue
the excesses of nature, and finally where Dionysos
accommodates (if not resolves) differences. Achilles’
impious murder of Troilos embodies the one, Theseus
with his lyre the other.

IV. Gods and Mortals, Predators
and Pygmies
The Friezes Circle the

Circumference of the Vase

Running the full circumference of the crater in a
frieze wider than the rest, is a procession of deities

celebrating the Wedding of Peleus and Thetis.”” At the
head of the procession, on side A of the vase, Peleus
stands before his palace to greet his guests; Thetis is
visible within Fig. 15 At the head of the procession
the centaur, Chiron, in the company of Iris, the
gods’ messenger, grasps Peleus’ hand in a gesture
of congratulation. Chiron carries a branch over his
shoulder where three small animals, prizes of the hunt,
are tied. As Beazley recalls, Chiron, the most just of
the centaurs (duoandtotog Keviavpwv, 1/11.832)
taught Achilles the healing arts.” The presence of
Chiron at the head of the procession, his hand clasping
the hand of the groom, presents a contrast to the wild
centaurs who do combat on the opposite side of the
vase. On the occasion of Peleus’ wedding, centaurs
do not display the wildness of nature but a civilized
mastery over it (hunting and, if we recall Homer’s
words, the healing arts). Iris, her messenger’s staff
in hand, leads the procession of deities to the house
of a mortal — as she does in the Homeric poems,
she facilitates commerce between gods and mortals.
Following Chiron and Iris in a close grouping come
Demeter, Chariklo, and Hestia, all stately matrons —
Demeter presides over the crops, Chariklo is Chiron’s
wedded wife, and Hestia is the goddess of the hearth.
At this divine wedding, even the centaurs appear as a
wedded pair.

Walking behind Demeter, Chariklo, and Hestia,
Dionysos shoulders a large amphora, his face turned
out of the picture plane to stare directly at the viewer.
Fig. 14 As has often been pointed out, Kleitias has
placed Dionysos at the center of the composition (he
stands midway between the handles on side A of the
vase). All the others, gods and horses, proceed at a
stately gait, but Dionysos appears stooped under the
weight of his amphora, or as some have suggested,
his pose suggests a dance step.”’ He is the undoubted
focus of the composition. In the scene of the Return
on the opposite side of the vase, Dionysos faces
Aphrodite, where the wine god and the goddess of
erotic desire both assume a similar pose. They are a
pair. Figs. 11 and 13

In the Wedding Procession, Aphrodite, Dionysos,
and the Muses form a triad as the personification of
eros, wine, and music. Solon in the early sixth century
speaks of Dionysos and Aphrodite togethet.”” Again
later Euripides’ chorus of bacchants sing of Dionysos
who, they say, unites them in dance, in laughter, and
the sound of the pipes — his wine leads them to
vanquish their cares (Quromadoal TE HeEQIUVOQ)
(Bacchae 378-85), and in the following strophe they
praise Aphrodite’s Cyprus “where the Erotes charm
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mortal hearts” and Pieria, the home of the Muses and
of the Graces (Bacchae 402-416). The thematic focus
of the Return is the power of eros, of wine, and of
music, and so I suggest is the Wedding of Peleus and
Thetis. While the Return is a comic tale of excess and
reunion — a comic ending is the luxury of the gods —,
the Wedding of Peleus and Thetis is a unique occasion
where mortal and immortal are joined. The wedding
procession on Kleitias’ vase idealizes that moment.

Following Dionysos come the Hours, and the first
of the chariots in which the greater of the gods
ride. Calliope stands in the background, behind the
horses of the first chariot, and like Dionysos she faces
outward, face to face with the viewer of the vase. The
arms of the Hours are raised in animated gestures, and
Calliope plays the pipes. Dionysos brings the wine
and Calliope provides the music. A second chariot
follows with four Muses attending, and a third chariot
with three more Muses in attendance. These are the
chariots of Poseidon and Amphitrite and of Ares
and Aphrodite — both pairs appear hidden behind the
handle which has been attached to the body of the
crater here.

Following the procession to side B, a fourth
chariot,® and then a fifth which carries Athena and
another goddess. Walking with the fifth chariot are
Nereus and his wife Doris, the parents of the bride;
both look backward toward Athena. Then comes the
chariot of Hermes and Maia attended by four Moirai,
and next the chariot of Ocean. Little remains of
Ocean himself, beyond what appears to be the ear and
neck of a bull, a scaly body, and a fish’ tail. A second
handle separates Ocean’s head from his body and tail
which appear under the arch of the handle along with
Hephaistos who rides side-saddle on a mule at the end
of the procession.

The horses in this divine procession have their mains
gathered in top-knots, and the tail of Hephaistos’
mount has been carefully braided (contrast the
donkey’s tail in the scene of the Return), and the
animal’s phallus is no longer the comic hypertrophic
member of Hephaistos’ mule (and on the satyrs) in the
scene of the Return. This is no ordinary gathering, but
the solemn union of a mortal and an immortal. The
Muses are in attendance (like the Hours, they gesture
expressively with their hands, but the significance
of their gesture is difficult to interpret). Calliope
provides music and Dionysos brings wine — they both
look full face at the viewer and in this way the music
and the wine become visually prominent in the scene
— and yet Calliope’s pan-pipes are not the shrill flutes
of Dionysos’ satyrs, nor is the wine contained in crude

animal skins as it is in the scene of the Return. The
kantharos that stands on the altar at Peleus’ feet in the
Wedding scene suggests that wine was to play a part
in the events to come, ®* but there is some assurance
that the drinking will not become excessive — that the
solemnity of the event will be maintained. Chiron
leads the procession. He is shown in a gesture of close
friendship with the groom, and he attends with his
wife, and in these ways he is a very different centaur
from the ones against whom Theseus and the Lapith
battle in the Centauromachy of side B of the crater.

Marriage broadly defined is among the most
important of socializing events, a sort of social
contract that regulates untamed erotic impulses,” and
this marriage between a mortal and an immortal is not
different. Thetis is a force of nature itself. She is an
Oceanid whose home is beneath the sea and, as Homer
attests, she wed Peleus only under protest. Zeus made
her subject to (OQMOLOOEV) a mortal man, Peleus’ son
of Aeacus. She says that she endured the bed of this
mortal man against her will (00% €0éAovoay), a mortal
man who now lies about the house decrepit with age
(I7.18.432-36).% Sixth century Attic vases show Peleus
subduing his bride; her untamed nature is conveyed
by her ability to transform herself in various wild
beasts — a dramatic example may be found on a late 6™
century vase where a panther rides Peleus’ back and a
snake-headed dog emerges from Thetis’ shoulder, just
behind her head.”” In Kleitias’ scene, she sits demurely
obedient within the house.

Ocean has the head of a bull and the tail of a snake.
He dwells at the margins of the known world; when
Zeus assembled the company of immortals, all heeded
his summons, even the smallest river nymphs, with the
sole exception of Ocean (1£20.7-9). He appears in the
procession, however, because he is a member of the
bride’s family, and yet he appears toward the end of
the line, ahead only of Hephaistos whose place among
the Olympians is even more marginal. In the Wedding
scene, Hephaistos rides a donkey, a lowly beast whose
comic excesses moved even Apollo to laughter®™; he
rides because he is lame and his disability makes him
the subject of ridicule on Olympos (IZ1. 591-600).
Fig. 16 In the Wedding procession, Hephaistos not
only rides in token of his lameness, but he rides side-
saddle, a pose that is assumed on the vases only by
women.” The end of the procession is reserved for
the lowest in the social order.

In sum Kleitias’ procession of deities at the Wedding
of Peleus and Thetis commemorate the solemn union
of a god and a mortal, a tenuous enough moment
made even more tenuous by the inclusion of guests
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like Chiron whose near relatives drink to excess and
prove more animal than man, like Ocean whose bestial
form serves as a reminder of his daughter’s resistance
to the civilized institution of marriage, and finally of
Hephaistos, who conspired to resist the authority of
Zeus. Absent from this wedding procession is any hint
of the tragic fate of the couple’s only son, Achilles,
and yet the viewer need only look to side A of the
crater to see it fully expressed. To find the excesses of
the centaurs or a reminder of the conspiracy between
Hera and Hephaistos against Zeus, side B shows
both, but there Dionysos restores order among the
Olympians, Theseus and the Lapith hoplites subdue
the centaurs, and the chorus who follow Theseus, lyre
in hand, seem to affirm a conjugal union between
Theseus and Ariadne.

Beneath the lowest mythological scenes, a smaller
frieze also girdles the circumference of the vase. It
depicts savage animals attacking their prey as well as
sphinxes and griffins posed in heraldic symmetry on
opposite sides of a complex floral design. Figs. 17-
18 The lions no less than the fantastic monsters were
derived from earlier Corinthian vases and ultimately
from works imported from the east, where the lion is
emblem of royal power. Markoe has traced the origins
of lion attacks and applies his findings to images of
lions in Greek art. He argues that in the Homeric epics
images of lions describe divinely inspired warriors;
their victims are compared to bulls, deer, and other
non-predatory animals. Achilles is more than once a
lion (his shield on the black figure vases sometimes
carries the image of alion).” On the famous depiction
of the Wedding of Peleus and Thetis by Sophilos,
several animal friezes adorn both the body of the vase
(a dinos) and its stand, but there the animals all stand
peacefully in what seems little more than a decorative
pattern. They do not interact.”" By contrast, on the
Francois Vase lions take down a bull and a boat,
panthers attack a bull and a stag.”®

In the I/iad Achilles is a lion not only in battle, but
when his barely suppressed rage threatens to break
his fragile accord with Priam in book 24.” Refusing
to take a seat before Achilles returns Hector’s body,
Priam provokes Achilles’ anger: “So now stir my heart
no more among my sorrows, lest, old sir, I spare not
even you inside the huts, my suppliant though you are,
and so transgress the chare of Zeus. So he spoke,
and the old man was seized with fear, and obeyed
his word. but like a lion the son of Peleus spring out
of the house ...” to receive the Trojan ransom. (I/.
24.560-72).* Here the rage is neither one inspired by
a god nor directed at an enemy on the battlefield, but

a force from within that casts Achilles in the image
of a lion, and so I suggest that the lion attacks on
the Francois Vase not only resonate with the violent
actions depicted on the vase but, for a sixth century
audience schooled on the Homeric epics, Kleitias’
lions would have been understood as the inner forces
that informed heroic action. If that is so, then the
Francois Vase depicts not simply mythic narrative but
a reflection on the invisible powers that animate it.
That is a great deal to attribute to an animal frieze,
but it is consistent with the argument I have been
making, that the prevailing state of mind on side B
stands in contrast to that found on side A — Theseus’
Athens where peaceful order is affirmed in contrast
to Achilles’ epic world where heroic action becomes
heroic excess and ends in tragedy. Tragedy, however,
may be a misleading choice of words, since it is not
so much a matter of moderation and excess, but of
an individual seeking honor in victory, and willing to
sacrifice all for it, in contrast to community acting
in concert — hoplites battling the excesses of the
centaurs, the music and dance that ceremonially unite
young men and maidens ultimately in marriage, and a
divine procession that restores order among the gods.

The scene of the Return, however, does more than
restore order on Olympos, and so too, I suggest, does
the contrast between the two sides of the Francois
Vase in general. Like Theseus himself, the myth of the
Return had been shown outside of Athens before it
appears on the Attic vases, but in the end it became an
Athenian story. As I have argued elsewhere, the Return
was popular in Athens because it embodies a conflict
that defines family relations in the city itself and
because that conflict is not one that can be resolved.
Even as the Return promises renewed relations
between Hera and Hephaistos, it sustains the memory
of the cause of their quarrel (Hephaistos’ lameness)
as well as Hephaistos’ resistance to actually resolving
it (the procession is always shown in progress, and
the moment of Hera’s release is never portrayed).
If tensions could not be tresolved, they could find
expression in myth and in the case of this particular
myth in comic relief. Hephaistos’ lameness in /ad 1
brought laughter to the gods, and in the scenes of the
Return a mortal audience would certainly laughed to
see him riding to Olympos on an ithyphallic donkey
in the drunken company of Dionysos and his hyper
phallic satyrs. Athens is not only a place where hoplite
forces combat the excesses of drunken centaurs, and
youths and maidens commemorate the city’s freedom
with music and dance, but it is a city of humor — and
so perhaps we must understand the battle of Pygmies
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and Cranes that runs around the full circumference of
the foot of the vase.” In any case, I have argued that
the Francois Vase, like Homer’s account of Achilles’
Shield, is a thematically unified composition, and
that the two sides are set in thematic contrast. Other
vases, geometric through classical, show scenes in

juxtaposition (on the same side or on opposite side of
the vase) that may be read as a continuous narrative.
The Frangois Vase, an extraordinary achievement
by an extraordinary artist, can hardly be expected to
do less.

o
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Neils, The Youthful Deeds of Theseus, 1-20; cf. LIMC VII,
“Theseus,” passim.

3. Florence 4209 (ABV 76, 1). The vase is fully illustrated
in Cristofani passim. Cf. ASH, plates 40-46.

My interest in the vase began with a lecture delivered
many years ago at the kind invitation of Tom Sienkewicz at
Monmouth College, and I was prompted to consider the subject
again more closely during the year I spent on the ACM Program
in Florence where I was able to examine vase itself for the first
time. For the photographs of the vase reproduced here and for
a valuable exchange of ideas by correspondence, I welcome this

opportunity to thank Dr. Mario lozzo at the Museo Archeologico
in Florence.

4. Neils, Youthful Deeds of Theseus, 24-30.

5. For the bibliography, see most recently Scully “Reading
the Shield of Achilles,” passim.

6. Kreuzer, “Zuriick in die Zukunft?,” passim is the most
recent to view the images on Kleitias’ vase through the lens
of Solon’s poetry. Kreuzer argues that both share a common
political agenda that addresses the excesses of the early sixth
century aristocracy. My own reading, while it is not so explicitly
bound to the historical moment, takes a similar direction.

7. See, e.g. Carpenter, Dionysian Imagery (1986), 6 ; cf. 7,
n. 34). For a standard account of Hesiod’s influence on Solon,
see Lesky, A History, 121-28; for a convenient discussion of the
difference between Solon and Homer in respect to word usage
and meter, see Campbell, Greek Lyric Poetry (1967), 231-33.

8. Snodgrass, passim.

9. Leaf and Bayfield, The lliad of Homer, Ixi, give the
example: ¢pUAMa T pév T dvepog xauddls yée, GAla
0¢ 0’UA/mheBowoon Ppuer, €agog & emuylyvetal o,
“The wind scatters some leaves upon the earth, but the trees
grow, (once again) in flower, and the season of spring comes
again (11.6.147-8).” The final & ( literally “and”) links third
clause “paratactically” leaving the implicit “when” unspoken.
Successive sentences in parataxis can convey emotional effect
(Edwards on /liad 6. 407-13), or it may mark a clear distinction
between, e.g., an archer and his victim (Edwards on /liad 8.267-
72).

10. Stansbury-O’Donnell, “Reading Pictorial Narrative,”
passim, has argued that scenes on late geometric vases, arranged
paratactically all serve a common narrative. In his 1999 book,
Pictorial Narrative in Ancient Greek Art, he develops his thesis
in fuller detail and extends it to the pictorial narratives of the
Archaic and Classical periods. Cf. the still valuable earlier work
of Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradition, 249-84; and Starr,
The Origins of Greek Civilization, passim.

11. For Achilles the battle was never about the Trojans,
but for the sake of Agamemnon (//.1.152-60), but when he felt
that Agamemnon dishonored him, Achilles actively imagines
returning home to lead a long and inglorious life (1/.9.356-429) —
as though the certainty of a premature death were not a certainty.

12. For the divisions between these scenes, see Wilcock,
The lliad of Homer, 269-72.

13. I follow Taplin, “The Shield of Achilles,” 11-12, and
others who argue that the microcosm portrayed on the shield
reflects not the world at large, but the specific world of the /liad.

14. Andersen, “Some Thoughts,” 15; cf. 9).
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15. Lynn-George, Epos, 185.

16. Scully, “Reading the Shield of Achilles,” 31-32 et
passim.

17. Lines 535-38 are viewed by some scholars as a late
interpolation; see Edwards, The Iliad: A Commentary, 220-21.

18. See Wilson’s valuable study, “Lion Kings,” 231-
44, where she discusses similes comparing Achilles to a lion;
especially interesting is her discussion of those lion-similes that
“mark each turning point” from the moment when Achilles first
learns of Patroclos’ death to the final scene in which he returns
Hector’s body to Priam 239-44.

19. Achilles is once more compared to a lion at /liad 24.272,
when Priam provokes him to anger, but in this instance Achilles
restrains his anger. Wilson argues that at last Achilles’ anger
has been domesticated. “In the final analysis, the Iliadic lion,
Achilles, embodies heroic Bin (raw force) tempered by heroic
self-restraint (244). 1 take a less optimistic view. The lion
simile may mean only that the Achilles’ violent nature threatens
to erupt again at any moment. He may have come to realize
the cost of his rage, but he remains nonetheless a man defined
by his anger. Achilles’ ambivalence is palpable in the scene;
one moving example occurs when, even as he grasps Priam’s
hand, at the same time he gently pushes it away — a prelude to
the fragile accord they are about to achieve in shared grief (see
Richardson on line 208).

20. Hephaistos refers to the shield’s adornment overall
as “adornments” (daidaha, 482); earlier, during the years he
dwelt recuperating among the Oceanids, after his fall from
Olympos, Hephaistos fashioned “many ornamented objects”
(8aidaha,400). Indeed words on the datdah- stem (including
Daedalus’ name) occur repeatedly in Iliad 18 (379, 390, 400,
479, 482, 592, and 612).

21. The two cities in the first ring are “beautiful” (xohdg,
491); “beautiful” (raAw, 518) are the two gods that lead the
warriors from the city to the place where they will lay in ambush;
the king’s orchard is “fair and golden” (voAv yovoeiny, 562);
sheep graze in a pasture that lies “within a fair dell” (¢v xaAn”
proon, 588), and finally on the dance floor, the young maidens
wear “beautiful crowns” (vahdg otepdvag, 597). Cf. 18. 570,
where a boy “sings beautifully” (vahov dewde, 570) to those
who work in the king’s orchard.

22. Lynn-George, Epos, 189.

23. Cristofani has detailed photos of the inscriptions; for a
definitive discussion of the inscriptions, see now Wachter, “The
Inscriptions on the Frangois Vase,” passim.

24. As several scholars have noticed, the parallel between
Achilles and Meleager is strengthened by the fact that that
Kleopatra is an anagram of Patroclos whose death prompted
Achilles to overcome his resistance and return to the fray.

25. The tale is told in full toward the end of the 5% century
in Bacchylides’ Ode 5. 93-154 (Campbell Greek Lyric [1992]).

26. Immediately behind Peleus and Meleager on the
Frangois Vase are Atalanta and Melanion. In later versions of
the Calydonian boar-hunt, a battle ensues after the slaying of the
boar because Peleus gave Atalanta the hide without the consent
of the others. He may have done so because Atalanta’s was the
first spear to strike the boar, or simply because he had fallen in
love with her (both reasons are attested in the later sources — see
Gantz. 335-39), but there is no reason to believe that this element

of the story was known during the 6™ century. Atalanta appears
on several Attic vases during the 2™ quarter of the 6% century
— the Francois Vase is the earliest — but, as Judith Barrenger,
“Skythian Hunters,” passim argues, Atalanta’s presence may
have served no other purpose than to underscore the diversity of
the hunting party. Barrenger provides a list of the vases showing
Atalanta at the hunt as well as several illustrations. Atalanta
appears to have been among the dramatis personae of Euripides’
Meleager, where she seems to have attracted the amorous
attentions of Meleager. The surviving fragments, however,
provide no explicit evidence that he awarded her the boar’s hide
or that this action provoked a battle in which Althaea’s brother
died. For the surviving text and discussion, see Collard et al.,
613-31. Cf. Gantz 331-32.

27. Cristofani, plates 70-73.

28. A contemporary vase-fragment by Sophilos (Athens,
Nat. Mus. 15499; ASH, plate 39) shows a similar scene with the
explicit inscription: “The games of Patroclos.” On Sophilos’
vase-fragment the lead horses rush toward a grand-stand full
of cheering spectators. Behind the grandstand stands Achilles
(alas, only his name survives).

29. DVB, 34-35.

30. The KX Painter shows a bearded Achilles receiving
his new armor (ABV 24,1; Boardman, fig. 20; Nearchos
shows a bearded Achilles standing before his horses (ABV
82, 1; Boardman, fig. 49); and the Phrynos Painter shows Ajax
carrying a bearded Achilles from the field (ABV 169, 4; DVB,
plate 22,1). Equally an unbearded Achilles appears receiving
his new armor on a vase by the Camptar Painter (ABV 84, 3;
Boardman, fig. 53) and somewhat later on a vase by the Amasis
Painter, where he also receives his new armor (ABV 152, 27;
Boardman, fig. 86).

31. The killing of Troilos is mentioned briefly in the Cypria
(late 6" century) and in a play by Sophocles (5" century), but the
details come out only much later — the first source to mention
Achilles’ motive for killing Troilos, e.g., is a manuscript known
as the First Vatican Mythographer which is dated no earlier
than the 9" century C.E. (Zorzetti et al., passim; Cf. Gantz 597,
601-602).

32. Gantz, 598-600.

33. Cristofani, fig 86.

34, For a discussion and a list of vases, see Hedreen,
Capturing Troy, 120-122.

35. Apollodorus, Epitome 3.32, says that the killing took
place in the sanctuary of Apollo, but it may be that Sophocles
mentioned it earlier in his “Troilos,” which was probably
produced in 418 B.C.E. (Radt, TrGF, 453). For the text of
Apollodorus and a list of other sources, see Frazer, Apollodorus,
201-203; cf. Hedreen, Capturing Troy, 120-121 with note 3.

36. Beazley, DVB 30, says of the figure of Apollo that he
was “incensed,” adding that the god “has seen Troilos heading
for sanctuary, and suspects that Achilles will not hesitate to
trespass.” Cf. Hedreen, Capturing Troy, 140-41 (with note 65).

37. Cristofani, plates 106-107.

38. See Wilson, “Lion Kings,” 242.

39. Fourteen figures behind Theseus are distinguished
from those still on the ship (or in the water) for the fact that all
fourteen are named.

40. Plutarch, Theseus 21.
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41. Hedreen, “Bild, Mythos, and Ritual,” passim.

42. On this point Hedreen, “Bild, Mythos, and Ritual,” cites
Giuliani (Giuliani, Bild und Mythos, 153-57, 294-96). Hedreen,
in the same article, 494 (with note 8) persuasively responds to
Shapiro, “Theseus (1991), passim,” who joins those who locate
the scene on Crete, but proceeds to make the novel suggestion
that the line of young Athenians are not in fact dancing.

43. Hedreen, “Bild, Mythos, and Ritual,” 501-503 makes
the case that the dancing figures on Kleitias’ vase as prolepsis,
an anticipation of the victory ahead; Hedreen (503, n. 41)
cites other scholars who also see the dance as proleptic (see
esp. Himmilmann, passim). Hedreen, in the same article,
argues further, however, that the promise of Theseus’ victory
is suggested by the fact that the line of dancers resembles the
triumphal procession of Dionysos’ arrival in Athens. While this
is an interesting suggestion, it seems a speculative one.

4.4. Hedreen, “Bild, Mythos, and Ritual,” 500-501.

45. The earliest Minotauromachy appears in about 560
B.C.E.(LIMC Theseus 230-235).

46. Munich 2243 (ABV 163, 2; ASH, pl. 50); it dates to
about 550-40 B.C.E.

47. Shapiro “Theseus (1991),” passim. Shapiro proceeds to
argue, however, that the lyre, both on Kleitias’ vase and on the
band-cup in Munich, has no connection to the celebration that
will follow the victory over the Minotaur, but that it is merely an
attribute of Theseus that advances the appeal of his romantic suit
for Ariadne (and the many other women he notoriously courts).
Shapiro’s Theseus is a “love-hero,” a phrase whimsically
borrowed from Beye, “Jason as Love-Hero,” passim, who
coined it to describe Jason in Apollonius’ Argonautika. Such a
comparison between Apollonius’ 3™ century romantic hero and
the 6™ century Theseus seems to me highly improbable.

48. Black figure Minotauromachies in which the lyre
appears include: a hydria in Copenhagen (13536; ABV, 714;
Para 32; CVA Copenhagen 8, pl. 320, 1a) that is close in date
to the Francois Vase; a neck-amphora in Taranto (117234;
Mommsen, Der Affekter, pl. 58 A) painted during the 2™ half
of the 6™ century; and a neck amphora from the late 6 century
in Athens (Nat. Mus., Couve-Colignon Cat. # 742; Johansen.,
Thesee, fig. 23). Theseus is also associated with the lyre on a
few Attic red-figure vases (see, e.g. Euphronios’ kylix in London
(E 41; Hedreen, “Bild, Mythos, and Ritual,” fig. 5); a crater frag.
in Athens (P 1829; Moore, The Athenian Agora, pl. 37, #273),
and a calyx crater in Syracuse (17427, ARV? 1184; Shapiro,
“Theseus (2003),” figs. 13-14).

49. Plutarch (Theseus, 19.1) reports that it was she who fell
in love with him.

50. Shapiro, “Theseus (1991),” 129, dismisses the unsavory
transgressions of Theseus’ mature years with the argument that
in his courtship of Ariadne he was still a youthful romantic.

51. Gantz, 282-89.

52. Gantz, 143-44; cf. 278-82,

53. Gantz, 278-79.

54. Several instances of the verb xaivu, “surpass,
overcome” occur in the Odyssey (the present stem,
wouwv-, at 3.282; 8.127; and 8.219; the aorist stem, x0O-,
passim); ®wouvog, “new”, occurs first in Aesclylus and indeed
may betymologically unrelated to xaivupu.

55. Frag. 165 Most (= 87 MW).

56. In fact, Zeus swallowed Metis who was Athena’s
biological mother, and in seemingly contradictory accounts
Hephaistos is sometimes the son of Hera alone, and at other times
Zeus is named as his father. On this difficulty, see Fineberg,
“Hephaestus,” passim.

57. Fineberg, “Hephaestus,” passim.

58. Wilamowitz was the first to propose this idea (see
Carpenter, Dionysian Imagery (1986), 20).

59. The Wedding of Peleus and Thetis was the subject
of a second vase by Kleitias of which only fragments survive
(Athens, Acropolis Mus. 587; ABV 39, 15; Boardman, fig.
25). In addition the same scene is shown on two other large
vases by painters closely contemporary with Kleitias. One is
the famous dinos by Sophilos in London (London 1971.11-1.1;
Para. 19, 16 bis; Boardman, fig. 24). The other is a dinos by the
Painter of London B 76 recently published in a careful study by
Mario lozzo, “Un nuovo dinos da Chiusi con le nozze di Peleus
¢ Thetis.” In Moorman, E. M. and V. Stissi (eds.), Shapes and
Images. Studies on Attic Black Figure and Related Topics in
Honour of Herman A.G. Brijder, Leuven-Paris-Walpole (2009)
63-85.

60. Beazley, DVB, 28.

61. Haslam, “Kleitias,” passim, has made the suggestion
that the amphora is the one that will one day contain Achilles’
ashes.

62. For the references, see Carpenter, Dionysian Imagery
(1986), 19-29, and esp. page 20 where Carpenter cites Anacreon
who invokes Eros, the nymphs, and Aphrodite, whom he terms
the companions of Dionysos.

63. Beazley, DVB 29, confidently identified Apollo “and
perhaps his mother Leto” as the occupants of this chariot, but I
can see nothing to support this identification.

64. There is no evidence to suggest that the kantharos
becomes associated with Dionysos, however, until after 550
B.C.E. See Carpenter, Dionysian Imagery (1986), 118-23.

65. Carson, “Putting Her in Her Place,” passim.

66. Pindar appears to be the first to say explicitly that Zeus
abandoned his own suit of Thetis because he feared a prophecy
that she would bear a son mightier than his father. See Edwards,
196-97.

67. London B 215 (Circle of Antimenes Painter) ABV 286,
1; Boardman, fig. 195 ); this vase dates to about 515-500 B.C.E.
but the theme appears much earlier (see Gantz, 229).

68. Carpenter, Dionysian Imagery (1997),43, cites Pindar
Pyth. 10.36; ¢f. Hoffmann, ‘“Notizen,” passim. The idealized
images of young men on the Attic vases are regularly represented
with phalloi of modest proportion, a seeming form of restraint.

69. Fineberg 295, note 38.

70. Markoe, “The ‘Lion Attack’,” passim.

71. London 1971.11-1.1 (Para. 19, 16 bis); Boardman,
fig. 24.

72. Cristofori, plates 94-101; 143-146.

73. Wilson, “Lion Kings,” passim.

74. The translation is Murray’s.

75. Muellner, “The Simile of the Cranes and Pygmies,”
passim, examines the reference to the battle at /liad 3.1-9.
He makes a compelling case that the aggressive cranes defy
audience expectations because cranes in every other context
are consistently cast as victims; when Hector urges the Greeks
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against the Trojans, e.g., he is compared to an eagle, while
they are like a noisy group of geese, cranes, or swans feeding

by a river (/I. 15.688-95). For Meullner’s explanation of the
aggressive cranes of Iliad 3, see Meullner 77-101.
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(Furtwangler)
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Florence 4209.
Photos courtesy of
Soprintendenza
archeologica per la
Toscana-Firenze

Figure 3 (above)
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Figure 4 (above, left)
Figure 5 (below, left)) Figure 6 (below, right)

Florence 4209. Photos courtesy of Soprintendenza archeologica per la Toscana-Firenze.
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L

Figure 8 (above)
Figure 9 (below, left) Figure 10 (below, right)

* ™% Florence 4209. Photos (figs 8, 10-13) courtesy
| of Soprintendenza archeologica per la Toscana-
J Firenze. Photo (fig. 9) from Furtwangler-Reichhold.
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Photos courtesy of Soprintendenza
archeologica per la Toscana-Firenze.
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A Revealing Omission in Alberti’s

De re aedificatoria

Jeffrey Hoover

In a 1953 essay Rudolf Wittkower remarks,
somewhat in passing, on a curious lacuna in Alberti’s
writing on architecture:

In his De re aedificatoria, Alberti
never discussed at length the optical
appearance of architecture, although
more than once he seems to have written
with the observer in mind. When talking
about the preparation of buildings in
models and drawings, however, he states
explicitly that the architects should not
draw perspective views, but absolute
measurements.'

In this brief note Wittkower draws attention to
the absence of any discussion in Albertis text of
the “optical” experience of architecture, by which
he means those illusionistic effects that the ancients
were already familiar with particularly in the case of
monumental structures. He finds this remarkable given
Alberti’s sensitivity to the experience of a building’s
harmony and decoration. Wittkower here also notes
Alberti’s eschewal of the use of perspective drawings
by architects, which we might find doubly remarkable
since it was Alberti himself in his earlier De pictura who
became the principle explicator of the illusionistic
technique of linear perspective.

It Wittkower’s brief aside were the extent of the
matter, then Alberti’s choice not to discuss illusionistic
elements in the experience of architecture might only
be what Wittkower suggests it is—a curious silence
in Alberti’s writings. Wittkower himself does not
go beyond these stated observations and seems to
be content to leave it as an interesting omission on
Alberti’s part. Yet, Wittkower is here on the verge
of identifying a fundamental tension within Alberti’s
work, one that can be expressed as a disjunction
between Alberti’s own profound engagement with how
things appear to the eyes of observers in his writings
on two-dimensional art in De pictura, even while he
disavows such considerations in his architectural

writings. The primary target of Alberti’s renunciation
of illusionistic elements in his De re aedificatoria is not
architects’ drawings, but the practice that was common
among the ancients of making adjustments to ideal
geometrical form or fixed dimensions of the structures
themselves in order to engage certain “optical effects”
in viewers. This disavowal of optical considerations in
his De re aedificatoria, 1 contend, is not an oversight on
Alberti’s part but is an expression of his overriding
philosophical commitment to a pure pythagoreanism
of proportionality.

The optical refinements employed in both Greek
and Roman architecture are now well-known and
continue to be carefully documented, but we know that
they were also well-known to Alberti, given Vitruvius’
comprehensive discussion of them in the very text that
Alberti’s seeks to emulate in good humanist fashion
when he writes De re aedjficatoria. In the Vitruvian text
De architectura, at least seven such “subtractions and
additions” to the structures of classical buildings are
discussed and defended in significant detail including:
entasis, diminution, and inward inclination of columns
and other vertical elements; the thickening of corner
columns; the enlargement and outward inclination of
upper elements; and the curvature of the stylobate and
other horizontal elements. When Alberti pays homage
to Vitruvius and the ancients’ knowledge of building
construction and decoration by producing his own
“Ten Books” on architecture, it is striking that these
optical refinements find virtually no expression.2

While Alberti does not explicitly discuss his
exclusion of optical refinements, he does state that the
architect, in contrast to the painter, is “one who desires
his work to be judged not by deceptive appearances
but according to certain calculated standards.” In
the context of this quotation he is decrying the use
of linear perspectival drawings by architects, which
might be seen as motivated by the practical concern
that all elements be rendered in exact proportion to
each other, so that they could be an exact guide and
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measure in the construction of buildings. However, this
sentiment of working “according to certain calculated
standards” and not seeking to be judged by “deceptive
appearances” applies also to Alberti’s expectation for
the building itself. Optical considerations do not merely
render the architects’ drawings unreliable as measured
plans; indeed, in Alberti’s view, if optical adjustments
are made to the structures themselves in the method
of the ancients, they render the buildings imperfect.
In describing building construction in general Alberti
asserts that “everything should be so defined, so exact
in its order, number, size, arrangement, and form,
that every single part of the work will be considered
necessary, of great comfort, and in pleasing harmony
(concinnitas) with the rest” Here Alberti links the
exactness of the order and size of the parts of a
building to his “organic” ideal of beauty wherein all
the parts complement and require each other in order
to form a pleasing whole. “Beauty,” according to
Alberti, “is that reasoned harmony of all parts within
a body, so that nothing may be added or taken away, or
altered, but for the worse.” This ideal of beauty for
Alberti is exhibited most perfectly in bodies in nature.

Neither in the whole body nor in its

parts does concinnitas flourish as much

as it does in Nature herself...it molds

the whole of Nature. Everything that

Nature produces is regulated by the law

of concinnitas, and her chief concern is

that whatever she produces should be

absolutely perfect. ...Beauty is a form of

sympathy and consonance of the parts

within a body, according to a definite

number (numerus), dimension (finitio), and

placement of parts (collocatio) as dictated

by harmony (concinnitas), the absolute

and fundamental rule in nature.’

Alberti understands concinnitas as an harmonic order
that while exquisitely present in nature is nonetheless
thoroughly rational and even reveals itself to be of
a mathematical form. In this respect Alberti affirms
Pythagoras’ ancient and alleged view that certain ideal
mathematical proportions provide nature with its very
structure. In key passages of De re aedificatoria Alberti
directly references Pythagoras to provide justification
for his architectural aesthetic. He explains concinnitas or
harmonic beauty using the example of Pythagorean
musical intervals of the octave (2:1), the fifth (3:2), and
the fourth (4:3) as sounds that the mind experiences
as ideal and harmonious. Applying this principle
of concinnitas to architecture, then, Alberti endorses
certain dimensions of buildings that are determined

by privileged arithmetical ratios. In this manner, the
structural elements of the building come to relate
to each other in the same whole number ratios that
produce musical harmony. “The very same numbers
that cause sounds to have that concinnitas, pleasing to
the ears, can also fill the eyes and mind with wondrous
delight”” So just as he believes nature reveals within
its structure certain ideal harmonious sound intervals
(octaves, fifths, etc.), he also believes that buildings
should likewise be structured according to ideal,
objective spatial proportions. The linear dimensions of
rooms and open spaces should be based on the perfect
square (1:1) and pythagorean modulations thereof (2:1,
3:2, 4:3, etc.) Similarly, the volumetric dimensions of
spaces within buildings should be based on the perfect
cube (1:1:1) and the triplet progressions that express
pythagorean modulations of it (2:4:6, 2:3:6, etc.).

This pythagorean architectural aesthetic appears
in contradistinction to his earlier writings on linear
perspective in De pictnra where it is suggested that
the artist’s task is to produce an illusionistic three-
dimensional experience within the perceptual and
imaginative faculties of the viewer. The beauty of such
works is therefore apprehended optically, whereas the
primary aesthetic aim of the properly-designed building
as indicated in De re aedificatoria is not revealed in its
optical impact on viewers, but is realized in the building
itself in its unadulterated mathematical proportions. If
the aim of Alberti’s architectural aesthetic was that these
ideal proportions be available optically for the viewer,
then he would need to account for the frailties and
illusionistic elements of human perception. He would
not be able to assume that viewers could experience
these ideal proportions, nor recognize when a building
exhibited them. Indeed, it is on account of the known
illusionistic qualities of human perception that the
ancients made optical adjustments to structures so as
to produce the experience of perfect proportions in
the viewer. The ancients’ optical adjustments in many
cases seem to be aimed at countering these distorting
effects in order to stimulate an optical encounter that
would be perceptually experienced as having perfect
proportionality. Alberti’s commitment to absolute
proportions in the structures themselves, on the other
hand, would allow these buildings to be experienced
through the lens of the natural optical distortions.

Here one might be tempted to again consider the
work of Rudolf Wittkower, who recognized in the
architectural writings not just of Alberti but of other
key Renaissance figures as well, principally Palladio
and Giorgi, the commitment to absolute proportions.
He sees this commitment to absolute form as an
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artifact of philosophical ideology, and not impacted
by its potential to be discerned precisely by the viewer:
It is obvious that such mathematical
relations between plan and section
cannot be correctly perceived when one
walks about in a building. Alberti knew
that, of course, quite as well as we do.
We must therefore conclude that the
harmonic petfection of the geometrical
scheme represents an absolute value,
independent of our subjective and
transitory perception... his man-made
harmony was a visible echo of a celestial
and universally valid harmony.’

Here Wittkower suggests that Alberti’s commitment
to unadulterated form, to true mathematical
proportions, is distinct from whether these absolute
proportions and the resulting harmony are perceived,
since what is important is that they aspire to be copies
of an ideal harmony. In particular, Wittkower sees
Alberti’s thought along with other later architectural
writings of the Italian Renaissance as under the
influence of a philosophical current that becomes
prominent in Florence especially from the middle of
the guattrocento onward, namely, neoplatonism. For
neoplatonists, artistic production was not a matter of
mere imitation of nature’s imitations of the real as the
Plato of the Republic asserts, whereby the artist copies
the forms found in nature that are themselves mere
reflections of the true Forms. Artistic inspiration was
instead seen by neoplatonists as resulting from the
artist’s own grasp of the transcendent idea of beauty
itself, a vision not mediated by sense experience, but
a direct apprehension of the ideal intelligible form.
Cicero, for example, expresses this view:

This ideal cannot be petceived by the
eye or eat, not by any of the senses, but
we can nevertheless grasp it by the mind
and the imagination. For example, in the
case of the statues of Phideias...that
great sculptor, while making the image
of Jupiter or Minerva, did not look at
any person whom he was using as a
model, but in his own mind there dwelt
a surpassing vision of beauty; at this he
gazed and all intent on this he guided his
artist’s hand to produce the likeness of
the god.!”

On this Ciceronian version of neoplatonism, then,
beauty in architecture would be understood as an
embodied expression of the form of beauty that exists
in a more pure (intelligible) state in the mind of the

architect. The experience of artistic or architectural
beauty in an observer moreover would be a function
of the embodied form having led the observer to
apprehend the intelligible form mentally and directly.
According to this neoplatonist view, art could be seen
as functioning symbolically in that the artist gives a
representation in a sensible medium of that which
is suprasensible, the intelligible forms.'' In the case
of architectural creation, this neoplatonic approach
would view the structure as symbolizing intelligible
forms. Alberti’s commitment to absolute proportions,
on this interpretation, could be seen as the result of
his view that buildings should function symbolically,
that is, their form should physically signify an ideally
rational and mathematically perfect order. On this
reading, those who might encounter Alberti’s ideally-
proportioned structures could be led to contemplate
the ideal mathematical form, though not immediately
in the imperfect perceptual experience of the artifact,
but through a perceptual encounter with the well-tuned
building individuals might be caused to apprehend
the purely intelligible form that the sensible structure
symbolizes.

The interpretation of Alberti’s thinking as
substantively informed by neoplatonism has much to
recommend it and is an interpretive framework often
applied to his work. This reading has the attraction of
situating Alberti intellectually at the leading edge of a
current of thought within Florentine humanism that
would become progressively influential as the Italian
Renaissance matured.'? Moreover, this interpretation,
when brought to bear specifically on Alberti’s De re
aedificatoria, as we have just done, has the explanatory
advantage of making some sense of Alberti’s
adherence to absolute and unadulterated mathematical
measure in buildings by reference to a building’s
perceived symbolic function.

This neoplatonic view of Alberti, however, is not
entirely satisfying as an interpretation of Alberti’s
work as a whole. The emphasis that one finds in
Alberti’s writings, whether on painting, architecture, or
sculpture on the need for artists and architects to learn
from nature cannot be overlooked. Nature, according
to Alberti, is to be studied not just to know how to
direct our attention away from the sensible to the
higher intelligible reality. On the contrary, for Alberti,
there is a real presence of the ideally rational form in
the patticulars of nature itself. Moreovet, according
to Alberti, the artist grasps the rational forms from an
examination of nature, and not indirectly as a result of
a symbolic function, as neoplatonism would suggest.
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In his treatise on sculpture, De sfatua, one finds
Alberti’s most explicit account of how the artist is to
study and learn from nature. The artist is instructed
how to grasp the intrinsic presence of the ideally
rational form, not merely to copy the particular
appearances of nature. Alberti approaches the
discovery of the beauty inherent in natural objects in
a rather statistical manner, instructing the sculptor to
take the measure of many bodies that are judged to
be beautiful, eliminate the outliers, and then average
them. “So we too chose many bodies, considered to
be the most beautiful by those who know, and took
from each and all their dimensions, which we then
compared one with another, and leaving out of the
account the extremes on both sides, we took the mean
1’:1gut:es.”13 This statistical approach to discovering the
ideal in nature reveals that Alberti does not see nature
as transparently expressing the ideal proportions,
rather, the intrinsic natural form is arrived at by rational
inspection and deduction from the appearances.
For Alberti every human body has the same set of
ideal proportions that hold among its relative parts,
regardless of its size. For example, a foot is one-sixth
the person’s height, and the arm is the length of one-
third of the person’s height, or the length of two feet,
and so on. However, given Alberti’s commitment to
his pythagorean view of the mathematical order in
nature, he seeks to quantify these ideal proportions in
an exacting manner. “I ask you: shall carpenters have
set-square, plumb-line, level, and circle...while on
the other hand the sculptor is expected to execute his
excellent and admirable works by rule of thumb rather
than with the constant and reliable guide of rational
principle?”14 Alberti’s response to this concern is to
invent an instrument, the finitorium (the “definer”)
for taking precise measurements of the relative
proportions of many bodies." Every contour of the
body could be precisely measured and, if desired,
the measured figure could be exactly duplicated and
scaled up or down. But the function of the finitorinm in
Alberti’s hands is not for copying—it is for discerning
nature’s ideals. Alberti uses the finitorinm to take scores
of measurements of nature’s bodies, allowing him to
calculate the statistical ideal. He ends De statua, then,
with a table listing the dimensions for sixty distinct
points on the ideal body resulting from the statistical
averages of real bodies. There is no mistaking Alberti’s
conviction that the purpose of these measurements
is not merely to arrive at an intellectual ideal, but to
disclose the rational structures that are immanent
in nature. “I proceeded accordingly to measure and
record in writing, not simply the beauty found in this

or that body, but, as far as possible the perfect beauty
distributed by Nature, as it were in fixed proportions,
among many bodies.”!® Nor is this a view that Alberti
arrived at late in life and found only in an isolated
text. This same conviction motivates his explicit
instructions already in De pictura:

It is useful to take from every beautiful

body each one of the praised parts

and always strive by your diligence and

study to understand and express much

loveliness. This is very difficult, because

complete beauties are never found in a

single body, but are rare and dispersed

in many bodies. Therefore we ought to

give our every care to discovering and

learning beauty.17

For Alberti, like Pythagoras, beauty inheres within
the natural world not as mere signs or copies of
intelligible forms in the manner of neoplatonism, but
as intrinsic rational structures.

Let us consider again Alberti’s rejection of optical
corrections in architectural forms. This surprising
departure from the ancients and Vitruvius in
particular, as well as from what we might expect of
the prime proponent of linear perspective, is best
explained by Alberti’s pythagorean conviction that
beauty is a rational, specifically mathematical, order
revealed in harmonies or proportions that are present
inherently within nature. If we think of the inherent
beauty that is “suffused all through the building” as
its mathematical structure expressed in its planar and
volumetric dimensions, then a building’s beauty does
not rely on whether these mathematical proportions
are sensibly detectable, as is the case with the beauty
of ornament. It has a value independent of that which
is recognized by the perceiver. Beauty is not to be
discovered in optical appearances, but is an objective
feature of things that belong to the natural world that
are beautiful; beauty inheres in the material world
itself—*"“suffused all through the body of that which
is called beautiful.” Alberti underscores the objective
status of this inherent beauty:

Yet some would disagree who maintain
that beauty, and indeed, every aspect
of building, is judged by relative and
variable criteria, and that the forms
of buildings should vary according to
individual taste, and must not be bound
by any rules of art. A common fault,
this, among the ignorant—to deny
the existence of anything they do not
understand.'®

37

THE POWER OF PLACE



The aim for Alberti is to produce structures that are
in themselves rationally ordered, exhibiting a concinnitas
that is not primarily present in the viewer, but is
present objectively. For Alberti the objective beauty
that is inherent in the material bodies is revealed in
the perfect proportions of ‘mathematically-tuned’
structures. The ideally proportionate order that the
artist or architect discerns by means of exacting
observations or measurements of the many particulars
of nature is the ideal order that should inform the
artist’s statue or the architect’s building. By presenting
an ideal rational structure, the architecturally-inspired
building does not signify a divine order or an intelligible
form, but extends and ennobles nature using the same
structuring principles, the same mathematical order,
that in pythagorean fashion Alberti sees as immanent
within nature. Accordingly, for Alberti architecture
is not symbolic of an ideal order as the neoplatonic
interpretation would have it, nor is it simply copying
things of nature as Plato would have it, but it is the
creation of a “second wotld of nature”—a human
extension of nature."”

This pythagorean interpretation of Albertis
aesthetic aims in De re aedificatoria, disarms the concern
raised earlier that observers would not be able to
recognize the perfect proportions of the ideally-
structured building, especially given our susceptibility
to optical illusion. According to Alberti’s pythagorean
conception of beauty, he would view the objectively-
present and mathematically-proportioned order as
an object of cognition even though it is perhaps not
immediately discerned perceptually. The form that is
present in these structures could be known to us in the
way that mathematical order in nature is experienced.
Such knowledge isn’t immediately given to us visually,
but often requires the analytical tools of natural science
to discern the mathematical laws and structures that
underlie the appearances of the natural world. Such an
approach to knowing the mathematical order within
the natural world is consistent with Alberti’s statistical
approach in De statua where the artist is instructed to
take multiple measurements of many bodies in order
to learn the true mathematical proportions of the
human form.

Nonetheless, this scientific approach to discerning
ideal form does not do full justice to the epistemology
of Alberti’s pythagorean approach to ideal architectural
beauty. Alberti allows that we can also recognize the
presence of this ideal order in a more immediate
manner. “When the mind is reached by way of sight
or sound, or any other means, concinnitas, is instantly
recognized.”20 This statement raises the prospect of

an observer being able to discern in some manner
within the delivery of the senses, the presence of an
harmonic order in the propetly-proportioned building,
But what faculty does Alberti think is involved in this
recognition and what cognitive status does he assign
to the recognition? It is clear from the full text that for
Alberti the senses themselves are not the seat of our
encounter with beauty, but some cognitive faculty.
When you make judgments on beauty,

you do not follow mere fancy, but the

working of a reasoning faculty that is

inborn in the mind...For within the

form and figure of a building there

resides some natural excellence and

perfection that excites the mind and is

immediately recognized by it.”!

Here Alberti clearly asserts the role of a rational or
cognitive ability to discern ideal orders in the content
delivered by the senses. Beauty does not need to
be optically rendered to us perceptually for it to be
cognitively appreciated. This rational beauty must be
cognitively apprehended from the content of sense. On
this view, beauty is apprehended by means of a rational
faculty other than the senses, one which performs its
operation on, and makes its judgment about, what is
perceptually-present (whether visually, auditorily, etc.).
Alberti’s claim of an immediate cognitive apprehension
of mathematical order in the content of sense should
be seen as analogous to the experience of pythagorean
harmonies in music. When presented with examples
of tonal intervals, we can recognize immediately
within some of them an order or harmony that is not
present in the others. So, just as we need not know the
mathematical ratios that structure the vibrating cord
in order to be able to judge when musical harmony
is present, we need not know conceptually that, say,
the height of the nave of the church relative to its
width is 3:2, to recognize the harmonious quality of its
form. The ability to recognize concinnitas would seem,
then, to rely on Alberti’s view that there is an innate
ability in humans generally to apprehend these spatial
orders.® Of course, not everyone will necessarily be
prepared to identify the harmony that is present in
the ideal, rationalized architecture, just as many of us,
not being natural scientists, are unable to identify the
mathematical order in nature. Some of us may not even
be able to discern if ideal architectural proportions are
present, since not everyone is equally acutely endowed
with the requisite cognitive faculty, nor has actively
cultivated this cognitive ability.

We consequently have arrived at an explanation for
Alberti’s departure from the ancients, and Vitruvius
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in particular, when he rejects the use of optical
adjustments in architecture and insists that buildings be
built according to true proportions. It is an explanation
rooted in philosophical commitments, though not the
neoplatonic ones often indicated, but in a pythagorean
view of nature and of our apprehension of it. There
is a beauty in ideal proportions that exists objectively
in nature and potentially within artifacts, and this
beauty is to be distinguished from the optical beauty
associated with the appearances of objects within the
sensory experience. For Alberti there would appear
in the end to be no tension between the rejection of

optical accommodations in the case of architectural
forms and the advocacy of illusionistic techniques in
the production of linear perspective in art. Both are
motivated by the conviction that nature, in its spatial
ordering, embodies a rational mathematical order that
could be cognitively discerned by the artist or architect,
which can then be given expression in the respective
media in the most perfect way possible through the
creation of “ideal” spaces—one resulting in structures
within three dimensions, the other in creations of
virtual space.

©

NOTES

1. Rudolf Wittkower, “Brunelleschi and ‘Proportion in
Perspective,”” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes
16:3/4 (1953): 281.

2. The one significant exception to the exclusion in Alberti’s
De re aedificatoria of these optical refinements occurs in a
section where he gives instructions for the ideal profile of
columns. These instructions result in columns that remind us of
the adjustments of entasis and diminution. However, on closer
inspection, columns constructed according to his instructions do
not actually swell in the middle, and while the top of the column
is tapered, it does so without the curvature that is found in ancient
columns. Alberti’s specific instructions are to make the lower
3/7ths of the column vertical and then taper the top 4/7ths of the
column to a diameter that is one-ninth less than the bottom of
the column. Alberti explicitly states in De re aedificatoria, 6.13
that he did not take these rules over from ancient writings, but
discovered it by studying the actual work of the best architects.
He provides no justification for this angled profile at this point
in the text. However, later (7.6) when discussing the ancient
orders of columns he points out that the Ionians, Dorians, and
Corinthians all followed nature’s example in that the top of the
tree trunks is always narrower than the bottom. Moreover, he
earlier (1.10) indicates that tree trunks were the original source
of round columns for the ancients. The justification, then, that
Alberti provides for this columnar shape that approximates
entasis and diminution is not an optical one, but one based on
nature’s precedence. (See: David Vila Domini, “The Diminution
of the Classical Column: Visual Sensibility in Antiquity and the
Renaissance,” Nexus Network Journal 5:1 [2003]: 104.)

3. Alberti, De re aedificatoria, 2.2. (All translations of De
re aedificatoria will follow the text of Alberti, On the Art of
Building In Ten Books, trans. Joseph Rykwert, Neil Leach, and
Robert Tavernor, (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1988.)

4. Alberti, De re aedificatoria, 6.5.

5. Ibid., 6.2. This “organic” notion of beauty led Alberti,
and Leonardo after him, to embrace the circular floor-plan as
the most ideal form for religious buildings since all parts of the
circles are absolutely essential and mutually dependent. This,
interestingly, is a rejection of the more traditional Christian
basilica form in favor of a classical, pagan precedent. See
Alberti, ibid., 7.4.

6. Ibid., 9.5.

7. Ibid. There is a European architectural tradition that is
likewise of ancient origin and quite influential during the middle
ages, but which privileges certain volumetric or dimensional
ratios that cannot be expressed as ratios of integers or even
by rational numbers. These are geometrical ratios—the so-
called “golden ratio” being an example of such a privileged
proportion. Alberti is aware of both proportional systems and
references the geometrical rations in De re aedificatoria, 9.6.
There has been a protracted debate however as to which of
these mathematically proportional systems Alberti himself
privileges. See: R. Wittkower, Idea and Image: Studies in the
Italian Renaissance (London: Thames and Hudson, 1978), 116;
Lionel March, “Renaissance Mathematics and Architectural
Proportion in Alberti’s De re Aedificatoria,” Architectural
Research Quarterly 2 (1996): 54-65; L. March, “Proportional
Design in L. B. Alberti’s Tempio Malatestiano,” Architectural
Research Quarterly 3:3 (1999): 259-270; Richard Padovan,
Proportion: Science, Philosophy, Architecture (London: E & FN
Spon, 1999), 183f; and Nicholas Temple, Disclosing Horizons:
Architecture, Perspective, and Redemptive Spaces (Florence,
KY: Routledge, 2006), 42ff.

8. Alberti, De re aedificatoria, 9.5-6. For a fuller discussion of
the ideal pythagorean dimensions in Alberti’s text, see J. Gadol,
Leon Battista Alberti: Universal Man of the Early Renaissance
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1973), 108-117.

9. R. Wittkower, Architectural Principles in the Age of
Humanism (New York: Norton, 1971), 8. Given this passage,
it is surprising that Wittkower never examines the connection
between Alberti’s commitment to absolute form and his silence
(n. 1 above) on the optical appearance of architecture.

10. Cicero, Orator ii.8ff. From: Cicero, Brutus/Orator, The
Loeb Classical Library, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1962), 319.

11. This is the influential reading of quattrocento art that
Panofsky developed in the early 1900’s. See esp. Erwin
Panofsky, Perspective as Symbolic Form. (New York: Zone
Books, 1997). German original appeared in 1927. Joan Gadol
(Leon Battista Alberti) also interprets Alberti’s work using a
neoplatonistic framework in which art is seen as functioning
symbolically.
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12. The neoplatonist view of art as performing a symbolic
function in cultivating intellectual apprehension of beauty
continues to evolve during the quattrocento and becomes more
explicit in the works of many Renaissance artists. Indeed, it is
witnessed in later Renaissance and Mannerist art as exerting an
increasing tendency toward more allegorical and less naturalistic
elements. The progressive influence and development of
neoplatonism beginning in the last half of the quattrocento owes
much to Marsilio Ficino and the so-called “Platonic Academy”
at Florence.

13. L. B. Alberti, On Painting and On Sculpture: The Latin
Texts of De Pictura and De Statua, trans. Cecil Grayson,
(London: Phaidon Press), 1972, 135.

14. Ibid., 121.

15. This tool consists of a large disk marked in degrees and
minutes along its perimeter, which was centered on the top of
the model’s head. An arm was fastened at the center of this disk
so that it could pivot around like a hand on a clock extending
beyond its edges from which plumb lines could be hung to
measure where certain body parts intersected the plumb line.

16. L. B. Alberti, On Painting and On Sculpture, 134-135.

17. L. B. Alberti, On Painting, trans. John Spencer, (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1966), 92-93.

18. Alberti, De re aedificatoria, 6.2.

19. The “second world of nature” is Leonardo’s locution for
describing the task of the inventor, who in analogous fashion
to Alberti’s architect, is to create machines that followed the
same natural laws and forms found in nature, in particular,
those governing biological anatomy. See Martin Kemp, “The
Inventions of Nature and the Nature of Invention,” in Leonardo
da Vinci, Engineer and Architect, ed. Paul Galluzzi (New York:
Metropolitan Museum of Fine Arts, 1988), 131.

20. Alberti, De re aedificatoria, 9.5.

21. Ibid.

22. There still seems to be the question of how Alberti would
explain the power of optically illusionary effects to produce
false judgments if he also believes in an innate cognitive faculty
that could override these effects and recognize spatial harmony.
He could perhaps resort to an explanation that relied on similar
cognitive processes as when, for example, the upper stories of
a building appear to us shorter than lower stories, but which we
nonetheless judge to be the same height as the lower stories.
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Alexandre Lenoir’s Tomb for
Blanche of Castile*

Mary B.

“Ar Sajetta the King gor the
news that his mother was dead.
He made such mourning over it,
that for two days one could not
get a word with him. At the end of
that time, he sent a groom of his
chamber to ferch me. When I came
before him in his chamber where
he was quite alone, as soon as he
saw me, he stretched out his arms,
and said to me: “Oh! Seneschall I
have lost my mother!” “Sir,” said
I, “I am not surprised at that; for
she was bound to die; but I am
surprised that a wise man like you,
should make such grear mourning.
For you know, the sage says: that
whatever trouble a man may have
at heart, it should not show in his
face; for thereby he rejoices his
foes and grieves his friends.” !

So Jean de Joinville recounted King Louis IX’s
reaction to learning that his mother, Blanche of Castile,
had died. The year was 1252; Blanche was sixty-four
years old. Her body was buried at the Cistercian abbey
of Maubuisson of which she was the foundress;
her heart was separately interred at another of her
foundations, Notre-Dame-du-Lys. Both burials were
marked by figural tomb monuments which, in turn,
perished over five-hundred years later in the French
Revolution. Yet, in 1809, Alexandre Lenoir—ditector
of the short-lived Musée des monuments francais in
Paris—unveiled a tomb for Blanche of Castile in the
Introductory Gallery of his museum. The story of
Lenoir’s sepulcher for the mother of Louis IX and its
unique function as an expression for Lenoir’s theory
of the origin of the pointed arch is the subject of this
study.

What do we know about the historical tombs
of Blanche of Castile? While her monument at

Shepard

Maubuisson was unceremoniously melted down
at the Revolution and extant records are silent
regarding the exact fate of the tomb at Le Lys, the
efforts of contemporary scholars like Alain Erlande-
Brandenburg, Alexandra Gajeweski-Kennedy, and
most recently Kathleen Nolan, have given us a basic
command of what these tombs looked like.* Pre-
Revolutionary documents, including a desctiption
by Roger de Gaignieres, recorded that the tomb at
Maubuisson included an effigy in copper.’ In 1790,
the gisant was inventoried as being made out of “solid
copper ... supported on a copper base with columns,”
while later nineteenth-century sources (post-dating
the tomb’s destruction) claimed that the queen’s effigy
was shown crowned, dressed like a nun, and holding
a book.* As a visual compatison, Nolan speculates
that Blanche of Castile’s effigy may have resembled
the gisant in copper repoussé created for Blanche
of Champagne (d. 1283), now at the Louvre.’ Like
Blanche of Castile, Blanche of Champagne was buried
in the monastic house that she had founded and was
shown wearing the habit of a Cistercian nun. Certainly,
Blanche of Castile was no stranger to such metalwork
tombs—as the charming Limoges enamel ensembles
created for her grandchildren, Jean and Blanche de
France (c. 1250), and installed at Blanche’s foundation
at Royaumont testify.® According to Nolan, Blanche’s
sepulcher was the “first queen’s monument to include a
large-scale metalwork tomb,” and, accordingly, it must
have been impressive both in scale and appearance.’
Less is known about the monument marking the
burial of her heart at Le Lys. A seventeenth-century
account stipulates that the tomb was made of marble,
with four pillars supporting the queen’s effigy.’®
Further documentation suggests that the gisant was
carved from dark Tournai marble (actually a type of
carboniferous limestone)—perhaps referenced over
thirty years later by the tomb (now at Saint-Denis)
that has recently been suggested represents her grand-
niece Marie de Brienne, wife of Baldwin 11, the last
Latin emperor of Constantinople.’
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In 1804, fourteen years after they were destroyed,
the tombs of Blanche of Castile were reborn as a
single monument created by Alexandre Lenoir at the
Musée des monuments francais."” Fig. 1 The museum
was originally set up in Paris, on the Left Bank, as a
provisional depot in the suppressed convent of the
Petits-Augustins; its purpose was to store works of art
seized during the French Revolution from ecclesiastical
and aristocratic holdings.!" With the nationalization of
church property and vast destruction of its artistic
heritage in the early years of the Revolution, Lenoir
played a singular role not only in saving medieval works
of art, but in re-shaping French sensibilities towards
the medieval past. He was not content to simply
inventory the art stored under his care and periodically
open the depot to the public, as stipulated by the
new government. Instead, he transformed the Petits-
Augustins into a series of installations that recounted
the history of French art from its beginnings—or, at
least from what Lenoir argued were its beginnings (an
important distinction, as we will see). Accordingly,
different rooms in the monastery were converted into
galleries, each dedicated to an individual century of
French art extending, as one contemporary touted,
from “its origin up to its perfection.”'?

The so-called “Sepulchral chapel of Queen Blanche,
mother of Louis IX—called the saint” was installed
on the eastern wall of the Introductory Gallery of the
museum—an exhibition space reconstituted from the
former convent church of the Petits-Augustins."” Fig.
2 Tucked away in a niche near the church/museum
entrance, nearly hidden when its doors were opened,
Lenoir’s tomb for Blanche of Castile was anything but
insignificant. Like the gateway in the so-called “Arab
Courtyard,” designed as part of a series of garden
complexes to the west of the museum proper, the
tomb’s function was to usher museum visitors into the
genesis of French artistic achievement.'

The Introductory Gallery was organized by Lenoir
starting in 1799 as a kind of prelude to the subsequent
galleries of his museum.”” As visitors entered this, the
first room, they were presented with a chronological
overview of objects representing the artistic styles
assembled within the succeeding galleries.'® Writers
praised the span of works gathered within the
Introductory Gallery as encompassing everything
a visitor needed in order to grasp “the principal
characteristics of the different periods of the art of
design in France.”"” Yet, despite such broad-reaching
claims, it was the art of the sixteenth century that
dominated the installation. Seemingly left out of this
emphasis, the tomb of Blanche of Castile was installed

a ¢dté—to the museum visitors’ immediate right as they
walked through the entry doors.

An engraving published by Lenoir shows the
monument like a wall tomb, with an effigy of the
queen installed upon an arcaded sarcophagus.'®
Above the gisant was a canopy containing a large
mosaic plaque crowned with what Lenoir called “a
frieze representing griffins and roosters,” which,
in turn, was surmounted by a tympanum inscribed
with an elongated trefoil framing an abundant foliate
mask."” An inscription carved into the tympanum
rim completed the ensemble: “Madame la Royne
Blanche mere de Monsieur Saint Louys.” Framing
this arrangement was a steeply sloping gable rimmed
with a gently curving molding of rosettes, ornamented
with crockets and an expansively leafy finial at the
apex. Two outward piers—Iike wall buttresses—both
flanked the ensemble and supported sculptures Lenoir
identified as Sts. Mark and John the Evangelist; the
gable housed a statue of a standing Virgin and Child.”

In truth, Lenoir took advantage of a pre-existing
niche in the former abbey church to build Blanche’s
memorial as a true niche, or enfen, tomb.”> He
certainly was familiar with this type of memorial,
having transported the elaborate enfen tomb of the
Merovingian ruler Dagobert Fig. 3 from the former
abbey church of Saint-Denis to the Museum in 1795.%
At the outset, Lenoir linked the two monuments
stylistically. Blanche’s tomb, he wrote, “was in the
form of an ogive, composed in the taste of (the tomb
of) Dagobert.” #* Yet, the connection Lenoir wished
to make was much more nuanced than a mere formal
resemblance. Lenoir knew the tomb of Dagobert was
not coeval with the Merovingian king himself, but
rather, dated to the time of Louis IX. Indeed, Lenoir
asserted that the king not only had commissioned
the monument, but that he had acted on the explicit
wishes of his mothet, Blanche of Castile.? In this way,
following Lenoir’s remarkably circular way of thinking,
the tomb of Dagobert could function as a kind of
cipher for Louis IX—its patron via the exhortation
of Blanche. And because the tomb for the queen was
visually patterned after Dagobert’s monument—with
a sarcophagus, gisant, and pointed-arch canopy, it
likewise signaled the identity of the king;

Following a method he had already established with
his sepulcher for the heartrending medieval lovers,
Abelard and Heloise, the tomb for Blanche of Castile
was a bricolage of original medieval works mixed with
medievalizing elements.” Erlande-Brandenburg and
Francoise Baron, in fact, have identified many of its
surviving medieval components. The fourteenth-
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century sculptures of an Apostle (Lenoir’s St. Mark,
1319-24) and John the Evangelist (c. 1370-80), both
now in the collection of the Cluny Museum in Patis,
came from the church of the Hoépital Saint-Jacques-
aux-Pélerins and the Abbaye des Dames at Longchamp,
respectively. # The eartly fourteenth-century Virgin
and Child, originally from Saint-Denis, was transferred
to the church at Saint-Mandé, just outside Paris, when
Lenoit’s museum was closed in 1816.” The crowned
gisant in Tournai marble, mentioned earlier, is now at
Saint-Denis.”” The fragment forming the front of the
sarcophagus came from the Chapelle de Saint-Eugene
at Saint-Denis.” A wall bracket, carved in the shape of
a young man’s head and which served as a terminus
for the inner tracery arch, probably came from the
abbey of Saint-Denis. A companion bracket may well
have been carved in a sympathetic thirteenth-century
style to balance the composition.”! A portion of the
mosaic (1250-1300), originally from the chapel of
Saint-Eugéne at the abbey church of Saint-Denis, also
survives at the Louvre.”” Baron also suggests that a
fragmented, incised relief showing two griffins with
their necks entwined, originally from Saint-Denis
(1275-1300), is a remnant of the tomb’s “frieze
representing griffins and roosters.”” Other elements,
like the luxuriant thirteenth-century foliate mask at the
Louvte, have simply lost their provenance.”

But the tomb for Blanche of Castile, as created by
Lenoir, was more than the sum of these disparate
parts. Why did the tomb look the way it did? Was its
installation in the Introductory Gallery significant?
Why create a tomb for the queen in the first place?
Wias it, in the stinging words of Erlande-Brandenburg,
nothing but a hoax?®

Certainly Erlande-Brandenburg is correct if one
acknowledges that from the time it went on view
in 1804, the cenotaph was presented by Lenoir as
if it was the historical tomb of Blanche of Castile.
Lenoir’s guidebook from 1806 states: “One sees the
statue of the queen laid out and sculpted in black
marble, positioned on a sarcophagus ornamented on
the front with a colonnade of seven columns forming
little arcs...” In a slightly different venue, he claimed
that he had “restored” the tomb from “rubble of
the abbey of Maubuisson, sold as simple (building)
materials.””’ That identification changed in 1816 as the
museum was being shut down with the Restoration of
the Monarchy, during which time Lenoir was required
to draw up a list of all “the tombs and statues of
the kings and queens, princes, and princesses” at the
Museum. The queen’s tomb was listed as No. 31: a
“gothic chapel where she (Blanche) is represented”

of which, Lenoir stipulated, “all the details and
ornaments of this chapel come from Saint-Denis.”*®
Yet, later that year he relinquished any posturing as to
its origin. The tomb, he wrote, “was entirely remade
according to my designs. The sarcophagus, shaped
from a small architectural monument from Saint-
Denis was originally ornamented with many painted
subjects. The type of mosaic which (was placed
behind the gisant) also came from Saint-Denis, as did
the arabesque head ornamented with leaves, sculpted
in stone, and many other small statues in marble.””
Indeed, writers at this time recognized that the tomb
“is composed from diverse morsels of architecture
from the twelfth century. We note the successful
outcome of this gathering of debris. The ensemble
has grace and all the parts are in harmony.”*

If Lenoir had no fervent pretence to the tomb’s
authenticity, what was the point? Was it a work created
simply to deceive? Was it an instance, as Francis
Haskell observed, of a new memorial “run up” for a
“famous character missing from (Lenoir’s) survey of
French history”’?*!

Lenoir had trained in the Academy as a history
painter. And just because he was thrust, at the
Revolution, into an administrative job supervising the
art depot for Paris that does not mean he adopted the
mindset of a functionary. His sensibility remained one
of an artist; he never stopped creating—in the sense
an artist creates. Rather than painting history, Lenoir
set to depicting the historical eras of French art
history within the gallery installations of his museum.
Each installation was a carefully conceived tableau.
No matter that Blanche of Castile’s tomb was not the
queen’s historical tomb. The point of the monument
Lenoir created for Blanche of Castile was to evoke a
particular, and pivotal, point in the history of French
art: the association of her son, Louis IX, with the
transfer of the pointed arch to France, which Lenoir
believed was responsible for stimulating the very
development of French art. In short (and as I have
discussed elsewhere), Lenoir believed that the pointed
arch originated in the Levant, where mid-thirteenth
century artists traveling with Louis IX and his crusaders
in Greater Syria studied the ogive in the field and
brought the design back with them to France.* Lenoir
certainly was not alone at this time in advocating for
an “Arab” origin for the pointed arch (as opposed
to those contemporaries who believed the pointed
arch was created by the ancient Goths in imitation
of crisscrossing tree branches).” Indeed, Lenoir saw
Louis IX as a kind of patron for the pointed arch. He
argued that under the king’s benefaction, a completely
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new style of art was introduced to France following his
return from crusade. For example, Lenoir pejoratively
contrasted the massiveness of the cathedral of
Paris and its lack of interior ornamentation to the
“lightness” as well as bold and forward-thinking design
of Louis IX’s Sainte-Chapelle—which he posited was
built after the king’s return from the East.* And here,
one must beat in mind that Lenoit’s understanding of
building chronology versus our knowledge that the
Sainte-Chapelle was dedicated before Louis IX left on
crusade in 1248 was at best in error. Lenoir had an
enormous capacity to construct and collapse time to
suit his artistic theories.

The inscription “Madame la Royne Blanche mere de
Monsieur Saint Louys,” which emphasizes the pointed
nature of the arching tympanum of Lenoir’s tomb
for Blanche of Castile, Fig. 4 signaled to viewers that
Lenoir wished them to make the direct link between
Louis IX and the Gothic arch. Not only did the ogive
itself make this connection clear, but the ornament
did as well. The deliberate echo between the lancet-
like tracery applied to the outward pillars and window
tracery of the Sainte-Chapelle was evident. Fig. 5 So
too, the foliate mask in the tympanum was integral to
what Lenoir called the “Arab style.” He argued that
such grotesques and lush floral ornament evoked the
Eastern textiles brought to France by the crusaders.
(Lenoir similarly made this point—the association
between the pointed arch and “grotesques”—in a
design he made for his “Arab Courtyard,” which was
never actually finished.)* But besides sculpted detail,
Lenoir’s inclusion of mosaic panels was also a critical
element to demonstrate the hallmarks of the “Arab
style.” He believed that colored geometric patterning
was one of its most essential characteristics. In Lenoit’s
mind, mosaic was to genus as stained glass was to
species. It was the impression made by the “mystical
colors” produced by light streaming through stained-
glass windows (as exemplified by the Sainte-Chapelle)
that Lenoir saw something completely new in French
art—what he called a “foreign physiognomy.”** He
believed the assemblage of varied and vivid colors
in windows, appearing like “a parterre enameled with
flowers,” suggested its derivation from mosaic: “I also
think,” he wrote, “that the fortunate use of mosaic
in interior decoration instigated the invention of
painting on glass.”*" Besides their analogous palettes,
stained glass and mosaics were, according to Lenoir,
distinguished by a similar technique of joining colored
glass together by means of metal cells: “It is justified,”
Lenoir asserted, “that I have given the name of
transparent mosaics to these paintings.”**

In this way, the tomb’s overall form of a grandiose
pointed arch, with corresponding ornament,
functioned as a visual introduction to the components
Lenoir believed defined the “Arab style.” Moreover,
the positioning of Blanche of Castile’s tomb in the
Introductory Gallery made this concept physically
manifest from the outset of a visitor’s experience.
To this end, her tomb was deliberately contrasted
with a syncopated grouping on the back (south) wall
showing two jamb sculptures from Notre-Dame at
Corbeil (1140-50) which flanked the large Virgin and
Child in Majesty from the abbey of Saint-Martin-des-
Champs (c. 1160).* Augmented by excavated elements
from ancient Gaul, these twelfth-century sculptures
were claimed by Lenoir to be of Merovingian
origin.’ Indeed, Lenoir identified the two column
statues from Corbeil as showing the founders of the
Christian Merovingian line—Clovis I and Clotilde.”
This art, “still in its cradle” according to Lenoir, was
characterized by “imperfect forms” and “undecided . .
. execution.”®* Thus, these assembled works functioned
as an artistic foil for the innovations brought by the
pointed arch—embodied by Blanche of Castile’s
tomb. Their juxtaposition, a “turning the corner” if
you will, was to make clear that with the style of the
pointed arch, barbarian rudeness was over and French
art had begun. Lenoir emphasized this exact point in
his 1810 museum guidebook: “Continuous war and
ignorance had left a long interval in the arts, passing
until the thirteenth century . . . where one finds in
the decoration of this century the origin of Arab
architecture in France, introduced as a result of the
first Crusades.” The “Merovingian” sculpture was
literally placed against the entrance wall, to the back
of the entering visitor. One had to turn around to see
it. The tomb of Blanche of Castile and its emblematic
pointed arch was more in line with the viewer’s
perspective, ushering them into an environment of
French artistic richness.

But why not a tomb for Louis IX? Why Blanche of
Castile? Partly, it was practical. Contrary to his usual
practice, Lenoir made no pretence of evoking the
historical tomb for Louis IX. His writings, journals,
and diaries make no mention of the king’s sepulcher.
(Of course, Louis’ tomb had been destroyed in the
fifteenth century, so this lacuna for Lenoir perhaps
is not so surprising.”) But I think there was also a
conscious decision on Lenoir’s part to represent the
mother of Louis IX as a kind of surrogate. He did not
pursue the kind of portrayal, current in the aftermath
of the Revolution, which depicted Blanche of Castile
as a manipulative, domineering harpy. A Revolutionary
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writer, for example, highlighted Jean de Joinville’s story
of Blanche’s hard-hearted ouster of Louis IX from
his wife’s bedside following a dangerously difficult
childbirth, despite his wife’s plaintive appeals. “One
can judge by this single act,” declared the Revolutionary
pamphlet, “just how far the imperious Blanche would
impose her tyranny upon both spouses.”*

In contrast, Lenoir chose to image Blanche of
Castile in an inherently conservative way, recalling the
ancien régime that valued the queen first and foremost as
the mother of St. Louis. Lenoir’s approach recalled the
seventeenth-century engraving showing Blanche of
Castile as regent, with her arm wrapped protectively
around the shoulders of the young king seated beside
her. Labeled in the caption as “Blanche of Castile,
Queen of France, mother of St. Louis, wife of Louis
VIIL” the queen is depicted here both as mother
and mentor. Not only did the caption extol her for
“instruct(ing) the young king, her son, in piety,” but
hailed her as saintly, wise, and as an adroit ruler.>
This defining role—as Louis IX’s teacher, counselot,
and moral compass—was recapitulated for Lenoir’s
museum visitor through the titulus on the tomb’s
canopy: “Madame, Queen Blanche, Mother of
Monsieur St. Louis.” Why?

In 1800, standing amidst a vast array of pointed
arches in the museum’s Gallery of the Thirteenth
Century, Napoleon—then First Counsel—reportedly
exclaimed: “Lenoir, you transport me to Syrial”?” On
the one hand, Lenoir may have repeated Napoleon’s
remark in the Museum’s guidebook to imply an official
validation for Lenoit’s contention that the pointed
arch had originated in Syria, but I suspect it also
had wider Bonapartiste overtones. Even in 1793—
during the Terror—Lenoir never expressed a written
opinion about Madame Guillotine, but he wrote with
passion and directness about how the character of
a government is revealed by the efficacy of its arts
policy.”® And, incredible as it may seem, Lenoir never
lost this eatly idealism. He found his hero in Napoleon
Bonaparte. And he expressed his political leanings
artistically.

For example, the stained glass installed in the Gallery
of the Thirteenth Century Fig. 6 was originally read
by Lenoir as showing “moral subjects taken from
domestic life.” Once Napoleon was firmly in power,
the glass was reinterpreted to depict episodes from the
life of Blanche of Castile and Louis IX—recalling a
medieval model of good government and beneficial
rule, with obvious analogies to Bonaparte.”’ At this
time, Lenoir was also beginning to serve as an art
consultant for Napoleons wife Josephine, helping

her to acquire sculpture and architectural salvage for
her house and garden at Malmaison. And by 1808,
there was a kind of convergence: the melodramatic
painting Sz Lowuiss Deference to his Mother (1808) by
the Troubadour painter Francois Fleury-Richard was
directly inspired by Lenoir’s medieval galleries at the
Musée des monuments frangais, including the Virgin
and Child sculpture from Saint-Martin-des-Champs,
which Lenoir had positioned as a “Merovingian”
antithesis to the progtessive nature of Queen Blanche’s
tomb.”" In turn, Fleury-Richard appropriated the
Saint-Martin-des-Champs sculpture as a counterpoint
to his depiction of Queen Blanche and her son.
Josephine purchased the painting directly out of the
1808 Salon, installing it over the mantel of her drawing
room at Malmaison.”” So, perhaps it is not merely a
coincidence that four years earlier (in 1804) Lenoir had
installed his tomb for Blanche of Castile at the Musée
des monuments francais—in the very same year that
Napoleon Bonaparte crowned himself emperor. This
kind of artistic flattery would have been right in line
with Lenoir’s thinking, as he also was planning a gallery
exclusively dedicated to Napoleon, albeit one that was
never realized.®

Yet, despite these kinds of politically pragmatic
allusions, the tomb for Blanche of Castile remained
first and foremost Lenoir’s creative declaration linking
the arrival, with Louis IX, of the pointed arch in France.
The Troubadour painter Charles-Marie Bouton was
clearly influenced by this association in conceiving his
painting of Sz Louis in Medjtation at the Tomb of his Mother
commissioned for the Chateau of Fontainebleau and
exhibited in the 1819 Salon.** Elegiac and potent, the
twinning of the pointed arch with the figure of St.
Louis recalls Bouton’s earlier painting of a “philosophe”
in the Gallery of the Thirteenth Century, shown
in the 1812 Salon and purchased the same year by
Josephine.® In both works, architecture functioned as
morte than a framework to create historically evocative
settings. The massive coursed column, so prominent
in Bouton’s view of the Gallery of the Thirteenth
Century, was brought to the foreground in the St.
Louis scene. Indeed, the central prominence given
to the pointed arch, echoed by the arching stream
of sunlight from the clerestory window, signaled the
very identity of the mourner. Figures could not, as the
critics charged when the painting was first exhibited,
have been randomly substituted into this scene.
Rather, Bouton, through his familiarity with the Musée
des monuments francais understood that the pointed
arch could function as an emblem unique to Louis IX.

Thus, Lenoir’s monument to Blanche of Castile was
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never intended as a facsimile of either of her historical
tombs. Rather, it functioned as a kind of cipher. By
assembling original medieval elements within the
literal framework of a pointed arch and by associating
it with Louis IX through his mother (by means of an
inscription, just to make sure viewers got the point),
Lenoir argued relevancy for a medieval past. At a time
when Gothic buildings in Paris were succumbing to
the metaphorical wrecking ball, including Pierre de
Montreuil’s Grande Chapelle de la Vierge from Saint-

Germain-des-Prés, as well as the abbey churches
of Saint-Victor, the Cortdeliers, and the Carmes,
Lenoir’s creation of a tomb for Blanche of Castile
positioned the pointed arch and the so-called Gothic
style as having worth.”” Purposely positioned to the
right of the entryway to the Musée des monuments
francais, the tomb functioned like the time-honored
paintings of the queen teaching the young Louis IX;®
it instructed the museum visitor in the foundation of
French artistic greatness.

©

©

NOTES

* This paper was originally presented at the 2009 Annual
Meeting of the Medieval Academy of America, held in Chicago.
It is part of a larger project on Alexandre Lenoir’s interpretation
of the Middle Ages at the Musée des monuments frangais. I
am grateful to Kathleen Nolan for our many discussions on the
historical tombs of Blanche of Castile as well as to the American
Council of Learned Societies for their support of my research on
Lenoir. But in citing my current indebtedness, I would be remiss
in not acknowledging that Janet Smith is where it all began. I am
particularly pleased to publish this work in honor of Janet, who
first set me on the road to become an art historian. She opened
my eyes to the wonders of Italian art, but more importantly, she
affirmed my elementary insights about art as an enthusiastic
(but naive) nineteen-year old studying in Florence. She took
my questions seriously. She pushed me to look and to learn
independently. And she kept the bar high. I have never forgotten
it. I only hope Janet has forgiven my migration northward to the
art of medieval France. Grazie mille Janet!
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“Yankee Stonecutter”

/ Florentine Sculptor

Thoughts on Revising our Model for

Studying Expatriot Artists

Julia A. Sienkewicz

In 1851, Horatio Greenough (1805-1852), an
internationally acclaimed sculptor, left Florence, Italy
for the final time after a residence of more than two
decades in the city. The upheaval of the Risorgimento,
combined with family concerns and his desire to over-
see the installation of his second federal commission on
the East Front of the United States Capitol, persuaded
the artist to leave his home in Bellosquardo (in the hills
of Florence) and his sculpture studio on the Piazza
Maria Antonia (now the Piazza dell’Indipendenza)
and to return for an extended visit, and possible
repatriation, to his childhood homeland. Figs. 1-3
Though he had been born in Boston and educated at
Harvard University, Greenough’s homecoming after
such a long absence was jarring. The artist had visited
the United States on several occasions, and maintained
regular correspondence with friends and family across
the eastern seaboard, but these experiences were not
the same as living and working in the country. Indeed,
by the time that he returned “home” to the United
States, Greenough would have been easily able to claim
cither Tuscany or the United States as his homeland.

In reaction to his stressful repatriation, Greenough
penned what would be his first and only book, The
Travels, Observations, and Experience of a Yankee Stonecutter
(1852), the title of which would seem to suggest
that the sculptor acknowledged no such hybrid
identity. Greenough wrote most of the book during
a fallow period as he sat listlessly in Washington, D.C.
waiting in vain for the arrival of his second federal
commission, a colossal sculpture group that was
supposed to be shipped to Washington, D.C. from
Livorno, Italy.! The text offers a somewhat disjointed
social and artistic commentary which is, ultimately, a
plea for the development of a unified artistic aesthetic
in the United States, which Greenough believed would
help to counter the nation’s cultural disunity.” Indeed,
it is probably because of the national stakes of his
argument that Greenough chose to refer to himself
as a “Yankee Stonecutter” in the book. In his preface,

by contrast, Greenough described his multilayered
identity as tingeing his thought with heterodoxy,
making him into a hybrid conglomerate, formed from
the influence of travel on his inborn constitution:

In thus stopping here and there among

men of different races, creeds and

forms of civilization, I have become

inoculated, to some extent, with the

various ways of thinking of those

about me, always retaining nearly the

same proportion of original Yankee

conviction to afterthought, that you

will find of matrix to pebbles in the

pudding-stone of Roxbury, Mass.’

Although Greenough carefully elected to liken
himself to a characteristic New England stone, it is
significant that he did so in the context of a passage
cleatly asserting his differences from other citizens
of the United States who had chosen never to travel
at length abroad. If he assumed the guise of a New
England author for the purposes of gaininganaudience
for his book, Greenough turned to his international
persona in order to assert the authority of his judgment
regarding the unconventional observations that he
made about the United States in the text.* Surely, he
argued, only someone who was both American and
European could muster sufficiently balanced judgment
in order to solve the problems with which the young
nation was struggling in the Mason-Dixon era.

Despite such a clear message of hybrid (or to use
his own concept, conglomerate identity) from the artist,
scholarship has neglected to approach his identity
with any nuance, and Greenough has long been
remembered in nationalistic terms. He is typically
credited as being the primogenitor of academic sculpture
in the United States, a role in which he has been
variously praised or reviled for his dedication to, and
prominent introduction of, the neoclassical style of
sculpture to the United States. With few exceptions,
scholars have resolutely claimed Greenough for the
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“American” camp and discounted the intellectual and
artistic influence that Florence had on his work, as, for
example, when one author argued that Greenough’s
residence abroad had left the New England character
of his mind unaltered: “Greenough was not by
temperament an expatriate. In many ways his functional
theories of art and architecture gave him a place in
cultural history similar to that of his friend Emerson.
Both emphasized the American vernacular tradition.””
Further, Nathalia Wright, Greenough’s biographer
and the scholar who single-handedly rediscovered
the artist in the twentieth century, asserted that by
the time Greenough left for Italy at age nineteen “the
broad outlines of Greenough’s character as a man and
an artist were drawn. His idealism, nationalism, and
classicism, his ambition and diligence, his interest in
architecture and esthetic theory as well as sculpture,
his sociability and his sensitivity—all were there,” an
assertion suggesting that in Europe Greenough found
only the polishing, finishing touches for an already,
fully-formed Yankee character.’

Recognizing that Greenough was a voluntary,
long-term resident of Florence, with complex
and substantive ties to his adoptive city certainly
complicates this narrative. Central to this essay, then,
is the challenge of considering what can be gained by
rediscovering Greenough as both an American and
an Italian artist. Naturally, in considering the theme
of living between Florence and the United States, 1
find a contemporary parallel between Greenough’s
biography and that of Janet Smith. Both came from
the eastern seaboard to Florence and learned to call the
city home. Likewise both, over the passage of many
years in Italy, played the role of cicerone to numerous
American students and friends throughout the storied
hillsides. Through Janet’s example, I have learned
of the passionate investment an individual can have
in two homelands and of how extended life between
two places can cause the fusion of two identities that
would seem to be incompatible. Accordingly, I will
suggest in this essay that it is not only possible to study
the Yankee Stonecutter as a Florentine sculptor, but
it is also necessary to do so in order to gain a more
thorough understanding of his work.

The manner in which Greenough’s identity has
been treated to date is not unique within the larger
historiography of the field of American Art. It has
long been commonplace to acknowledge that artists
from the United States have been influenced by the
art of Burope and, perhaps most profoundly, by
the classical and Renaissance art on display in Italy.
Beginning in the late eighteenth century and continuing

to the present day, American artists have travelled to
Italy and their work has changed as a result of their
residence in the country, no matter the duration.

Yet, despite the frequent reference to the European
sojourns of artists, scholars have moved slowly to
offer complex interpretations of the influence of
these travels on the artists’ mentalities and subsequent
work. A significant cause for this lacuna may be
the relatively firm boundaries between the various
fields of art history—scholars of the art of the
United States are rarely asked to gain comprehensive
knowledge of European art and artists of their period
of specialization and the opposite is likewise true. If
an artist is considered to be “American” s/he is rarely
considered within the European art and social scenes,
and viceversa. The situation becomes particulatly vexed
in the case of artists who lived for extended periods
in different countries, and especially so for expatriate
artists, who often truly developed two homelands. In
addition, much of the eatly generations of scholarship
in American art has been recuperative. Scholars have
sought to uncover information about figures who have
been ignored by art history—as Wright so masterfully
did for Greenough. In these eatly recuperative
histories, nationalism was important in order to create
a worthy canon of American artists. In many cases,
and this problem is particularly acute with regard to the
literature on American sculptors, a second generation
of scholarship has yet to be written that considers
further dimensions of these artists.

In the exhibition catalog, The Lure of Italy, Theodore
Stebbins characterized the relationship of American
artists to Italy as a significant experience allowing
artists to explore a place that was the polar opposite
of their native land. According to Stebbins:

American art was formed in the crucible
between two major protagonists,
American memory of the European
experience, on one hand, and the
American land, the vast wilderness, the
ever-moving western frontier, on the
other. ... The American painter and
sculptor going to Italy stepped into
a haloed, time-honored international
arena, unique unto itself; the artist’s trip
there was more than an adventure, but

. a cognitive act. The artist went to
Italy to discover himself, and to find out
what it would mean and what it would
take to create an American art.’

Stebbins is certainly right in stating that American
artists spent much of their time in Italy considering the
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future of their craft in their native nation. Howevert, his
characterization of the Italian experience existing in an
opposite pole to the artistic wilderness of the United
States is, as we will see below, misleading. William
Gerdts, writing in the same volume, characterized the
American sculptor’s relationship to Italy as being based
on a series of pragmatic concerns. Gerdts asserts that:

American sculptors expatriated to Italy for many
reasons, though a cosmopolitan environment within
which national groups could still band together was
certainly one. The accessibility of the esteemed Italian
marble was another. But perhaps most important was
the availability of trained and talented Italian workmen
who would actually carve the sculptures. Once
in Florence and Rome, [American sculptors| might
still be involved, tangentially at least, in working the
marble, but usually this practice was minimal...they
felt that such work would waste valuable time that
could be better spent devoted to the conception of
a work of art (or in entertaining prospective clients).”

This characterization suggests that American
sculptors inhabited a rather isolated bubble within the
larger cultures of Rome or Florence. Although they
may have taken advantage of Italian marble and Italian
laborers, Gerdts posits that these sculptors focused
most of their energies on the expatriate American
communities of sculptors and patrons. In other
words, despite living in Italy, American ties and values
remained intact.

The remainder of this essay, which takes the form
of both a case study and a thought piece, attempts
to lay out an intellectual framework that places
American artists in a more complex nexus within the
international sphere. The work of Greenough—the
self-titled ““Yankee Stonecuttet”—has much to offer
to this question. Through Greenough, this essay
develops a series of lenses through which to explore
the complex impact of expatriate identity on artistic
theory and practice. My study is limited to considering
the specific concerns of the long-term expatriate artist
and, further, my observations consider only particular
characteristics relevant to my Greenough case-study.

In selecting the case-study of Florence, this article is
also limited by the particular concerns of this Italian
cit. The artistic and cultural context of Florence
in the first-half of the nineteenth century frames all
aspects of this narrative. As a long-term inhabitant of
Florence, Greenough experienced the city in a much
more complex way than other foreign artists who
visited the city for more discrete periods. He was a
skilled linguist and was comfortable conversing with
Florentine neighbors and colleagues. He was trained

by a Tuscan sculptor, Lorenzo Bartolini (1777-1850)
and, subsequently, he himself mentored aspiring
sculptors from both Italy and the United States.’
Greenough’s children were born in Florence, and three
of his brothers (Henry, John, and Richard Saltonstall)
likewise spent long periods of time in the city, giving
Greenough the opportunity to enjoy the pleasure of a
family network within the Italian city.

Residence in Florence, likewise, had particular
characteristics that were different from relocation
in other European capitals. In the Tuscan capital,
Greenough was able to study Renaissance masters,
while participating in a rich contemporary art culture,
celebrating the birthplace of modern humanism, and
remembering the history of the Florentine Republic.
Such experiences were particular to Florence and
countered the ancient and papal history of Rome, the
regal histories that dominated London and Paris, as
well as the specter of the French Revolution’s bloody
failure that marred the latter city from the perspective
of many eatly nineteenth century American artists.
Furthermore, Florence was also a crucial node in
the developing movement toward Italian unification.
The great Tuscan thinkers and leaders of the period
surely interested the young American artist who was
deeply invested in social ideals such as democracy
and union. Just as the art of the Florentine Republic
influenced Greenough, so the ideas and excitement of
the Risorgimento may well have sparked him to create
work aligned with this movement.

Here I offer several categories of consideration for
revising our research into the work of expatriate artists,
each treated through the lens of Greenough’s life and
work. Of the many possible angles through which
expatriate artists could, and should, be reinterpreted,
I consider the following three categories: artistic
education; artistic inspiration; and social networks.

Artistic Education

Pursuing an artistic education has long been
considered the primary motivation for American artists
to travel to Europe (at least prior to the expansion of
art schools in the United States in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries). It is certainly true that
an aspiring artist did need to study in Europe if he
or she wanted to participate in the largest and most
firmly established artistic communities. However, in
considering the role of education on the expatriate
artist, it is first necessary to correct the misperception
that it was impossible for an individual to learn to be
an artist in the academic tradition without studying in
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Europe. In actuality, travelling to Europe to advance
one’s artistic education was a choice rather than an
obligation, even in the early nineteenth century.

The context of, and options for, Greenough’s
sculptural education in the United States will help to
give further weight to this point. A youthtul friend
remembered that Horatio Greenough was “born a
sculptor; that is, he was born with a temperament and
disposition to nourish some noble design, some definite
purpose for the benefit of his age ... this was the
single object before his mind—it absorbed his whole
heart.”" Whether or not his desired profession was
predetermined by his character, Greenough certainly
did begin to study sculpture as a young man in the
United States. As Wright narrated in her biography of
the artist, Greenough began to study sculptural casts at
the Boston Athenaecum around 1818 (when the artist
was thirteen years old). By the time Greenough was
seventeen, the collection at the Athenaeum included
casts of the Laocion, Apollo Belvedere, 1V enus dei Medici,
and at least five or six other major ancient works."!

In addition to studying these ancient statues,
Greenough received practical instruction from a range
of mentors in the local community. His lessons in
three-dimensional design began with guidance from
two local sculptors: Solomon Willard and Alpheus
Cary. The former instructed Greenough in modeling
from clay and the later gave the aspiring sculptor his
first lessons in carving marble, though little else is
known about their influence on his work."

Although concrete details have not yet been
discovered regarding their relationship, it is also
known that the French sculptor John B. Binon (life
dates uncertain, active in Boston by 1818), played
some role in mentoring the aspiring sculptor. Binon is
said to have been a student of Joseph Chinard (1756-
1813). If this relationship is accurate, then Binon’s
arrival in Boston by ca. 1818 was likely related to the
upheaval in France during the final years of Napoleon
Bonaparte’s reign. Chinard was known to have close
ties to Bonaparte and his pupils would likely have
had similar affiliations. Likewise important was the
fact that Chinard divided his life between France and
Italy, and his student Binon had also studied in Italy.
Wright credits Binon with teaching Greenough “the
rudiments of modeling,” and with conversations
in which he introduced Greenough to “the art and
artists of Italy” as well as “some of the problems
which he [Binon] had discovered confronted an artist
in America.””® While these lessons may have been
important to Greenough’s subsequent actions, it is
surely more important that through his acquaintance

with Binon (and his opportunity to study Binon’s
portrait bust of John Adams, now in the Boston
Athenaeum), Greenough came into contact with a
practitioner of the highest contemporary sculpture
circles in Europe. Chinard was a neoclassical sculptor
whose work was influenced by an interest in emotion
and naturalism. Binon presumably adopted some of
the same principles in his work and conveyed them
to Greenough. Once arrived in Florence, Greenough
would find these same ideas reiterated by Bartolini.

In addition to this sculptural instruction, Greenough
also had direct access to Washington Allston (1779-
1843), who by 1818 was well established in the
international art world. Greenough’s acquaintance with
Allston played a significant role in the younger artist’s
early years, and the two maintained a correspondence
long after Greenough had departed for Italy. Allston
had studied in both Italy and England and developed
a network of friends and patrons on both sides of the
Atlantic. Allston certainly presented the model of
international artistic study to Greenough. Likewise,
however, as a great thinker in aesthetic theory and an
artist of international acclaim, Allston would have
been capable of continuing to mentor and inspire
Greenough.  Furthermore, Allston’s network of
friends in the art world of the young United States was
significant. Allston had a particularly close relationship
with Samuel E B. Morse, who had been apprenticed
with him to learn academic painting and with whom
he had travelled to London between 1811 and 1814
in order to introduce Morse to the European art
world. In 18206, one year after Greenough left on his
first trip to Italy, Morse became the first president of
the National Academy of Design, which he had also
helped to found. Shortly thereafter, he would invite
Greenough to serve on their faculty of sculpture,
even though the latter had less than one year’s Italian
training."*  Clearly Greenough’s prior training with
Binon and his friendship with Allston were sufficient
for him to gain the highest artistic standing in the
United States. This narrative further underlines the
fact that Greenough could easily have attained skill,
stature, and recognition, had he remained in the
United States.

Of the metropolitan centers in the United States,
however, Boston did not have the largest network
for an aspiring sculptor. If Greenough had not set
off to study in Rome, the next logical destination for
him would have been Washington, D.C. In the young
nation’s capital, an international group of sculptors
and carvers had assembled to rebuild the United States
Capitol after its damage sustained in the War of 1812.
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Most notable among the sculptors active at the Capitol
around the time that Greenough headed to Italy was
Antonio Capellano (active in Washington, D.C. 1815-
1827). Capellano, who was said to have been a student
of Canova, completed major works both in Baltimore
and at the U. S. Capitol, and would have made a fitting
mentor in the neoclassical style for an interested
apprentice. Furthermore, Charles Bullfinch (1763-
1844), the eminent Boston architect, served as the
Architect of the United States Capitol between 1818
and 1829, a regional connection that would likely have
allowed Greenough an entrée into Washington society.
That Greenough could have developed a successful
sculptural career in the United States is suggested by the
success that he met with upon his return from his first,
brief trip to Italy. Having departed for Italy in 1825
and returned in May of 1827, Greenough immediately
received a commission for an idealized bust from a
neighbor and was also commissioned by Boston Mayor
Josiah Quincy to catrve a portrait bust of him."” During
his year in the United States, Greenough also travelled
to New York City (where he made the acquaintance
of Samuel F. B. Morse), Philadelphia, and Washington,
D.C. Armed with letters of introduction to a range
of prominent artists, politicians, and intellectuals,
Greenough was immediately welcomed into the highest
circles in each of these cities. In Washington, for
example, he “attended a Presidential levee and a White
House dinner,” and, “called by request on the aged
architect William Thornton, who entertained him with
recollections of Washington.”'® While in Washington,
he also carved the portrait bust of President John
Quincy Adams, who also commissioned the young
artist to carve a portrait bust of his father, as part of a
funerary marker for the latter.'” Admittedly, the course
to building a career from such modest individual
commissions would have been long, but Greenough’s
promising progress in only a single year of working as
a professional sculptor in the United States suggests
that he could have had reasonable expectations of
success.'®
Ultimately, Wright recognized that Greenough

made a choice when he set out to study sculpture in
Italy. According to her, his decision was based on his
ambitions:

Had he been more provincial, like Frazee,

or like Rimmer essentially naturalistic,

had his aspirations been either less or

greater, Greenough might never have

left America. It was not necessary to

do so in order to become a sculptor, but

only to become the kind of sculptor he

wanted to be. He aspired from the first
to the creation of monumental works in
the classical tradition...and at the same
time to eminence in an international and
historical sense. Only in Italy, best of all
in Rome, could such a career be prepared
for...that city, on account of the presence
there of the two leading contemporary
sculptors, Canova and Thorvaldsen—
was the capital of the contemporary
wortld of sculptors."”

When he first departed for Italy in 1825, Greenough
sought a sculptural education that would be well
received by an international audience. He thought
about creating work that would be in dialogue with
both ancient and modern masterpieces. In doing
so, clearly his anticipated audience was much larger
than the artistic patrons of Boston, or even the
whole United States, in the Early Republic. Rather,
Greenough left the United States in order to become a
sculptor for a world audience.

If making the decision to continue his study of
sculpture in Europe rather than in the United States
was a conscious choice, the selection of an instructor/
mentor in the new homeland was equally important.
Relationships between instructors and students
constitute some of the most crucial intellectual and
artistic bonds throughout the history of art, though
the rapport between artists and pupils of different
nationalities has not received sufficient attention.
As may already be readily evident from the narrative
thus far, the sculptural community was fluid and
international. The “greatest” sculptor in Rome
when Greenough arrived in the city was the Danish
artist Bertel Thorvaldsen. Within his commodious
Roman studio, Thorvaldsen mentored young artists
from across Europe. Greenough briefly joined this
community during his first visit to Italy, which was cut
short by an onslaught of illness that culminated in a
short period of insanity® In Thorvaldsen’s studio,
Greenough likely encountered many young French,
German and Italian artists, with whom he probably
communicated in French.?!

Thorvaldsen’s influence on Greenough was
significant, but not as profound as his subsequent study
with the Tuscan sculptor Lorenzo Bartolini. Bartolini
was himself a cosmopolitan artist, having studied art
in France, and having worked for a number of years,
both directly and indirectly, for Napoleon Bonaparte.*
Although Greenough had a close relationship with
Bartolini—which included living in the latter’s studio
on Borgo San Frediano from the end of 1828 until
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the following summer—relatively little, as yet, has
been identified about the on-going scope of their
relationship.” Fig. 4 Wright asserted that Bartolini’s
mentorship of Greenough lasted at most for ten years
and blamed the Italian artist for their parting of the
ways: “Bartolini...was nototiously difficult to get
along with, chiefly because of his jealous disposition.
By the late 1830s all relations between him and
Greenough had apparently been severed.”” Even
if the two did not maintain a friendship after 1840,
their work was still inter-related, as can be seen by the
relationships that have been asserted between several
of Greenough’s later works and the sculpture of
Bartolini.” In any case, an ongoing rapport between
Greenough and Bartolini over the course of ten years
was certainly sufficient to introduce Greenough to the
driving principles of Bartolini’s art, and to provide the
younger artist with access to the wider artistic circles in
Florence. After a decade of study and friendship, the
younger artist would surely have learned everything
that he needed to know. Indeed, Greenough could
not have become an artist of independent stature had
he remained under Bartolini’s tutelage indefinitely.

It is interesting that Greenough began his sculptural
education with Binon in Boston and ended with
Bartolini in Florence, since both artists were attempting
to create a naturalistic adaptation of neoclassical form.
Both, likewise, found their sculptural practice to be
intertwined with the complex politics of the first half
of the nineteenth century in France and Italy. Bartolini
had been a leading sculptor for Napoleon Bonaparte
during his Italian Campaign. After the collapse of the
French rule, Bartolini moved from Carrara to Florence
and remade his career. His work was no longer overtly
political, but he likely encouraged his American pupil’s
enthusiasm for political praxis in sculpture.

Greenough had a clear investment in the notion that
sculpture was closely aligned to politics and national
identity. His educational pedigree on both sides of
the Atlantic served to further this artistic agenda. The
American national politics of Greenough’s art was
amply evident in his two federal commissions (the
George Washington and his second group, commonly
known as The Rescue). Figs. 5-6 In both Washington
and The Rescue, Greenough fused his own adaptation
of the naturalized aesthetic with principles of ancient
sculpture, in order to create works that he felt worked
in accordance with his goals for the politics of
American sculpture.

The full breadth of Greenough’s integration of
his European educational milieu with his political
inclinations can only be understood, however, by

realizing that Greenough also engaged in sculpture
that reflected his investment in current Italian politics.
Not surprisingly, the most attractive possibility for
Greenough was to create sculpture that reflected
the exciting foment of the Risorgimento. Between
1847 and 1850, Greenough worked of his own
initiative on designing a monument to Giuseppe
Giusti, the acclaimed satirical poet whose work
helped push forward the Italian Risorgimento. Sadly,
the monument was probably never constructed and
although he completed several of the planned bas reliefs,
they were left in his studio in 1851 and their current
whereabouts are unknown.” Giusti, who was active
in Florence during these years (prior to his premature
death in 1850) may well have been an acquaintance
of Greenough’s. The two were neatly the same age
and their social circles may have overlapped. Although
Wright did not offer many details about Greenough’s
involvement in the Risorgimento, she did state:

Though Greenough did not associate

himself with this Tuscan movement until

the Revolution of 1848—and then only

briefly, he knew personally many of its

most prominentleaders in Florence. The

particular intellectual milieu generated

by it, moreover, was especially congenial

to him. In many respects it was like that

which he had known in America.”

More accurately, Greenough may have likened the
social and intellectual unrest of the Risorgimento to
the condition of the United States immediately prior to
the Revolution. Buoyed by the vision of supporting a
just reorganization of Italian society, Greenough surely
hoped that creating a monument to Giusti would help
to support this cause. A photograph of one of the
completed bas reliefs shows a lunette with a nude young
man—representing the “Genius of Italy”—taking his
first steps forward from a throne (which resembles
the classicized throne upon which Greenough’s
Washington sits). The youth holds a laurel wreath in
his left hand, presumably preparing to raise it to his
head in victory. To his left sits a pensive elderly man—
representing a priest—to his right is a robust, seated
nude man, shown in profile, who is a soldier. The
two accompanying figures presumably underlined the
need for both military force and a strong dose of faith
in the attempt to unite a new Italy® In Greenough’s
vision the peaceful and socially-balanced future of
Italy builds on the promise of the Risorgimento.

This rehearsal of Greenough’s education shows the
importance of a melded genetic and artistic pedigree
for the artist’s practice. His monumental works for
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the United States Government were informed by
the social and aesthetic tastes that he had developed
in Italy, just as his own enthusiasm for the promise
of Giusti’s political cause may have come from
his American sympathies. ~ As discussed above,
Greenough’s understanding of the aesthetic principles
of sculpture came first in Boston by way of a French
sculptor who had studied in Italy and, later, in Florence,
via an Italian sculptor who had worked in France and
subsequently in Italy for Bonaparte. As this series of
inspirations and influences makes appatent, the ideas
of national schools of “art” writ large and of a purely
“American” pedigree for Greenough specifically
should be regarded with skepticism.

Artistic Inspiration

When American artists travelled to Italy in the
nineteenth-century, most scholarship insists that they
were interested in studying two periods of art: the
ancient and the Renaissance. Indeed, the common art
historical narrative posits that there was little-to-no-
interest in any other European art, whether Medieval,
Baroque, or Modern. Such a mentality, however,
neglects the cumulative effect of a city like Florence, in
which art from all historical periods is readily visible.
Surely the juxtaposition of work from different periods
has an impact on viewers that is more profound than
the exclusive pursuit of ancient or Renaissance ideals.
Furthermore, in addition to the works on display in
collections throughout the city, artists presented their
current works and works-in-progress within an open
studio setting. When creating a new sculpture in a
European city, then, an artist could draw on an array of
inspirations from historic art, but also from the work
of peers. In fact, since American cities had begun
assembling collections of prints and casts, perhaps the
most significant difference between a European and
an America art education at this time lay in the rich
variety of options available for study and inspiration,
as well as the sense of place evident in a European city,
in which historic architecture is juxtaposed with the art
and broader material culture exhibited within it.

Artists’ studios were an important resource for artists
and tourists alike. Benjamin West’s London studio
was a known attraction for painters and American
tourists. In the first half of the nineteenth century
both Greenough and Hiram Powers’ studios would
become crucial destinations for American toutists in
Florence. Gerdts has asserted that the importance of
contemporary sculpture was of particular interest to
American tourists in Italy, who visited the studios of

famed sculptors like Thorvaldsen, as well as lesser-
known sculptors whose studios were located in the
same area of the city. According to Gerdts, touring
studios was “among the major tourist attractions” in
Rome and Florence, and this practice also enabled
the international audience to gain an understanding
of the relative merits of individual sculptors within
the international art market.” If such experiences
were crucial to casual aesthetes, they were even more
so to artists. For Greenough, visiting the studios of
his peers was a routine experience and was certainly a
major influence on his art.

In addition to the well-known practice of touring
sculptors’ studios, we should not discount the other
venues in which contemporary art was encountered
and assessed by Greenough and other expatriot
artists. Within the space of the urban art academy—
which for Greenough was the Academy of Fine
Arts in Florence—young expatriate American artists
worked alongside their Italian peers. They competed
for professors’ recognition of their work and they
submitted pieces to the annual shows. Through
this education, aspiring artists certainly learned how
to value the past in specific, carefully dictated, ways.
They also, however, came into contact with many of
the most significant artists of their generation. For
Bartolini, this experience in the Parisian studio of
Jacques-Louis David had led to a lasting friendship
with Jean-Auguste-Dominique Ingres, which in
addition to its personal pleasure, certainly influenced
the sculptor’s artistic development. The available
research has not yet established the range of artists
with whom Greenough interacted at the Academy
(though there are clear records of his interaction at
this time with Giuseppe Bezzuoli, discussed below);
however, it is certain that he would have been exposed
to a range of pieces that experimented with a variety
of “modern” and “Italian” aesthetic forms.

Museums in Florence (and elsewhere in Italy) also
allowed an artist to study contemporary works even
within famed tourist destinations for Renaissance
art. Greenough seems to have been particularly fond
of the Palazzo Pitti. Though we know he gained
inspiration from a work by Raphael in this museum, is
it not also possible that he was interested in the ceiling
and wall paintings that were being completed at this
time in a number of the rooms? The Classicized style
of the Italian artists in these spaces (which represented
a wide range of classical mythology), would have been
sympathetic to