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PREFACE

HILE I venture to hope that the following chapters

may not be altogether without value to the more ad-

vanced student, they have been designed primarily with the

view to putting the general reader in possession of such knowl-

edge as is indispensable for the appreciation and enjoyment of

the great masterpieces of Gothic architecture. I have also tried

to supply the tourist with a vade mecum of somewhat larger
scope than has hitherto been attempted.

The present two volumes by no means cover the entire field
of the architecture of the Middle Ages. If I have chosen an
over-ambitious title, it has been in the hope that .circum-
stances may some day permit me to supplement the pres-
ent volumes with others dealing with those styles that I have
here left untouched. But however this may be, the book as
it stands at present attempts to unravel only a single thread
from the tangled skein of medieval art. This thread has its
origins in Antiquity and stretches unbroken to the Renaissance;
it is made up of that succession of formative or generative styles
that shaped the architectural destinies of Europe. These for-
mative styles are the key of medieval architectural history;
if the main events of their development be once firmly grasped,
a perspective has been gained on the entire subject of medieval
art, and the various minor styles will at once fall into their due
position in regard to the broader tendencies of the times. For
this reason I even hope that the present volumes may prove
to be of more value to readers to whom the devious turnings of
the art of the Middle Ages are comparatively unfamiliar, than
a book more comprehensive in scope.

In order to trace more clearly these formative styles and their
growth, I have tried to write not so much a history of a certain
number of more or less arbitrarily chosen monuments, as- a
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PREFACE

history of groups of monuments, of styles. I have not hesitated
to devote much space to the discussion of the formation, the
development, the culmination of these styles considered in their
broadest terms; to their mutual interrelations, and to the effect
on architecture of the social and economic peculiarities of the
age. It has long been recognized in the field of political his-
tory that the historian who would convey a true understanding
of a period must go far beyond a mere catalogue of kings, battles,
and dates. Similarly in architectural history, there has been a
decided tendency of late years to lay greater emphasis on the
broader significance of events, to see in the general course of
development something far deeper, more vital, than the indi-
vidual building, its individual peculiarities, and its date.

In order to concentrate attention on these broad aspects
of the subject, I have been obliged to make drastic changes
in the time-honored form of architectural history. The aim
of the present work seemed to me to be best fulfilled by banish-
ing from the text all monographic matter, and referring to par-
ticular buildings only as the context required, without stopping
for long and necessarily dry discussions of date and detail.

I have not, however, believed that I was justified in omitting
altogether this monographic material; too many questions of
uncertain and disputed date were constantly involved, in which
the reader had every right to know the reasons for the particular
side adopted. Ihave therefore compiled for each chapter —
except the first two which hardly form part of the body of this
work — a list of monuments annotated with considerable full-
ness. The reader will here find a brief discussion of questions
of date, and a general description of the more important features
of each monument. While not pretending to be complete, I
believe that all monuments of importance are included, and I
have striven to make the lists as comprehensive as possible.

To facilitate reference, a separate list has been made for each
period, and the monuments have been divided into four classes,
according to their importance. In each class precedence in the
list is given to the most interesting and significant structures.!

1 Except that in the same city several monuments of the same period are not sepa.uted
Paris, for example, is ranked for the sum total of its monuments.
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This classification, it is of course understood, is purely arbitrary
and frequently very approximate. It is often impossible to give
exact preference between half a dozen monuments, one of which
is interesting in one way, another in another. Thus this arrange-
ment must not be taken too literally. However, I believe it
will be of some value in giving a general idea of the relative
importance of monuments, and if the superiority of No. 17
over No. 18 be not always very pronounced, that of No. 1 over
No. 40 will be.

An index has been prepared for these lists of monuments
with the same care as for the main work. This, it is hoped, will
facilitate reference, and also add to their value as a travelers’
guide. For a number of monuments one or more mono-
graphs of varying excellence have appeared, and these can
generally be procured on the spot. When this is the case,
their purchase is always to be recommended, as they will
usually be found to contain much valuable information which
lack of space makes it impossible to include in any general
work. In the bibliographies, of which I have made an appen-
dix, I have taken special pains to note all the monographs
of which I could learn, and, where I have known them, I
have added a sentence of criticism. However, for many mon-
uments even of importance, there are no monographs worthy
of the name obtainable; and since the traveler is unable to
carry about with him the entire library necessary for the study
of such buildings, it is hoped that the list of monuments will
prove to be of value. At the end of each note will usually
be found in parenthesis a reference (which has been made
explicit when possible !) intended to serve both as authority for
the principal facts cited, and as recommendation for further
study of the monument.

It is with reluctance and with a realization of the fact that
they can be of but little service to the professional archaeologist
that I print the Roman and Early Christian Bibliographies at the
end of this volume. In these fields, where numerous bibliogra-
- phies and indexes of all sorts have already appeared, modern

1]t should be understood that where the contents of an entire book have been compressed
into one or two lines, page references are often impossible.
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scholarship rightly demands from the bibliographer not only
that scrupulous exactitude that can be acquired only by long
years of experience in this particular art, but that the lists be
absolutely complete, and that the information given concerning
each volume be exhaustive. It also demands the most pro-
found knowledge of many controverted questions of topography,
and other branches of classical archzology, having but the
faintest possible bearing on architecture proper. For such a
bibliography there has been at my disposal neither the ability,
the time, nor the space. I have simply given lists of those books
that have happened to come to my notice, lists incomplete, —
though I believe but few very important works are omitted —
and too often giving but insufficient details even of the books
quoted. As such they are given for what they are worth, in the
hope that, however inadequate, they may still contain informa-
tion that may be of use to the reader, and, perhaps, save him
time and trouble in seeking it elsewhere. In regard to the
bibliographies of the later periods I feel more confidence, for,
while they fall far short of the standard I could wish to attain,
the utter lack of any bibliography worthy of the name dealing
with: the architecture of these epochs leads me to hope that my
lists may not be without their usefulness until that much-to-be-
desired day when an adequate bibliography of medieval archi-
tecture appears.

The bibliographies have been classified in a somewhat
arbitrary manner, but one which, I think, will be clear on
reference to the scheme on p. 335. Under each heading pre-
cedence in the list is intended to imply preference, the best
books being placed first. The bibliographies have been indexed
both for subjects and authors, but not for titles except in the
case of a few anonymous works. In referring to a work in
the text, or in the list of monuments, I have cited only the
name of the author and the page, since the full title of the
work may be found readily by reference to the index and
the bibliographies.

For illustrations I have preferred photographs whenever .
available as being more accurate and as presenting architectural
forms as they actually appear. In addition, a large number of
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drawings have been made expressly for this work by Mr. Mayer
and myself, and I am also happy to publish for the first time
two superb measured drawings made in Rome by Mr. Covell.!
Where original material could not be obtained, I have reproduced
previously published drawings. These will be found all duly
accredited in the List of Illustrations.

It has been a fundamental part of my plan to assume no
previous technical knowledge on the part of the reader. As
each technical word or phrase has come up I have tried to ex-
plain it in the text or illustrations or else to use it in such a
context that its meaning will be obvious. Once thus explained
the term is freely used afterwards, but the first explanations
have been indexed for ready reference. I fear that for more
advanced readers such obvious information may prove a cause
of annoyance. I believe, however, that these parts may readily
be passed over, especially the first two chapters, which are in-
tended as an introduction for those having no acquaintance with
the subject. »

I have been much embarrassed and perplexed on th
subject of proper names. Only one who has read extensively
in English architectural works can appreciate the inexpres-
sible confusion that has arisen through the custom of angliciz-
ing certain foreign names and not others. Even at the risk
of laying myself open to the charge of pedantry, it seemed to
me necessary in the interests of clearness and common sense
to adopt some consistent system for the names of churches.
I have accordingly retained the Italian names for Italian monu-
ments, the French names for French monuments, the German
names for German monuments. I have even referred to the
old basilica of the Vatican as S. Pietro, though I confess it cost
an effort. However, a few exceptions have been made; in
dealing with the Byzantine monuments of Constantinople, I
have gone back to the original Greek forms, the modern
Turkish being generally unintelligible, and in classical monu-

1Those of the Basilica Julia (restored) and the entablature of the Temple of Castor and
Pollux. These drawings were unfortunately somewhat damaged before they fell into my hands
to be photographed. I, of course, am in no way responsible either for the correctness of the
restorations or for the exactness of the measurements.
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ments, I have not ventured to tamper with the established
English usage, feeling that there are many hands far more
capable than mine to introduce the much-needed reform in
this field. In the list of monuments I have always tried to
give the various names which are commonly used to denote
the same building.

In handlmg so vast a mass of material I dare not hope that
all inaccuracies, all slips of the pen have been eliminated. The
danger has been ever present before my eyes, but no one can
realize as well as the author the extreme difficulty of guarding
against all errors. I can only ask the reader’s indulgence for
such as may have escaped me.

Before laying down the pen, I want to say a few words of
thanks to the friends who have aided me in my labor. First
of all to Mr. W. H. Durham, who has most generously revised
the MS. for me, and without whose advice and sympathetic
criticism I should hardly have cared to undertake so ambitious
a work; to Mr. E. R. Smith, the librarian of the Avery Library,
who has put the entire resources of that splendid collection at
my disposal, and aided me with unfailing courtesy and patience;
to Mr. E. A. Rueff, who has been untiring in his efforts to secure
photographs for me from all over France, and to whose good
offices I owe many of the illustrations of the second volume, as
well as endless material indispensable for my own study; to
Mr. W. E. Covell for his kind permission to reproduce the two
drawings already mentioned; to Mr. MacD. Mayer for over
forty drawings; to Messrs. F. B. Warren and F. J. Walls for
other drawings; and to Mr. A. E. Neergaard for the solution of
several knotty problems in the interpretation of obscure Latin
texts.

A. KiNGsLEY PoORTER
820 CeNTRAL PARk WEsT, NEW YORK CITY.

September 24, 1908.
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MEDIEVAL ARCHITECTURE

CHAPTER 1

THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

HE year 476 A.p., when the last of the nominal Ceesars
ceased to rule in the West, is usually taken by historians
as marking the fall of the Roman Empire. Strictly speaking
— as has often been pointed out — the fall of Rome commenced
long before; — not at the breaking of the boundaries by the
barbarians in 378, not at the proclamation of Christianity under
Constantine in 813, not at the decadence of Roman virtue as
witnessed by emperors of the Nero type, not at the abolition
of the republic by Augustus — significant as are all these events
of the change that was taking place —but at the very high-
water mark of Roman power and conquest, at that moment
when, on the shores of Lake Geneva, Julius Ceesar opposed
the first German migration under Ariovistus (58 B.c.). Long
after this the material prosperity of Rome continued to increase;
wealth poured into her treasuries in redoubled streams; lux-
ury was carried to its extreme; the arts ran riot in unheard-of
splendor. But the point of the wedge had been inserted. In
vain the Romans achieved victory after victory. An unceas-
ing, unremitting force had begun its attacks on the Roman state,
sapping the foundations by continued assaults, as irresistible,
as inevitable, as the rising tide of the sea.

For five centuries horde after horde of barbarians flung
themselves against the Roman frontiers, each striking deeper
than the last, and being repelled with greater and greater diffi-
culty as the Empire sank beneath internal decay. But while
the visible, political Rome was thus disappearing under the
open warfare of the Germans, a far subtler, more intangible,
but none the less real Teutonizing was going on from within.
The life blood of antiquity was gone, its vitality exhausted.
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THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

Long before its visible downfall the population of the Roman
Empire had become largely German. The slave market, the
army, countless causes, brought Teutonic inhabitants within
the boundaries. The process of amalgamation set in. The
Teuton living at Rome doubtless absorbed much of Roman
culture and civilization — much more than his tribesmen outside
the border, who were brought into only occasional contact with
the Empire — but in return he infused a certain amount of
barbarism and Teutonic vigor into his Roman neighbors. Thus,
when the Roman civilization passed away, it yielded not only
to the armed barbarian Wlthout but to the allied ‘barbarian
within.

If, then, the fall of Rome began many ‘centuries before 476,
it continued as long after; nor, in a sense, can it be said ever
to have been wholly accomplished. Italy was ruled by the Goths,
the Byzantines, the Lombards; but centuries after the bar-
barian invasions the mystic belief in the immortality of the
Roman power reawoke under that shadowy dream kingdom,
the Holy Roman Empire, and lived on until the XIX century,
at times with very real vitality. Similarly, the true glory of
Rome, her civilization, her arts, her law, while yielding to Ger- -
man influences, never disappeared beneath them; and all west-
ern Europe, with Italy in the lead, in the darkest of the Dark
Ages, always retained a large amount of Roman institutions,
customs, and arts.

The heritage of Roman civilization passed, then, to its con-
querors; they accepted as much of the patrimony as they were
able, taking more or less, applying it with greater or less skill,
according to their . capabilities and circumstances. In most
respects the Germans possessed a rudimentary civilization of
their own — they were barbarians, not savages — and the Ger-
man ideas, though modified by the Roman, survived. Thus
two distinct sources united to form the civilization of the Middle
Ages. In many fields — notably, for example, in law — the
Teutonic element rather outweighed the Roman; but in archi-
tecture the case was exactly reversed; in the early ages the Ger-
mans added very little that was positive to the Roman traditions.

No architecture worthy of the name was possessed by the
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ILL 1. —The Greek Doric Order (of the Parthenon)



ILL. 2. —The Greek Ionic Order (of the Erechtheion)
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THE FALL OF ROME

Germans before the migrations. They lived in huts, and had
neither the skill nor the desire to build edifices on a large scale.
Consequently they possessed no traditions of structure which
could rival the Roman style of building; their crude ornament
could not for an instant vie with the sumptuous classical deco-
ration. German influence on Roman art is therefore at first
only negative. The barbarian invasions caused merely a de-
cline, in which the old elements were degraded, but nothing new
added.

As the Roman workman, therefore, came more and more
under barbarian influence, his skill fell off; he could no longer
build such monuments as his predecessors had done. He had,
however, no other examples to imitate; and so he approximated
as nearly as he could to the old Roman style. As time went
on, and technique became more and more crude, the difference
between the new and the old became wider and wider; the
Roman construction in many ways became too difficult; and the
necessity of discovering easier methods of building changed
the entire aspect of the art. New influences came in from
the East. The old Roman types were forgotten, the builders
ceased impotently to imitate the classic, and began instead to
improve on their own earlier efforts. New principles, new ideals
came to be recognized. At length the long-lost skill in construc-
tion was rediscovered, and at last the glorious Gothic rose tri-
umphant from the ruins of shattered architrave and cornice.
Such in outline is the story of medieval architecture; a story
of decay, of newborn hope, of struggle, and of triumph, passing
through many vicissitudes, affected by many impulses, influ-
enced often and from many directions. But the base from which
all starts, the foundation-stone on which all rests, is Rome.
Through all changes, through all the centuries, the Roman influ-
ence survived in whole and in detail, always present, always
clearly visible.

It is evident, therefore, that any thoughtful study of medieval
architecture must start at Rome. The great heritage of antiq-
uity — what the builders of the Middle Ages began with —
must be thoroughly comprehended, before the changes effected
by subsequent ages can be understood. The history of clas-
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THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

sical architecture, particularly its chronology, are without the
scope of the present work; but our study must commence with
a description of the more salient characteristics of Greek and
Roman architecture, and especially of such as deeply impressed
themselves upon the ages yet to come.

Greek and Roman art are to be sharply distinguished, and
not, as is too often the case, loosely confused under the vague
term ““classical.” Both may be said to be columnar styles, in
that the Roman frequently borrowed in modified form the use
of orders from the Greek; but here all resemblance ceases. In
construction, in detail, in spirit, the two are in contrast.

Greek architecture is chiefly distinguished by the use of orders
— 1.e., of columns, capltals, and entablature designed after cer-
tain more or less fixed types and arranged in proportions more
or less rigidly determined by precedent. The simplest and
most beautiful of all orders is the Greek Doric (Ill. 1).

This order has a distinct character, which, once grasped,
can never be forgotten, although it is difficult to put one’s finger
on any single feature which in some cases will not be found
changed or omitted. In Greece the orders were never reduced
to dry formulas as in Roman and Renaissance times, and the
various examples show among themselves a charming and re-
freshing variety that allows almost any characteristic of the
order, however salient, to be varied according to the taste and
discretion of the architect. Still, the mutules of the cornice,
the frieze with triglyphs and metopes, the architrave moulded
with only a single fillet along its upper edge, the capital consist-
ing of a plain, uncarved echinus, circular in plan, beneath a
square abacus; the severe and heavy shaft with (usually) twenty
flutes meeting in sharp arrises: — all these are features peculiar
to, and generally present in, the Doric order. The Greek Doric
is distinguished from other Dorics primarily by that intangible
thing we call refinement. The proportions are always good;
in the best examples they are exquisite. The profiles of the
Greek mouldings are of wonderful delicacy and beauty, being
carefully studied arcs of parabolas, hyperbolas, or ellipses,
almost never segments of a circle. Similarly the echinus or the
capital is a hyperbolic curve — sometimes widely bulging in
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GREEK ORDERS

outline, sometimes nearly or quite straight, but never a quarter-
round. The capital is separated from the shaft only by the
sinkage. There are no mouldings below the fillets terminating
the echinus. Most characteristic of all, the shaft has no base,
but rests directly on the stylobate.

The Greek Doric, to be appreciated, must be considered
in connection with the colored and plastic ornament on which
its effect must have largely depended. The metopes and pedi-
ments were usually filled with sculptures which, while of per
fectly architectural character, were still of the highest merit as
individual works of art. In the Parthenon, the continuous
frieze of the cella wall was also ornamented with reliefs, and
all these sculptures were highly colored. Even the mouldings
were richly decorated with tints and painted motives, and the
blank wall spaces were colored, or received a rich golden tinge
from the natural weathering of the marble. Thus a Greek
Doric temple in its glories of sculpture and polychromy must
have presented a richness of color and a variety of detail which
it is difficult for us to imagine.

It is not too much to say that the Greek Doric order, although
evolved as it was five centuries or more before Christ, embodies
in itself all that is best in columnar architecture. Further study
will always reveal new perfections. No subsequent builders
have ever so effectually combined vigor and strength with grace,
refinement, and delicacy.

The Greek Ionic (I11.2) has even more grace, but less strength.
Its most striking characteristic, of course, is the capital with
volutes. The abacus here is no longer a square block, but is
moulded in the form of a cyma reversa. The necking falls some
distance down the shaft. The shaft itself has twenty-four flutes
meeting in flat arrises. The base usually consists of two tori,
separated by a scotia, the upper torus being often fluted horizon-
tally. As for the general proportions, the slenderness of the
shaft and the lightness of the entablature at once strike the eye.
In the Ionic order the architrave is moulded, and it is the frieze
which remains plain — just reversing the disposition of orna-
ment in the Doric entablature.

A few examples of the Corinthian order — really an Ionic
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THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

order with a new kind of capital (Ill. 3a) —are found in
Greece, but as this order was never freely used by the Greeks
of the best period, it will be described later in the chapter, in
connection with Roman architecture.

Employing thus, in general, only two orders — the Doric and
the Ionic — the architecture of the Greeks or, at least, the mon-
umental architecture — was not highly varied. The plans of
Greek temples (Ill. 4) were for the most part simple. A rectan-
gular? building of stone with elementary internal divisions was
preceded by a portico formed of free standing columns. This
portico might be continued around all four sides of the build-
ing. These simple elements were united in various combina-
tions so as to form a variety of types of building ranging from
the plain little temples ¢n antis (Ill. 4, Fig. 9) to the great perip-
teral structures (Figs. 2, 10, etc.). Examples of most of the
regular types of Greek building and some exceptional cases are
shown in Ill. 4.

Even less complex than the plans, were the interiors of Greek
monuments. In this portion of the edifice the Greeks seem to
have clung to forms almost naively simple? At least, in the
temples — the most truly characteristic and monumental Greek
buildings * — little ingenuity is displayed in the internal arrange-
ment and decoration, so far as it is possible to judge from the
fragmentary ruins that have come down to us. Since there
were ordinarily no windows, the light could have been admitted
only through the grill work of the great doors.* In larger struc-
tures the cella was divided into three aisles by ranges of columns,
—so placed, perhaps, partly with a view of furnishing inter-

1The Greeks constructed a few circular temples, precisely analogous to the rectangular
types, except that a circular core was substituted for the rectangular one (Ill. 4, Fig. 6).

2 The Greeks were an out-of-door people, who loved the fresh air and who did not care to
be confined within a building. Hence it was that their architecture was so essentially external.
Even the temples were seldom entered ;—they were intended to be viewed only from the outside.

3 Beside the temples, theaters stoas and propylea were given monumental treatment by
the Greeks. Buildings for utilitarian purposes were in the main irregular and unpretending.
Since the theaters, propylea, and stoas were open air buildings, practically without interior,
only the temples remained to offer opportunities for internal adornment.

41t is now known that the so-called hypeethral temple was extremely rare in Greece. Per-

haps the only instance in Greece proper that has come down to us, is the example of Jupiter
Olympus, at Athens. The best preserved example elsewhere is the Didymeean of Miletus (1ll. 4,

Fig. 10).
6
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ILi. 4. GREEX TEMPLES

1. The Parthenon. Hexastyle (with six columns on the end) peripteral (with columns
on all four sides). 2. The Basilica (so-called) at Pestum (after Koldewey). Euneastyle (with
nine columns on the end) peripteral. 8. The Temple of Zeus, at Girgenti. Heptastyle (with
seven columns on the end) pseudo-peripteral (surrounded by columns built into the wall, s.c.,
engaged). 4. The Erechtheion (temple of Erechtheos) at Athens. The two cellee are on dif-
ferent levels, and were connected by a staircase. 5. The Propylea (entrance gates) of the
Acropolis, Athens. 6. The Philippeion at Olympia (after Curtius). Peripteral circular build-
ing. 7. Treasury (treasure-house) of Gela at Olympia (after Curtius). — Hexastyle (with six
columns on the end) prostyle (with columns on the front end only) 8. Temple of Nike
Apteros, Athens (after Laloux). Tetrastyle (with four columns on the end) amphiprostyle
(with columns on both ends but not on the sides). 9. Treasury of Sikyon at Olympia
(after Curtius). Temple tn antis (with columns only between the Antee — A4). 10. Temple
of Apollo Didymeos, at Miletus. Decastyle (with ten columns on the end) dipteral (sur-
rounded by a double row of columns). Owing to the difficulty of roofing so large a temple as
this, the central aisle of the cella was made an hypethrum: — i.e., an open court



THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

mediate supports for the beams of the roof. To diminish the
diameter of these columns, that they might not occupy an exces-
sive amount of floor space, they were built in two superimposed
stories separated only by an archivolt. In some cases it is
probable that a wooden floor was thrown across from this
archivolt to the wall, forming a kind of gallery. Thus in its
general arrangements, the Greek temple: may not improbably
have been the prototype of the Roman basilica and hence of the
Christian church. The long rectangle divided into three aisles
of which the central one is highest; the timber roof; the gal-
leries; the stately rows of columns — all this, indeed, presents
striking analogies to the Christian basilica. Only the clearstory
— of which more in a moment —is lacking. But yet, attract-
ive as seems this derivation, the restoration of the Greek temple
interior — of which no example, nor any very certain indica-
tions have come down to us — remains too uncertain to make
it possible to present the hypothesis with confidence.

Equally simple was the exterior design of Greek buildings.
The characteristic and practically the sole motive employed
was the colonnade. These colonnades might be constructed
in two stories, or they might be in doubled rows; but in some
form or other every monumental building, whether temple or
stoa,! propyleon? or theater, presented somewhere a portico
of Doric or Ionic columns. Greek architecture thus in a way
lacked variety. Yet no more beautiful motive than these colon-
nades with their pediments has ever been devised. There is
nothing more perfect than the Greek exterior (Ill. 5) — consum-
mate beauty of detail united with consummate beauty of the
whole. As far as Greek architecture went, it succeeded en-
tirely. It took a simple type of building and improved and
refined it until absolutely all that was possible had been done.
The force of man could go no farther. It is impossible to find
anything to blame, any fault to criticize. And yet, when com-
paring the perfection of this Greek work with the imperfections
of other styles, it should always be remembered that many of

1 An open colonnade bordering streets, agore, etc. It consisted of twe or more ranges of
columns, supporting a roof.
2 A monumental gateway.



GREEK DESIGN

the problems with which later architects wrestled, far from
being solved, were not even thought of, by the Greeks. If Greek
architecture accomplished its task more perfectly than any of
the subsequent styles, it had a much easier task to accomplish.

It should not be imagined, however, that Greek architecture
is stereotyped, monotonous, or dull. If it confined itself to
one type, within that type it knew how to introduce infinite vari-
ety. The changes wrought in such a detail as the curve of the
Doric capital are little less than astounding by their number.
Ill. 4 will give some slight idea of the many different varieties
of plan the Greeks employed. The Greeks were always artists,
and consequently free designers. New variations, new propor-
tions, new refinements were ever being introduced. Greek
architecture never for an instant stood still. It was character-
istic of the Greek spirit as it was of the Gothic, frankly to meet
necessity and to make it beautiful, at no matter what sacrifice
of precedent or formal symmetry. Hence we have such entirely
free treatments as the plan of the Erechtheion (Ill. 4, Fig. 4),
the mixture of orders in the Propylea (Ill. 4, Fig. 5), and other
liberties of design no less striking.

Greek construction was based upon the principle of the
lintel —a stone laid crosswise on two supporting members.
It is obvious that very large spaces cannot be spanned in this
manner — for aside from the difficulty of quarrying a lintel,
say thirty feet long, no great wall can be built on top of it with-
out risk of the superimposed weight breaking the lintel in the
middle. Hence Greek buildings of any size were roofed with
wood, covered externally with tiles. The arch and vault, while
apparently known, were never used as architectural features.!

The stereotomy — stone cutting — of the Greeks is un-
equaled. Except where destroyed by violence Greek walls
stand unimpaired to-day, so precise was the workmanship.
This is the more remarkable in that they were constructed with-
out mortar, which the Greeks never employed, though bronze
clamps were sometimes used to fasten the stones in place. The
fineness of the joints in the Parthenon was secured by slightly

1On the use of the arch and vault in the Hellenic period see G. Baldwin Brown, From
Schola to Cathedral, p. 82, seq.
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THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

hollowing-in the faces of the blocks that were to touch each
other. Thus only the edges met and the great superincumbent
weight forced them together in an almost imperceptible joint.
A passing glance must be given to Greek ornament, as it is
a subject to which we shall have to recur again and again in
future chapters. The Greeks maintained in ornament that
same preéminence for refinement and variety that they dis-
played in the other arts. Perhaps thé most pregnant of all
Greek ornaments was the acanthus, whose leaves enfold the
Corinthian capltal I1. 8 a) These leaves in Greek work are of
a “V” section, crisp and vigorous; while the lobes or eyes sepa-
rating the groups of five petals are placed far out from the central
stem, and do not divide the leaf into separate parts (Ill. 8, Fig. 9).
Next in importance to the acanthus ranks the anthemion, found
in myriad forms, one of the most exquisite of which is shown
on the neckings of the capitals in Ill. 2. The anthemia them-
selves are separated by the five-petaled lotus flower (which
may be considered another form of the same ornament), and the
whole design is connected by spirals at the bottom. Ill. 2 also
shows fine examples of the egg-and-dart (on the abaci of the
capitals and elsewhere), the heartleaf (on the eyma reversa of
the architrave), and the bead mouldings (on the volute of the cap-
ital seen in side elevation), — mouldings no less exquisite and
fresh that our eyes are accustomed to the modern vulgarized
forms of these ornaments. Their grace and beauty is self-
evident in the Greek examples, and it is noteworthy how perfectly
the shape of the ornament expresses the curve of the moulding.
INl. 38, Figs. 1-4 shows a series of frets, which, although differing
widely, are easily recognized as different forms of the same
motive. It will also be seen that the Vitruvian scroll (Fig. 8)
is related to this ornament, for if we should round all the square
corners of Fig. 4, we should have something very closely resem-
bling Fig. 8. Perhaps the most puzzlmg, but also one of
the most important of Greek ornaments is the guilloche. Its
simplest form is shown in Fig. 5. Figs. 6 and 7 are more
complicated variants. It may always be recognized by its
interlacing bands, which cross each other alternately above
and below.
10
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ROMAN CONSTRUCTION

Such, in outline, was Greek architecture, and such the forms
it bequeathed to the later builders. Modest in its attempts,
never attacking the really great problems of construction, it
still erected buildings entirely suitable for the needs of the time
and adorned with a refinement and beauty of detail the world
has not equaled in twenty-four centuries. It is essentially an
external architecture, where the interior effect was largely
a matter of indifference, an architecture where utilitarian con- -
siderations were of little weight; where the beauty, not the
use, of a building was its main raison d’étre; where, in short,
was voiced the spirit of a people who were artists, but not
engineers.

The Romans, on the other hand, were primarily engineers.
A people eminently warlike and practical, their contributions
to human progress have ever lain in the direction of science,
rather than of art; in the working out of organization in law
and government, in the construction of roads and aqueducts,
in the civilizing of barbarian countries, rather than in the crea-
tion of masterpieces of sculpture, literature, or architecture.
What arts the Romans had were of late birth, coming into being
only long after the military dominion of the republic had been
established. Hence Roman art has a ready-made, exotic qual’
ity; it lacks originality, and is, in fact, little more than an
adaptation of Greek models to suit the pomposity and vulgarity
of Roman taste. Under Rome, magnificence was substituted
for refinement; Virgil succeeded Homer; Seneca, Sophocles;
the sculptors of the I century, Phidias and Praxiteles.

In architecture, however, the practical turn of the Roman
mind was able to accomplish what it was unable to do in the
case of the more abstract arts. Besides imitating the Greek,
it added certain new and original features of its own. These
innovations all lay in the direction of construction; but archi-
tectural construction, the practical Romans developed to a point
far in advance of any that had hitherto been reached.

The principle of the arch had been long understood; — ex-
actly who first discovered it will probably never be known —

. 11



THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

but there is no doubt that its use goes back to remote antiquity.*
The Romans, however, were the first to treat it architecturally.
The arch in its simplest form is merely a device for spanning an
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ILL. 6.— Diagram of the Arch and Flat Arch

opening by means of several blocks of stone, when for any rea-
son it is undesirable to employ a lintel or a wooden construction.
From the illustration (Ill. 6) it will be seen that these blocks,

1The arch at Bet Khallaf, Egypt (xxx century B.C.), is the earliest dated example I know.
12



THE ARCH

or voussoirs, as they are called, — a, b, ¢, d, — are fitted in such
a manner that the central voussoir (the keystone, a) cannot fall
to the ground without first shoving to one side the adjacent
voussoir b. B in its turn tends to push out ¢, and so the force
which at a had been merely dead weight, pressing straight
towards the ground, is changed in direction, and at = becomes
a side thrust, tending to disrupt the arch laterally, in the direc-
tion indicated by the arrow. If, then, a heavy mass of masonry
be built against the arch at the point z, so as to prevent the vous-
soirs ¢ and d from being forced out laterally, an almost unlimited
weight may be safely superimposed on the arch, for the key-
stone a cannot fall, except the weight be great enough to
actually crush and disintegrate the stone. This placing of
masonry at the point x — the haunch of the arch —is called
buttressing.

An arch is usually constructed by means of a wooden mould
— called a centering — whose outer face corresponds with the
under side — the soffit, or intrados, 1 — of the arch. On this
centering are laid the voussoirs. When the keystone is in
place, the arch becomes self-supporting and the centering is
removed.! An arch is usually ornamented by a series of mould-
ings, k, following the intrados, and called the archivolt. The
heavy horizontal moulding (jj) around the piers (pp) is called
the tmpost. It is usual to place the beginning of the curved por-
tion of the intrados, or the arch proper, above the impost. The
vertical portion of the intrados (ss) between the impost and the
beginning of the arch, is then called the stilt. The highest point
l of the intrados is known as the crown of the arch.

The characteristic form of the Roman arch was semicir-
cular, but it was sometimes flattened into an elliptical form, or
even into the flat arch (Fig. 5-8). The higher the crown of the
arch the less its thrust, — a fact which was turned to good ac-
count in the pointed arch of Gothic architecture, since this
pointed form has the greatest height and consequently the min-
imum possible thrust. By the same principle the flat arch (Fig.
5) gives the maximum thrust. This objectionable construc-

1 There are devices (employed especially by the Byzantine builders) for constructing arches
and vaults without centering.

13



THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

tion has been used in ancient and modern times in cases where
it is desired to give the lintel effect in spaces too wide to be con-
veniently spanned by a single block. In these cases, however,
the thrust is commonly so great that either the superimposed
weight must be eased by a concealed relieving arch built in the
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In. 7.— Diagram of the Barrel Vault

wall above the flat arch, — when the flat arch becomes a mere
sham and economic waste, accomplishing no work at all —
or else iron tie-rods must be inserted in the stones, forming
false construction of the most flagrant type.! Occasionally
the flat arch was used, apparently from mere caprice, in spans
1 The discredit of the latter method rests, I believe, wholly with modern times.
14



THE BARREL VAULT

which could be covered with a lintel quite as well. A converse
case we shall study later in Syria, where in Christian times it
became the fashion to carve a lintel in a circular form so as to
give the appearance of an arch.

It is an Arab proverb that “the arch never sleeps.” The
thrust may be adequately buttressed, but it still exists; and if
through decay the strength of the buttress be weakened, the arch
is always ready to push out its haunches. The invention of
the arch thus brought into architecture a new and important
element. The Greek architects had only horizontal and ver-
tical forces to consider, dead weights and the strength of the
supports that must bear them, a comparatively easy problem,
and one that, perhaps, they never attempted to solve accurately.
The Romans in introducing the arch created the new and much
more complicated question of lateral thrusts. Architects had
thereafter to consider not only the tendency of buildings to fall
downwards, but also their tendency to burst outwards. The
calculation and overcoming of these lateral thrusts is a mechan-
ical and engineering problem of the utmost difficulty and one
which, from the time of Rome to this day, has absorbed the
energies of builders, with what splendid results we shall see in
the chapters on Gothic. And yet, even to-day, the mathematics
of this elusive problem cannot be said to be completely under-
stood.

From the arch to the vault, the step is easy. A builder who
wished to set an arch in a wall so thick that a single set of vous-
soirs could not conveniently be made to penetrate its width,
might build two arches side by side. The construction would
obviously be strengthened by interlocking the voussoirs of the
two arches — that is, placing the vertical joints in such a way
that they would not come directly over each other, thus avoid-
ing the formation of a continuous crack between the arches.
This process continued, the arch being made constantly thicker,
will give the barrel vault (Ill. 7 and Ill. 7a).

The barrel vault may be constructed with a complete cen-
tering, in precisely the same manner as the arch. Such a pro-
cess is expensive for a large vault, say one hundred feet long, as
it would require a centering also one hundred feet long. The

15



THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

thrifty Romans accordingly devised the scheme shown in Ill. 8
and Ill. 7, Fig. 5. Along the space to be vaulted, at convenient
intervals, arches — called ribs — were erected. These arches
were all of the same size, and the same centering could be used
for all, being moved to the next after each in turn had been
completed. Then using the arches already erected as centering,

ILL. 7a. — Perspective of the Barrel Vault

intermediate arches were sprung, covering the space between
the original arches, on whose edges they rested.

If the introduction of the principle of the arch was an ad-
vance of grave significance, the vault which followed as a neces-
sary corollary was destined to bear in the future even a richer
harvest. It now became possible to treat the interior with far
greater dignity than had ever before been accorded it. Larger
spaces were spanned and this without the aid of intermediate
supports. This increase in the size of rooms was well suited

16
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THE GROIN VAULT

to the grandiose and monumental tendencies of Roman art,
while the vault itself was capable of more sumptuous and impos-
ing treatment than a wooden roof. Thus it came about that
the interior gradually assumed greater and greater importance
until in interest it far surpassed the exterior.! In time the latter
came to be even neglected. Perhaps the most vital architec-
tural change wrought by the Romans was this transformation
of the external architecture of the Greeks into the internal archl-
tecture of the Middle Ages.

But with all its advantages, the barrel vault still offered
several drawbacks. In appearance it was little more, after all,
than a tunnel (Ill. 7a), heavy and gloomy, its surface unrelieved
by play of light or shade. It could be lighted only at the ex-
treme ends by windows (called lunettes) comparatively small,
even if occupying the entire wall space. But, greatest draw-
back of all, being nothing but an exaggerated arch, it required
heavy buttressing its entire length — its thrust was continuous.
This made it an expensive and cumbrous construction. All
of these difficulties were obviated by the invention of the groin
vault (Ill. 9, 10).

A groin vault consists of two barrel vaults, of equal size,
intersecting at right angles. The lines of intersection are called
the groins. There are four of these groins, each pair forming,
as is evident from the figure, a complete arch in itself. The
Romans frequently constructed groin vaults with a complete
centering; in certain instances,® however, they employed a new
method of building which is of the greatest importance as fore-
shadowing the medieval rib vault. The groins themselves
. were erected first as complete and self-sustaining arches. As-
suming the vaults to be semicircular, it is evident that each
pair of groins will form an arch slightly elliptical. The two
arches will be at right angles to each other, and will have a com-
mon keystone. After these arches have been constructed, a

1The Romans did not live out-of-doors nearly to the extent that the Greeks had done.

1 Another important result of the vault was the fact that it made possible fire-proof
construction.

3 E.g., the Palatine, the Arch of Janus Quadrifrons, and the Thermee of Diocletian and Cara-
calla. When concealed ribs were employed I believe the remainder of the vault was always
filled in with rubble or concrete, and not with cut stone.
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THE GROIN VAULT

centering of the desired form may be placed beneath and touch-
ing the groins, and a vault built thereon in a manner precisely
similar to the procedure in the case of a barrel vault. This
vault would be carried from the keystone in all four directions,
being bounded by the groins. The groins, as complete arches,
will be fully capable of sustaining the weight of the vault, what-
ever tendency there might be of the vault on one side to push
the arch sideways being exactly counterbalanced by the con-
verse thrust of the vault on the other side. Thus the entire
weight and thrust of the vault is gathered on the four groins;
and the groins being arches will, by the principle of the arch,
transmit all the weight they have received from the vault, and
discharge it as a thrust at a single point on each of their four
haunches That is, the thrust of a gronn vault, instead of being
continuous like that of a barrel vault, is concentrated at four
isolated points, and consequently requires buttressing only at
those points. The arrows in the figure roughly indicate the
direction of these thrusts.

The groin vault, as we have been considering it, is limited
to a plan either nearly square, or in the form of a cross, when
the vault is continued over the arms as a barrel vault. It was
so useful, however, in offering isolated thrusts, and in allowing
light from four lunettes instead of two, that it was not long be-
fore a method was found of adapting it to a rectangular plan.
This was accomplished by dividing the long side of the space
to be vaulted into any number of divisions, each equal to the
width of the space. A groin vault was then erected over each
square so formed. Since the vaults thus adjoined, each counter-
balanced its neighbor’s longitudinal thrust, and the net result
was a thrust directly at right angles to the axis of the building,
at the point where the two vaults came together (Ill. 9, Fig. 12).
This thrust was easily buttressed.

The groin vault as thus applied became not only the form of
vault most employed by the Romans, but the one which prima-
rily influenced medieval architecture. It allowed of abundant
lighting, each section of the vault permitting the introduction
of two lunettes in addition to the two at the ends of the series
of vaults. The one great drawback it shared in common with
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THE CLOISTERED VAULT

all Roman vaults was its lack of flexibility. As long as the
length of the hall to be vaulted was nearly commensu-
rable with its width, the scheme worked very well; but when
this condition did not exist, the construction became awk-
ward.

We have considered the groin vault as formed by the inter-
section of two equal barrel vaults, meeting at right angles, with
the pieces of the vaults within the intersections removed. Now,
if we should retain these pieces of the vault, and cut out the
rest of the barrel vaults — that is, the exterior parts used in
the formation of the groin vault, —it is obvious the result would
be a four-sided vault on a square plan. The exact nature of
this vault, known as the cloistered vault, will be evident on refer- -
ence to the figure (Ill. 11).! It approaches in character much
more closely the barrel vault, from which it is derived, than
the groin vault, which it resembles superficially. Its thrusts
are continuous, not localized; and it requires continuous but-
tresses. The cloistered vault is the most difficult of all vaults
to light, since it is impossible to introduce windows except as
penetrations — a device, I believe, seldom or never practised
by the ancients. It is, however, slightly more economical to
build than a barrel vault, and in certain cases is more pleasing.?

The cloistered vault can be constructed on a polygonal,
quite as well as on a square, plan. Now, if we conceive the num-
ber of sides to be infinitely increased, we shall arrive at a cir-
cular plan and the vault will become a dome. The dome,
however, offers one very striking peculiarity, in which it differs
from the cloistered vault to which it seems so nearly akin, and,
in fact, from all other vaults. Every vault we have so far stud-
ied depends for its stability on the principle of the arch, since
a keystone is required to hold the whole in place. In the dome,
on the other hand, each course is complete and self-sustaining
in itself. As will be seen from Ill. 12, Fig. 8, the stone courses,
as in all vaults, incline towards the center. The tendency,
then, of each stone is to fall inwards. But when a course is

1] know of no Roman example of the cloistered vault. It is, however, prominent in Chris-
tian Syria.

3The cloistered vault has found its chief use in connection with the barrel vault in Ren-

aissance and modern times.
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finished, and forms a complete circle, each stone is locked in
its position, and held by its fellows against which it is fitted.
Thus each stone of a dome is in effect a keystone, and the dome
will be self-supporting at every complete course, and may be

4
Inr. 11.—The Cloistered Vault, Diagram

there terminated. This important fact allows the introduction
in the center of a dome of a window * of any size desired, and
makes it the most easily lighted of all vaults. It also simplifies
the construction, as only a centering sufficient for one course
need be erected at a time.
1 Known as a lantern.
22




THE DOME

In other respects the dome resembles the cloistered vault.
Since the thrust is continuous and at its haunches, a continu-
ous buttressing is required at that point (Ill. 13). The dome
partakes of the nature of the arch, and of all vaults, in that the

I 12. —Diagram of the Dome

flatter its line of curvature, the greater its thrust. Just as the
arch, for esthetic reasons, is usually stilted, the dome is com-
monly raised on a cylinder, known as the drum.

Thus far we have been considering all vaults as formed by
cut blocks of stone. The Romans made much use of masonry
in their building, and constructed the different kinds of vaults,
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when they wished, with splendid stereotomy; but they also
employed extensively a sort of rubble construction. This
consisted of irregular stones, bricks, or even pebbles, laid on at
haphazard and held in place by a peculiar sort of cement, poured
in on top of them and allowed to harden. This Roman cement
was much more powerful than any used to-day, being more
like concrete than any other substance we know. When
hardened it was often stronger than the stone itself. In Italy
vaults were usually built in this manner. In a groin vault only
the groins were constructed of cut stone or brick. The adhe-
sion of the cement forms the whole vault into one solid block,
as it were, and as the thrust of an arch is produced by the ten-
dency of the separate blocks to slip on their joints, the thrust
in a vault of this kind is almost entirely eliminated, and the
vault rests on the walls, as the cover does on a pot, without
exerting lateral pressure.

Such were the structural innovations introduced by the
Romans — principles of the most far-reaching results in the
history of architecture. In no form of vault, nevertheless, did
the Romans say the last word. It was reserved for future ages
to show of what glorious developments the dome, the groin
vault, and even the barrel vault, were capable. But the credit
of first applying these vital principles to architecture, of per-
ceiving though dimly the esthetic and practical uses of which
they were capable, is all due to Rome. No other structural
invention of architectural history can outrank in importance
this — not the pendentives of Hagia Sophia, nor even the dis-
coveries of XII century France. For the vault we owe to Rome
unqualified admiration and gratitude. :

Unfortunately, no such unstinted praise can be given the
architectural ornament of the Romans. After the IV century,
B.C., Greek architecture underwent a decline. As time went
on, this decline became more and more precipitate, until in the I
century, B.C., the art, especially in Asia Minor, had sunk to the
lowest depth of debasement. The technical execution still
remained fair, but design deserted entirely the severe and
thoughtful taste of earlier times, and ran riot in every conceiv-
able extravagance of florid ornament. Typical of the change
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ROMAN DESIGN

was the ever-growing taste for colossal edifices. Temples of
unheard-of size were erected, and those colonnaded streets,
miles in length, which later became so typical of Roman Syria,
were first laid out. In short, for refinement and delicacy, was
substituted coarseness and display.

Now the architects of imperial Rome, in adopting Greek
ornament, adopted it not from the pure examples of the V cen-
tury, but from the late debased types of Asia Minor. The Ro-
mans are usually accused of debasing those types still further;
as a matter of fact, however, the worst examples of Asia Minor
are practically indistinguishable from Roman work. These
forms the Romans fixed into a cut-and-dried canon from which
minor variations were possible, but no real progress.

The orders became the basis of all architectural ornamenta-
tion. Columns, originally mere utilitarian props, had been
happily developed by the artistic Greeks into features combin-
ing in a perfectly consistent whole ornamental and constructive
functions; the Romans made them almost wholly decorative.
After the building was built, the columns were applied as a
surface decoration — either in the form of free-standing porticoes
or peristyles, or, more frequently, as an engaged order built into
the wall. These engaged orders were used very often to deco-
rate an arcade —1.¢., a series of arches (Ill. 14). This arrange-
ment is known as a Roman arcade.

Much philosophical discussion has arisen among critics
as to the propriety of this and similar uses of the orders. It
has been contended that it is essentially false and wrong, in
that the columns, being a supporting member, appear to carry
the entablature, whereas in reality they do not, both being
merely gratuitous ornaments applied to the wall surface. To
this it has been replied that in such a use of the orders the Ro-
mans have only adopted a principle dominant everywhere in
the history of art;— a principle by which forms at first struc-
tural are made at last purely decorative, as witness the triglyphs
of the Greek Doric, originally beam ends, or the open work
gables of the later Gothic. It has been urged that if the Roman
arcade is to be condemned for this, condemned also must be
almost every work of architecture that has ever been erected.
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Structural truth and frankness, however, are perhaps the lead-
ing canons of architectural criticism, and it is much better to
over-, than under-estimate their importance. Still all set canons.
of criticism are dangerous, and the final test in all cases must
be the esthetic result.

Of this, in the case of the Roman arcade, it is dxﬂicult to
understand how so great a difference of opinion as prevails
to-day can exist. Nothing that human art has devised is more
dreary, monotonous, and uninteresting than the Roman orders.
The lack of congruity between the trabeated ornament and the
arched construction, if pardoned philosophically, is unpardon-
able artistically. The depraved taste of modern times has
repeated this, with other Roman vulgarities so-often, that our
eyes have become accustomed to its defects, just as with certain
well-known masterpieces of literature, commonplaces or even
serious faults have become glorified into charms by sheer force
of familiarity. Yet, when our eyes have been refreshed by the
study of the purer forms of Greek or medieval architecture,
the Roman designs at once appear in their true vulgarity.:

The Roman Doric (Ill. 14) it will be at once seen, has under-
gone a sea-change, from the order of the.  Parthenon (Ill. 1).
All the refinements of detail have been-eliminated; the hyper-
bolas, the parabolas, and the ellipses of the profiles have been
supplanted by commonplace segments of circles; the subtle
hyperbolic echinus has become a plain quarter-round; the
- carefully worked-out entasis curve has become an ugly broken
line, of two straight parts, vertical about one-third of the height
of the column, sloping inward the remaining distance. The
_ capital has been supplied with a necking, which it did not in
the least need, and the shaft has been placed on a base. The

1In this connection it is worth while to remark a widely circulated error, to the effect that
the Greeks never used an engaged order, or at least very seldom. On the contrary, engaged
orders are of common, even frequent, occurrence. There is, however, this very great dis-
tinction to be noticed between the engaged orders of the Greeks, and those of the Romans. The
Greeks of the best period never employed them as a wholesale and promiscuous ornament.
They were used with propriety and moderation, and always for-some good reason: because
the intercolumniation was too great to span safely by a single lintel, as in the Zeus Temple at
_ Girgenti; for the sake of symmetry to balance a free-standing portico, as in the Erechtheion;
" to form a respond for free-standing columns; and for other logical reasons, but never as pure
ornament.
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example we reproduce (Ill. 14), one of the best extant Doric
orders of Rome, is a sufficient commentary on the decline of
taste in Roman work.!

The Ionic order (Ill. 15) shows the same general debase-
ment, which need not be described in detail. The cushion of
the capital is carried straight across, instead of sagging in grace-
ful curves, as of yore. The base has a plinth. The Romans
in their constant use of the order found themselves much em-
barrassed by the old difficulty of turning a corner because of
the awkward difference between the front and side elevations
of the Ionic capital. The Greeks had met the difficulty by bend-
ing out one volute of the corner capital as shown in the small
orderof Ill. 2. The Romans “improved” on this by bending out
all four corners of all the capitals. This 'arrangement was so
common in Rome that it is known as the Roman Ionic.

The Romans have been given much more credit — or dis-
credit — than they deserve, for the invention of the Corinthian
order. The Corinthian order developed out of the Ionic, and
although we have few examples of its use in Greece, there can
be no doubt that it was there perfected. Capitals pilfered from
the Temple of Jupiter Olympus, at Athens, were brought to Rome
by Sulla, and are believed to have furnished the model from
which all subsequent Roman capitals were formed.* The
essential design of the capital the Romans seem to have altered
little.

The most characteristic change they appear to have wrought
was in the carving of the acanthus-leaves. The crisp, strong

1 A significant difference between the Greek and Roman Doric is in the treatment of the
triglyph on the corner. The triglyph normally occurs over the axis of the column. On the
corners this leaves an awkward segment of a metope. The Greeks turned the difficulty into an
added grace by placind the triglyph at its normal distance on the corner. The column was then
moved slightly off the axis of the triglyph, making the last bay somewhat smaller, and giving
buoyancy and strength to the design. See Ill. 1. The Romans, on the other hand, made all
the intercolumniations equal, and terminated the frieze with the awkward segment of the metope,
the triglyph being always placed on the axis of the column (Ill. 14). The problem was finally
solved (according to the Roman and Renaissance point of view) by Sansovino in the XVI century
in the Library of St. Mark’s, Venice. Here, by coupling a column and a pilaster at the corner,
the frieze was ended by exactly half a metope. (See Moore, Character of Renaissance Archi-
tecture, N. Y., 1905, p. 211.)

2 This conventional view is open to serious question. With all the models Greece must
have afforded, it indeed strange that the Romans should have learned the Corinthian order
through only one channel.
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form of the Greek leaf already described (Ill. 3 a) was changed
under the Romans to a languid, drooping form (Ill. 16, 17), and
the eyes separating the different lobes were brought in close to
the center vein. The Romans also made still more florid the
entablature, especially by the addition of modillions,' — a form
which probably originated in the carving of ornament upon the
dentils. As the modillions developed into forms very different
from the original dentils, it occurred to some genius to clap both
dentils and modillions on the same entablature (Ill. 18).

The Corinthian order best expressed the Roman taste for
magnificence and ostentation, and was in consequence almost
universally adopted, the less blatant orders being largely crowded
out. It was occasionally varied by the carving of animals,
grotesques, etc., to take the place of the volutes or fleurons:?
on the capitals; but as it had already reached the extreme of pom-
posity and pretentiousness, the Romans seem to have felt it
was capable of no further development. In the three cen-
turies it flourished there was no trace of growth, or consistent
change.

It was the old theory, that the Romans invented the Com-
posite order, by uniting the Corinthian and Ionic, and ““thus
combining the beauties of both.” Of such an enormity, how-
ever, not even the Romans seem to have been capable, and the
Composite order, though of late introduction,’ undoubtedly is
derived from Greek prototypes. We know that the Corinthian
order was evolved from the Ionic, by the substitution of a row
of acanthus-leaves for the anthemion necking seen in such
capitals as those of the Erechtheion (Ill. 2). In the course of
evolution a form very similar to the Composite capital must
have been passed through, although no example of this has
come down to us.* This intermediate form the Romans adopted
to make a new order; how much they changed it, it is, of course,

1 There is, I believe, no Greek example of modillions. It is not always safe, however, to
conclude the Greeks did not use a form, simply because no example of it is extant.

3 The fleuron is the ornament placed in the center of each face of the capital, midway be-
tween the two volutes.

2 ] know of no instances of its use in Rome earlier than the Arch of Titus.

4 A Composite capital has been found in the Temple of Zeus at Aizani —unfortunately there
is no exact indication of date.
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IuL. 17. —Corinthian Pilaster of the Portico of Octavia, Rome. (From a French Drawing)




PILASTERS

impossible to tell. The entablature does not differ essentially
from that of the Corinthian order. The Romans seem to have
been aware of the drawbacks of this, the ugliest of all the cap-
itals, and to have used it sparingly. However, it persisted
with curious vitality throughout the Middle Ages (Ill. 19).

Such were the Roman orders. Their non-structural use as
mere ornament has already been insisted upon; but several
curious vagaries which followed as a consequence of this use
have yet to be mentioned. Among these, one of the most char-
acteristic was the placing of pedestals below the columns (Ill.
15, 81). These gratuitous additions have, of course, no struc-
tural significance, but are merely employed to give the design
pleasanter proportions and rhythm —a purely decorative aim
which, it must be confessed, they often accomplish with entire
success.

Similar non-structural members were pilasters (Ill. 17, 28)
which, in fact, consisted merely of rectangular strips applied
to the wall surface. They were furnished with capitals and
bases similar to those of the columns; the shaft was commonly
fluted; and, in short, the member was treated precisely as an
engaged order. .The proportions differed from those of columns
chiefly in that, as a rule, the shaft of the pilaster had no entasis
— a fact which possibly betrays its origin in the Greek .anta.
In one respect a pilaster enjoys a great advantage over an en-
gaged column. A half column is unpleasant, and not often
used. A three-quarter column causes a very wide projection
of the architrave in the inter-columniations, thus causing too
heavy a line of shadow. This may be appreciated from a glance
at the drawings (Ill. 15 and 8) where, even when half columns
are employed, the projection of the architrave will at once be
felt to be too great. The only way in which this difficulty could
be avoided was to break back the entablature over each column;
—a device much employed in Roman architecture. Each
break is called a ressauf. To my mind, this constant breaking
of the entablature forms one of the most trying features of the
entire system of imperial ornament. It weakens the design
by destroying the horizontal lines, and substituting for them an
unpleasant and restless zigzag (Ill. 28). When pilasters were
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used this treatment was not necessary, for the projection could
be made as slight as the architect wished. So enamoured, how-
ever, had the Romans become of the broken entablature that
they usually employed it even with pilasters, thus ignoring the
chief advantage of the latter feature. This is done, for ex-
ample, in the amphltheater at Nimes (IIl. 28).

A similar spirit is shown in the design of pediments, whlch
being treated as merely ornamental features, were often made
round instead of triangular, since they no longer expressed the
shape of the roof; or, most absurd of all, were broken in two
and some ornamental feature placed in the center.! The Ro-
man architects seem to have most fully realized their ideals of
the use of the orders, when, in a composition like the rock-cut
tombs of Petra, or the proscenium of a theater (Ill. 80), they could
eliminate all ideas of reason and propriety, and cover the entire
wall space with a confused agglomeration of architectural frag-
ments: columns, pedestals, entablatures, pediments within ped-
iments, niches and statues, piled in without the slightest thought
of logic or structure, and made gorgeous with gilt and many-
colored marbles. »

From this it must not be understood that Roman ornament
never attained a certain degree of elegance. The technique,
if thoughtless, was often extremely facile. In the best examples
at Rome, and especially in the arch at St. Remi, in France, the
ornament, though in itself, perhaps, not beyond reproach, is
sufficiently small in scale to produce that effect of richness which
any small ornament will give when copiously applied to a large
surface. Then, too, such ornaments as the Greek egg-and-dart
or heartleaf mouldings are too exquisite to lose all their charm,
even under Roman debasement.

The pure ornament of the Romans, as may be seen from
the order plates, especially Ill. 15 and 18, was as nearly a repro-
duction of the Greek, as the Romans could make. Egg-and-
darts, heartleaves, anthemia, frets, guilloches, and other motives
still survived in but slightly changed form.

1 See the Tombs at Petra, for example. It should be said in fairness, however, the Romans
never carried this freak of design to the extent that has been done in modern and Renaissance
times.
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ILL. 18. — Entablature of the Temple of Castor, Rome, by Covell
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ILL. 19. — Composite Order of the Arch of Titus, Rome






ILL. 20. — Rinceau of the Temple of the Sun, Rome. (From a French 'Drawing)

ILL. 21. — Frieze of the Forum of Nerva, Rome. (From a French Drawing)



CHARACTERISTICS OF ROMAN ART

Several motives which first became prominent in Roman
times are usually credited to the invention of the imperial archi-
tects, dthough they are clearly adopted from Greek prototypes.
Of these the most important is the rinceau (Ill. 20). An orna-
ment very similar had been used by the later Greeks as a cyma
decoration, and has come down to us in numerous examples
found especially in Asia Minor. In all of these that I know
the ornament is interrupted at intervals by lions’ heads through
which the rain-water from the roof was discharged. Butitisa
very short step to omit the lions’ heads and join the acanthus
stems. The movement of this ornament, notwithstanding its
florid foliage, is fine. The Romans employed it constantly to
decorate the frieze of the Corinthian order, and elsewhere as
well; and no ornament of antiquity has more powerfully influ-
enced the art of the Middle Ages.

Two other characteristically Roman ornaments were used
to decorate the more elaborate orders: the first (Ill. 21) which
was employed especially to enrich the Corinthian frieze, con-
sisted of free combinations of various semi-conventionalized
objects — vases, grotesques, genii, acanthus-leaves, etc.; the
second, which was composed of carved skulls, draped with
festoons of fruit or flowers, usually adorned the metopes of the
Doric order. (Examples may be seen on the frieze of the Temple
of Mater Matuta, Ill. 23.) Sometimes either skulls or festoons
are found separately — (half a skull may be seen to the extreme
right of the frieze of the Temple of Fortuna Virilis, Ill. 15).
The ornament is evidently a direct imitation in stone of the heads
of victims nailed on the exterior of a temple. The recent dis-
covery of an example of this ornament on the Arsinoeion at
Samothrace, dating from the III century, B.c.! has shown that
the Romans derived this motive also from Greece.

Perhaps the root of evil in Roman architecture was its whole-
sale character. The Romans were too pushing and *progres-
sive”’ to endure patiently the long delays necessary for the highest

1Conze. The same ornament also occurs on the Ptolomeion, built by Ptolemy II, and
the proto-rinceau on the Doric hexastyle temple, all of Samothrace.
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artistic perfection, even had they been capable of appreciat-
ing it when produced. Quantity, not quality, was their ideai,
and, when in the Augustan age they first turned their hand to
covering the then known world with monuments of their con-
quests, there resulted a period of architectural production that,
for the number and size of the edifices erected, the world has
hardly seen equaled. From Arabia to Britain, no town but
had its triumphal arches, its amphitheaters, its baths; and all
these buildings were commonly of fairly colossal dimensions.
In fact, next to putting up the greatest possible number of
buildings, the Romans aimed chiefly at making each building
of the largest possible size. Colonnaded streets, miles in length,
were laid out in almost every town of Syria and Asia Minor.
Each emperor tried to outdo his predecessors in the size and
number of the public buildings he erected. Works of such
dimensions and importance were pushed to completion with
incredible haste. The Colosseum, a building over five hun-
dred feet long, ome of the vastest heaps of masonry ever
assembled by the hand of man, was practically finished in ten
years; Timgad, in the desert, with its stately arches and vast
public buildings, sprang up almost in a day.

All this haste and wholesale construction could have only
one result. No age and no people could produce a sufficient
supply of good architects to meet so great a demand; not even
a good architect could do good work in such feverish haste.
Hence the stereotyped, thoughtless character of Roman orna-
ment, that we have noted; hence it is that the capitals and
mouldings seem to be machine-made, and the effect of the
whole, for all its blatancy, is inexpressibly dreary and
monotonous. :

Probably this same cause is responsible for the uniformity
so noticeable in Roman architecture. From the Persian Gulf
to the Firth of Forth, from the birth of Christ to the reign of
Constantine, Roman art shows a lack of variation absolutely
without parallel in architectural history. It is impossible to
assign a date to a Roman building from its style.* The Pantheon

1 The controversies that have raged over the dates of the Maison Carrée at Nimes and
the Arch at Orange offer amusing illustrations of this.
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ROMAN PLANS

— perhaps the most studied building in the world — was con-
sistently misdated a hundred and forty-one years by all the
best scholars, and if its true date is now known, it is thanks only
to a happy chance in uncovering stamped bricks. In a general
. way, it is true, we can say that in the III century there was a
period of debasement, when the style became especially florid;
that at the time of Constantine there was a marked renaissance
with a tendency to introduce new forms — a renaissance nipped
in the bud by political and economic developments. Beyond
this it is impossible to go. It is a time-honored convention that
any inconvenient monument may be assigned to the “‘ Augustan
age,” “‘on the purity of its style;”” but, as a matter of fact, while
perhaps the general average of taste declined in later times,
the character of any particular building seems to have depended
entirely on the taste of its architect, so that some monuments
erected in the II century are quite as “pure’ as many of the
Augustan age itself.

A similar lack of variation is noticeable in Roman art geo-
graphically considered. While perhaps slight differences may
be distinguished in the architecture of widely separated parts
of the Empire, it is rarely indeed that we find a local
school of art. This uniformity contrasts sharply with medieval
conditions, when almost every town possessed a distinct archi-
tectural style of its own. We may indeed say that colonnaded
streets are peculiar to Syria and Asia Minor; that in Africa
archivolts are usually omitted; that in Spain more bridges were
erected, in Africa more triumphal arches; that on the frontiers
there is commonly a certain crudeness of construction notice-
able, and so on, and so forth. But all these variations are
surprisingly slight, and throughout the Roman world, Roman
architecture is essentially the same in spirit, in design, and in
detail.

If the Romans repeated everywhere the same types of build-
ing, it should in fairness be said that they had more different
types than were possessed by any other architecture until mod-
ern times. The Romans were the first to develop the science
of planning. Greek buildings had often been symmetrical, but
had never been complex — they were regularly in the form
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of a plain rectangle with various simple divisions. It was left
to the Romans to discover how to plan a complicated building.
Their baths, for example, formed blocks sometimes five hun-
dred feet square, divided into many rooms of various sizes. To
fit these rooms together with exact symmetry, so that every jog -
on one side of the axis has a corresponding jog on the other
side; and at the same time to meet the practical conditions of
the problem — to give the various rooms the relative amount of
space their importance required, to arrange them conveniently,
to plan the circulation and communication between them, to
light satisfactorily the interior rooms, and, in short, to fulfil all
the hundred-and-one demands of practical use and convenience
— this was a task of colossal difficulty and one at which the
Roman architects excelled. (The plan of the Baths of Cara-
calla — perhaps the masterpiece of Roman planning — is given
in III: 25.) :

From the study of the plan resulted that rather exaggerated
symmetry of Roman architecture, which has passed into mod-
ern work. It perhaps adds more than any other one character-
istic to the dreary monotony of both. Symmetry is undoubtedly
an element of beauty when it is used as it is in the Greek temple;
where every metope is varied by the use of infinitely beautiful
sculpture, where every figure of the friéze or pediment is made
a point of separate and lively interest by the same superlative
art. The refinements in inter-columniation and curvature,
also served to give life and buoyancy to the Greek designs. But
with the Roman orders, in themselves less interesting than the
Greek, there are no variations to break the dreary succession
of oft-repeated motive; no sculptures to add interest. The
whole sinks into lifeless repetition. '

We have spoken at length of the splendid engineering skill

of the Romans and its influence on later times as the most im-

portant contribution of Rome to medieval art. It is a curious

contradiction, however, that the types of building which Rome

bequeathed to Early Christian and Byzantine imitation were
not the types commonly vaulted.
84



ILL. 23. —Temple of Mater Matuta, Rome. (From a French Drawing)
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ROMAN BASILICAS

Especially true is this of the basilica, which, as far as we
know, was vaulted in only one very exceptional case — the Basil-
ica of Constantine at Rome.! The origin of this type of build-
ing is not clear. It is usual to refer it to Greece on the theory
that in default of other evidence, everything Roman may safely
be assumed to be derived from Greek models.? Still, no trace
of a Greek basilica has ever been found.

Unfortunately not a single example of the Roman basilica

has come down to our days in even tolerable preservation; and
this, despite the fact that practically every Roman town pos-
sessed at least one example. Ruins of twenty-three basilicas® are
known to us, but of these, as a rule, only the plan can be made
out. At Trier and Brixworth the walls still stand; but in both
cases the buildings have undergone such serious alterations in
later times that the original arrangements are even more difficult
to trace than in the examples more completely destroyed.

From what evidence we have, it seems clear that basilicas
were used in the administration of law and for other public
business. They were of two kinds, public and private. The
latter were built in the palaces of great men for their private
convenience in the dispensation of justice and in the transac-
tion of other business among their clients. Only one example
of the private basilica has come down to us, the Basilica in
the Palace of Domitian. It seems to differ from the estab-
. lished public type in no respect except size.

The public basilicas were ordinarily placed next to the forum.
They were rectangular in plan, with a semicircular exedra,

called an apse, at one, or both ends.* They were usually placed
N

the private basilica in the Palaee of Domitian; elsewhere in Italy, at Pompeu. Herculaneum,
Velleia, Mareehiaro, and Otricoli; in Africa, at Timgad, Théveste, Tipasa; in Syria and Asia
Minor, at Jerash, Kanawit, Kal‘at il-Mudik, Pambouk-Kalessi, Ephesus, and Pergemon; in
Germany, at Trier; in Montenegro, at Dukle; in England, at Silchester and Brixworth (?).
This list comprises all the pagan basilicas that have been described, which can be identified
* with confidence as basilicas. Certain other ruins, commonly called basilicas, are of too
doubtful authenticity, or have been too carelessly published, to serve as a basis for study.
4 The Basilica of Constantine has two apses on adjacent sides.
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so that their long side formed the short side of the forum,' from
which was the main entrance. The portico which bordered
the forum on the other three sides was commonly omitted before
the basilica. Basilicas with only one apse frequently had a
second entrance opening through the rectangular end on the
street, sometimes by means of a portico.?

The interior dispositions are not entirely clear. The apse
seems to have been reserved as a seat for the judges. Accord-
ing to Anderson and Spiers it was curtained off from the rest
of the hall®* In at least two instances* the wall opposite the
forum was lined with shops. Except in small examples® the
rectangular main body of the hall was divided into three or five
aisles by two or four ranges of columns, which were almost
always carried on across the short ends of the hall. 1t is believed
from a reference in Vitruvius that the central aisle was generally
raised higher than the others, and that it was supplied with
windows opening. above the roofs of the side aisles. Such an
arrangement, known as a clearstory, is found in other types of
Roman buildings, notably the baths; but in the only two extant
examples of basilicas,” where sufficient remains exist to show the
original dispositions, it is evident that there was no clearstory.
It is almost certain, however, that clearstories were regularly
used. At Pompeii there were galleries over the aisles, and traces
of stairs, leading, no doubt, to'similar galleries, have been found
at Timgad and in other basilicas. It is not unlikely that in |
the larger examples, such as those of Rome, clearstory and gal-
leries may both have been found. The roof, as has been men-
tioned, was always of wood, but the apse was often covered
with a half-dome. (The disposition of typical basilicas may
be seen from the plate of plans, Ill. 22.)

Next in importance to the basilica, from the medieval stand-
point, was the circular temple. We have fewer examples of

1 Timgad, Silchester, ete.

2 Kanawit.

8 On what authority this conclusion is based, does not appear.

4 Timgad and Basilica Julia.

5 Notably Dukle and Trier, though in the latter there may have been aisles.
% Roman arcades in the Basilica Julia.

7 Trier and Pompeii.
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ROMAN THERMA

round buildings than of basilicas; but, on the other hand, of
the fifteen! that have come down to us, several are in excel-
lent preservation. They are clearly derived from the Greek
circular temples, of the type shown in Ill. 4, Fig. 6, and may
be divided into two classes. The first, with timber roof, merely
reproduces the Greek form, the only changes being the raising
of the whole on a podium and the introduction of windows in
the cella wall. A well preserved example of this type is the
Temple of Mater Matuta at Rome (Ill. 23). The second type
of circular temple differed from the first originally in the sub-
stitution of a dome for a wooden roof. Later, as the builders
perceived the possibilities of the vault, these temples, which in
their peripteral form had been small, were increased to colossal
dimensions; the peripteros was discarded; and the result was
the Pantheon — a great circular hall, covered with a dome, and
preceded by a portico. This building is admittedly the master-
piece of Roman architecture (Ill. 13).

The great vaults of the Romans, though used in such build-
ings as the Pantheon and the Basilica of Constantine, received
their chief application in the thermee or baths. The vast size,
the complicated but symmetrical > plan, and the splendor of
these establishments have already been dwelt upon. (Ill. 25).
The two most interesting and important rooms of the thermee
were the tepidarium and the cal{dartum. The former, often
a hundred feet in length and as much in height, was generally
covered with a groin vault in three bays, carrying a clearstory.
Less commonly, it was roofed with a plain barrel vault. The
calidarium was circular or polygonal, and covered with a dome.
The thermee were constructed throughout of brick or rubble
entirely coated with marble veneering. In these establishments,
Roman architecture found its freest and most characteristic
expression. Here size and gorgeousness of decoration reached
their extreme. It is to be remarked, however, that, to judge from

1 At Rome, the Pantheon, Temple of Hercules, Ss. Cosma e Damiano, Temple of Vesta,
and Temple of Augustus; elsewhere in Italy, at Tivoli, Temple of Vesta and Tempio della Tosse;
at Milan, S. Lorenzo (?); at Albano, Temple of Minerva; at Catania, Sta. Maria della Rotonda,
Yn Syria, at Ba‘albek; in France, at St. Maur-de-Glanfeuil; in Istria, at Spalato; in Asia Minor,
at Ephesus (“St. Luke’s Tomb”), and at Aglasan; in England, at Silchester.

2 Only the therms of the best class have symmetrical plans.

87



THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

modern lmltatlons of the Roman therme, the largeness of their
parts must have to a large extent caused these colossal halls to
lose their due effect. All the details of the order and ornament
being made proportlonately large, the scale of the whole must
have been dwarfed.

Roman temples are too sorry affairs to call for extended
comment here. In the main, Greek forms are parodied, and
it is singular how the Roman architect by such slight touches
has succeeded in destroying all the beauty of his original. It
will be seen from the illustration (26) that the temple has been
mounted on a podium, and is approached by a flight of steps.
It has had its front portico deepened, and the peripteros no
longer runs all around the cella; but the columns on side and back
are engaged in the cella wall, —<.e., the temple is pseudo-
peripteral. Prostyle temples, which are more frequent than in
Greek times, show the same peculiarities of podium and deep
porch. The Romans varied the design of their temples much
more than did the Greeks; they often added an apse at the far
end, they sometimes covered them with a vault,' and wrought
many other variations. :

It is, perhaps, worth while to say here a few words on the
subject of the Roman house, because certain authors have sus-
pected it of being the prototype of the Christian basilica. It is
a common error to quote the type of house found at Pompeii as
typical of the Roman dwelling everywhere, though in point of
fact this was only one among many types. The Pompeian house
(Il 27, Fig. 6) consisted of shops in the front part succeeded by
two courts behind called respectively the atrium and the peri-
style, around which the living rooms were grouped. Many of
the important chambers were placed on the second floor —a
fact often slighted because all these second stories have perished.
Third stories existed in instances, but seldom seem to have been
important. Houses of similar plan have been found at Hercu-
laneum and Velleia; but at Rome, to judge from the House of
Livia and the House of the Vestal Virgins, — the only really well-
preserved examples of ancient domestic architecture in the etemalé‘/

1 As the Temple of Diana, at Nimes, the Temple of Venus and Rome, at Rome, and in
three or four other cases.
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I, 27. — Roman Houses

Fig. 1. — Villa at Sponley Wood, England. From the measurements of Middleton, in
Archeeologia, 527, p. 654. This figure, it should be noticed, is drawn to a scale just twice as
large as the other plans on the plate. A is the entrance gateway in BBBB, an enclosing wall.
of masonry presumably of very considerable height. C, a path, led through DD, a garden or
court, to EEEE, a veranda, covered by a portico. (Only the foundation walls on which the
columns of this portico rested have been discovered. There is no authority for the number or
position of the columns as restored in the plan). From this veranda opened the various rooms
of the house, of which H was the tablinum, a combination of office and library, I was the cecus,
or state reception room; G was the culina, or kitchen; FP were bathrooms.

Fig. 2 is the house of Sertius in Timgad, Africa, after the measurements of Boeswillwald.
- The apartments are lettered the same as in Fig. 6, which see for explanation.

Fig. 8. — House of the Hermaphrodite, Timgad, after the measurements of Boeswill-
wald. The apartments are lettered the same as in Fig. 6, which see for explanation.

Fig. 4. — House of Castor and Pollux, Pompeii, after the measurements of Niccolini, Vol. I,
Tav. 1. See list of monuments for a commentary on this house. Corresponding rooms are labeled
with the same letters as in Fig. 6, which see for explanation.

Fig. 5. — House at El Barah, Syria, from De Vogiié’s measurements, pl 86. While dating
from Christian times, it shows admirably the type of house developed by the Romans in Syria.
‘The second story was usually identical with the first in plan, and was reached by an exterior stair-
case. The letters refer to the explanation under Fig. 1.

Fig. 6. — House of Pansa, Pompeii. aaa were a row of taberne, or shops, opening off
the street, and having no connection with the house. They were probably rented out. B was
the ostium, or entrance vestibule; cc, the atrium, or first court, where the head of the household
conducted all buiness transactions. This atrium is of the Tuscan type; that is, the portico around
‘the court rests not on columns, but on beams carried across. When this roof rests on columns
as in the peristyle (k) the atrium is said to be of the Corinthian type. D was the impluvium, or
central space of the atrium, open to the sky; eee, cubiculee, or sleeping apartments; /, the ale,
or wings of the atrium, often occupied by statues of ancestors; g, the tablinum, a sort of office, or
library; h, the peristyle, the center of home life and the main part of the house. In the center of
the peristyle was a court open to the sky, with the piscina, or fish-pond in the center. The peri-
style was laid out in gardens with shrubbery, etc., and surrounded by porticoes. I was the
triclinium or dining-room; j, the cecus, or state reception room; k, the culina, or kitchen; [, the
porticus, or rear porch opening on m, the xystos, or garden.,
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city —the type was very different.! In England (Ill. 27,
Fig. 2) the plan varied greatly in separate examples, but
both courts were generally omitted and the house was built
around three sides of a garden, with all the bedrooms above
the ground floor. Glazing was used extensively in the windows,
and the profiles of mouldings and capitals show surprising free-
dom. In Syria (Fig. 5), on the other hand, the typical house
formed a simple rectangle, without courts, opening on the gar-
den by a portico. The second story was quite as important
as the first, was also finished with a portico, and was reached
by an exterior stairway. In Africa still another type is found,
as may be seen in Fig. 2. In short, the manner in which the
Romans adapted their domestic architecture to the exigencies
of climate and local conditions, is one of the most admirable fea-
tures of their style, and it is no more fair to judge of the Roman
house from Pompeii, than it would be to judge of the American
house from a seashore cottage.

Roman tombs show quite as large a variety of types as the

- houses. Perhaps the most characteristic form is the mole type,
consisting of a huge mound of earth, coated with stone or marble.
This marble coating was in the form of a cylinder, resting on a
podium. The cylinder was surrounded by a peristyle, and
crowned by a stepped cone. Other types were rectangular
structures of two or more stories crowned with a cone, temples
in miniature, etc., etc. It was at one time believed that the
circular churches of the Early Christians were largely derived
from tombs of the mole type, but that theory is now hardly held
seriously.

Many types of building, such as the aqueduct (Ill. 24), the
market, the curia, the forum, the shop, the column, interesting
as they are in themselves, do not concern us here, for they can
hardly be connected with the destinies of medieval art. But
no description of Roman art can omit all mention of the tri-
umphal arch (Ill. 31), one of the most characteristic of all the
imperial monuments. Of single or triple opening, adorned

1 The houses shown on the Capitoline plan have only a single atrium. The value of land
led to the piling up of stories until the government had to fix a limit. See Brown, From Schola
to Cathedral, pp. 40-41. :
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THE ROMAN TRADITION

with detached or engaged orders, they sum up both the vanity
and the power of Roman architecture.

* Characteristic, too, are the theaters and amphitheaters of
the Romans (Ill. 28, 29, 30) — vast heaps of masonry before
which, for all their debased detail, it is impossible to stand with-
out a feeling of awe at the sheer bulk and mass of the construc-
tion. This feeling of awe is kindred to that which is inspired
" by the Great Pyramids of Egypt — a sort of wonder at the pure
physical feat of puny man piling up such huge masses of
masonry; but in the one case the severe simplicity, almost lack
of design, heightens the impression —in the other, the mass
makes itself felt in spite of triviality of decoration.

Such was the heritage which Roman architecture bequeathed

to the Middle Ages —an admirable system of construction, a
style of ornament already becoming debased, a tradition of
sumptuous and splendid building. It is perhaps unwise to
carry too far the search for precedents of medieval architec-
tural forms in antiquity. In the Romanesque and Gothic
periods conscious archaism and the deliberate copying of an-
cient forms, while by no means unknown, were happily never
carried to very great lengths. The vital influence which Rome
exerted upon these ages was through the force of unbroken
tradition, through the fact that certain forms, such as, for ex-
ample, the Composite capital, never passed out of use, but
were employed by generation after generation, the later builders
borrowing them from their predecessors and not, necessarily,
from the ancient monuments directly. At times, it is true, as
in the Romanesque schools of Pisa and Provence, we find the
medieval builders indulging in antiquarian research with an
enthusiasm that is bounded only by the resources of their own
imperfect technique. But even such artists were in no sense
archeeologists; they had but the most casual acquaintance with
the works of antiquity, and the features which they reproduced
were the common, every-day features — motives so obviously
classical that they are perfectly familiar to, and easily recogniz-
able by, even the most superficial modern student of architec-
tural history. To suppose — as is too often done — that the
builders of those medieval schools which show no evident signs
41



THE HERITAGE OF ANTIQUITY

of having been influenced by the direct study of ancient archi-
tecture deliberately sought for precedents in classical ruins, and
acquired sufficient archeeological skill to unearth motives so
obscure that they have again come to light only thanks to the
exhaustive explorations of modern scholarship, is to misunder-
stand profoundly the spirit of medieval architecture. When,
as has not infrequently happened, a new classical building
which seems to show analogies with some well-known medieval
motive comes to light, it by no means follows that the medieval
builders were acquainted with this particular structure and
reproduced its dispositions. And the more exceptional these
dispositions, the less the probability. Parallel development
is a force in architectural history whose importance has been
many times demonstrated, but which archeeologists are ever
prone to ignore. The true heritage that Rome left to the
Middle Ages was not the exceptional, unusual constructions,
however strangely analogous these may seem to be to later forms
— it was rather the vital, living tradition, the dispositions that
never ceased to be a living part of architectural style.
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'CHAPTER II

THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

HE IV century marks an epoch of transition in Roman -

history — a time when the old order changes and gives
place to new. During the preceding fifty years decline had been
steadily progressing, and while the barbarians had been gather-
ing against the frontiers in ever-increasing force, the military
power of the Empire had been wasted in an endless succession
of civil broils between rival claimants to the imperial throne.
Added to the miseries of war, were those of misgovernment.
Thirty tyrants were followed by only five “good” emperors.
However, at the very end of the III century there came a period
of comparative calm. The Empire, grasped for a moment in
the firm hand of Diocletian (284-305), enjoyed a brief era of
hope and prosperity, an era that was reflected in art, and espe-
cially in architecture, by the dawning of a great revival —a
renaissance, which, although the swan song of Rome, produced
monuments, lacking perhaps in technique, but unequaled for
originality and interest by all the splendors of the golden age of
Augustus.!! This renaissance survived the recurrence of civil
wars with which the IV century opened; it took on new life
under the encouragement of Constantine; and only gradually
did it pass away in the general decline of civilization and the
arts that ensued between the death of that emperor and the
final breaking of the Roman frontiers in' 375; —a period dur-
ing which the Empire, all unconscious, stood tottering on the
edge of its final disruption.

It was, then, at the height of a period of great artistic and
intellectual activity, that Constantine, in the year 813, issued
the ever-memorable Edict of Milan. As a direct conseqeuence
of this edict, Christian churches were built in great numbers

1¢.g., Basilica of Constantine, Arch of Constantine, Palace of Diocletian at Spalato.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

from one end of the Empire to the other.! It was indeed a happy
chance that this sudden demand for monumental Christian
buildings should have arisen at precisely the only moment in
her history when Rome could supply architects competent to
express in stone and marble the new spirit of the Church. Dur-
ing the Constantinian renaissance the imperial builders for the
first time broke from formula and tradition, for the first time
displayed a spirit of progress and invention. Thus, when the
Church came to require on a large scale the services of architec-
ture, she found at her command a body of artists exceptionally
well qualified for the task. '

It is certain, however, that the general type of church build-
ing had been consecrated by tradition long before the Edict
of Milan was issued. The spread of Christianity is a question
of extreme historical difficulty and one that has been much dis-
cussed. Yet there can be no doubt that it had had a long and
organized career as a compact state within the state before its
recognition in 318. The very fact that when Christianity was
once established churches on similar models sprang up simul-
taneously all over the Empire seems to show that the type of
church building had already been firmly established.

The vast energies thrown into the building of these countless
ecclesiastical edifices were levied at the expense of civil architec-
ture2 With all the churches built in Rome in the early Chris-
tian centuries, the number of secular buildings of which we have
knowledge could almost be counted on the fingers of one hand.
Thus the Edict of Milan marks a very definite crisis in architec-
tural history: before, the Church had been of no importance
in moulding the destinies of the art; after, the Church became the
sole arbiter of these destinies. So complete was the change
that from this moment until the end of the Middle Ages the
Church absorbed all the energies of monumental architecture,
and the Christian basilica became the formative and generative
influence which civil architecture, when at rare intervals it strug-
gled for expression, but weakly reflected. Not until the Gothic

1The conversion of Constantine, of course, affected the East only after 324, when Con-
stantine, by the defeat of Licinius, for the first time became ruler over all the Empire.
3 Except in Syria.
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THE EASTERN EMPIRE

period did secular buildings of dignity and beauty come to be
erected, and even these were characterized by the application to
civil architecture, of stuctural forms and decoration essentially
ecclesiastical. 'Therefore, from this time on, we shall confine
ourselves exclusively to the study of church architecture.
Probably no human document ever produced a greater effect
on the destinies of architecture than the Edict of Milan. In
827, however, Constantine effected another change of hardly
less vital importance, — the removal of the capital to Constanti-
nople. Henceforward, Byzantium, not Rome, was the center
of imperial power, and consequently of imperial culture. Rome,
indeed, in a sense remained a capital city, for during the IV cen-
tury the Empire was often ruled by two emperors, one of whom
had his seat at Rome; and in 395, when the division of East
and West became permanent, Rome was made the capital of the
Western Empire. But if Rome was the center of Europe, Con-
stantinople was the center of the world, and the political and
artistic superior of the Italian metropolis. As time went on,
the two capitals drifted into paths ever more widely divergent.
As Rome declined, Constantinople, natural heir to Greek culture
and learning, rose in power and civilization. The arts flour-
ished; a new architecture sprang up, more beautiful than the
world had seen since the days of Pericles and Alexander, —
an architecture that united Roman construction with Greek
refinement of decoration, and both with a technique, inferior,
indeed, to that of the ancient Greeks or even of the Romans,
but immeasurably superior to contemporary work in the West.
This style reached its full bloom in the VI century, simulta-
neously with a great revival of political and material prosperity.
Justinian, emperor of the East (527-565), seemed on the point
of reéstablishing the supremacy of the Roman Empire; the flood
of barbarian invasion was for the moment turned back, and suc-
cess after success crowned the Eastern arms. In 534 North
Africa was reconquered from the Vandals, and soon after the
subjugation of Italy was commenced. Ravenna fell in 539,
and fourteen years later the entire peninsula had been subdued.
This capture of Ravenna is one of the turning-points in
Western architectural history. By reason of the Byzantine occu-
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

pation of this important city, and especially by reason of the
Byzantine monuments there erected, the Early Christian style
underwent essential modification from Byzantine influence.
From this union. were born those subsequent European styles
which are known under the general name of Romanesque.

This outside stimulation was, it must be confessed, sadly
needed by Latin architecture, whose history from the time of
Constantine is the record of a slow but continuous decline. As
the barbarians advanced, overrunning province after province,
they brought the art of architecture to a standstill wherever they
- penetrated. In general, the permanent barbarian occupation of
a province may be taken to mark the end of the Early Christian
style in that locality, for when at last the Teuton took up the
problems of architecture, it was in a different spirit and in a style
which it is better to class as Romanesque.

The first barbarian invaders to penetrate within the Roman -
frontiers were the Visigoths, who under the brilliant leadership
of Alaric defeated the imperial army at Adrianople in 878 and,
after wandering with varying fortune through Mcesia, Greece,
and Illyricum, finally turned towards Rome. In 410 the city was
sacked. To defend the capital the Roman troops were with-
drawn from Britain (411), leaving that province at the mercy
of the Angles, Jutes, and Saxons. Simultaneously the Vandals
burst into Gaul, plundered its fairest provinces, and wandered
into Spain and Africa, where they finally established themselves.
The Visigoths, meanwhile, turned from Italy and established in
Gaul and Spain a great kingdom, stretching from the banks of
the Loire to the Pillars of Hercules.

The Empire of the West still continued to exist, though shat-
tered in power and prestige, and slowly passing by unconscious
stages into the hands of the barbarians. The Arian Goth, Ric-
imer, held the supreme power from 457-472, deposing four
emperors. In 476 Odoacer became the first really German
king of Rome, and the Empire of the West, externally, had
ceased to exist.

How this end of the Roman Empire was external only, and
how its vital spirit still lived on, has already been dwelt upon.
The real successor to the Western emperor was the pope. The
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THE BARBARIAN INVASIONS

supremacy, temporal and spiritual, of the See of St. Peter can-
not be said to have been universally acknowledged before the
XI century; but the bishop of Rome was distinguished among
his fellow bishops as early as the IV. While the emperors in fear
of barbarian invasions fled from the imperial city and trans-
ferred their capital now to Milan, now to Ravenna (402), the
popes remained at Rome, which gradually came to be thought
of as their capital. Under the German Odoacer or the Ostro-
goth Theodoric it remained no less so. Thus at Rome, alone
of all the cities of Italy, of all the cities of Europe in fact, we
find no decisive influence of the barbarian invasions reflected
in the architecture. The Early Christian style persisted at
Rome essentially unchanged from the days of Constantine to
the Renaissance.

Towards the end of the V century a new wave of barbarian
invasions swept over the West. North and east Gaul —all
not previously held by the Visigoths —fell into the hands of
the Franks (486). Theodoric and the Ostrogoths wrested Italy
from Odoacer, and established the Ostrogothic kingdom in
Italy with its capital at Ravenna. This kingdom was estab-
lished and governed on exceptionally enlightened lines. Theo-
doric himself was the most broad-minded and advanced of all
the German conquerors; he was a man of culture, and had been
educated at Constantinople, where he had become thoroughly
imbued with imperial civilization. His rule is, therefore, more
like a revival of Roman ideas than a barbarian conquest. Ac-
cordingly we need not be surprised to find him decorating his
capital city, Ravenna, during the period of his occupation (493—
526) with a series of monuments, which, although strongly
tinctured with Byzantine influence, yet constitute perhaps the
finest examples we possess of the Early Christian style. Theo-
doric was an Aryan and opposed to the Bishop of Rome. This
fact and his education at Constantinople are sufficient to ex-
plain the strong Byzantine elements so noticeable even in those
monuments of Ravenna which antedate the Byzantine con-
quest.

Of the far-reaching consequences of this conquest (539) on
Romanesque art, it will be necessary to speak at length in a
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

future chapter. As far as the Early Christian style is concerned,
the Byzantine occupation produced results only at Rome, and
there only in ornament; for in the rest of Italy the course of the
style had already been run. In 568, only fifteen years after Italy
had been finally subdued by Constantinople, the Lombards, under
Alboin, descended on the Po valley; and with their invasion,
the curtain falls on Early Christian architecture for Italy, and,
indeed, for all the West, excepting always Rome.

Of the eastern provinces of the Empire, especially Syria and
Egypt, the history is more simple. The official recognition of
Christianity (324) brought forth many churches in these prov-
inces,' as elsewhere. We have seen how the strong hand of
Rome almost, but not quite, extinguished local differences of school
between the various provinces in the imperial epoch. These same
differences, slightly accentuated, appeared in the earliest churches.
But as time went on, and the grip of the Empire slowly relaxed,
the schools continued to develop, each along its own individual
lines, until in the VI century there grew up in Syria and Egypt
styles quite as distinct from the Latin, as from the Byzantine.
To the Byzantine architecture, the school of Syria bears indeed
some slight analogies, and since it was situated so near the Eastern
capital it would be natural to see here direct influence from
Constantinople. It seems probable, however, that these anal-
ogies are largely accidental and that the two styles developed
side by side without either one directly influencing the other.
The Syrian style was brought to a complete and untimely end
by the Mohammedan invasion of 634. '

Egypt, while enjoying the same comparative peace and pros-
perity that contributed so largely to the growth of architecture
in Syria, possessed a population less progressive and less skilled
in the arts. At the time of the Mohammedan conquest in 641,
a fair amount of technical skill seems to have been acquired,
and a distinctive, if not a progressive style. The caliphs
treated the Christian Copts with toleration, and churches con-
tinued to be erected after the Arabian occupation in num-
_bers, if not of great size or splendor. Even to-day the Coptic
1There are, however, no very early authentically dated churches extant, either in Syria

or Egypt.
48




MEMORIAL CELLZE

churches of Egypt are still built in essentially the same form
as in the VI century. The Coptic school, in consequence, must
be reckoned the longest lived member of the Early Christian
style.

It has already been hinted that the Early Christians probably
possessed a fully established form of church building long before
Constantine. Unfortunately, however, no vestige of a pre--
Constantinian church has come down to us. All the remains
that we have of distinctly Christian architecture of pre-Con-
stantinian date belong to one or the other of two classes: —

I, 92. —Plan of Sidi-Mohammed-¢l-Gue-
bioni. (From Saladin)
catacombs, underground galleries filled with tombs, — or exedrz,
the so-called memorial cellee, built for the celebration of the
funeral feasts held annually over the graves of martyrs. At-
tempts have been made to derive the Christian churches from
both of these sources.! Neither of these theories is held to-day,
but the type of cella shown in Ill. 32 is sufficiently interesting
in itself to deserve at least a passing notice. In all, some five
examples of buildings of this type® have come down to us in
varying states of preservation.
Before taking up the vexed question of the origin of the Chris-
tian basilica, it will be well to examine in some detail the form
1 From the catacombs by Marchi and Martigny, followed by Kraus: from the exedre by
G. Baldwin Brown.
3 ’I\yo at Rome; in Africa at Sidi Mohamed-el-Guebioni,\Mnitria, and Thugga.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

for which we have to account. The Christian basilica was ordi-
narily a rectangular building with the sanctuary at one end, and
was extremely simple in design, showing only slight changes
from Roman methods of construction. It seems rather like
an irony of fate that what was, perhaps, the most striking
characteristic of these primitive Christian buildings— a char-
acteristic abandoned only upon compulsion— was the flagrant

|
I
I
| |
| l
| |
Irv. 88.—Plan of Sta. Agata, Ravenna.
(From Dehio)
breach of the eighth commandment. The pagans had already
established the custom of pilfering building materials from
older structures for use in new edifices.” Even on the Arch
of Constantine — justly esteemed as one of the masterpieces
of Roman architecture — were sculptures which were pilfered

from the Arch of Hadrian; and the evil example thus set was
eagerly followed by the Christian architects.! This use of second-
1 This pilfering of art works has been, indeed, characteristic of Roman methods from the

earliest times. The capitals of the Temple of Jupiter Olympus at Athens had been pilfered by
Sulla, while after the conquest of Greece, the Hellenic peninsula had served as a vast quarry,
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PILFERED MATERIALS

hand materials becomes, in fact, the dominating characteristic
of Early Christian art (Ill. 38). New stone seems to have been
quarried only when no ancient monuments were at hand to be
despoiled; and so great was the supply of classic material that
that event, in general, occurred only at a very late date, or in
remote provinces. This habit of pilfering necessarily degraded
the style. A slovenly appearance is the invariable result of
jamming together in an edifice, willy-nilly, materials intended
for another building. Furthermore, the sculptors and stone-
cutters, already unskilful, lost what little art they still possessed
from sheer lack of practice. As there became less and less of
the old' material to choose from, more and more heterogeneous
and disproportionate fragments of columns, capitals, entabla-
tures, gravestones, and every sort of débris came to be piled
together, until, in the V century, the technique of building sank
to the lowest depths.

Aside from this use of pilfered materials, perhaps the lead-
ing characteristic of Early Christian construction was the cus-
tom of placing arches on columns. This device, while known
by the classic builders, was only exceptionally employed. A
solitary instance is found at Pompeii, in the house of Regione
IX, Isola VIL! In Syria, generally, the so-called ‘“Ba‘albek
arch motive” is common, the entire architrave being bent up
in the form of an arch, as in the little temple at ‘Atil (Il
84)2 A somewhat similar effect is given by the purely deco-
rative treatment of an arch under a pediment on the ends of
the triumphal arch at Orange (Ill. 81). The motive is also well
developed at Spalato, where arches resting directly on columns
occur in the famous arcade.

Thus the Early Christian builders found no lack of classic
examples for this usage. The step from the flat entablature, how-
ever, was such a short one, that it may well be doubted whether
they did not rediscover it for themselves. The Roman builders
frequently used concealed relieving arches over lintels to reduce

whence were drawn statues, paintings, and works of art of all kinds in incredible numbers to
adorn the villas, palaces, and temples of Italy.

1 Published by Nicolini. .

2] am deeply indebted to Mr. Howard Crosby Butler for his kind permission to have this
facade redrawn from the half-tone published in Architecture and Other Arts in Syria.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

the strain (Ill. 84). Such a construction might easily be intro-
duced into a basilica, where the height of the nave walls would
bring considerable weight on the architrave. If the useless
filling-in material were omitted, the result would be a continu-
ous flat entablature with arches above it.! This design being
felt awkward, the next step would be to saw out the portions
of the entablature between the columns, leaving the arches free,
but resting on square blocks of entablature over each column
(T11. 44).

These entablatures, or stilt-blocks, as they are called, were
long retained, for the final step of placing arches directly on
columns offered certain technical difficulties. According to
the classic rules of proportion the archivolt of the arch must be
considerably wider than the half of the abacus of the capital it
was to occupy. Consequently, when two of these archivolts
fell together on a column, trouble ensued; the archivolts must
be made to intersect, a most unpleasant expedient, and one of
such difficulty of execution as to require a technique more facile
than the Early Christians possessed. A solution of this problem
in the treatment of the classical orders has never been found.
Hence, in the basilicas we find these stilt-blocks omitted only
after the classical orders and proportions had come to be neg-
lected, so that the archivolts could be diminished in size or elim-
inated altogether. In the meanwhile, the stilt-block was a con-
venient, if homely, makeshift.’

Such were the humble structural innovations introduced in
the Early Christian basilica. For the rest its design was simple:
no vaults, no dome, no complex questions of thrusts and but-
tressing. Except for the modest half-dome of the apse, the
entire structure was simply roofed in timber.

The plan of the basilica, on the other hand, showed a num-

ber of new and important features, many of which were des-_

tined to endure throughout the Middle Ages and to modify
sensibly the destinies of Western art. One of these was the intro-

1 An actual example of this constuction occurs in the baptistery of S. Giovanni in Laterano,
Rome. This construction is also common in Syria, but almost always, I believe, over the lintel
of a doorway or window,-as in Ili. 34. )

3 The stilt-block was also found useful in equalizing the awkward discrepancies in height
between various pilfered columns.
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ORIENTATION

duction of a definite system of orientation. This was, again,
not an entirely new idea. Greek temples, with rare exceptions,
had been constructed with the principal front facing the east,
so that the light of the rising sun penetrated the great doors
and bathed the sanctuary in light. Similarly, the Persian
sun-worshipers always faced the east, and the Jewish syna-
gogue was generally, although not always, orientated towards
the Holy of Holies at Jerusalem, as the later Mohammedan
mosquewas orientated towards Mecca. But the Romans attached
no value to this idea. Their temples were turned as often in one
direction as in the other. It is consequently curious to find
that in Rome, as throughout the western half of the Empire,
the earliest churches seem to have been orientated on the prin-
ciple of a Greek temple, with the principal entrance toward the
east, the sanctuary towards the west. Nissen has attempted to
prove (not altogether convincingly) that the orientation of these
early churches was carried out with such nicety that their axis
exactly points to the sunrise on the day of the saint to whom

R "\\(')'. w

they are dedicated. In the East, strangely enough, where we \\1» .

should rather have expected Greek influence, the contrary or1-
entation was used; the sanctuary was towards the east, the \”
entrance towards the west. This reversed orientation was <
introduced in Rome in the V century. The first example we
have of it, is the second (present) building of S. Paolo f.l.m.!™

Although it was long before the new rule became established, &~ e

it gradually prevailed, and so universal did it finally become in
western Europe that it is always customary to speak of the
sanctuary of a church as the “east end.” .The “south side”
is consequently to the right, as one enters, the “north side” to
the left. The south is also sometimes known as the side of the
epistle, the north, as the side of the gospel, from the fact that
the rites of the church required the reading of those portions of
the Scrlpture from these sides respectively.!

Bearing in mind these points of the compass, let us pass
within the church and examine in detail the plan and disposi-
tions. The Christian basilica, in its most typical form, consisted

1 The reversal of orientation did not effect this; ;he north is always the side of the Gospel
whether the church faces east or west.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

of a nave and two side aisles, separated from each other by two
ranges of columns and terminated to the eastward by a semi-
circular apse (Ill. 33). In the superstructure the church
was equally simple. The nave, which was raised above the
aisles, was lighted by a row of large clearstory windows, and
was covered with a wooden ceiling or an open-timbered roof.
The aisles had lean-to roofs, resting against the nave walls,
thus necessitating a blank wall space in the interior of the nave
between the lower edge of the clearstory windows and the upper
edge of the main arcade. This space, known as the triforium,
(11l. 87, 39, 41 and 43) was a favorite spot for decoration. The
columns of the main arcade carried either a flat classical entabla- -
ture, as in Sta. Maria Maggiore (Ill. 36), or arches, as in S.
Paolo, f.l.m. (Ill. 43), Sta. Agnese, f.l.m. (Ill. 38), and S. Clem-
ente (III. 41). '

The basilica of three aisles was the most typical form, and
it is probably not an exaggeration to say that twenty churches
were erected on this plan for every example supplied with one
or five aisles. However, both one and five-aisled basilicas some-
times occur. Edifices of the single-aisled type are for the most
part small and unimportant. Those we know in Rome*® are
earlier secular buildings remodeled, and many of those found
in Syria would seem to have been originally houses, and to have
been converted into churches by the removal of the partition
walls and the addition of an apse. Compare, for instance, the
plan of the chapel at Rbé‘ah, (Ill 59)* and the house at El
Barah (Ill. 27, Fig. 5). But in Africa single-aisled churches
obtained considerable importance. They were given an archi-
tectural treatment quite similar to that bestowed upon the three-
aisled type, except that, of course, the main arcade was replaced
by a solid wall. _ .

The five-aisled basilica (Ill. 85, 43), although, numerically
speaking, but comparatively few examples have come down to us,
is nevertheless of great importance from the circumstance that
these churches, when they do exist, are commonly of extraordi-

1S. Andrea in Barbara, S. Balbina.
2] am indebted to Mr. Howard Crosby Butler for his kind permission to reproduce this
plan from Architecture and Other Arts in Syria.
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THE TRANSEPTS

nary dignity. The extra width and capacity afforded by plans
of this type rendered them especially suitable for accommodat-
ing a vast congregation. A three-aisled church might be indefi-
nitely prolonged in length, but only those worshipers who could
be accommodated in the front part would be able to see and hear
the ritual. With five aisles the number of front places would
be increased by at least one-third. So in the great metropol-
itan churches five aisles seem to have been preferred, while in
the smaller edifices the three-aisled type was usually followed,
perhaps because even at this early date the number three had
acquired a mystic significance.

Basilicas, whether of one, three, or five aisles were all occa-
sionally supplied with transepts. The transept is, in essence, a
single-aisled nave (with its axis at right angles to the main axis
of the basilica), inserted between the apse and body of the
church. The roof was ordinarily of the same height as that of
the nave, so that the transept became a great, lofty, open space
in front of the apse. The transept sometimes projected beyond
the outer walls of the aisles (Ill. 35), sometimes was flush with
them (Ill. 36).

It has been widely held that the transept was introduced
for mystic reasons in order to give the church a cruciform plan;
but, as a matter of fact, the resulting outline is at most “T-
shaped,” and is often purely rectangular. Furthermore, prim-
itive Christianity did not delight in memories of the passion.
Not until the V century was the cross represented in art under
its true form. However influential this symbolism may have
been in urging the retention of the transept in later times,
it can hardly account for its origin, —a problem which is not
made less perplexing by the fact that transepts seem to
occur in a purely episodic manner. They are found some-
times in the earliest, sometimes in the latest churches. Since
the more important basilicas were generally provided with
them, we find but few examples of a five-aisled basilica
where transepts are lacking! On the other hand, they are
frequently found in three-aisled basilicas, even when the

1Such basilicas are found, however, at Orléansville in Algeria; Al ‘Adra in the Harat-az-
Zuailah, at Cairo; in the Haurdn, etc. '

65



THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

latter are of small importance. Transepts occur well nigh
universally in Eygpt, while they are practically unknown in
Syria. Thus there seems little uniformity in the manner in
which they were employed, and their origin cannot be deduced
from the evidence of the basilicas themselves.

Arch=ologists have consequently been obliged to resort to
pure hypothesis to explain the appearance of these important
features. Many and complex have been the theories advanced.
The most plausible of these — although one by no means proved
— suggests that the transept was adopted to provide additional
room for the clergy.!

That the transepts were not designed with a view to purely
architectural effect seems evident from the fact that the arch of
triumph (so called, doubtless, in allusion to the Roman monu-
ments of victory) was thrown across the nave of the basilica
just in front of the transept, repeating the arch of the apse:
This curious feature so narrowed the vista from the nave as
often to hide the transepts completely from sight (Ill. 43, 37),
and always interfered seriously with any architectural effect
the latter may have possessed. These arches of triumph, being
made the center of interest in the Early Christian basilicas, were
always the object of the most sumptuous decoration.

Another conspicuous feature often introduced into the Early
Christian basilicas was the triforium gallery (Ill. 88). This
was in effect a second story to the side aisles, opening on the
nave hy a second arcade directly over the first. In Egypt,
where the sexes, as in all Early Christian churches, were sep-
arated, these galleries were used for the women, and in the
West they may also have had a similar use. They seem to
have been quite as sporadic in their appearance as the transepts.
Although Herr Mothes has tried to prove that they were a later

1 This is not the place to bring forward new and untried theories. I cannot, however,
refrain from suggesting that the transept may have been derived from the prothesis and apodosis
chapels of the East. * At Kfér and in the cathedral of ‘ Ammén these chapels were brought forward
of the apse to flank the crossing. Compare also the chapel at Rbé‘ah (Ill. 59). The step to
forming a fully-developed transept, was a very short one. At S. Pietro (Ill. 835) which had one
of the earliest transepts known to us, the wings were shut off by columns, so as to form rooms
quite analogous to prothesis and apodosis chapels.

3 In basilicas without transept this apse arch is sometimes mmrrecﬂy termed the arch of
triumph.
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THE APSE

development,' they seem to have been always known, and used or
not used quite arbitrarily. Generally speaking, however, we
seldom find them in very large or important basilicas. I know
of few instances where they are found in a five-aisled church,
and only rarely do they occur in a basilica with transepts.? In
Egypt and the Haurdn they are very common; in northern
Syria they are hardly known.

The typical eastern termination of an Early Christian basil-
ica was the apse — a semicircle projecting from the rectangle
of the church and covered with a half-dome. In the West there
was usually only one apse, which was placed facing the nave.
In the Eastern Church, however, great importance came early
to be attached to the rites of the prothesis and apodosis, and it
became the well-nigh universal custom to flank the main apse
with two others, one facing each side aisle, and set apart to serve

. a8 chapels for these rites (Ill. 55, 62, 63, 64). The northern

of the side apses was known as the chapel of the prothesis; the
southern, as the chapel of the apodosis or diaconicon.! These
lateral apses were usually square in plan, at least externally,
and a difficulty arose in the exterior treatment of the east end.

. The effect given by a round apse, swallowed up, as it were,

0

[

(\L| N

\a_u:g 5%(‘1\1 R \

between two square ones, was not happy. Occasionally in
Syria, this awkwardness was tolerated; but it was usual through-
out the East to mask the central apse by continuing the walls of
the side apses straight across, thus giving the east end externally
a perfectly flat, unbroken-wall, like that of a west facade (Il
64). This scheme of making a circular interior square exter-

1 The triforium galleries of Sta. Agnese, f.l.m. and S. Lorenzo, f.l.m. are clearly part of the

1The apparent exceptions are S. Pietro in Vincoli and SS. Quatro Coronati at Rome. The
galleries at both are probably later additions, however.

3“Both the diaconicon and the prothesis are, I believe, peculiar to the Eastern Church.
The diaconicon — usually the southern of the three apses — corresponded to the modern sac-
risty. Vessels and vestments were kept there, and there the priests and deacons robed.

““The office of the prothesis is more difficult to explain. In the Eastern Church much atten-
tion was paid to the manner of offering the elements — bread and wine — to be consecrated
during the technical ‘liturgy.” A priest and a deacon performed the preliminary service with
them in the chapel of the prothesis. After this they were left on this side altar until the moment
in the liturgy called the Grand Entrance. Then the elements were carried in procession from
the side chapel to the high altar. . . .

“How early there were ceremonial processions I do not know. They were certainly in use
by 250.”” — Note kindly furnished me by Mr. W. H. Durham.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

nally had been a great favorite of the Romans, and, as we shall
presently see, was much adopted by the Christians in their
circular churches. However, it was a structural lie; and a
better solution of the problem of the three apses was found by
the Copts and the Syrians of the VI century, when the interior
was frankly sacrificed to the exterior, and all three apses made
rectangular (Ill. 55, 62, 63). Thus the external regularity of
the east end was secured without structural falsification.

According to Mr. Butler, Syrian apses showed another
striking peculiarity: “In almost every other example [except
Behyd] in northern Syria, so far as the ruins give evidence, the
eastern walls of churches are but one-story high, and the roofs
which they carried, whether they covered a semi-domed apse
or a rectangular sanctuary, abutted the high walls at a point
only a little above the lower level of the clearstory, which stops
at the line of the chancel arch.”* This arrangement did not,
however, prevail in the West. There the apse was as lofty as
. . " [Xhe roof of the clearstory permitted, the sanctuary thus dominat-
=4 010" Ving the entire building.

: U~ The type of plan with two apses — one at the east, the other
at the west end, — is characteristic of the churches of Africa,?
and is found in at least one instance in Egypt,' and once at

K "* Rome.* In the Egyptian example the western apse was pierced
by the main doorway, and consequently could not have been
used as a sanctuary, but must have been designed either merely
for symmetry or as an unthinking reminiscence of earlier build-
ings. It is otherwise with the African examples. In Africa,
as in Syria and Egypt, lateral entrances to the basilica were
often the main portals, and the western apse seems to have
enjoyed a dignity equal to that of the eastern sanctuary. These
lateral entrances are not found at Rome, a fact which may
explain the rarity of double-apsed churches there.
The earliest apses had no windows, but in the V century
they were occasionally pierced by one, two, or three openings.

-
8 See churches at Orléansville, Chemtou, AIn Tounga (Ill. 65), Fériana. 1 . 1A
3 Armant [Hermonthis]. ~. A ’ ,/
/ ¢In the basilica of S. Andrea al Vaticano, built by Pope Symmachus (498-514).
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THE SANCTUARY )

Internally, the space w1th1n the apse, known as the bema% m\,\‘
was reserved for the higher clergy. It was lined with a series;, tod)
of seats formed like steps rising towards the back:? In the 6\%%
center was the episcopal throne. In early times this was prob-
ably merely a pagan chair pilfered from some ancient build-
ing. It would be ornamented in the classical style with heads
of lions, griffins, etc. Hence such decorations became con-
ventional for the episcopal throne, even when it was manufac-
tured especially for this purpose. Thus it resulted that in
Rome the throne retained such ornamentation throughout the
Middle Ages. Designs of this character appear in the thrones
sculptured by the Cosmati in the XII and XIII centuries.

The most holy spot in the basilica building was what is known
as the crossing — the great square formed by the intersection
of nave and transepts — where the high altar was placed, and
where were lavished all the resources of decorative art. Archi-
tecturally this portion of the church was dignified by the arch
of triumph, erected, as we have seen, just before it. In churches
without transept the high altar was placed directly beneath
the great apse arch, which then served to accentuate the im-
portance of the sanctuary.

The altar itself was usually a simple table of marble, orna-
mented with sculptured doves, lambs, vine-tendrils, etc. In
many cases it was merely an ancient pagan altar, or funeral
stone, being altered only by the introduction of the cross or
monogram of Christ to serve as the symbol of purification amidst
the sculptured garlands, flowers, and fruit.*

Over the altar, supported by four columns, was the cibo-
rium, the most magnificently adorned of all the church furni-
ture. To judge from the descriptions that have come down
to us, those of the IV century must have been almost barbaric
in their splendor. I paraphmse the account given in the Liber

1 Examples at Rome, G adydu g . 0; atNapleg,s %w\-Yaa :ﬁh
) SrSexzio. (NTREY)
‘ » . BRGROAPe o FOrR O [ICrs o .. .-.-.,, s -~*--1 kS g M“(‘ Qr
ﬂl‘.ﬁ‘ml .Lt.
3 Venturi. e v“Qr.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

Pontificalis of the ciborium presented by Constantine to S. Gio-
vanni in Laterano: “It was all made of silver. The columns
carried a canopy, on the front of which was a silver figure of the
Saviour, five feet high, weighing 120 pounds, and silver images
of the twelve apostles, crowns in hand, each image weighing
90 pounds. On the opposite side, towards the apse, was the
Saviour seated on a throne of purest silver, 140 pounds in weight,
and four silver angels, five feet high, each 105 pounds in weight,
with eyes of Alabanda stone and stars in their hands. The
canopy itself, on which stood the angels and the apostles, all of
silver, weighed 2025 pounds. The vault of the canopy was of
the purest gold and a lamp of the purest gold hung from it,
adorned with fifty dolphins. The lamp weighed 50 pounds, the
chain 25 pounds. There were four crowns- of purest gold
adorned with twenty dolphins, and each crown weighed 15 pounds.”
Allowing as much as is evidently necessary for over-enthusiasm
on the part of our historian, this ciborium was doubtless a work
of the greatest magnificence.” In smaller and poorer churches
the ciboria must, of course, have been far more modest, and
indeed the Liber Pontificalis itself in speaking of Pope Sergius
states: “The ciborium of Sta. Suzanna, which before had been
of wood, he made of marble.”* Still, in general, the ciboria
were doubtless most lavishly decorated, and marble seems to

- have been the material regularly employed. The usual orna-

ments were sculptured flowers, recalling the custom of strewing
flowers about the altar. The ciborium, of which fragments
still remain at S. Clemente in Rome, was erected by Mercurius
(later Pope John II) in 514-528. Its decoration shows columns
twined about with ivy and basket-capitals wreathed with vines.
No trace of classic tradition remains in this Byzantinesque work,
and it is remarkable how much earlier the new spirit shows itself
in such ornamental details than in architecture properly so-called.
Early examples of ciboria, as of all the primitive church furnish-
ings, -are extremely rare. Besides these fragments of the VI
century in S. Clemente, we find few examples earlier than the
X century. In the late Middle Ages, the type illustrated by the

1 “Ciborium S. Susannae quod ante ligneum fuerat, ex marmore fecit . . . vel immobilia
loca illi donavit.”
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ILu. 89. — Interior of S. Clemente, Rome.
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THE CONFESSIO

present ciborium of S. Clemente (Ill. 89), or of Sta. Maria in
Trasievere (Ill. 40) was developed.

From the time of Constantine columns with spiral flutes
seem to have been employed in the ciboria. In two medals
published by De Rossi,! ciboria are shown with columns regu-
larly twisted. Nor was this peculiarity of design confined to
ciboria.? It had already been used as an architectural orna-
ment by the Romans * and was frequently adopted by the Early
Christians, especially in cases where the column was used as
pure decoration, and not as a supporting member. Spiral
flutings, especially in those extreme cases when the column itself
becomes twisted out of all semblance of a column like a piece
of soft molasses candy, are eminently unstructural, and are
unpleasant if used in a structural manner. As a purely fanciful
ornament, however, as they were later used by the Cosmati
or by certain baroque architects, they possess an undoubted
decorative charm. (Ill. 41.)

Beneath the high altar and below the level of the basilica
lay the confessio or crypt, where was regularly placed the body,
or, at least, some relics of the martyr or saint to whom the church
was dedicated. Often this crypt was the original burying-place
of the martyr whose tomb was preserved in its exact original
location with scrupulous care. The confessio frequently had
full basilica form, with three aisles and apse, and usually is
found to be of earlier date than the main edifice. In rebuild-
ing, the confessio of the old church was either preserved intact,
or sometimes the entire primitive edifice was itself turned into
a confessio.* To leave room for this crypt it was sometimes
necessary to raise the floor of the presbyterium — that is, that
portion of the church above, which was occupied by the clergy.t

In front of the altar and ciborium was placed the schola
cantorum, or choir (Ill. 89). This was occupied by the lower

t Bull. di arch. crist. iii, 1869, p. 49 seq.

1 At S. Pietro the columns by the Door of the Jubilee in the oratory of John VI were twisted.
Twisted, too, were those erected by Constantine over the confessio: “Supra columnis purphy-
reticis et alias columnas vitineas” — Liber Pontificalis.

3In the Porta dei Borsari, Verona; in the building next the Tribune, Timgad; in the Col-
onnaded Street of Kal‘at il-Mudik; in the Propylea of Aphrodisias.

4« Rome, S. Clemente, S. Lorenzo f.l.m.

5 Rome, Sta. Maria Nuova, etc.
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clergy, whose chief duty it was to sing the responses. Omitted
entirely or of slight importance in the early church, this division
later came into great prominence, occupying at times as much
as half the entire nave.! . It was divided from the western parts
of the church by a marble screen, in early times probably not
more than three or four feet high and quite similar to the ancient
pagan balustrades and podia. In the V and VI centuries these
screens came to be perforated with open work patterns, or
ornamented with carved discs, crosses, and monograms. In
the Coptic school the height of the screens was increased
until they became veritable partition walls, entirely shutting off
the choir from the nave. These Coptic screens were made of
wood, and elaborately carved. Indeed it was primarily in the
decoration of these screens that the Copts developed that pecu-
liar style of ornament we always associate with their name.

Beside the screen separating the nave from the choir, there
was another screen, called the iconostasis or pergula, separating
the choir from the crossing and apse (Ill. 39). In-the earhest
times this consisted of ornamental columns connected by a con-
tinuous low podium below, and an architrave above. In the
open spaces were hung veils, or light curtains. Thus the schola .
cantorum was enclosed on all its four sides.

On either side of the choir were the two ambos, or pulpits,
— accessories which were used as early as the IV century, for
we are told that S. Paolino ascended an ambo in order to preach
to the people. In the VI century, however, the design of ambos
seems to have been greatly developed at Constantinople. The
new type was thence copied in the West, and all the ambos
that have come down to us —like that of S. Clemente  (Ill. 41)
—are of this later Byzantine type. There were usually two
stairways leading to the pulpit, though one was occasionally
omitted. Beside the ambo was regularly placed a little column
bearing a lamp (Ill. 41). '

Before completing our survey of the interior of the Early
Christian church a word must be said on the subject of the light-

ing. The interior, with its clearstory and aisle windows, is
. to-day a blaze of sunshine, so bright as to be positively distress-

1 Cf. Rome, Sta. Maria Antiqua.
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THE ATRIUM

ing. Nothing impresses so strongly the modern visitor as
this over-illumination. That the early Christians themselves
were conscious of it, is shown by the fact that they often contrast
the lightness of their churches with the comparative gloom of
pagan temples. But it seems probable that in early times the .
light was more or less subdued by means of perforated stone .
screens placed in the windows. In Rome, where these perfora- " °.
tions were probably left open, the tracery must have been sim- 2 «* ¥ " °
ilar in effect, though of course far inferior in design, to the IS
marvelous pierced marble windows we find to-day in India, !t ‘"~ """
especially at Ahmedabad. But at Dér Séta, in Syria, frames -° Lo
with pieces of open work attached to them were found in the
windows. Though no pieces of glass were found on the spot, '
flat glass may be found in many other ruins of the country,
and this tracery, though very muck weathered, certainly shows
grooves for the insertion of leaded glass, or some other translu-
cent material.!

The exterior of the basilica was chiefly remarkable for the
atrium or court which lay before the church. This atrium
was regularly a square of the width of the church, and was placed
westward of the main entrance. It was surrounded on all four
sides by porticoes, usually formed of arcades. There are, how-
ever, many instances in Syria of an atrium having no such por-
ticoes, while occasionally such an atrium was so extended as to
completely surround the church — probably representing in
these cases an ancient temenos, the church being built on the
site of the old temple. In Syria, the atrium was also sometimes
removed from the west end of the basilica, and placed instead
before the lateral entrances on the south or north sides. Around
the atrium were grouped the various ecclesiastical and conven-
tual buildings which became necessary as the monastic system
developed, until at length the atrium had come to contain in germ
all the features that later made so lovely the cloisters of medieval
Europe. A capital example is found at Babiska, Syria, dating
from 401 (Ill. 60). This monument is, in fact, the earliest
cloister known. '

The Early Christian atrium was also the prototype of the

! Howard Crosby Butler, Architecture and Other Arts, p. 1986.
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Mohammedan mosque. In the center was placed a fountain
for the ablutions of the faithful, —a fountain, in the mystic
eyes of the early Church, symbolizing the blood of Christ
which washed away the sins of the world — and this fountain
may still be found to-day, surrounded by its court and porticoes
in every Moslem sanctuary. The atrium itself with its gardens*
and colonnades and running water has long ago passed away
— since the year 1000 new churches have been almost uniformly
constructed without this feature so characteristic of primitive
Christian art; and even the atria of the old churches, if not
actually torn down, have seldom been kept in repair, and all
too often have disappeared through sheer decay. Thus, even
in well-preserved basilicas, we usually find to-day that the atrium
is lacking,? and this unique and beautiful feature may be said
indeed to live chiefly in its incongruous descendants, the cloister
and the mosque. So general has been the destruction of the
old atria that it is difficult to know how extensively they were
used in the early centuries. It is probable, however, that they
were omitted only exceptionally. The dispositions of a typical
early atrium may be seen in the plan of old S. Pietro at Rome
(I1. 385).

Between the atrium and the main body of the church was
placed a vestibule, known as the narthex. Here penitents,
pilgrims, beggars, and others not admitted to the full communion
‘might still enjoy the service. The narthex, which was also used
as a judgment hall, and for various secular assemblies, after
the VI century was commonly employed as a burial-ground.
There were two sorts of narthex — the exferior narthex — as
at old S. Pietro (Ill. 835) — which was formed by extending the
arcades of the atrium across the fagade of the basilica; and the
intertor narthex, formed by returning the side aisles across
the western end, as at Sta. Agnese, f.lL.m. (Ill. 38). In Egypt

1 After the IX century these gardens came to be very elaborately laid out, and were known
as the paradise or parvis.

2 The most noteworthy atria still extant are as follows:—at Rome, 8. Martineat-Monti, Sta:
Prassede (both of the IX century), Ss. Quatro Coronati (1111), S. Clemente (1108); at Parenzo,
the cathedral (VII century); at Milan, S. Ambrogio; at Capua and Salerno, the cathedrals (FX.
and XI centuries respectively); and at Fériana (Africa), the basilica. There are in addition
many atria extant in Syria. .
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ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN BASILICA

the interior narthex enjoyed especial popularity. The gallery
above became the so-called ‘“‘matroneum” — probably, in real-
ity, not a place set apart for women, as the name would seem to
imply, but rather reserved for persons of rank or wealth. In
the West, however, the narthex was more often external. Hence,
when the atrium disappeared, the narthex went with it, except
in a few-eases ! where it was retained as a sort of portico (Ill. 52).

Otherwise there is little'that is remarkable about the exterior

of the Christian basilica. Constructed coarsely of stone or brick,

these edifices marked the completion of the transition commenced
by the Romans. The exterior was no longer a dominating con-
sideration in architectural design; on the interior alone the efforts
of the builders were lavished. The external effect, indeed, as a
rule, was entirely neglected. Occasionally, as the provincial
schools developed, a certain amount of exterior decoration
showed itself, particularly in Syria and at Ravenna; but in the
main, lack of external adornment remained characteristic of
Early Christian art (Ill. 42, 52).

Such was the type of basilica developed by the Early Chris-
tians. If now the reader will bear clearly in mind the various
peculiarities pointed out, and will turn to compare this type of
building with the pagan basilica (Ill. 22), he will at once per-
ceive that there is a striking resemblance between the two.
The division into nave and aisles, the clearstory, the apse, the
wooden roofs, the general proportions of length and width —
all seem remarkably similar. Furthermore, the atrium recalls
strikingly a forum placed like that at Pompeii (Ill. 22, Fig. 3)
at the end of the basilica. Most remarkable of all, the very term
“basilica’’ used to designate their churches by the Early Chris-
tians themselves, from times as early as the first half of the IV
century,’ seems clearly to imply that they recognized the close
resemblance between the two structures. So strong did the
evidence on this point seem, that from the time of Alberti, in
the XVI century, until 1840, all historians of architecture
roundly asserted that the Early Christians, finding the ancient

1 At Rome; Ss. Vincenzo ed Anastasio alle tre Fontane (1140), S. Giorgio in Valabro, Ss.
Giovanni e Paolo, S. Lorenzo, flm. ,
1 Some traces of its use are found in the records of the Diocletian persecutions in Africa,
303 A.p.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

basilicas well adapted for their rites, built their new churches
on this plan, or else bodily converted old basilicas into churches.

Zestermann was the first to question this view. He pointed
out the essential differences between the two types — differences
that excavations since his time have gone far to define. First
of all, he noted the fact that the aisles are returned across both
ends of a pagan basilica;! in the Christian basilica, though we
now know that they were sometimes returned across the west
end, this was never done to the eastward. Consequently, the
apse must have been a far different affair in the pagan build-
ing. Its roof was necessarily lower than the side aisles, and the
entire semicircle must have formed, in fact, a room .shut off
from the rest of the structure. In the Christian basilica, on
the other hand, the apse was a conspicuous feature of the in-
terior of the church.? Again, the forum was usually placed
at the side of the pagan basilica, and on the side were the prin-
cipal entrances; the Christian basilica, on the contrary, had its
atrium and main entrances usually at the end. Furthermore,
the pagan basilica had usually two or more great apses, while
the Christian rarely had more than one. But what chiefly dis-
tinguished the two types was their very nature. The pagan
basilica was essentially a covered extension of the Forum, and
the two words “forum” and ‘““basilica” were used by the Ro-
mans interchangeably; it was a place of noise and bustle, of
shops and bargaining, of business and gossip; it was, above
all, a place of passage, little more than a covered street.
This is strikingly illustrated by the number of entrances that
are found in all the Roman basilicas that have come down
to us, but especially in the Basilica Julia. How strangely at
variance all this with the quiet and silence of a Christian church!
It would seem as strange for the Early Christians to form their
churches on the model of a basilica as it would, for instance, for
the modern Christian Scientists to pitch upon a department
store as the model for all their houses of worship. As for the
idea of “converted” basilicas, that is clearly disproved by a

1 The basilica at Otricoli is an exception. :
21t has already been stated that in Syria the apses of basilicas are usually only as high
as the aisles. In the main, however, this distinction holds.
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ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN BASILICA

study of the buildings themselves. There is no single instance
extant where a pagan basilica has been used as a Christian
church. Therefore, in view of all these differences (or such of
them as were then known), Zestermann pronounced the Chris-
tian basilica to be an independent invention of the Early Chris-
tians and quite uninfluenced by the pagan type. These views
were later sanctioned by Hiibsch, whose authority lent them
great weight.

Meanwhile, other scholars had been at work trying to de-
duce from the literary sources and from the history of primitive
Christianity some indications of the origin and early form of
the meeting-places of the cult. The results of these researches
may be briefly summarized as follows. The earliest Christian
assemblies, during the lifetime of Jesus, seem to have taken
place in the synagogues which were freely opened at first to all
“teachers.” Soon, however, the hostility of the Jews drove
the new sect from the temples, and forced it to take refuge in
the private houses of its members. While the cult was spread-
ing over the then known world, the house continued to be its
usual meeting-place. But during the heat of the persecutions
the Christians retired for safety to the catacombs, where their
secret assemblies were held. The sect found protection in its
resemblance to the Roman secret societies, organizations which
possessed club houses or schole, and also exedre or funeral
cellee (Ill. 32) in the cemeteries, where were celebrated the an-
nual funeral feasts in honor of deceased members. It is estab-
lished that the Early Christians possessed such cellee, and the
type as we know it from the five examples extant has been briefly
described above (p. 48). That they also possessed schole has
not been proved. During the periods of comparative freedom
that intervened between the various persecutions, the Church
prospered and its membership greatly increased; the houses
became too small to accommodate the assemblies, and outside
halls had to be built. That churches, as such, were erected as
early as the II century is definitely proved from literary sources;
and there is good reason to believe that the church building had
taken its fully developed form, such as we find it under Con-
stantine, at least fifty years before the time of that emperor.
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Working backward from these facts, Prof. G. Baldwin Brown

w)uti! T, 07| some thirty years ago advanced a theory which derived the church
0 ( . a,. from the synagogue.! .The one thing we know definitely about
Loicud u +Jewish architecture, is the negative fact that it possessed no
=y ) fized forms; and there.is no-reaser to suppose that it often

\ sttty
Vpouret (rw
¥

AN adop.teq the basilican type for its synagogues. Hardly more

L0, w1 convincing are the alternative theories of the same author de-

riving the church from the funeral cella — which it resembles

not at all — or the schola — a type of building little known but

which probably consisted ordinarily of a small rectangle ending

in'an apse. An hypothesis which has found much wider accept-

ance was brought forward by Marchi and Martigny, and has

been followed by Kraus. This derives all the later types of

Christian building from the catacombs, in whose labyrinthian

passages, indeed, are to be found chapels of almost any desired

form. It does not seem probable, however, that these under-

ground caves could ever have given the prototype for such a
construction as the basilica with its lofty clearstory.

5c§ [ (T}L w Gfthose to derive the church from the Roman house, Sehrdise

e [+~ was-the-fisst. He found the atrium of the basilica in the atrium

of the house (Ill. 27, Fig. 6 c), the nave and aisles in the peri-

‘ _ «style (k), the apse in the cecus (j). This theory omits—face—is

LLe s Y ‘“}-mp:oba-ble." . Tbe—-resembhnee—-between—-th&-mom&—m&hened

' it

'
(AL

)f"")*w'

. \ 4 AVEN .
Yn . Al VALD . . . . o, -
P \ \\,\,\.u. - Most ingenious of all is the derivation advocated by Wein-
2 LI . . .
¢ ) gartner and Messner. It is founded on a passage of Vitruvius,?
e\ 1 The earliest synagogues that have come down to us are found in Galilee. They were
~ attributed by medieval Jewish pilgrims to the famous Cabbalist, Simeon Bar-Jochai, of the II

century, A.D. (c. 185). It is not atall improbable that the tradition may be correct, for scholars
agree in supposing these monuments to date from that time. They are oblong buildings, divided
into aisles by rows of pillars. They do not seem to be especially orientated, nor are they turned
towards Jerusalem. Indeed, save in the instance of Irbid, the doors are always to the south, so
that the congregation turned their back to the Holy City. The double semi-pillars found com-
monly at one end of the building are thought to have been intended to support a gallery for the
women. Synagogues are extant in Galilee, two each at Kefr Bir‘im and Jish, and at Meirdn,
Irbid, Tell Him, Kerizeh, Nebratein, Umm el* Amed, Semméka-on-Carmel and Sufsaf. The
other early synagogues — at Alexandria, Rome, etc. —are known only from literary sources.

2 “Nobilibus vero, qui honores magistratusque gerundo praestare debent officia civibus,
facienda sunt vestibula regalia alta, atria, et peristylia amplissima, selvae, ambulationesque
laxiores ad decorem majestatis perfectae, praeterea bibliothecae, pinacothecae, basilicaec non
disstmult modo quam publicorum operum magnificentia comparatae, quod in domibus eorum saepius
et publica consilia et privata judicia arbitriaque conficiuntur.”
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ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN BASILICA

which, in describing the houses of nobles, states that such struc-
tures should be supplied with private basilicas, not inferior in
magnificence to public basilicas, because they were very often
used for both public councils and private judicial hearings.
Here, then, was a chance to reconcile the actual form f
Christian basilica with the fact that the early meetmgs too
place in private houses. Naturally the dwellings of the wealth-
iest members would be selected, as being the largest, to accom-

modate the ever-growing congregations; and what apartment

of the house would so naturally be picked out for such an as-
sembly as the basilica. Thus all the analogies to the public
basilica’ could be given an explanation at least plausible.

This theory, probably on the whole .one of the most satis-

. factory yet advanced, has still its difficulties, which have been

frequently pointed out. First of all, excavations have shown

*- us that private basilicas were not by any means so common as -

. Vitruvius would lead us to believe. Only one-has been discov-

ered, and that in the-Palace of-the-€zsars at-Rome. . None of

the houses at either Pompeii or Timgad — both important pro- SN

vincial cities — was supphed with one. We must then infer

' they were to be found only in the palaces of the most powerful

in the land. Such men did not belong to the Christian cult
in its early years of struggle, nor in later times, when each small
city had at least its half dozen congregations, were they suffi-
ciently numerous that the private basilica could ever have been
the usual place of Chnstxan assembhes

sot—sehalar Dehio, has
g&tﬂe¢cons1demh.le acceptaneer-largely-—rt’sums—through'the‘
mhnnty,of——hts—m—-—’r-has is-really-a revision of Schultze’s
idea. %besr Dehio sees in the atrium (Ill. 27, Fig. 6, c) of the
Pompeian house the germ of the nave of the basilica, since the
atria of the so-called Corinthian type have a court surrounded
with columns, which might conceivably be the prototype of side
aisles and a nave with clearstory. The ale (f f) would give the
transepts, the tablinum (g) the apse. He recognizes direct influ-
erice from the public basilica. This scheme explains the existence
of the transepts —and is one of the few explanations worthy of
serious consideration, that have been advanced to account for
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that puzzling feature.‘ But , while not impos-
sible, seems far-fetched and improbable. It certainly has been,
in no sense of the word, proved.

So we come to the end of the great basilica controversy
with the feeling that after all we are not very much farther along
the road than when we started. The striking resemblances
between the Christian and pagan basilicas remain, and none
of the many attempts to derive the Christian church from other

" sources is entirely satisfactory. Oné importapt fact, however,
has been corclusively demonstrated: the basilica type did not
ﬁ fullgrown into being at the command of Constantine,

ut it had previously undergone a long course of development,
although the steps of this are now embmedy lost to us. In study-
ing the various monuments of the IV and later centuries that
hg#e been preserved, and the remarkable, if futile, work of all

e excellent scholars who have tried to trace their origin, the
conviction is borne in upon me with ever-increasing force, that
the varfous schools of Italy, Syria, Egypt, and Africa, are, af it
weres sisters, derived from a common parent. From this an-
cesfor they have inherited certain common characteristics, in
yhlch they all share; but alsg each has preserved from the parent
,certain features her sisters have failed to inherit. Such fea-

/ tures would seem to be the double apses of Africa, the returned
west aisles of Egypt, the lateral entrances and single-storied
apses of Syria. If now, from the characteristics of the children,
we should try to restore the parent, joining to their common *
features such peculiarities of the prototype as the individuals
may be supposed to have separately preserved, —we should
deduce a buildiug (with the significant exception of the returned
eastern aisle)- premsely similar to the pagan basilica. The
_ Christian chdrch in some one of its types, preserves practically
every dlstl;{ctlve structural feature of the latter building.

Why, when, and where, the pagan basilica came to be adopted
as the prototype of the Christian chureh, it is impossible to say.
Accidents have more than once turned the scale iu’architectural
hlst/ﬁ'y The makeshift of the magons at Caen established the

/altis certainly a curious coincidence that basilicas are supplied Ath transepts much more
frequently in those provinees where the Roman house had negularly/been furnished W)th alee.
s 70 i



CIRCULAR CHURCHES

the mosg important French cathedrals.
phportanty Christian ‘congregation to build
may by pftire chapfe have occupied or made over a
basilica. /Since it Avas found well adapted for the pur-

pos¢’ of the cult] yyy have been adopted by the,

cond church came to be built;
come established by tradition.
In thls connection it should be remembered —Se—meny-. o fiaks ¢
) — that Rome in the early cen- . ur " r&'“‘;
turies by no means occupled the commanding ecclesiastical (., .».**" i
position she was later to acquire. Her blshops may have been 0T " i

the equals, but they certainly were not the superiors of the blshops LI RN

«
-,(Ju.c } 5

of Antioch, Alexandria, or Carthage. In the East, as in all 7% 5 ¢y
the far provinces, the rigor of the persecutions was less relent- .~ fan J‘.“
less than at the capital; consequently the Oriental church devel- ~ i e, B
oped more rapidly. It is well known that monasticism and 7, Alie .-'wﬁ"
many other important ecclesiastical institutions were brought . . GLus " )
from the East to the West. , In the East was the first bloom of ’. T et d ,’;“' )
Christianity, and here must the origin of the basilica — a char- Coeaton W
acteristically Greek type — be sought. IR RN

The second type of building erected by the Early Christians 7’ L
was the circular church. Circular temples, as we have seen, &M“f S
had been built by the Greeks (Ill. 4, Fig. 6) and Romans (Ill. ¢ Loy s
18, 28). The Early Christians did not adopt these types with- .. - " PR
out change, however, and the question of their derivation offers ucd-"
doubtless quite as wide an opportunity for controversy and in-
genious theorizing as does that of the basilica. Of far less
importance than the latter, the circular church has received
correspondingly less attention.

In the West, the circular building was usually used for a
baptistery, and it is at present the fashion to derive the round
church from the circular hall, or calidarium, of the Roman
thermee (Ill. 25). Why the room of the hot bath, instead of
the cold or lukewarm, should have been selected, does not appear.
This theory on its face seems to have little but unconscious
humor to recommend it. However, the entire sub]ect is so
involved that it is impossible to speak with confidence. Only
two facts bearing upon the question seem to be established: the
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

first, that the circular church was probably a western develop-
ment, but very few circular churches earlier than the V century
having come down to us in the East;' and the second, that
there is no indication of such, church having existed before the
time of Constantine. \

s

W _mi

ailu

IrL. 44. — Plan and Section of Sta. Costanza, Rome. (From Canina)

The great innovation introduced by the Early Christians in
.the circular type of building was the addition of side aisles. The
Romans had never made use of this device. They had, how-
ever, frequently surrounded their circular edifices with deep
niches and Dehio sees the origin of the aisles in doorways cut
from one of these niches into its neighbor. That is going rather

1 St. George at Salonica is, I believe, the single exception. It is known from literary sources,
however, that the churches at Antioch and the early Hagia Sophia were circular. The Church

of the Holy Sepulchre at Jerusalem is an edifice too exceptional in character to be classed as a
circular church.
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DOMED EDIFICES

far afield. Analogy with the basilica form undoubtedly offers
a sufficient and easier explanation of this innovation.

By no means all circular churches were supplied with side
aisles, although this form was preferred. (See Ill. 44, 45, 46,
and 47.) Similarly, the nave, while usually covered with a
dome, in certain cases — notably S. Stefano Rotondo at Rome
— was merely roofed with wood. Wherever the dome was em-
ployed, it was usually covered externally by a low roof of tiles
to protect it from the weather, thus essentially changing the
exterior appearance of the building.

Iin. 45.—Plan of the Baptistery, S. Giovanni in Laterano.
(From De Rossi)

Much as the dome was appreciated as an architectural fea-
ture, the Early Christians seem to have strongly felt the undesir-
ability of a circular ground plan. A plain cylindrical building
crowned by a dome is not only normally of little architectural
interest, but in a city is wasteful of land, for, since city lots are
naturally rectangular, a circular building cannot be set upon
one without making useless the corners of the lot. So there
early began a struggle to discover a method of setting a circular
dome on a polygonal or square substructure. This problem
the Early Christians never fully mastered, although at Zor‘ah
and Ravenna they made substantial progress towards its solution.

The usual manner in which the difficulty was avoided is
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illustrated in the plan of St. George of Zor‘ah (Ill. 47). Here
it will be seen that the octagon of the dome is carried down in
the plan of the main arcade, which is surrounded by an aisle.
But the aisle, octagonal on its inside edge, by. means of niches,
walls  of varying thicknesses, and other devices is made exter-
nally to fill out a rectangle. This scheme, though often carried

_

P

Z

ILL. 47. — Plan of St. George of Zor‘ah

out with great ingenuity, is really nothing but “faking” a
round building to make it look square, and shows much more
sense of cleverness than of artistic propriety. It was undoubt-
edly a reminiscence of Roman methods of design.

The problem was much simplified when, as was usually
the case in the West, the circular church was used for a bap-
tistery, and not for the celebration of the ordinary offices; in a
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THE SCHOOL OF ITALY

baptistery, there was no need of an apse, and the location of the
font under the central dome was given its becoming architec-
tural emphasis. When the circular building came later, in the
East, to be used as a church, the case was altered. It was im-
possible to place the altar in the center of the building, since
tradition and natural instinct demanded that the altar should
be at one end. Accordingly an eastern apse was constructed;
but the feeling remained that the altar, which should be the
center of interest in the church, was shut off in a relatively un-
important excrescence to the building, while the dome, which
instantly caught and fixed the spectator’s attention, covered the
least holy part of the edifice (Ill. 47). This difficulty was later
minimized by the Byzantines, but has never been completely
solved.

Of the great schools of Early Christian art, none is so deser-
ving of close study as that of Italy. It was the Italian basilica
that became the model .for all medieval western art, and in
themselves the Early Christian churches of Rome and Ravenna
are better preserved and more beautiful than any of the same
period extant in Syria, Egypt, or northern Africa.

Of original sculpture, the basilicas in Italy show hardly a
trace. Built entirely of pilfered materials, these monuments
can rarely boast of even a single moulding newly cut. At most
we find a few crude representations of the labarum (Ill. 61, the
figure enclosed in a circle on the lintel in the upper right-hand
corner), the Greek cross, or some monogram carved among the
ancient decorations. Doubtless the altars and other church
furniture showed more elaborate plastic decoration, such as we
find on sarcophagi, but of these none has come down to our day.

The glory of the Italian school, however, was its mosaics.
No other accessory art — with the single exception of stained
glass — is of such beauty in itself and at the same time so per-
fectly architectural in character, as mosaic. This decoration,
which was used lavishly to accentuate the importance of the
apse and arch of triumph, was often continued also in the tri-
forium space, or between the clearstory windows; in fact, over
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the entire wall surface, until the church was completely aglow
with that soft and luminous splendor that is peculiarly the prop-
erty of this decoration.

There are three different varieties of mosaic that should be
carefully distinguished.! The opus sectile was employed by
the Romans in the late Empire, and was occasionally used to
decorate Early Christian edifices as in the famous arcade of Sta.
Sabina, or in the well-known figure of S. Pietro in Vincoli, both
at Rome. The characteristic of this species of mosaic is the fact
that each piece of marble is cut to a definite shape to occupy a
certain position. If, for instance, a tiger should be represented,
the form of the tiger would be entirely cut out of a single piece
of yellow marble, inlaid on a dark background, consisting also
of a single piece of marble. The tiger’s stripes would each be a
separate black slab, cut to the desired shape, and inlaid on
the yellow body. This method of mosaic is so difficult of exe-
cution as to more than counterbalance any advantage’in the

. freedom of design it affords.

T\»L M\ Opus alexandrinum had been extensively used by the Ro-
Apke 11& mans, especially for floors, and by them had been raised to the
(e - highest rank as a decorative art. It consists of many cubes of
\J'-\ ¢ marble of various colors, all of the same size and fitted together
Lut o form the desired design. Naturally this method gives a cer-
(f\* W, Mln stiffness to the curves of a pictorial representation, but this,
o £ .} however, even increases the architectural character of the orna-
I i guwy ment. By the Romans this method had been applied to purely
LA Bt conventional, as well as to pictorial, designs with equal success.
i “Lth- It was seldom used on the walls, but was a favorite decoration
Sroawm A for pavements. The Christians adopted the opus alexandrinum
bu e from the earliest times. Certain important tombs among the
Lieanst catacombs of Rome show pavements and even wall surfaces
} g ﬂh*.,uwl ¥ decorated with mosaics of a classic type. Later this ornament

1\\ an ,—].&a . ‘#as borrowed for the adornment of churches.
5. ot stu s\ Numerous examples of this art have come down to us in
‘ ¢ ., the Early Christian basilicas — at Rome excellent types may
‘\(\,\L i be found in the churches of Sta. Costanza (early IV century),

W\ \J‘*a‘*"('

: ¢ 1 There is much divergence among authorities as to the terms for designating the various
. (J’ L ‘a mosaics. I have adopted what on the whole seems the simplest classification.
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ITALIAN MOSAICS

Sta. Pudenziana (end of the IV century), and in the beautiful
design of volutes and foliage which adorns pne of the apses of
the ancient portico of the baptistery of S. Giovanni in Laterano
(end of the IV or early V century). The mosaics of Sta. Cos-
tanza (Ill. 48), thoroughly typical of this period and method,
are purely pagan in design and technique. The patterns show
interlacing vines, vintage scenes, and similar compositions treated
in a thoroughly classical spirit.

The third and most important species of mosaic which is
known as opus grecanicum, is purely an Early Christian art,
and in its general principles quite similar to opus alexandrinum,
except that the cubes are slightly larger and, instead of being
of marble, are of glass. Through opus grecanicum became
possible those ravishing effects of color we always associate
with Early Christian mosaics, for the glass possessed a lumi-
nous quality of color quite impossible to obtain in marble. The
early artists excelled especially in producing a deep blue, whose
pure serenity has been equaled only by Gothic stained glass,
while an intense expression of golden splendor was obtained by
laying thin leaves of gold over a red background.

The mosaics in opus grecanicum flourished at Rome, except
for a single interruption, from the IV century to the Renais-
sance. Their history is a fascinating study. The earliest ex-
amples are vigorous and good in drawing, although already that
defect which marred the works of the first half of the V century
begins to be felt — a certain monotony and rigorous symmetry of
composition. The subjects represented after the middle of the IV
century are usually strictly ecclesiastical, and we here enter upon
that splendid series of pictorial representations of Church and
Bible history later destined to glorify and be glorified by the
arts of sculpture, painting, and stained glass. Saints and martyrs
in endless procession gaze serenely upon us from triforium and
clearstory, while apse and arch of triumph are glorious with
scenes drawn from the Old and New Testaments. It is notice-
able, however, that the sufferings of the passion are never repre-
sented before the VI century.!

1 There is a noticeable return to the style of classic art in the mosaic of the vault of the ora-
tory of the baptistery of S. Giovanni in Laterano, dating from the last half of the V century.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

Byzantine influence first becomes evident in the Roman
mosaics of the VI.century. The earliest example where it is
distinctly shown is the great apse mosaic in the church of Ss.
Cosma e Damiano (Ill. 49). The early part of this Byzantine
period, whether at Rome or at Ravenna, was the high-water
mark of Christian mosaics. Under Byzantine influence, the
figures were drawn in good proportions, and posed in noble atti-
tudes. The draperies were simple, yet dignified. All the monu-
ments of Ravenna furnish noble examples of this period, which
reached its culmination towards the end of the VI century.
Soon after there began a rapid decline. The figures became
stiff, awkwardly elongated, and the draperies excessively rich, in
imitation of the costumes of the Byzantine court. Examples of
this type may be seen at Rome in the arch of S. Lorenzo, in the
apses of S. Teodoro, Sta. Agnese, and S. Stefano Rotondo. The
art of mosaic leaving farther and farther behind its primitive
ideals, now advanced with rapid strides towards its extreme
decadence. Its last phase is represented in the mosaic of S.
Mareco, the final example — the death agony — of this primitive
art (Ill. 50). After this, for more than two centuries and a half,
the noble decoration seems to have passed out of use. There
exists no trace of any mosaics executed -in Rome during this
period.

In the XI century the art of mosaic, so long forgotten in Italy,
revived, thanks to the school founded at Rome by the mosaic-
workers summoned from Constantinople to Monte Cassino by
the Abate Desiderio in 1066. These Greek artists were more
or less inspired by Byzantine models. for their principal figures,
but clothed them often in the Latin fashion. The decorations
imitated the charming designs in flowers and foliage with. birds
and animals, that we find so often in the mosaics of the IV to
VI centuries. To this Italio-Byzantine period belong the mo-
saics of the apse of S. Clemente, the facade and apse of Sta.
Maria Maggiore, and many others.

But the Roman mosaic-workers emancipated themselves
little by little from the rigid and conventional forms of the
Byzantine school. This movement began towards the end of
the XIII century, chiefly under the influence of Giotto. The
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IL. 51. — Cosmati Pavement of Sta. Maria Maggiore, Rome. (From De Rossi)
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COSMATI WORK

traditional types became more supple — the hard lines were
softened, the draperies fell in more natural folds. Yet, until
the middle of the XIV century, the mosaics betray the persist-
ent influence of Byzantine tradition, as, for example, Pietro
Cavallini’s composition in the apse of Sta. Maria in Trastevere.
The works of this artist, like those of Mino da Torrita and Fil-
ippo Rusuti, who decorated the apse of S. Giovanni in Laterano
and the arcade of Sta. Maria Maggiore, mark the moment when
Italian art enters the era of the Renaissance.!

The Early Christian mosaics in pure design are second in
interest only to the figure mosaics. Executed in opus grecanicum,
they sometimes supplanted figure mosaics even in the great apses.
Decorative borders occur also in many of the figure mosaics.
The patterns used are usually the Vitruvian scroll, together
with monograms or volutes. Rinceaux and garlands are also
common, but most used of all is a new motive, consisting of
alternating squares and circles (shown in the border of the S.
Marco mosaic, Ill. 50). As a rule, there is little chronological
development noticeable in these decorations, although after
the XI century, a design consisting of alternating circles and
diamonds becomes common.

In the vemit of the oratory of S. Zenone in Sta. Passede at
Rome is inlaid a porphyry slab. This slab seems to be a sluice
cut out of an ancient column, and marks, perhaps, the first step
in the formation of that school of mosaic-workers who appeared
in Rome in the XII century, and are known from the name of
the family which excelled in this handicraft as the Cosmati.
The basis of their peculiar designs were such round slabs of
colored marble. About them they turned flowing and inter-
lacing guilloches of mosaic in compositions of the most ravish-
ing loveliness. These bands of mosaic were composed in turn
of various square and star patterns, interesting and varied in
themselves. This Cosmati work made use of a combination
of the methods employed in opus alexandrinum and opus gre-
canicum, small pieces of both glass and marble being combined.
But, instead -of all the pieces being cubes, some were triangles,
and others were cut in various different shapes. Thus great

1 Cf. Gatti’s Introduction to De Rossi’s Musaici.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

freedom of design was obtained. These charming works of
the Roman artists, wedding at once sculpture and mosaic, com-
bining opus sectile with opus alexandrinum and opus grecanicum,
must rank with the greatest achievements of purely deco-
rative art. During the XII and XIII centuries this lovely orna-
ment unwound its graceful curves in countless ambos, ciboria,
schole cantorum, altars, friezes, fagades, and pavements through-
out southern Italy and Sicily, but especially at Rome. Our
illustration (Ill. 51), though of course giving no idea of the rich
color of the original, will still serve to suggest the inexpressible
grace and loveliness of the design.

Side by side with mosaics, paintings and frescoes were used
in Rome as mural decorations. We have early examples in
the churches of S. Paolo, f.l.m., Ss. Giovanni e Paolo, and Sta.
Maria Antiqua. Judged from a purely decorative standpoint,
painting is an art less adaptable to architecture than mosaic;
and the latter seems to have been generally preferred, especially
for the more important parts of the buildings, such as the apse.
Still painting undoubtedly played a large part in Early Chris-
tian architectural decoration —a much larger part, in fact,
than its scant remains would lead us to infer. Its history and
development form a chapter of the history of art quite as long
as that of architecture itself, and too well known to require sum-
mary here.

In singular contrast to the eventful history of the accessory
arts in Italy, especially that of mosaic, was the course of Early
Christian architecture itself. In fact, its leading character-
istic may be said to be its utter lack of progress. The supply
of classic ruins from which convenient materials might be pil-
fered was well-nigh inexhaustible, so that the builders were
able to continue indefinitely the old methods of construction,
and were not forced, as in the North, to invent for themselves
new forms where classical columns should not be required.
Furthermore, the very conservatism of Rome opposed any change
in the traditional and time-honored types. Hence it came about
that for twelve centuries the basilica remained essentially un-
altered.

The slight changes that took place may, in general, be
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ILL. 52. — Facade of S. Giorgio in Velabro, Rome
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ILL. 53. — Basilica at Chaqqa. Perspective of Construction. (From De Vogiié)
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stated in a few brief sentences. Atria gradually passed out of
use. In the IX and X centuries the decay of technique fell
to its lowest depths, but in the XII and XIII centuries it again
revived.! In certain churches rectangular piers were substi-
tuted for columns in every two or three bays, and at Sta. Pras-
seda transverse arches spanning the nave were sprung from
such piers.

- One, and only one innovation of importance was made: — .

the introduction of campaniles or bell towers. The subject
presents singular obscurities. At Ravenna, round towers (Il
42) were erected at an unknown date (perhaps in the VII or
VIII century), in the neighborhood of the basilicas, but directly
connected with them, if at all, only by means of underground
passages. The purposes of these towers is up to 'the present
an unsolved enigma. They certainly have the external ap-
pearance of being towers of defense; but it is hard to see how

they could have effectively served this purpose within a walled .

stronghold like Ravenna. At all events they seem later (B
century) to have been imitated at Rome, — only here they re-
appear in square form, and undoubtedly served as campaniles,
or bell towers. These campaniles were adopted by all the medi-
eval Italian styles, undergoing for the most part no further
change. They always remained square towers of brick, de-
prived of architectural adornment save for the windows which
were spaced so as to be more numerous towards the top. The
campanile regularly stood detached from the church, thus form-
ing a totally separate piece of architecture. These towers, by
their very simplicity, acquire a sort of quaintness and charm.
Few features of the Italian landscape impress themselves more
vividly on the traveler’s remembrance than the campaniles,
with which the countryside is everywhere dotted (Ill. 52).*

! Roman architecture remained to the Renaissance unconscious of the progress of its neigh-

bors. In only two churches —S. Antonio and S. Tommaso in Formis — is there a trace of Ro-
manesque influence, and in only one — Sta. Maria sopra Minerva — of Gothic deeoration.

*8. Giorgio in Valabrg at Rome and S. Ambrogio at Milan, with perhaps a few other in- -

stances, are exceptions. 7 |

3The origin of campaniles has been lately much discussed. Sig. Venturi believes that
they were intended originally to serve as lighthouses. Sig. Gardella, the most recent writer on
the subject, refutes this strange idea by showing that many of the earliest examples were not near
the water. He goes on to argue that they could have been erected only to serve as bell towers,
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

Ravenna not only gave to Italy the campanile, but also gave
a splendid impetus to art through the Byzantine monuments
there erected in the VI century. As we shall see, this influence
later bore very rich fruit in the Lombard Romanesque. At
Rome the strength of the Byzantine influence is unmistakable,
although the use of pilfered materials prevented its manifesta-
tion in architecture. How thoroughly Byzantine the Roman
mosaics became in the VI century, has already been remarked,
and this same tendency is equally unmistakable in the carved
ornament of this time. It is possibly open to question whether
this influence may not have been exerted from Constantinople
directly, as well as through the medium of Ravenna. ~t
v "’\
wbowel Pl oo G B3 3
The Sewan school of Early Christian architecture,is of
interest not only in itself, but because of the circumstance that
it anticipated to a remarkable extent the later developments of

Western art, thatﬁ-m-ust—-be—bneﬂydesenbed‘"&ithmrghﬂamot
Muu-m.Emnpe.‘ Unfortunately, however, it is in many ways
a singularly difficult and complex subject to treat in the brief
space that can here be accorded it.

It is necessary to distinguish three main sub-schools of Syrian
art: the first, which is found in the region about the Djebel
Haurén, we may call the southern school; the second, or north-
ern school, centers in the Djebel il-A‘la and the Djebel Barisha;
the third, or central school, in the Djebel Riha, and adjacent -
regions.? The school of the South is quite distinct; even in

and consequently cannot have come into use before the IX or X century, large bells not having
been used before this. Comm. Rivoira takes substantially this same position, which, on the whole,
carries conviction. No one believes longer in Cattaneo’s ascription to the VI century of the cam-
panile of S. Satiro, Milan. M. Enlart, however, (Manuel d’archéologie frangaise, p. 174), cites
two texts which seem to show that the date for the introduction of bell towers must be placed
at least asearly as the VIII century. One, from the Liber Pontificalis, states that the popes
Stephen II (752-757), Hadrian I (772-795), and Leo III (795-816), placed bells in the towers
of the Vatican basilica. The other, the chronicle of the abbots of Fontenelle, mentions, while
speaking of Prévét Tentsindus, who held office from 734-738, that he had made a bell to be placed
in the tower, as is usual in churches. Campanum in turricula collocandum ut moris est ecclesi-
arum. (Pertz, M. G H., Scr. t. IT, p. 284). See also below, p. 160.

“Many eminent solSlars;-however-and-especially- Viollet-le-Duc have seen a direet connec-

n between th€ twe.
2 Including the Djebel Sim‘an.
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ILL. 55.— Basilica at Hass. (From De Vogiié)
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THE SCHOOL OF SYRIA

Roman times its buildings had shown strongly localized tend-
encies, which, by the IV century, had become so developed
that for the most part its monuments present few analogies
with those of the West. The school of the North, on the other
hand, was distinctly batin;-or;as-Mr—Butler-will-have-ity-Gresk.
The school of the Center, while more closely allied to that of
the North, still frequently betrays relationship with the South,
although with the characteristics borrowed from its neighbors,
it also combines certain traits that seem to be original to itself.
But these originalities are in turn sometimes borrowed both by
the North and the South. Thus the three schools continually
overlap, and the difference between them, while evident, is
extraordinarily difficult to define.

This difficulty is further increased by the growth of the
schools, which show distinct phases in the IV, V, and VI cen-
turies. We have, therefore, in all, nine distinct styles to ac-
count for, a number still further increased by the fact that the
same school in the same century will often exhibit two or three
synchronous types.

The school of the South is characterized above all by the
use of a stone roof, called the “Syrian vault,” whose nature
can be best understood by reference to Illustration 53. Trans-
verse arches — one-of-the-great-diseoveries of western architec-
ture four centuries later — are thrown across nave and aisles,
and support a stone roof of lintel construction. The plan of
Tafha (Ill. 54) shows a typical church of this school of the
Haurdn. Monuments of this class have regularly a single apse,
or sometimes no apse at all, no clearstory, galleries, and a nave
divided from the aisles by a row of piers® instead of columns.
The mouldings and decorations are of the simplest type, or are
omitted altogether. Generally the entire structure was covered
by a Syrian vault. To judge from the buildings that have been
published up to the present, this school of the South, which
promised so well, showed far less real growth and progress than
its sisters; in fact, according to Mr. Butler, the history of the
style is one of continuous decline. In the VI century, never-
theless, a very interesting type of circular building came into use

1 For definition of a pier see below, p. 166.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

in the Hauran. The plan of one of these, St. George at Zor‘ah,
we reproduce in Ill. 47. It is interesting to note that on the
walls of this church were discovered traces of plaster, which
Mr. Butler believes to indicate ancient decoration with mosaic
and fresco. These circular churches were roofed with domes
of concrete.

Passing now to the northern school, we find the Latin basil-
ica the typical form of church building. The aisles were sep-
arated by columns,' and roofed in wood; the nave was provided
with a clearstory (Ill. 60). There were always three apses; the
main entrances were often on the sides. The details of carving
were at first classic, of a debased sort, rapidly becoming Byzan-
tinesque (Ill. 61). Columns on arches were regularly employed,
although the flat architrave is sometimes found as late as the V
century? The narthex is rarely at the west end, but is often
placed to the north or south, and turned into a sort of portico,
especially in the single-aisled churches (Ill. 59, 60).* Arcuated
lintels are commonly used instead of arches (Ill. 55); galleries

o laxlww are never employed. Circular buildings do not occur, bap-
RN Q"U ... Jisteries being either square or on the basilican plan. Towers
s L vere often built in several stories over the lateral apses,
N As time went on, the style developed certain marked pecu-
liarities. The mouldings, which at first had been sparingly
(rwan **“*** used, were later incised, and finally assumed characteristic pro-
) tu KT onl files; in the VI century they came to be twisted into those
: nique forms which we may call the Syrian and volute mould-
ing motives, shown in Ill. 57. About the same period the
central apse was made square internally instead of semicircu-
lar (Ill. 55).

In the Center, we find two distinct types of church. The
first, which finds its highest expression in the great conventual
establishment at Kal‘at Sim‘4n, follows essentially the school
of the North in general structure as well as in decoration. Yet

\\ L '\/"t} e

')(—T.l CU:T,L\ v

\

"1Yet in some of the churches bordering on the desert piers were employed, probably
because the construction was in basalt, a material so hard as to be difficult to work into the
form of columns.

1 At Btirsa.

3] am indebted to Mr. Howard Crosby Butler for his kind permission to reproduce these
plans from Architecture and Other Arts.
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TLL. 57. — Fagade of Basilica at Kalb Lauzeh. (From De Vogii¢)

ILL. 58. — Apse of Kal‘at Sim‘an. (From De Vogiié)
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CENTRAL SCHOOL OF SYRIA

these churches developed one feature peculiar to themselves
and of the highest interest: that curious decoration of the ex-
terior of the apse with colonnettes and corbel-tables (Ill. 58),
presaging so strangely Romanesque Erenee.

The second type of church, which is peculiar to the Center,
though several times imitated in the North, is the most interest-

ing of all the varied types developed in Syria (Ill. 56). The

nave and aisles were separated no longer by columns but by

Te. 59. — Plan of Chapel at Rbé‘ah. (From Butler)

massive piers supporting great arches. The aisles were cov-
ered with the Syrian vault of the South, and the nave, though
still roofed in wood, was, in at least one instance,' spanned by
great transverse arches. Most remarkable of all, the fagade
was flanked by two towers, terminating each side aisle (Il
57). The section of a basilica, if frankly expressed in the fagade,
is unpleasing, and we shall later see that one of the happiest
ideas of the western Romanesque builders was to flank the nave
gable by twin bell towers. Strange, indeed, to find this same
solution anticipated in Syria by nearly four hundred years!

1 Ruwéha.
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THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

These fagade towers of the school of the Center, together with
the Syrian mouldings of the North, and the Syrian vaults of
the South, form the most salient peculiarities of this interesting
6/&,‘0 \"‘Lé':z '%)architecttge.
d»w - ~
N m, 4 (\ .-~\ /

. &

~

VRN CJJ" . Less striking, and sadly neglected alike by traveler and
RS archaeologist, the timid and retiring Coptic architecture of Egypt
N deserves far more notice than has yet fallen to its lot. Itis a

ILL. 60. — Plan of East Church at Babiska. (From Butler)

singularly difficult architecture to approach, for its monuments
have never been adequately studied or described, and many of
them doubtless remain ‘entirely undiscovered. Those that we
know, moreover, are for the most part without indication of
.date. In a style that has existed from the IV century to the
present day there is often nothing to show whether a given
monument be ancient, medieval, or modern. '

With this total absence of dated monuments it is impossible
to trace any development in the style, and difficult to say whether
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IrLL. 61. — Syrian Carved Ornament from Houses in Serdjilla. (From De Vogiié)
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COPTIC ARCHITECTURE

the widely divergent types of building we sometimes find side-
by-side in the same monastery are to be explained as reflections
of the style of conflicting local schools, or as constructions of
different ages. '

The first characteristic of Coptic churches that strikes the
student is their small and unostentatious character. The Coptic
sect was conquered and oppressed, if not actively persecuted,
before their architecture reached its maturity;— a fact to be
read in the dark, small churches, approached through tortuous
passages, and often externally quite hidden from sight by sur-
rounding buildings. Even in the great desert monasteries,
hundreds of miles from the nearest settlements, the exterior is
always as inconspicuous as possible.

The second characteristic was induced by the peculiar cli-
mate of Egypt. The heat and blinding sunlight of the desert
made the generous lighting of a Western basilica intolerable.
Consequently the clearstory was omitted, but, to preserve the
traditional difference in height between the aisles and nave,
galleries were employed almost universally. Light was often
admitted only through holes in the roof. Egypt is a treeless
country and, consequently, the construction was largely of
stone; but when wood was obtainable it was largely used, even
to the extent of building imitation vaults, and it was regularly
employed to form the architraves for columns pilfered from
ancient or Arabian buildings.

The Latin or basilican plan was always followed, although
treated freely (Ill. 62, 63, 64). The roof, however, was essen-
tially modified, being regularly furnished with from one to twelve
domes (Ill. 62-64) — a feature possibly borrowed from Con-
stantinople.! These domes were placed particularly over the
haikal, or apse, which, as in Syria, was flanked by the chapels
of the prothesis and apodosis. In some of the earlier churches
these apses were placed in a trefoil, instead of being alligned.
It is a remarkable fact that with the single exception of the church

1 This is the conventional, if questionable, view. The scarcity of wood in Egypt would
seem to offer a sufficient explanation of this construction.

2“A deep apsidal haikal, with recesses all around it and columns close to the wall, may
almost infallibly be dated to the age of Constantine.” (Butler.)
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1. 62. —Plan of Dair-as-Suriéni. (From Butler)
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at Dair-al-Malék there is known no instance of an atrium in a
Coptic church.!

The most remarkable development of Coptic art is found
in the desert monasteries of the Wady Natriin valley. In these
solitudes where nowood could be obtained the churches must, per-

.
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force, be built entirely of stone. Consequently, the roof was con- /
structed of barrel vaults and domes. /\These barrel vaults show
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ILL. 63. — Plan of Anba Bishoi. (From Butler)

the systematic employment of the pointed arch, and in §t least
one instance,’ were provided with ribs regularly profiled. ) Thus,
here again do we find the Early Christians anticipating the
Romanesque of the south of France, and one is almost tempted to
believe that the Coptic pointed arch may have been adopted by
the Arabs from the Egyptians, and not newly discovered by the

1A fact sadly militating against the prevalent theory which derives the court of the Mo-

hammedan mosque from the Coptic atrium.
2 Dair-al-Baram(s.
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. THE EARLY CHRISTIAN STYLE

former as is generally held; and that thence by the agency of
the Pilgrims and the Crusades it passed into Occidental art.
But it seems more reasonable to suppose that we are here deal-
ing merely with an example of coincidence. Like causes led
to like results. A pointed arch is at once stronger and more
beautiful than a round one — a fact which happened to be dis-
covered independently by several peoples.

A word should be said on the subject of Coptic decoration
before leaving this branch of our subject. In his plastic art the
Copt had early shown his aversion to the models of Rome and
Constantinople, a sentiment taking root in his avowed hatred
for his Roman masters. Thus when he had to make sculp-
tures to serve for the new Christian cult, he showed a pro-
found dislike of the Greek models he must copy, and at the
same time a technique beneath criticism. After a century of
fruitless effort, he gave up the attempt, and sought in the ab-
stract line the impression he desired to produce. Step by step
these angular figures became less and less human forms and
more and more polygonal designs. Soon the abstract line ceased
to imitate; the human face became only an ellipse, the nose
was represented by a rectangle, and so forth. The body became
intertwined and confused with leaves, foliage, polygons, rosettes,
and ended at last by disappearing entirely in these ornamental
forms. From this time on, purely ornamental compositions
became the favorite theme of the artist. The decorator, given
the task of adorning the flat surfaces of the sanctuary and choir
screens, and of placing everywhere upon them the sign of his
faith, had recourse to groups of simple geometric figures, squares,
circles, lozenges, in the center of which he inscribed the cross and
other symbols of primitive Christianity. To these decorations
were then added the conventionalized figures; the surfaces were
covered with foliage and polygons, among which the cross is
ever conspicuous.

This polygonal decoration, which soon reached great geo-
metrical complexity, seems to have exercised a strange fascina-
tion over the Eastern mind. With the Copts, however, it never
went further than those forms capable of giving directly the
sum of four right angles — that is, the number of sides of the
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ILL. 64, — Plan of Abu Sargah, Cairo. (From Butler)
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polygon was always an even number. The decoration reached
its zenith in the wood screens of the Dair-as-Suriani, and forms
the basis for all the wonderful polygonal ornament of the Arabs.!

Even more obscure than Coptic art in North Africa is the
Early Christian school of architecture, for, in addition to being
difficult of access, its monu-
ments are sadly ruined, and usu-
ally have left us only fragmentary
traces of their foundations. The
Early Christian style in Africa
seems, however, to have come into
being at the flood tide of the
Constantinian renaissance. The school is equally remarkable
for the retention of classic forms and details, and for its
extremely fine masonry. The African churches are most
strikingly distinguished as a class from those of Italy by their
double apses and lateral entrances. (Ill. 65, 66.) This school
came to a sudden end with the Vandal invasion of 420.

ILn. 65.—Plan of Ain Tounga. (From
Saladin)

The Early Christian style represents essentially an epoch of
decay, an epoch when classical proportions were debased and for-
gotten, when the builders, too
ignorant or too indolent to seek
their own materials, made their
structures a hodge-podge of stones
and columns pilfered from an-
cient constructions; when the =%
technique of building was sinking Iul;;i?,')_ Flaa of Chemtou.  (From Sa-
to its lowest depths. And yet,
amidst all this desolation, there are certain things for which
the Early Christians deserve great artistic credit. The mosaics
of the VI century, due, it is true, to Byzantine influence, and
perhaps surpassed by the works of that school, are still master-
pieces of their kind, and worthy in themselves to rank with the

lG.yeQ_
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best achievements of ancient art. Of the Cosmati decora-
tions of the XII and XIII centuries no words can express the
loveliness, the freshness, the luscious color.

Nor does the ancient basilica itself, despite its crudeness,
despite its lack of finish, despite even the air of desolation that
to-day oppresses so many of these time-worn sanctuaries, lack
a very real charm. The silent, flower-grown atrium with its
porticoes and fountains must have been calculated to produce on
the sensitive mind a wonderfully restful impression, and seems
with great appropriateness to have been placed between the
house of worship and the noise and bustle of the street. The
basilica itself echoes this spirit of serenity so characteristic
of the primitive Church. All the worldliness, the ostenta-
tion, the vulgarity of the Roman style has passed away. No
colossal portico of marble columns marks the entrance. The
exterior walls show plainly, frankly, what they are — crude con-
structions of brick. No attempt is made at exterior adornment,
yet time has given these venerable walls a mellowness that often
makes them not only inoffensive, but actually full of charm.

Within the church, the interior, almost overflooded with
light, is more richly ornamented. But here, too, the old Roman
coarseness has vanished. The mosaics throw a radiance of
color that would redeem a far more awkward design, and the
pilfered classic columns lose their grandiose effect by being yoked
with unsymmetrical fellows. In a word, the Early Christian
style, decadent and slovenly and dying as it was, still gave birth
to a new spirit, unknown to the facile Roman technicians, and
that spirit was the feeling for poetry. '

This spirit must rank as the highest contribution of the Early
Christians to medieval architecture. Never quite lost sight
of in all the darkest of the Dark Ages, it reawoke to glorious
development in the XII century. But not only for its sense of
beauty was the later age indebted to the primitive Church. The
basilica, bequeathed to all future Christians as the authori-
tative type of church, was a building not only marvelously well
adapted to its purpose, but one which bore within itself un-
dreamed-of possibilities of development. When the Early Chris-
tians added aisles to the circular building of the ancients, they
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made possible the triumphs of Byzantine architecture; and,
ﬁnally, by placing arches directly on columns, they took the first
step in the evolution of the great vaulting systems of the Middle
Ages.

In the last few years certain archeeologists have brought
into much prominence the churches of Asia Minor. The Chris-
tian monuments of this country show widely different charac-
teristics in different localities, and, oreover, like the Coptic
churches of Egypt, are extremely difficult to date, so that, until
the many points still at issue in regard to this most interesting
group of edifices are cleared up, it is almost impossible to. know
whether to class them as Early Christian, Byzantine, or medi-
eval. At Saglassos there is a basilica which conforms very
closely to the Latin type, and this fact is of significance because
at the neighboring cities Aspendos and Kremna are found pagan
basilicas which seem to foreshadow the forms of the Christian
church more closely than any other pagan basilicas that have
come down to us. For the most part, however, the churches
of Asia Minor are of a radically different style. Many of
them are barrel-vaulted — a characteristic recalling the Coptic
churches of Egypt as well as the Romanesque structures of
southern France. The apses were regularly given a horse-
shoe plan, apparently from as early as the V century A.p., and
strangely enough the half-domes of these apses were also horse-
shoe in section. The chapels of the prothesis and apodosis
are found in churches situated near the Syrian border, but are
not usual in churches of the central and western provinces.
Columns appear to have been discarded in favor of piers at an
early date; in certain edifices such as Selme, there seems to
have been a regular alternate system. The exterior string-
courses are frequently arched in the Syrian manner, and a
zng-zag or chevron ornament, strangely analogous to the well-
known Norman motive, frequently occurs on the archivolts.
Certain Cilician churches, recently described by Miss Bell, are
provided with most remarkable east ends, a retro-choir with
two apses, communicating directly with each side aisle, being
constructed directly behind the main apse. Although the east
wall of the retro-choir is always rectangular, this construction
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seems to foreshadow the Western ambulatory. That any
direct influence, however, can be traced between these Eastern
schools — whether of No: Africa, of Egypt, of Syria, or
of Asia Minor — and the Romanesque architecture of the West
I very much doubt. It is perhaps too soon to speak with de-
cision, for the question is still before the archaological courts,
and as yet our knowledge of the monuments of Asia Minor
and Egypt — the very premises of the argument — is extremely -
slight; moreover Strzygowski’s thesis has certainly been strength-
ened by Dr. Guyer’s recent researches among the primitive
churches of Switzerland. Yet, after all, his work leaves the
impression that the undoubted analogies between the monu-
ments of the East and West are to be explained as instances of
parallel development rather than as either having directly influ-
enced the other.
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CHAPTER III

BYZANTINE ARCHITECTURE OF THE FIFTH AND SIXTH CENTURIES

AT the same time that Early Christian architecture was pur-
suing its unprogressive course throughout the Empire
of the West, in Constantinople and the regions adjacent a new
and far more vital style was being born. It is by no means easy
to describe exactly the geographical boundaries which separated
this new Byzantine art from its western rival, for only a small
part of the Eastern Empire adopted the style of the capital.
Certain provinces, such as Egypt and Syria, continued distinctly
Latin in their architecture, while others, like Palestine, show a
mixture of Latin and Byzantine influences. On the other
hand, influence from Constantinople flowed freely into the West,
modifying profoundly the decorative arts of Rome herself,
while Ravenna, now the capital city of Italy, was conquered
by Byzantine art long before the armies of Justinian appeared
before her walls.

Since the Early Christian and Byzantine styles were thus
constantly shading into each other, it is often impossible to
determine in which class to list buildings which stand on the
border line between the two. Notably is such the case with the
monuments of Ravenna. To avoid this difficulty certain his-
torians have considered Byzantine art as merely a local school
of the great Early Christian family, —a view that, while cer-
tainly logical and convenient, appears to slight the importance of
a group of monuments that were destined to develop such orig-
inal and distinctive forms and to influence so indelibly later art,
that they seem to deserve the rank of an independent style.

Indeed, so individual is this Byzantine art, that even the
slightest trace of its influence on another style can usually be
detected at a glance, — a fact that has too often caused in archi-
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ILL. 67. — Order of Hagios Ioannos, Constantinople.
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ORIGINS

tectural criticism a very loose use of the term ‘“Byzantine” to
denote monuments which, while thoroughly non-Byzantine in
general character, show Eastern influence in some insignificant
details. Thus until the middle of the XIX century, all pre-
Gothic buildings in the West were commonly dubbed ‘Byzan-
tine.” Perhaps no greater tribute to the art of Constantinople
could be paid than this unconscious acknowledgment of its
individual and peculiar character.

When Constantine moved his capital to the shores of the

Bosphorus he exerted every energy to make the new Rome as
splendid in architecture as the old. The number and size of
the buildings which according to contemporary authors he caused

to be erected at Constantinople, is well-nigh incredible. Exe-

cuted with more than the usual Roman haste, these buildings
were. probably inferior to the really remarkable structures

erected at this epoch elsewhere in the Empire. At least, the -

fact that of all the vast city of Constantine hardly a single mon-
ument has survived to our day, argues ill for the character of
the workmanship. As to the general style of these edifices
we are left in no doubt, although no examples are extant, —
they could only have been Roman. Similarly, the earliest
churches of Constantinople must unquestionably have been
basilicas of the usual Jamdimr type.

The Roman period in Byzantine architecture was doubtless
succeeded by one of transition, during which the individual
character of the Eastern style gradually took form. The mon-
uments furnish us with actual knowledge of the progress of
this development only after the middle of the V century, a time
when the change had already been almost completed. How-
ever, by a study of the historical conditions of the time, and by
a comparison of the later monuments, it is possible to recon-
struct in broad outlines the story of this growth.

During the IV century the split between the Eastern and
Western Empires became wider and wider, until, when they
were finally separated in 395, they had in reality become two
different nations. While. Rome was declining under the bar-
barian invasions, suffering sack and pillage, Constantinople
lay in comparative security behind her impregnable fortifica-
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BYZANTINE ARCHITECTURE .

tions. The metropolis of the world had been transferred from
the Tiber to the Bosphorus, and the Byzantines, who did not
lack their share of local pride, were not the last to realize the
fact that their city had become the center of European civiliza-
tion. Consequently we may fairly assume that Constantinople
‘would be peculiarly receptive to any impulses that should tend
to free its art from dependence on the Western capital and
peculiarly liable to be affected by any exotic artistic influences
with which it was brought into close contact. Now, there can
be no doubt that there were two such points of contact directly
at hand — Greece and the Orient.

Greek influence, indeed, is apparent at Byzantium in much

beside architecture. The entire city was fast becoming Greek,
the extraneous Latin population was being absorbed by the
native Hellenes; the Latin language was passing out of use and
being forgotten. Men not only spoke Greek, but they thought
Greek; an extensive, if not altogether rational, revival of Greek
philosophy took place, and Plato and Aristotle became once
more the subjects of learned discussions. Greek literature
was read and appreciated as it had hardly been since the days
of Augustus; the VI century authors abound in recondite allu-
"sions to Homer. In a word, the Byzantines felt themselves
Greeks and the inheritors of Hellenic culture and refinement.
Strange, indeed, it would have been, had they not turned their
eyes from the glories of Greek literature to the glories of Greek
architecture, from Homer to the Parthenon. And strange it
would have been, had so cultivated a people not perceived the
superiority of Greek to- Roman decoration, and attempted to
introduce into their own art some part of the beauty of the
former.

Side by side with the contact with Greece there was even a
closer contact with the Orient, for Constantinople was the gate-
way of Europe, and across the Bosphorus lay Asia and all the
glamour of the Orient. The East, then as now, was full of the
charm of rich ornament and of rich colors; rugs and silks and
fabrics and hangings and jewels were ever pouring westward
from Persia and India and China. From this contact with the
Orient the Byzantines derived an extraordinary love of color and
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ORIENTAL COLOR

a sense of its values such as hitherto had hardly been known in
Europe. The Greeks, it is true, had lavishly used colors, and
often bright colors; but the tones employed (judging from the
faded traces that have come down to us) were bright and lumi-
nous— not unlike the tints that we "associate with the frescoes
of the early Tuscan school of Italian painting, and hence quite
unlike the rich Byzantine tones. Roman colors, on the other
hand, were crude and harsh; the most glaring reds and yellows
and blacks were thrown together in total disregard of all es- °
thetics; color schemes seem to have been unknown except in
works either copied directly from the Greek originals or exe-
cuted by a Greek artist, as certain of the frescoes of Pompeii.
Byzantine coloring, therefore, forms a striking contrast to both
Greek and Roman. It is the richest and deepest imaginable,
delighting in a truly Oriental gorgeousness, where the golds
and reds and purples join in a riot of splendor, and yet, strangely
enough, for all their intensity, never clash. This color might
be compared to that of Titian, of Rubens, or of Turner;— and
yet none of these masters has produced quite the same soft and
luscious tone.

This Oriental love of sumptuous color was so hostile to the
spirit of Greek art that it must to a large extent have counteracted
the force of the Hellenic influence in Byzantine architecture.
Moreover, from the Orient had also come a love of luxury
and magnificence even surpassing that of imperial Rome.
Such a spirit must inevitably have contrasted the spacious Ro-
man interiors with the dark, unadorned interiors of the Greeks,
and, furthermore, must have perceived that the Roman types
enjoyed the advantages of being perfectly adapted to the prac-
tical needs of the times. Consequently, it is not surprising to
find that the Byzantines retained Roman methods of construc-
tion, and contented themselves with applying to them a new
form of decoration— a decoration founded in part, it is true,
on Roman tradition, but modified both by direct imitation of
‘Greek models and by the exercise of that good taste which was
a natural heritage from the ancient Greeks, and which had been
cultivated into new life by the study of the old Hellenic monu-
ments. To these Roman and Hellenic elements the Byzantine
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builders added their own love of Oriental color and a conscious
or unconscious imitation of Oriental textile patterns. Such was
the genesis of Byzantine architecture.

It must not, of course, be supposed that Byzantine archi-
tecture sprang into being at a breath, by any such course of con-
scious reasoning as that indicated above. On the contrary, its
evolution, like that of all arts worthy of the name, was worked
out slowly and logically by almost imperceptible changes. A
slight improvement introduced by one architect was adopted
and still further developed by a second. Thus gradually the
whole character of the style was transformed from Latin to
Byzantine.

Nevertheless, Byzantine architecture seems to have devel-
oped its peculiar forms with singular rapidity, for to judge from
literary sources, its character could hardly have been much
modified before the beginning of the V century. Yet when in
463, in the church of Hagios Ioannos (St. John of Studios) at
Constantinople, we at last catch sight of what was actually

Sa

taking place, the evolution of Byzantine ornament is already |

nearly complete, although the construction still remains Latin.
The capitals of Hagios Ioannos (Ill. 67) preserve the essential
features of the Roman order; but in the crisp carving of the
acanthus-leaves and in a thousand variations of detail and pro-
portion, we are conscious of the presence of a new and orig-
inal art. The step from this form to the fully developed
Byzantine capital (Ill. 68) is easily comprehensible, even
though we have no actual examples of the intermediate stages.

These later capitals are all as evidently derived from Rome
as those of Hagios Ioannos. They are based on the form of the
uncut blocks from which the Roman Corinthian, Composite,
or Ionic capitals had been formed. The stones for the capitals
were doubtless quarried, and roughly blocked out quite as they
always had been; but after they had been placed in position the
Byzantine artist set to work to finish the execution in a manner
peculiarly his own. At Hagios Ioannos the artist had completed
the capitals almost in the old fashion, altering but slightly the
proportions, and giving the acanthus-leaves instead of the droop-
ing Roman form, the crisp, sharp character of the Greek type,
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ILL. 69. — Capital from S. Vitale, Ravenna
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BYZANTINE CAPITALS

with, however, a certain tendency towards stringiness that was
wholly new and Byzantine (Ill. 67). In the later examples
these leaves were merely treated with perforations instead of
with carving; or sometimes they were twisted in whorls as if
blown by a wind coming from two directions at once. The
tendency to avoid the deep undercutting which had so strongly
characterized classic ornament and to substitute therefor purely
surface carvings became ever more marked — possibly because
declining technique was no longer equal to the execution of
undercutting, but more probably out of esthetic preference for
the shallow ornament. As this tendency grew more decided, the
finish of the capitals was executed less and less according to
the Roman form. When merely the general outline had been
cut, the artist set to work to cover the surfaces with charming
designs of acanthus-leaves and vines. The result was such
lovely compositions as the capitals of S. Vitale (Ill. 69),
where the bulge in the center of each face clearly recalls the stone
left to carve the fleuron of a Corinthian capital, while the bulges
at the corners recall the volutes. One further step completed
the evolution of the Byzantine capital. The original block
was left entirely unshaped, the square abacus merely being
merged into the round neck by subtle curves. A surface decora-
tion was then added, and the fully develo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>