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VORWORT

Die funf Tafelbinde und der Textband von Alfonso Bartoli mit dem deskrip-
tiven Titel »I monumenti antichi di Roma nei disegni degli Uffizi di Firenzex,
die zwischen 1914 und 1922 erschienen sind, bildeten fast ein Jahrhundertlang
fiir die Kunstgeschichte, aber auch fiir die Archiologie die Grundlage fiir das
Studium der Bauaufnahmen antiker Architektur oder verlorener Monumen-
te. Die spiter kaum noch erreichte Qualitit der Reproduktionen der Zeich-
nungen hat dazu gefiihrt, dass die Bestinde der Uffizien zum Brennspiegel
wurden, der den Blick auf diese Gattung der Dokumentation, Interpretation
und kiinstlerischen Auseinandersetzung gebiindelt und gelenkt hat. Bereits
rund ein Jahrzehnt zuvor, im Jahr 1903, hatte Hermann Egger sein »Kri-
tisches Verzeichnis der Sammlung architektonischer Handzeichnungen der
k. k. Hofbibliothek« vorgelegt, dessen erster Teil den »Aufnahmen antiker
Baudenkmiler aus dem X'V. bis X VIII. Jahrhundert« gewidmet war. Er ergibt
einen wesentlich differenzierteren Uberblick, da die Wiener Zeichnungen
zum Teil deutlich frither entstanden sind als die Florentiner Bestinde und
von einem heterogeneren Spektrum von Zeichnern und Architekten stammen.
Da die Publikation nur wenige — wenngleich ebenfalls sehr qualititvolle — Ab-
bildungen enthielt und weitere Bidnde nicht erschienen, blieb ihre Wirkung
sehr gering und ging iiber die eines Inventars nicht hinaus. Auch die grofien
Publikationen von Christian Hiilsen, Thomas Ashby, Rodolfo Lanciani, Adolf
Michaelis oder eben wieder Hermann Egger und weiteren konnten nicht ver-
hindern, dass die Befundlage der Uffizien durch die verdienstvolle Arbeit Bar-
tolis als allgemeine Dokumentenlage missverstanden wurde. Wie vor allem
die Arbeiten von Wolfgang Lotz, James Ackerman, aber auch von anderen
zeigen, kam es zu einer verzerrten Beurteilung der Architekturzeichnung des
15. Jahrhunderts in Italien. Leon Battista Albertis Unterscheidung zwischen
der Methode der Architekturzeichnung des Architekten und des Malers wur-
de dabei sogar auf den Kopf gestellt und musste folglich neu gelesen werden.!
Erst 2005 hat die romische Ausstellung zu Alberti deutlich gemacht, dass viel
mehr Zeichnungen von Architekten der Friihrenaissance erhalten oder zu-
mindest rekonstruierbar sind als bis dahin angenommen wurde, und dass sich
eine wesentlich homogenere Tradition und ein Anschluss an die mittelalter-
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liche Praxis der Baurisse ergibt, als die Fokussierung auf das umfangreiche
Florentiner Sangallo-Erbe suggeriert.’

Wiihrend die Wiener Bestinde bereits seit 1986 vollstindig in der Census-Da-
tenbank erschlossen waren, blieb die Aufnahme der Uffizienzeichnungen auf
einzelne Teilbestinde begrenzt. Erst wihrend der finf Jahre von 2009 bis 2014
widmete sich der Census schwerpunktmifig der Aufgabe, den Uffizienbestand
zu vervollstindigen und gleichzeitig alle alten und neuen Datenbankeintrige,
dem Erbe Alfonso Bartolis verpflichtet und durch die Erfahrung Hermann
Eggers gewarnt, mit hochwertigen Farbaufnahmen der Zeichnungen zu illus-
trieren. Da das Gabinetto Disegni e Stampe degli Uffizi (GDSU) zur gleichen
Zeit im Rahmen des »Progetto EUPLOOS« die Weichen fiir einen eigenen
digitalen Bestandskatalog im Internet gestellt hatte, bot sich die Gelegenheit,
beide Initiativen zu biindeln. Im Rahmen einer engen und freundschaftlichen
Kooperation zwischen Census und GDSU sowie dem Fotografen Cristian Cec-
canti wurden in finf umfangreichen Kampagnen insgesamt iiber 1500 Vorder-
und Riickseiten von Zeichnungen nach héchsten Qualititsstandards digitali-
siert. Die so entstandenen Aufnahmen bildeten die ideale Arbeitsgrundlage
tiir die Dateneingabe des Census in Berlin und gleichzeitig den substanziellen
Grundstock fiir den Online-Katalog des GDSU. Dabei reicht das »Progetto
EUPLOOS« seinerseits weit tiber die Katalogisierung des Gesamtbestands
der Florentiner Zeichnungssammlung hinaus. Das Projekt, das 2006 gemein-
sam vom GDSU, dem Kunsthistorischen Institut in Florenz und der Scuola
Normale Superiore di Pisa entwickelt worden war, hat sich von Beginn an auch
zum Ziel gesetzt, insbesondere den wissenschaftlichen Nachwuchs mit der
Kunst der Grafik niher vertraut zu machen und organisiert in diesem Sinne
Seminare, Tagungen und Online-Ausstellungen.’ Dieser zweite Aspekt hat
mit der Zeit bestindig an Bedeutung gewonnen und erfihrt seit August 2014
eine grofiziigige Forderung durch die Intesa Sanpaolo S.p.A. Die Bearbeitung
der Florentiner Antikenzeichnungen durch die studentischen Mitarbeiterin-
nen und Mitarbeiter des Census entspricht somit in idealer Weise den von
EUPLOOS formulierten Absichten.

Nach Abschluss der Arbeiten enthilt der Census nun iber 1200 Inventar-
nummern (Vorder- und Riickseiten) des »Fondo Architettura« des GDSU,
und die hervorragenden Illustrationen erlauben es den Nutzern der Daten-
bank, den Zeichnungen von Francesco di Giorgio Martini, Cronaca, Raffael,
Baldassarre und Sallustio Peruzzi, Antonio da Sangallo dem Jiingeren und sei-
ner gesamten Sippe sowie zahlreichen anderen am Bildschirm so nahezukom-
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men wie sonst nur in den Uffizien selbst. Damit aufgrund dieses Qualititsvor-
sprungs gegeniiber den in die Jahre gekommenen Schwarz-Weifi-Aufnahmen
der Albertina-Eintrige nicht erneut Verzerrungen in der Wahrnehmung der
Dokumente eintreten, strebt der Census eine entsprechende Kooperation mit
der Wiener Sammlung an.

Um den Abschluss der Schwerpunkts zu feiern und um sich die Ergebnisse
der geleisteten Arbeit auch auflerhalb des Arbeitsinstruments ,Datenbank zu
vergegenwirtigen, lud der Census im November 2013 zu einem Studientag
nach Berlin ein, und zahlreiche internationale Experten der Architekturthe-
orie und -praxis sowie des Antikenstudiums der Renaissance folgten der Ein-
ladung.* Die Beitrige dieses Treffens, das von der Berlin-Brandenburgischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften grofiziigig gefordert wurde, finden sich nahezu
vollzihlig in diesem Heft des Pegasus vereint: Aufsitze der Census-Mitarbei-
terinnen und -Mitarbeiter, die unmittelbar aus der Dateneingabe zu Uffizi-
enzeichnungen hervorgegangen sind, werden erginzt durch Studien eingela-
dener Experten, ehemaliger Mitarbeiter und alter und junger Weggefihrten
des Census, die einen grofieren Bogen spannen. Das Panorama, das von Fran-
cesco di Giorgio bis zu Giorgio Vasari il Giovane reicht, bildet den passenden
Rahmen fiir den zusitzlich zum Tagungsprogramm aufgenommenen Beitrag
von Francesca Mattei, mit dem eine aufregende Neuentdeckung aus Ferrara
erstmals publiziert wird.

Mit der Erinnerung an Tilmann Buddensieg miindet der 16. Pegasus in die
Forschungsgeschichte. Matthias Winner und Tilmann Buddensieg sind eine
Art zweiter Pioniergeneration fiir die Erforschung des Nachlebens der Antike
gewesen. [hre Arbeiten zu den verschiedensten Facetten des Antikenstudiums
der Renaissance zihlen zu den Fundamenten des Census. Vor allem Buddensieg
hat mit seiner Entdeckung, dass Bernardo della Volpaia der Autor des soge-
nannten Codex Coner ist, wie auch mit seinen Studien zum Pantheon den
Blick auf das zeichnerische Studium der antiken Architektur in der Renais-
sance gerichtet und bahnbrechende Erkenntnisse geliefert. Die Zitate im vor-
liegenden Pegasus belegen dies eindrucksvoll und machen deutlich, dass seine
Forschungen auf diesem Gebiet ebenso wegweisend waren wie seine spiteren
Arbeiten zu Peter Behrens und der Industriekultur. Mit dem Nachruf auf Til-
mann Buddensieg wird dieses Heft zum Zeugnis einer Kontinuitit, die in die
Zukunft und auf weitere Projekte weist.

Die Herausgeber, gemeinsam mit Marzia Faietti und Timo Strauch
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Arnold Nesselrath: Der Zeichner und sein Buch. Die Darstellung der antiken Architektur
im 15. und 16. Jahrhundert, Mainz/Ruhpolding 2014 (Cyriacus. Studien zur Rezeption der
Antike 3), S. 105-106.

La Roma di Leon Battista Alberti. Umanisti, architetti e artisti alla scoperta dell’antico
nella citta del Quattrocento, Ausstellungskatalog Rom, Musei Capitolini, hg. von France-
sco Paolo Fiore und Arnold Nesselrath, Mailand 2005.

Siehe auch http://www.polomuseale.firenze.it/gdsu/euploos/.

Tagungsbericht und Programm unter http://www.census.de/census/inhalte/schwerpunkt-
thema-2009-2013-1/studientag-2013-1.

VORWORT



FRANCESCO DI GIORGIO AND THE RECONSTRUCTION OF
ANTIQUITY.
EPIGRAPHY, ARCHEOLOGY, AND NEWLY DISCOVERED DRAWINGS

MICHAEL J. WATERS

This article fundamentally reinterprets a group of Renaissance drawings of
ancient monuments — preserved primarily in the Houfe Album and Codex
Cholmondeley — in light of a newly discovered set conserved at the Yale Center
for British Art. It argues that these various drawings derive from a lost set of
originals made by the architect Francesco di Giorgio Martini and his col-
laborators sometime in the late-1490s. Furthermore, by reconstructing this
initial corpus and examining its use of inscriptions, this article suggests that
these drawings were part of an attempt to visualize the monuments of ancient
Rome primarily through inscriptions, specifically those recorded in an early
sylloge. As such, they represent a lost episode in the development of Renaissance
antiquarianism in which the graphic reconstruction of Roman architecture
intersected with the philological study of ancient epigraphy. These drawings
moreover suggest that Francesco di Giorgio, during the last years of his life,
was producing a drawn corpus of ancient monuments that combined epigraphic
evidence, archeological information, and all’antica invention. While sometimes
fanciful on the surface, these reconstructions were the product of an erudite
synthetic process, one that attempted to distill typological norms and resur-
rect ancient Rome from its fragmentary remains. Although this effort was
quickly overshadowed by the work of later architects, this rediscovered set of
drawings sheds important light on the dynamic and multifaceted practice of
reconstructing antiquity in the late-Quattrocento and reaffirms Francesco di
Giorgio’s central role in this phenomenon.

RECONSTRUCTING A CORPUS: THE YALE MANUSCRIPT AND
RELATED DRAWINGS

Within the Paul Mellon collection at the Yale Center for British Art there is a
manuscript copy of the second version of Francesco di Giorgio’s architectural

treatise (figs 1a-b).! Purchased some time before 1974, the treatise has gone
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unnoticed for decades among Mellon’s collection of military manuscripts and
was not included in Gustina Scaglia’s 1992 catalogue of Francesco di Giorgio
manuscripts.? Composed of ninety-five folios, the treatise closely replicates
the Codex Magliabechianus II.I.141 conserved at the Biblioteca Nazionale in
Florence. The hand of the illustrator is consistent throughout as is the hand of
the scribe, who also labeled all of the drawings. The scribe and illustrator may
also have been the same person.’ The text of the treatise was clearly carefully
transcribed first, then the illustrations were added afterwards. Also, unlike some
early copies of the second version of the treatise, all of the labels and captions in
MagliabechianusIL.I.141 were replicated, though some subtle changes to spelling
were made throughout.* The illustrations in the first half of the treatise were laid
out with pencil, and then drawn in pen and ink, while those of the second half,
primarily fortifications and machines, were shaded with wash. These drawings
were faithfully copied and in general are well executed with the exception of
the numerous sketchily rendered human figures. The last page of the treatise is
inscribed »Telos 1521«, a date which is confirmed by both stylistic and watermark
evidence.” An early owner signed the final page of the manuscript (Y.12), but
this signature was later crossed out. While it is still possible to make out the
beginning of the inscription »Al M.° et Nobile et Bello et Virtuoso / Signore
U. Thadeo Pie.. .«, the identity of the owner remains obscure.

Atthe end of the treatise, there are six additional folios with sixteen drawings.
[lustrated in brown ink and wash on the same paper and by the same hand as the
rest of the treatise, these drawings were not a later addition, but original to the
manuscript. Also like the drawings of the treatise, they were carefully laid out
with ruled lines and pencil underdrawing before being executed in ink. As a set,
they range greatly in their ancient subject matter and include a triumphal arch,
a tomb monument, two temples, two statue groups, four bridges, two pyramids,
and four Roman ships (see Appendix 1 for a catalogue). Additionally, all but
five of the drawings prominently feature inscriptions. From this epigraphy, it
is possible to identify the bridges as the Pons Fabricius (Y.7a), Pons Aemilius
(Y.7b), Pons Neronianus (Y.8a), and Pons Cestius (Y.8b), and the two temples
as the Temple of Saturn (Y.3) and Porticus of Octavia (Y.4). Another drawing
represents the Pyramid of Cestius (Y.10), while the other conical monument
(Y.11), inscribed PATERTERA and ITATEPTEPA, likely references a passage
in Suetonius describing a column to Julius Caesar which bore the inscription
PARENTI PATRIAE. Equally strange are two drawings of statues set in niches
that according to their inscriptions represent the funerary stele of a gladiator
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(Y.5) and the statues of Constantine I and his son Constantine IT (Y.6). Likewise,
the tomb monument (Y.2) refers to an inscription to C. Calpurnius found in
the vicinity of Fara in Sabina.

Obviously very little unites these sixteen drawings. Even the eleven with
inscriptions depict a wildly diverse group of monuments, from the well-known
to the exceptionally obscure. Yet in spite of this apparent disunity, other evi-
dence suggests thatall of these drawings were part of a cohesive set. In fact, all
eleven inscriptions derive from the earliest known sylloges of ancient Roman
inscriptions, beginning with those produced by Nicolo Signorili. This includes
the curious inscription PATERTERA, which could not have been transcribed
directly from the column of Julius Caesar since it was destroyed shortly after it
was built. Yet why would an artist choose to illustrate these specific inscriptions
of the many recorded in early sylloges? As there is little logic to the selection,
it is more likely the Yale drawings are copies from a larger corpus.

"Two albums now in private collections that contain drawings also found in
the Yale Album support this theory. The first of these is the Houfe Album,
which contains four drawings also in the Yale Album. The other is the Codex
Cholmondeley, which shares five drawings with the Yale Album. Likewise,
seven reconstructions of ancient monuments found in the Codex Cholmon-
deley are also illustrated in the Houfe Album, in addition to many drawings of
architectural details (see Appendix 2 for full list of concordances). Furthermore,
none of the drawings in these albums directly copy each other, but instead
derive from a now lost set of originals. As such, the drawings contained in
these albums, along with two others in Windsor, demonstrate that the designs
in the Yale Album represent a portion of a much larger collection, which can
now be reconstructed here for the first time (see Appendix 3 for images of the
reconstructed corpus).

The Codex Cholmondeley has only recently become the subject of scholarly
attention. Sold at Christie’s in 1996, the album was once owned by the Marquis
of Cholmondeley and before him by the Royal Library of France.® Arnold Nes-
selrath has proposed that it was likely a gift to Catherine de’ Medici, either upon
her marriage to the future Henry II of France in 1533 or upon the birth of their
first child in 1543. Either of these dates would also support his attribution of
the Codex to the so-called Anonymus Mantovanus A, who was active in Italy
in the 1530s and 1540s.” The deluxe album, titled »aedificorvm antiqvae vrbis
monvmenta qvaedam e rvinis exerpta, is composed of 108 folios of drawings
depicting a variety of ancient subject matter. As Nesselrath has outlined, the
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drawings in the album derive primarily from two sources. The first of these isa
series produced by Raphael and his circle in the early sixteenth century. Known
today primarily through copies, such as those in the Kassel Codex, the majority
of these drawings depict architectural ornament, triumphal arches, and other
highly detailed ancient buildings rendered in plan, section, and elevation. The
other source for the Codex Cholmondeley, specifically its drawings of capitals,
bases, vases, and other ancient monuments, is a lost set of drawings that was
also copied into the Houfe Album.

The Houfe Album is a collection of drawings likely executed near the begin-
ning of the sixteenth century that was later assembled into an album.® Drawn
on paper soaked in linseed oil, Arnold Nesselrath has convincingly argued that
these drawings were traced directly from a set of originals.” This helps explain
their generally mechanical quality and the numerous small details randomly
omitted. Nesselrath has also suggested that this specific technique was often
used to create copies to be engraved onto woodblocks, an issue I will return to
in the conclusion. As it exists today, the album consists of fifty-one folios with
drawings by a single artist. Thirty ancient Roman monuments are depicted,
all but five of which also bear inscriptions. The other folios are filled with
drawings of bases, capitals, cornices, vases, and armor, some of which are also
tound in the Codex Cholmondeley.

Despite their many similarities, it is unlikely that the artist of Codex Chol-
mondeley copied drawings from the Houfe Album. Not only does the Codex
Cholmondeley contain drawings not found in the Houfe Album, but some of
the Cholmondeley drawings also reproduce details not included in this earlier
album. For example, the reconstruction of the Mausoleum of Cecilia Metella
in the Codex Cholmondeley is topped by a spherical finial — a feature common
to many of the reconstructions in the set — while the Houfe drawing omits this
detail altogether (H.55)."% Similarly, it is also doubtful that the artist of the Yale
Album copied the drawings in the Houfe Album. The reconstructions of the
Calpurnius Tomb (Y.2) and the Temple of Saturn (Y.5) in the Yale Album, for
instance, both contain details not found in the Houfe drawings (H.2; H.309).
While these inclusions could conceivably be later inventions, in the case of the
Temple of Saturn drawing, they are also found in two earlier copies, suggesting
they were in the original drawing."

In addition to these two albums, there is also a single folio with two draw-
ings in the Royal Library at Windsor Castle that should be included in the
reconstructed corpus. Both of these drawings depict the Mausoleum of Au-
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gustus according to their inscriptions.!? The building illustrated on the recto
(W.1) is also found in the Codex Cholmondeley.’® The drawing on the verso
(W.2), in contrast, is in none of the other albums, though it was later copied by
Oreste Biringuccio and Raffaello da Montelupo and likely served as the model
for Antonio Labacco’s reconstruction of the Mausoleum of Hadrian.!* Both
Windsor drawings are executed in brown ink with wash and closely resemble
the drawings in the Yale Album. In fact, there are a number of stylistic simi-
larities between the Yale and Windsor drawings, from the sketchy handling of
figures, to the haphazard copying of inscriptions, to the mode of architectural
rendering. The Yale drawings are much larger and executed with greater care,
so it is unlikely the Windsor folio was once part of this album. Nonetheless, it
is possible that the same artist produced both examples.

Taken asa group, these various drawings yield a set of almost fifty reconstruc-
tions of ancient monuments, the majority of which are labeled with inscriptions.
It is these inscriptions that are the key to understanding this collection. They
not only reveal the logic behind this curious set, but also demonstrate that
it was part of a systematic attempt to reconstruct the monuments of ancient
Rome and beyond.

INSCRIPTIONS, SYLLOGES, AND THE RECONSTRUCTION OF
ANTIQUITY

The original corpus of drawings includes nearly fifty individual inscriptions,
almost all of which, extraordinarily, are also found in early fifteenth-century
sylloges. Produced by humanists and antiquarians, these epigraphic collections
were at the core of the study of antiquity in the early Renaissance.”” The earli-
est of these sylloges was assembled by Nicolo Signorili in 1409 and consists
largely of inscriptions transcribed from monuments in Rome (fig. 2).1¢ Signorili
titled the final redaction of his collection »Descriptio Urbis Romae eiusque
excellentiae« and dedicated it in the 1420s to Pope Martin V under whom he
served as secretary of the Roman Senate.”” Over the course of the century this
collection of inscriptions was copied, corrected, and expanded by a number of
antiquarians, yet all the while, they remained at the core of the tradition of
sylloges. It was only at the end of the fifteenth century that individuals such as
Fra Giovanni Giocondo began to systematically study ancient epigraphy and
create a more accurate, philologically correct corpus of inscriptions.
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2 First redaction of Nicolo Signorili sylloge, Vatican City, BAV, Barb. Lat. 1952, fol. 172r

As few of these sylloges are identical in their content and spelling, it is
often possible to trace their origins. Yet in the case of the drawings discussed
here, the process is problematic because the original corpus is lost. Despite
the fact the Houfe and Cholmondeley copies appear largely epigraphically
faithful, the inscriptions found in these albums cannot be directly linked to a
known fifteenth-century sylloge.'® Nevertheless, these inscriptions still reveal
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information about their origins. For example, many of the drawings maintain
antiquated or incorrect spellings found in early sylloges but corrected in many
later transcriptions. In a drawing in the Yale Album, for instance, the name
of a gladiator is transcribed twice as M. ANTONIVS EXOCVS (Y.5). Yet, later
representations of this monument confirm that the name was actually spelled
EXOCHYVS, which was mistranscribed by Signorili as EXOCVS." This error
was later reiterated in the sylloges of Cyriac of Ancona and Michele Ferrarini,
but for the most part, fifteenth-century syllogists correct this mistake.?’ For
example, Giovanni Marcanova already adds the missing H to his earliest sylloge
(ca. 1460) and subsequent redactions.?' Likewise the corrected spelling is also
found in the sylloges of Fra Giocondo and Andrea Alciato, and also in Jacopo
Mazzocchi’s »Epigrammata antiquae urbis«, published in 1521.22 Mazzocchi
(possibly assisted by Angelo Colocci, Mariangelo Accursio, or Andrea Fulvio)
fixed many similar errors that are still found in the Houfe, Cholmondeley,
and Yale drawings, proving that these inscriptions do not derive from this
publication as Gustina Scaglia posited.?® For the same reason it is also unlikely
that they originate from the work of Fra Giocondo. Rather, all of the evidence
suggests that these inscriptions derive from an early fifteenth-century sylloge,
or a later copy of one.

"This is supported by the fact that over four-fifths of the inscriptions illus-
trated in the reconstructed corpus of drawings are also found in the core of
Signorili’s »Descriptio Urbis Romae«. While this could be simply coincidence
as many of the drawings depict well-known Roman monuments such as the Arch
of Septimius Severus (H.28), Temple of Saturn (H.39), and Column of Trajan
(H.42), the presence of a number of more obscure inscriptions confirms this
connection. These include some mentioned previously, such as the Calpurnius
tomb (Y.2) and PATERTERA inscription (Y.8), as well as others such as the Pons
Mammeus (H.34c¢), two Roman elogia (H.1), an inscription from an unknown
mithraeum (C.112), and the destroyed Arch of Lentulus and Crispinus (H.19).
In all of these cases, it is either impossible or extremely unlikely that an artist
could have recorded these inscriptions in situ. Rather, they must have come from
a collection of inscriptions that derived in part from Signorili’s original sylloge.

This idea is further supported by drawings in which the setting for the in-
scription has been completely changed or invented. The most striking of these
is the just mentioned epitaph to M. Antonius Exochus, which adorned a stele
with a gladiator and various objects (fig. 3). While many Renaissance artists
copied this relief, the Yale drawing (Y.5) suggests no knowledge of the actual
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monument and instead depicts two figures set in a niche. The artist similarly
transformed other inscriptions into invented monuments, such as an elogium
to Q. Fabius Maximus into a triumphal arch (H.1) and an obscure Mithraic
inscription located in a garden near S. Susanna into an enormous mausoleum-
like structure (C.112).* In all of these cases, inscriptions originally transcribed
by Signorili were the generative force behind the drawings.

The artist also grafted two similarly obscure inscriptions onto the well-
known Arch of Janus Quadrifrons (H.19). The first of these originally adorned
the Augustan Arch of Lentulus and Crispinus that stood near the church of
S. Maria in Cosmedin until it was destroyed in the 1440s.” The other, which
according to many sylloges adorned the portico of S. Giorgio in Velabro, falsely
commemorates a census conducted by the Emperor Claudius. Both inscriptions
were thus said to be located in the immediate vicinity of the Arch of Janus, a
fact that must have compelled the artist to place them atop the monument,
which was obscured by the Frangipani tower in the Renaissance. Strikingly,
no other artist used these inscriptions in their depiction of the arch, though
both Antonio and Giovanni Battista da Sangallo later included an invented
inscription in their reconstructions of this monument.?¢

Yet, despite the numerous correspondences to Signorili’s »Descriptio Ur-
bis Romaex, it is unlikely that the artist of this corpus of drawings directly
transcribed inscriptions from an original redaction of this sylloge. Instead, he
must have copied a slightly later sylloge, one that expanded Signorili’s original
collection. This is because the set of drawings also includes nine inscriptions
not found in the »Descriptio Urbis Romae«. While two of these derive from
the medieval Einsiedeln Itinerary, two others come from a later sylloge assem-
bled by Cyriac of Ancona. A merchant, antiquarian, diplomat, and prodigious
traveler, Cyriac was a voracious collector of antiquities and inscriptions from
throughout the Mediterranean world. Yetitwas only in 1421, at the age of thirty,
that he began to document ancient monuments, first with the Arch of Trajan in
his native Ancona. Soon afterwards he traveled to Rome, where beginning in
1424 he studied the ruins of the ancient city and copied Signorili’s collection of
inscriptions.?”” While Cyriac greatly expanded this original epigraphic corpus
over the next thirty years, the inscriptions assembled by Signorili remained at
the core of many of his sylloges.

The two drawings with inscriptions first transcribed by Cyriac of Ancona
depict a pair of ancient arches — the Arch of Augustus in Fano (H.18) and the
Arch of Melia Anniana in Zadar (H.27). Cyriac first visited Fano in 1423 and
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it was likely at this time that he lectured publicly about the city’s arch and
recorded its inscriptions. This documentation effort took on special impor-
tance when in 1463 the troops of Federico da Montefeltro destroyed the top
portion of the arch while attacking the city. While the lower two inscriptions
remained undamaged, the upper one commemorating the emperor Constantine
was almost completely lost and is known today through Cyriac’s transcription.
The presence of this destroyed inscription in the Houfe drawing of the arch
therefore suggests it derives from a sylloge linked to Cyriac of Ancona.?®

FRANCESCO DI GIORGIO AND THE RECONSTRUCTION OF ANTIQUITY 19



In the Houfe Album, there is also a drawing of an ancient arch in Zadar
(H.27), which is the only known Renaissance representation of the present day
Porta Marina. Built by Melia Anniana in honor of her husband, the arch was
restored in 1434 by Pietro de Crissava, the abbot of San Grisogono.?” A year
later, Cyriac of Ancona mentioned the arch in a letter to Leonardo Bruni and
noted that it featured both an inscription and a statue of a triton.’® It was likely
at this time that the syllogist recorded both of these elements in his notebook.
While his drawing of the triton is now lost, the transcription survives in several
manuscript copies as well as in a handful of sylloges.’! Yet, whereas many of
these later sylloges replicate the long Latin inscription commemorating Melia
Anniana and her husband, almost none include the much shorter Latin and
Greek labels that accompanied the triton figure.’? Interestingly, the Houfe
drawing includes all of these inscriptions further connecting it directly to a
sylloge produced by Cyriac of Ancona. Since the arch was rebuilt within the
new city fortifications in 1573, itis unclear if this reconstruction contains other
details found in the actual ancient structure, though it seems unlikely. What can
be said for sure is that the inscriptions, like those from the Arch of Augustus
in Fano, derive either directly or indirectly from a transcription and possibly
a drawing made by Cyriac of Ancona in the first half of the fifteenth century.

"The question of the epigraphic source of the drawings is further complicated
by three additional inscriptions included in the Houfe Album that are not
found in the sylloges of Signorili and Cyriac of Ancona. Two of these come
from the town of Citta di Castello. Once found in the Duomo, today they are
embedded in the walls of the Palazzo Comunale. The first of these inscrip-
tions commemorates C. Aninius Gallus, a soldier from Arezzo who served in
the Praetorian Guard, while the other refers to the Empress Faustina Minor.
In the Houfe Album, these inscriptions were placed within two statue bases
on the same folio (H.46). Above these bases, the artist of the album depicted
a bald general with a staff and a nude female figure with a candelabrum de-
rived from the ancient Belvedere Venus.” The other inscription, which has
been conserved since at least the eighteenth century in the Palazzo Ducale in
Urbino, commemorates an ancient bridge built by Diocletian that crosses the
river Metaurus between Calmazzo and Fossombrone (H.34b).** Besides their
geographic proximity, very little unites these three inscriptions. In fact, the
only Renaissance syllogist to record them all is Fra Giocondo.

"This connection to Fra Giocondo once again raises the possibility that the
inscriptions used in the drawings derive from a sylloge he produced in the late
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of the first antiquarians to employ a
modern epigraphic method, in which
he examined ancient inscriptions and
compared earlier transcriptions to
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corpus.’”® As such, many of his tran-

scriptions correct errors commonly
found in early sylloges, as well as in
the drawings in question. Addition-
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outlined above, they likely derive from a sylloge assembled in the mid-fifteenth
century possibly after a copy made by Cyriac of Ancona that maintained the
original Signorili corpus of inscriptions. At the same time, the artist of this
set of drawings had access to at least three inscriptions located in the vicinity
of the Duchy of Urbino. What is clear is that these inscriptions taken from a
sylloge were the generative force behind the set of drawings. As such, these
reconstructions of ancient Roman monuments are unique among Renaissance
drawings of antiquity.

This is not to say syllogists were not interested in the visual representation
of antiquity.’” Cyriac of Ancona, beyond transcribing inscriptions, drew many
ancient monuments, statues, coins, and gems throughout his travels. While most
of these drawings are lost today or known only through copies, an autographed
album in the Biblioteca Ambrosiana reveals that he was a capable draftsman.’®
Other antiquarians also included drawings in their sylloges. Some, such as
Michele Ferrarini, even placed inscriptions abstractly within small drawings of
ancient monuments, such as the Pyramid of Cestius (fig. 4).* Felice Feliciano
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likewise executed similar simplistic drawings of tombs and steles with inscrip-
tions for the second version of Giovanni Marcanova’s sylloge. This impressive

compilation, which was initially dedicated to Malatesta Novello, also included

lavish full-page illustrations by Marco Zoppo that fancifully reconstruct a

variety of Roman monuments, including the Baths of Diocletian, Colosseum,
and Mausoleum of Hadrian.*® A late fifteenth-century sylloge conserved in

Florence similarly features images of ancient Roman monuments interspersed

throughout.# While all of these examples include drawings of antiquities, they
are either pictorial or descriptive, none attempt to use inscriptions in the process

of reconstructing ancient structures. Indeed, most of the inscriptions in the

Marcanova drawings simply function as labels. Likewise, even as antiquarians

became increasingly interested in replicating the formal attributes of Roman

inscriptions, from their lineation to letter forms, they rarely attempted to ac-
curately represent major monuments with correctly placed epigraphy. Even in

Mazzocchi’s »Epigrammata antiquae urbis«, inscriptions and monuments are

in most cases printed separately.* Sylloges, even well into the era of printing,
remained primarily textual rather than visual.

Fifteenth-century artists similarly made only limited attempts to join image
and epigraphy while recording ancient monuments. As is well known, both
Andrea Mantegna and Jacopo Bellini, in addition to imaginatively reinventing
ancient fragments, were active antiquarians who copied inscriptions.® Felice
Feliciano even dedicated his sylloge to Mantegna with whom he had searched
for antiquities around Lake Garda.** Yet, little physical evidence of this activity
survives besides a few drawings by Bellini of partially invented monuments
with inscriptions possibly copied from a sylloge.¥ Later albums, such as the
Zichy Codex now in Budapest, for example, include a handful of inscriptions
interspersed among late fifteenth-century drawings of architectural fragments
and ornament.* The Codex Chlumczansky, likely created for Federico Gon-
zaga after a lost album produced around 1500, also features numerous ancient
cornices and decorated bases juxtaposed with hundreds of inscriptions taken
from monuments in Rome and elsewhere.” While some of the architectural
fragments are labeled with their topographic location, the inscriptions lack
almost any textual explanation. Moreover, there is no clear relationship be-
tween the inscriptions and architectural details. An ancient inscription from
Como, for example, accompanies the distinctive entablature of the Temple of
Antoninus and Faustina in Rome.* Similarly, a decorated entablature from the
Basilica of Neptune displays an inscription from Trieste (fig. 5).* In these cases,
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epigraphy and architecture have no connection despite their equal prominence.
Their primary purpose seems neither antiquarian nor archeological.
Renaissance architects, such as Baldassare Peruzzi, Antonio da Sangallo the

Younger, and Giovanni Antonio Dosio, also copied inscriptions into their sketch-
books, some even directly from ancient monuments. Yet few before Pirro Ligorio
widely employed this epigraphic evidence in their reconstructions. Giuliano da
Sangallo is the most notable exception. Many ancient buildings recorded in his
Codex Barberini, for instance, prominently feature epigraphy. Some of these
inscriptions, even very long ones, were transcribed by the architect directly
from monuments such as the Arch of Septimius Severus, Porticus of Octavia,
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and Arch of Trajan in Ancona. In other cases, including the Column of Trajan
and Arch of Constantine, as well as possibly the Porta Maggiore, Giuliano
employed inscriptions copied from a sylloge.”* An unknown Lombard artist
similarly utilized a sylloge for some of the drawings in the late fifteenth-century
Salzburg Codex.’! The rendering of the Column of Trajan (fig. 6), for example,
contains two inscriptions first found in the Einsiedeln Itinerary that were later
copied into sylloges as well as the Houfe Album (H.42) but not found on the
actual monument.’> The Vatican Obelisk is similarly depicted alongside two
variations of the same inscription recorded by Signorili, while the reconstructed
Arch of Janus Quadrifrons features an inscription from the nearby Arch of the
Argentarii.”* The nearly dozen additional monuments illustrated in the codex,
by contrast, are devoid of epigraphic evidence.
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Thus, a handful of fifteenth-century reconstructions did exploit the potential
ofinscriptions, just as some sylloges included reconstructed ancient monuments.
Yet, unlike the Yale, Houfe, and Cholmondeley albums, none of these collec-
tions employed epigraphy systematically in the process of reconstruction. It is
this aspect that makes this corpus of drawings unique. They are a methodical
collection of ancient buildings reconstructed based on inscriptions found in an
early sylloge. As such, epigraphy provided both the organizing framework and
generative force behind the set. These drawings in this way represent much
more than just reconstructions with inscriptions; they are part of a graphic
sylloge in which epigraphy and archeology were both used to visualize the
monuments of ancient Rome. The significance of this collection therefore lies
in both the systematic quality and hybrid nature of its reconstructions. Yet the
question remains, what was the source of this cohesive set? Based on a variety
of evidence, it is possible to trace its origins to one of the most important ar-
chitects of the fifteenth century: Francesco di Giorgio.

THE ATTRIBUTION TO FRANCESCO DI GIORGIO

The task of attributing a corpus of Renaissance architectural drawings known
only through copies with limited comparative evidence must rely largely upon
a network of tenuous connections. Yet in this case, when this nebulous body of
evidence is assembled together, a fairly clear picture emerges. Despite a num-
ber of lacunae, it strongly suggests that these drawings derive from originals
produced by the painter, sculptor, architect, and engineer Francesco di Giorgio.
Active primarily in Siena and Urbino during the second half of the fifteenth
century, Francesco produced numerous buildings and works of art as well as
an architectural treatise, which he continued to revise over the course of his
career. In addition to this, he also began a translation of Vitruvius and closely
studied ancient monuments in Rome and elsewhere as testified to by comments
found in his treatise and by a series of drawings now in Florence and Turin.
"The earliest of these drawings are preserved in nineteen folios at the Uffizi.**
Known today as the »Taccuino del Viaggio«, this remnant of a much larger collec-
tion contains sketches made in situ by the architect during his travels throughout
Umbria, Lazio, and Campania. Most of these roughly executed drawings depict
ancient buildings in plan and perspective with basic measurements. Francesco
di Giorgio also recorded a handful of architectural details as well as two Roman
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