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Note on Nomenclature

A note on the nomenclature of the stones mentioned in
the text is necessary. Many stones are known by different
names, which have been created at various times and
according to different criteria. Ancient names and those
invented by the scalpellini of Renaissance Italy usually
describe the materials in terms of their origin, visual
appearance or sites where they were found, irrespective
of their geological classification. In this book the most
common names are used, except when relevant for a

particular discussion. Granites and white marbles are
usually referred to by their origins; for instance, Aswan
granite and Pentelic marble. This is more complicated
for other types of — mostly coloured — stones and so the
Italian names by which these materials are best known
are used. To avoid possible confusion, ancient names
and those created by the scalpellini are given in italics.
In addition, a short glossary of the most frequently cited
stone types is provided below.

Italian name Latin/Greek name

Geological classification Source

Africano Marmor luculleum Metabreccia Sigacik, Turkey
Bigio antico / morato e.g., Marmor lesbium (Grey) marble Various sources
Breccia di Settebasi Marmor scyrium Metabreccia Skyros, Greece

Cipollino (verde)

Marmor carystium / styrium

Impure (chlorite-rich) marble

SE-Euboea, Greece

Giallo antico

Marmor numidicum

Limestone & breccia

Chemtou, Tunisia

Granito dell’Elba -- Granodiorite Elba Island, Italy
Granito nero (antico) Lapis syenites / thebaicus / aethiopicus Granodiorite Aswan, Egypt
Granito rosso (antico) Lapis syenites / thebazcu's / aethiopicus / Granite Aswan, Egypt
pyrrhopoecilos
Granito sardo -- Granite Sardinia, Italy

Nero antico

(Black) limestone

Various sources

Marmor docimium / synnadicum /

Pavonazzetto . Brecciated marble Iscehisar, Turkey
phrygium
. . . Andesite-dacite porphyry Mons Porphyrites,
Porfido rosso antico Lapis porphyrites / leptopsephos (‘Imperial porphyry”) Egypt

Portasanta

Marmor chium / carium

Breccia

Chios, Greece

Rosso antico

Marmor taenarium

(Hematite-rich) marble

Mani Peninsula,
Greece

Serpentino

Marmor lacedaemonium / krokeatis
lithos

Porphyritic andesite

Krokees, Laconia,
Greece
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This study investigates the materials and materiality
of the objects that we call Aegyptiaca in the Roman
world between approximately the late 1% century
BC and the late 4™ century AD. Starting from the
observation that current approaches to so-called
Egyptian and Egyptianising artefacts are essentially
informed by modern notions of what Egypt entails —
which are associated with various assumptions about
style, subject matter, and (supposed) provenance
— this research sets out, first, to evaluate these
premises. Subsequently, it proposes a new line of
inquiry that, for the first time, emphasises material
properties when studying so-called Aegyptiaca from
the Roman world, thereby working towards a more
inclusive approach to assess specifically Roman
understandings of these objects.

In order to elucidate this study’s background, this
introduction first presents an outline of the relative
scholarship of ancient Egypt so far, with a particular
focus on the development of the study of Egypt in the
Roman world. This overview reveals that, although
interpretations of the relations between Rome
and Egypt have significantly changed over time,
the material basis on which these understandings
largely rely — the corpus of so-called Egyptian and
Egyptianising artefacts — is only rarely scrutinised.
To this end, the second section explores the category
of Aegyptiaca in greater detail, focusing particularly
on the conceptual grounds on which Egyptian and
Egyptian-looking objects are defined, as well as the
(often implicit) assumptions that the classification of
these artefacts entails. The set-up and aims of this
research follow from this discussion.






1. The study of ancient Egypt:
historiography and present status quaestionis

“The crowning attainment of historical study is a
historical sense — an intuitive sense of how things do
not happen (how they did happen is a matter of specific
knowledge)”

Namier (1952) 4

1.1 PRELUDE:
THE 16" AND 17" CENTURIES

The interest in ancient Egypt has been long, strong,
and diverse. In many ways, the 16" and 17" centuries
can be considered as an essential formative period of
scholarly interest in ancient Egypt.! The rapid rise of
Western interest in ancient Egypt in the 16" century
is closely associated with the increased availability
of new source material from Rome and Egypt itself.
As a result of the ‘Renovatio Romae’, the large-scale
urbanisation process that would transform Rome into
a Papal state, countless artefacts were brought to light,
including Egyptian statues and obelisks that were soon
to be re-integrated in the city’s urban fabric. Moreover,
Egypt became more accessible to the Western world
than ever before during this period. Through the
publication of travellers’ accounts, new information
about the country and its antiquities became available
to a wider audience.” This first-hand knowledge of
Egyptian antiquities increased further with the actual
transportation of artefacts from Egypt to the Western
world, which occurred especially from the late 16™
century onwards.?

1. The following discussion is selective. Curran (2007) provides an
excellent and in-depth analysis of the reception of ancient Egypt
(in Italy) between ca. 1400-1600 and includes extensive notes as
well as a thematic bibliography for further reading.

2. Several examples of travellers’ accounts that pay attention to
Egyptian antiquities are mentioned in Whitehouse (1992); cf.
Curran (2007) 282-283.

3. The first Egyptian objects that were brought to Europe were
typically small, readily transportable items obtained from areas
in Egypt that were easily accessible to Western visitors, notably
the necropoleis at Saqqara: see Whitehouse (1989) esp. 188-189

Incited by this increased availability of new source
material, Western interest in ancient Egypt began to
shift from the Renaissance Hermetic tradition to a more
critical, scientific approach in the late 16" and 17"
centuries.* The revived interest for ancient Egypt and
the hieroglyphic script, in particular among European
scholarsofthattime,culminatedinthe work of Athanasius
Kircher (1602-1680). As a Jesuit scholar, Kircher made
considerable progress with his (largely successful)
translation of the Coptic language early in his career,
and he subsequently addressed the hieroglyphic script.
Its full decipherment was announced in 1654 under the
title Oedipus Aegyptiacus, an allusion to the author’s
(false) claim to have solved the riddle of the Egyptian
sphinx, namely, the decipherment of the hieroglyphic
script. This multivolume publication, which included a
catalogue of nearly all Egyptian artefacts known at that
time accompanied by ‘translations’ of their hieroglyphs,
is often considered as “the climax of the Egyptian
Renaissance”.’ Although the Egyptian Oedipus hardly
appears to be a scientific work from a 21% century
perspective, in many ways it is exemplary for the status
quaestionis of the study of ancient Egypt in the mid-
17" century. The work was not the breakthrough in the
decipherment of hieroglyphics that it claimed to be,
but its scale and ambition nevertheless show that the
study of Egypt and Egyptian history had acquired a

and (1992) 66-67 with several examples; cf. Curran (2007) 283.

4. In short, the Renaissance Hermetic tradition postulated that
Egypt, and in particular the religious and philosophical writings
attributed to Hermes Trismegistus, constituted the source
of all primordial knowledge, wisdom, and skill. This notion
prompted the early intellectual effort that was expended on the
decipherment of hieroglyphs, which were believed to conceal
this mysterious Egyptian knowledge, and in a broader sense gave
an important impetus to the study of Egyptian objects in this
period. The Hermetic tradition, its debt to the figure of Hermes
Trismegistus, its influence on Renaissance Humanism, and its
consequences for the study of Egyptian artefacts are discussed at
greater length in Curl (2005) passim with further bibliography.

5. Excerpt taken from Curran (2007) 286; for Athanasius Kircher,
the Oedipus Aegyptiacus, and his other Egyptological studies,
see Rowland (2000) and (2008).
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prominent position in the nascent scientific climate of
the 17" century.

1.2 THE AGE OF REASON AND THE
STUDY OF ANCIENT EGYPT

The development towards a more scientific approach to
ancient Egypt that was incited during the 17" century
accelerated in the 18™ century. This process should be
regarded against the backdrop of the Enlightenment
that permeated the Western world during this period.
In short, this ideology deliberately moved away from
the political, religious, and moral ideas and beliefs that
had been grounded in tradition and faith for centuries.
In contrast, the Enlightenment movement propagated
human reason over faith and promoted the advance
of knowledge through the scientific method that was
based on empirical observations.” The development
of this new scientific rationalism had considerable
implications for the study and understanding of ancient
Egypt. Scepticism prevailed over the Renaissance
Hermetic tradition. Previous understandings of Egypt
as the source of primordial knowledge and wisdom
were increasingly perceived as speculative and rapidly
made way for a shared interest in the ‘real’ Egyptian
present and past: “in the early 18" century, Egypt
finally emerged from the world of the imagination”.® As

6. From 1651 onwards, the Collegio Romano, where Kircher had
resided since 1634, housed the Musaeum Kircherianum. This
museum brought together all curiosities collected by the Jesuit
Father, including a fair number of Egyptian antiquities that
were discussed in his Egyptological publications. A large part
of the Egyptian objects came from Rome, more specifically
from the same location where the museum was situated. The
Collegio Romano was built in 1582 on top of the ruins of the
Iseum Campense, on the grounds that, for centuries, had yielded
Egyptian antiquities, which had once belonged to that sanctuary.
In 1642, some years before the official installation of the
museum, a number of Egyptian objects were unearthed during
renovations of the Dominican monastery situated nearby. Many
of these objects ended up in Kircher’s Musaeum and formed
the core of his Egyptian collection. Incidentally, the discoveries
from 1642 gave rise to the first ever scientific discussion and
reconstruction of the Iseum Campense, published by Kircher: see
Lembke (1994) 16 and pl. 1.1. A (first) catalogue of the Musaeum
Kircherianum was published as De Sepi (1678). For Egyptian
objects in the museum, see esp. Leospo (1989); cf. Findlen
(2003), Mayer-Deutsch (2010).

7. For a general introduction to the Enlightenment and syntheses of
previous scholarship see Outram (1995) and Porter (2001).

8. Mastroianni (2008) 197; Curl (2005), esp. 140-170, discusses

a result, the publication of the first description of Egypt
in 1735 was soon followed by accurately illustrated
reports of European expeditions undertaken to map the
country and its antiquities.’

This new scientific approach also changed the main
objective of studies of Egyptian antiquities. Artefacts
were no longer adduced to prompt speculation about the
mysterious knowledge that they, or the hieroglyphs that
were inscribed in them, might reveal. Instead, ancient
Egyptian material culture was studied to reconstruct
Egypt’s history and, as such, became ‘just’ a historical
source.!® Empirical observations concerning the visual
and stylistic properties of antiquities would soon become
the established method to write histories of the past.
The latter half of the 18" century marks the emergence
of grand art historical narratives and thereby incited
the establishment of the modern academic discipline
of art history. Comte de Caylus’ Recueil d’antiquités
égyptiennes, étrusques, grecques et romaines included
one of the first attempts to write a general history of
the arts of ancient Egypt on the basis of a systematic
comparison of the available source material.!! However,
this publication was soon overshadowed by the success
of one of Caylus’ contemporaries, Johann Joachim
Winckelmann (1717-1768). His most important work,
Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums, was originally
published in 1764 and posthumously received a second
expanded edition in 1776.!2 It established a new

this period at length.

9. Until the 18" century, few European travellers to Egypt ventured
further south than Cairo, the necropoleis at Saqqara usually being
the southernmost site. The first modern account that described
the entire country was published by Le Mascrier (1735) on the
basis of notes by B. de Maillet, the French consul in Cairo from
1692 to 1707. Besides sections on such topics as the country’s
natural history and costumes, the publication included important
sections on Egyptian antiquities. Other publications primarily
devoted to Egypt’s main archaeological sites include Pococke
(1743) and Norden (1755).

10. This approach is foreshadowed in De Montfaucon’s L ’Antiquité
expliquée et représentée en figures, which was published in
15 volumes between 1719 and 1724 (De Montfaucon 1719-
1724). This comprehensive study discussed Egyptian and
other antiquities in order to address such topics as (relative)
chronology and typology. It did so by systematically grouping
careful empirical observations on the formal aspects of objects;
cf. Décultot (2011) 191, Curl (2005) 141-142.

11. Caylus (1752-1767), published in seven volumes.

12. This section is based largely on Pott’s account (2003) of
Winckelmann’s work; further references to both primary and
secondary literature are found on p. 132-133.
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paradigm for defining the history of art and artistic
traditions, and hence Winckelmann has often been
praised as the founder of modern art history. Today it
is best known for its account of the historical evolution
of the classical artistic tradition, which proclaimed
Greek artistic supremacy over derivative and therefore
inherently inferior Roman art.’* However, it also
provided an important historical narrative of Egyptian
art, and the pervasive distinction between Egyptian
and Egyptianising antiquities first began to take hold
with Winckelmann." This perspective came to have
important implications for the scholarly discourse
on Aegyptiaca Romana in the long term and remains
deeply embedded in modern approaches. Section 1.2.1
returns to this point.

13. This aesthetic distinction between authentic Greek originals and
later Roman imitations or copies prompted the methodology
known as Kopienkritik that would largely shape the scholarly
discourse on Greek and Roman sculpture from the mid-19"
century on. For the influence of Winckelmann on Kopienkritik, a
brief historiography of Kopienkritik, and more recent approaches
to Greek and Roman sculpture, see, e.g., Gazda (2002).

14. Winckelmann’s narrative of Egyptian art is rarely cited in
Egyptian archaeological literature. An important exception
is Winckelmann und Agypten (2005). This volume, which
accompanied an international exhibition held between 2004
and 2006, collects a number of essays on the relationship
between Winckelmann and the re-discovery of ancient Egypt
in the 18" century. Its central aim is to emphasise the key
role of Winckelmann in the development of the art history of
ancient Egypt. This explicitly emerges from several individual
contributions: “[...] die Kunstgeschichte Agyptens, welche
die Winckelmannschen ikonographischen, stilistischen und
chronologischen Kriterien basierend auf dem seit Winckelmanns
Zeit immensen Materialzuwachs zwar verfeinert hat, in der
grundsitzlichen Behandlung von Denkmailern jedoch bis heute
nicht tiber Winckelmann hinausgekommen ist, vielleicht auch
nicht hinauskommen kann [...]” (Grimm 2005a, 89). Besides
Winckelmann’s general importance for the art history of Egypt,
the relevance of his methodology is specifically emphasised:
the “neue kiinstlerische Sehweise begriindete eine methodisch
iberzeugende erste Geschichte zur dgyptischen Kunst” (Kunze
2005, 123); for Winkelmann’s (lasting) impact on perceptions of
Egyptian art see also Bartman (2011) 176-177.

1.3 THE 19™ CENTURY:
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
THE MODERN DISCIPLINE OF
EGYPTOLOGY

Whereas scientific rationalism, and the work of
Winckelmann in particular, may be considered as
the most important contribution of the 18" century
to the future development of the study of ancient
Egypt, the main importance of the 19" century in
this respect is marked by the decipherment of the
hieroglyphic script and the subsequent establishment
of the modern discipline of Egyptology. Napoleon
Bonaparte’s Egyptian expedition (1798-1801) played
a substantial role in these events. It yielded a wealth
of scientifically accurate data about the antiquities of
Egypt, including the Rosetta Stone, which provided the
final key to the decipherment of hieroglyphs by Jean-
Frangois Champollion in 1822-1824." As a result of
these events, the practical opportunities for the study
of ancient Egypt had greatly increased during a few
decades only. The creation of large collections of
Egyptian antiquities in museums across Europe in the
first half of the 19" century contributed further to this.'¢
These new conditions created an unprecedented heyday
of scientific interest in ancient Egypt that would finally
result in the installation of an academic discipline
devoted to its study, Egyptology.'”

15. Napoleon’s military troops were accompanied by 167 prominent
savants who systematically recorded Egypt and its antiquities.
This undertaking, which clearly echoes the Enlightenment ideal
of knowledge acquisition, laid the foundations for two important
studies that would further stimulate the interest in ancient Egypt:
Denon (1802) and the monumental Description de 1’Egypte
(1809-1829), published in 29 volumes. For the influence of the
Napoleon’s Egyptian expedition on the study of ancient Egypt
see, in general, Schneider (1998); Strathern (2007) gives an
extensive account of the expedition.

16. Renowned collections of Egyptian antiquities mainly formed in
the early 19" century include those of the Musée du Louvre in
Paris, the British Museum in London, the Egyptian Museum in
Turin, and the National Antiquities Museum in Leiden.

17. This increased scientific interest in the Egyptian past is part
of a wider European preoccupation with Egyptian culture
and visual language, which is often denoted as Egyptomania.
European engagements with and fascination for Egyptian culture
and visual language certainly were not new to the early 19"
century. However, Napoleon’s expedition seems to have been
an important catalyst that set the intensified interest in Egypt in
motion during the 19* and 20" centuries; for Egyptomania, see,
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It is important to note that the establishment of
Egyptology as an autonomous discipline contributed to
a growing scholarly dichotomy. Whereas Winckelmann
had explored the histories of Egyptian art and Greek
and Roman art in his Geschichte der Kunst in a
comparative and integrated way, the installation of
Egyptology turned the study of ancient Egypt the
exclusive domain of Egyptologists, while the study of
Greek and Roman artefacts was claimed by Classical
Archaeologists. This academic compartmentalisation
of the later 18" and 19" centuries resulted in an overall
increase of scholarly insularity.'® This becomes apparent
especially when we review the character of these two
disciplines’ research traditions in the late 19" century.
Egyptology quickly developed its own disciplinary
jargon, had its own geographically and culturally
defined content, and was mainly preoccupied with the
decipherment of its literary record and the archaeology
of the dynastic period. Egyptological studies appeared
in specialised publications and institutions like the
Egypt Exploration Fund, established in 1882, were
created specifically to support the study of ancient
Egypt. Classical Archaeology largely developed along
similar lines during this period. This discipline was
also mainly focused on its historically recorded periods
and the archaeology of its most renowned cultural
centres, especially Athens and Rome. This focus was
furthermore promoted by the installation of research
institutes in these cities, like the British Schools in
Athens and Rome in 1886 and 1901, respectively.'®

e.g., Egyptomania (1994), Curl (2005); cf. Versluys (2002) 399-
401 and the bibliography in n. 556.

18. Theproblem ofinsularity, the metaphorical ivory tower that results
from academic isolation, has been recognised in Egyptology for
decades: see already Redford (1979). The author speaks in this
respect of the “old Egyptological arrogance” (quotation taken
from p. 12). More recently, a series of eight books addressed this
problem in an attempt to “[...] move the study of Ancient Egypt
into the mainstream of recent advances in archaeological and
anthropological practice and interpretation” (P. Ucko, foreword
to Encounters with Ancient Egypt 2003, iii); see Peck (2005) for
a review of this series. In general, the current emphasis within
academia on multidisciplinary research that reflects a desire to
move beyond traditional disciplinary boundaries undoubtedly
needs to be regarded against the backdrop of a growing historical
awareness of the (effects of) compartmentalisation.

19. For the academic fragmentation in the later 19% century, with
a particular focus on Egyptology, see, e.g., Champion (2003),
esp. 178-181. The history of the collection of antiquities of the
British Museum in London clearly reflects the fragmentation
that came with the growth of disciplinary specialisms. In 1861,

In the course of the 19" century, these developments
resulted in different specialisms, each with their own
research agenda and priorities. Naturally, this implies
that certain research areas remained largely unexplored
— in particular areas at the boundaries of these newly
established academic disciplines. The study of Egypt
and Egyptian material culture in the Roman world
explicitly suffered from this dichotomy, as it was
literally situated in between two monolithic research
fields.®® Nineteenth century Egyptology generated
such landmark studies as Jean-Frangois Champollion’s
Monuments de I’Egypte et de la Nubie (1835-1845),
soon followed by Karl Richard Lepsius’ Denkmdiler aus
Aegypten und Aethiopien (1849-1859), and Classical
Archaeology intensively explored specific sites, like
Athens, Delphi, Rome and Pompeii. In contrast, the
first synthesis on Egyptian cultural influences in the
Greek and Roman worlds did not appear until the end
of the 19" century.

In 1884, Georges Lafaye published Histoire du culte
des divinités d’Alexandrie. Sérapis, Isis, Harpocrate
et Anubis hors de I’Egypte and thereby founded the
study of ‘L’Egypte hors de I’Egypte’ * For the first
time, this book collected all known material and textual
sources for the dissemination of the Egyptian gods in

the Departments of Coins and Medals and Greek and Roman
Antiquities were the first specialist areas to be separated from
the original Department of Antiquities, founded in 1807. Further
subdivisions included the establishment of separate Departments
of Egyptian and Oriental Antiquities in 1866, and many new
departments have been founded since.

20. Cf. Malaise (1972b) 1: “L’analyse des cultes isiaques a [...]
durant de longues années suscit¢ peu d’enthousiasme: les
égyptologues négligent généralement ces problémes rélégues
en marge de 1’égyptologie traditionelle et considérent que
c’est la matiere de recherche pour des historiens de I’antiquité
gréco-romaine, lesquels, a leur tour, ne sont guére attirés par
ces questions peu «classiques»”. This scholarly dichotomy, in
particular the respective point of departure (either Egyptological
or Classical Archaeological), would have significant implications
for the interpretation of Egypt in the Roman world in the course
of the 20" and early 21+ centuries, as we will see below.

21. Lafaye (1884). The full title of the book is Histoire du culte des
divinités d’Alexandrie. Sérapis, Isis, Harpocrate et Anubis hors
de I’Egypte depuis les origines jusqu’a la naissance de I’école
néo-platonicienne, which was included as volume 33 in the series
of the Bibliothéque des Ecoles frangaises d’ Athénes et de Rome.
It is interesting to note that Georges Lafaye was a Classicist/
Latinist by training, and therefore had neither an Egyptological
nor a Classical Archaeological background.



PART I. INTRODUCTION

the Greek and Roman world.? The title clearly echoes
the book’s dominant emphasis on religious aspects.
Lafaye’s interpretations are based on the fundamental
and seemingly self-evident premise that that the
available sources are indicative of the cults of the
Egyptian gods. As a result, this ‘evidence’ is used to
underpin and thereby reinforce the predefined historical
narrative.”> This modus operandi becomes evident in
the discussion on ‘Alexandrian temples in Rome’. This
chapter presents an inventory of Aegyptiaca from Rome
that is systematically categorised in topographical
order according to the classical division of Rome into
twelve regions.? The list that follows basically collects
all available sources that somehow relate to Isis or
other originally Egyptian gods. Rather than critically
investigating the validity of the basic presumption, the

22. The fact that little work had been done on the subject is illustrated
by the literature cited by the author. Although a significant part
of the source material had been published — for instance, in
the recently founded corpuses of Latin and Greek inscriptions,
CIL and IG, founded in 1862 and 1873, respectively, and in
various (museum) catalogues and dispersed across various
journals — there is a striking absence of interpretive literature
on the subject. Besides a doctoral thesis that dealt with the
subject but conspicuously omitted textual and archaeological
sources (Reichel 1849, cf. Malaise 1972b, 2), there were only
a few lemmas on such general topics as Isis in Pauly’s Real
Encyclopddie. These references furthermore illustrate the
emphasis on Isis and underline the observation that Egypt at that
time was mainly considered to be related with cults and religion.
For the dominant role of Isis and the Isis cult in the European
imagination see Versluys (2002) 17-22.

23. The fact that this premise unfortunately remains unexplained in
Lafaye’s book would suggest that it is obvious to equate things
Egyptian with Egyptian religion. Because of the persistence of
this equation especially during the 20" century and the criticism
of it that has been raised in the early 21 century, it would be
interesting to see how this premise came into being and to assess
the influence of 19™ century (German) conceptions of the Orient
on this religious premise. The scholarly and artistic Western
interest in the ancient Orient of that time seems to have largely
redefined previously existing European ideas about its own
cultural past. Oriental cultures were assigned greater importance
in Western world-historical conceptions than before, and ancient
Oriental religions were at the centre of this new interest. It is not
inconceivable that a causal link may exist between the central
role in the Western world of the Orient and Oriental religion
at that time and the aprioristic religious conception of things
Egyptian.

24. Lafaye (1884) 200-234. Several finds included in this section are
mentioned again, with additional objects both from the city of
Rome and elsewhere, in the concomitant ‘catalogue méthodique’
(p. 265-335) at the end of the publication. For the division of
Rome into twelve regions, which dates from the Augustan
period, see Versluys (2002) 336 and n. 455 with literature.

predefined equation between Egyptian concepts and
Egyptian meanings determines the interpretation of this
source material as automatically signalling the presence
of Egyptian gods and their cults in Rome. Furthermore,
its regional organisation gave the impression of more
or less geographically confined clusters of evidence,
which in turn resulted in the reconstruction of so-called
Alexandrian temples in ancient Rome. This inductive
approach, and the image of Egyptian religious contexts
dispersed throughout ancient Rome that resulted from
it, in many ways prepared the way for the emergence of
scholarly understandings of Egypt in the Roman world
during the 20" century.

1.4 INTO THE 20™ CENTURY:
‘L’EGYPTE HORS L’EGYPTE’ AND THE
‘CULTES ISIAQUES’

“Face a chaque document égyptien ou égyptisant
découvert en Occident se pose la méme question: est-ce
la trace d’un simple curiosité d exotisme ou au contraire
d’une adhésion ferme a des croyances isiaques?”

Leclant (1968) 95

The aprioristic religious understanding of things
Egyptian was further strengthened in the early 20"
century by the publication of Cumont’s Les religions
orientales dans le paganisme romain and the convincing
synthesis of the transformation of religious life in the
Roman Empire that it presented.” This book coined the

25. Cumont (1929). The important work of the historian of
religions Franz Cumont (1868-1947) is not discussed in detail
here, but reference can be made to a growing bibliography
that discusses the persistent influence of Cumont’s category of
Oriental Religions at length. In recent years, serious criticism
has been raised to this concept, which has largely resulted in
the deconstruction of Oriental Religions. It seems, however,
that scholars are currently struggling to ‘come to terms’ with
religious transformation in the Roman world, which refers to
the title of a recent review essay by Richard Gordon, one of the
protagonists in the deconstruction of Cumont’s category, wherein
he provides a state-of-the-art overview of the discussion: see
Gordon (2014). A large research project was recently set up by the
Institut historique belge de Rome and the Academia Belgica to
reassess the relevance of Cumont’s work for current scholarship;
the output of this project notably includes a new edition of
Cumont’s Les religions orientales dans le paganisme romain,
with a historiographical introduction by Corinne Bonnet and
Frangoise van Haeperen (published as Les religions orientales
2006), Religions orientales — culti misterici (2006), Religioni
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influential concept of Oriental Religions and, with the
Egyptian cults of Isis and related gods subsumed under
that heading, reinforced the formal equation between
Egypt and religion.

Cumont’s thesis generated a profound interest in the
religions orientales, which resulted in the establishment
of the EPRO-series in 1962. Initiated by Vermaseren,
this series’ central aim was to ground the concept of
Oriental Religions in empirical evidence.” A survey of
the EPRO-volumes’ titles is illustrative of the significant
growth of interest in Egypt in the Roman world during
the second half of the 20" century. Between 1962 and
1990, 32 titles (published in 41 volumes) were entirely
devoted to subjects related to Egypt in the Roman world,
while several other titles dealt with Egypt among other
Oriental Cults.?” While these publications significantly

in contatto nel Mediterraneo Antico (2008), and Les religions
orientales dans le monde grec et romain (2009). See also the
contributions in Panthée (2013), in particular the article by
Versluys (2013a), which explicitly explores new understandings
of the deconstructed Cumontian category, and the recent volume
Romanising Oriental Gods? (2015). All cited works provide
extensive and recent bibliographic references.

26. In full, Etudes préliminaires aux religions orientales dans
I’Empire romain (Leiden 1962-1990). A total of 113 volumes
were published in this series, the majority of which provided
inventories of the available evidence for the so-called Eastern
religions in the Roman Empire. For the EPRO-series, its debt to
Cumont, and its intellectual legacy, see Gordon (2014) 664-665
and Versluys (2013a) 237-239.

27. The titles entirely devoted to Egypt are EPRO 1 (Wessetzky
1961), 12 (Grimm 1969), 15 (Salditt-Trappmann 1970), 20
(Roullet 1972), 21 (Malaise 1972a), 22 (Malaise 1972b), 25
(Stambaugh 1972), 26 (Dunand 1973, 3 vols.), 32 (Hornbostel
1973), 36 (Kater-Sibbes 1973), 37 (Tran Tam Tinh 1973), 39
(Gwyn Griffiths 1975), 44 (Engelmann 1975), 45 (Bruneau
1975), 48 (Kater-Sibbes 1975-1977, 3 vols.), 49 (Grandjean
1975), 51 (Heyob 1975), 57 (Grenier 1977), 61 (Budischovsky
1977), 62 (Holbl 1979, 2 vols.), 65 (Padré i Parcerisa 1980-1985,
3 vols.), 70 (Leospo 1978), 71 (Grenier 1978), 73 (Holbl 1978),
76 (Dunand 1979), 84 (De Vos 1980), 87 (Wild 1981), 94 (Tran
Tam Tinh 1983), 101 (Van der Horst 1984), 105 (Curto 1985),
102 (Holbl 19864a, 2 vols.), and 113 (Mora 1990, 2 vols.). Due
to the quick expansion of scholarly literature on the Egyptian
gods since 1972, a bibliographic inventory has been maintained
that collects all references with brief critical notes. The /BIS
(Inventaire bibliographique des Isiaca) was published in the
EPRO-series between 1972 and 1991 in four volumes and lists
references from 1940-1969 (EPRO 18: Leclant — Clerc 1972-
1991). Previously overlooked references from that period and
references from 1970-1999 were published online at http://
w3.etudes-isiaques.univ-tlse2.fr/ under the direction of Laurent
Bricault; relevant references after 2000 are published in printed
form again under the name Chronique bibliographique in the
Bibliotheca Isiaca-series under the direction of Laurent Bricault
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enlarged the available source material for the study of
Isis and other deities, their common point of departure
implied that Aegyptiaca were essentially placed in a
predetermined religious framework.?

Against the backdrop of this self-reinforcing
argument, the fundamental premise of the research field
increasingly shifted to the background, and so did the
need for critical assessments. That is why the opening
sentences of one of the EPRO-volumes dealing with
Egyptian material culture, Anne Roullet’s The Egyptian
and Egyptianizing monuments of Imperial Rome, states
that “the importance of the Alexandrian cults in the
Roman Empire has been emphasized by many scholars,
and a quick glance at any of the catalogues of the
Roman museums is enough to confirm the significance
of archaeological sites that have survived from various
Roman sites dedicated to the Egyptian gods. But no
attempt has been made to bring together systematically
all the Egyptian and Egyptianizing monuments of
Imperial Rome. I have tried to fill this gap, and to
present a catalogue raisonné of these monuments”.”
However, this initial statement would in fact be equally

and Richard Veymiers. Note that the above list of publications
only includes titles that were published in the EPRO-series. It
would be substantially longer if relevant publications were
included from outside the series, and if the publications on Egypt
in the Roman world that appeared after EPRO was renamed
RGRW (Religions in the Graeco-Roman World) in 1992 were
likewise taken into account. The change of name is indicative
of the emerging objection to Cumont’s concept of Oriental
Religions at that time, which was literally present in the old
series title, and the more theoretical direction that the series
would take under its new title. However, despite the growing
criticism of the aprioristic religious paradigm, clearly advocated
in Versluys (2002) and published as volume 144 in the RGRW-
series, several titles that dealt with Egypt and Egyptian material
culture in the Roman world still remained, to a greater or lesser
extent, informed by the aprioristic religious paradigm.

28. The predominance of religious interpretations may have been
further strengthened by the fact that the study of Egypt in the
Roman world in the 20™ century was largely undertaken by
trained Egyptologists and by the important role of religion in that
particular research tradition, as was already noted by Versluys
(2002, 21-22). The work of Jean Leclant (1920-2011), one of
the most prominent protagonists of the cultes isiaques of the
second half of the 20™ century, illustrates this. Leclant was
an Egyptologist whose work was firmly rooted in the EPRO-
tradition and Cumont’s concept of Oriental Religions. From the
1950s onwards, he collected and made available all Aegyptiaca
from the Roman world through annually updated lists in the
journal Orientalia, and he edited the four volumes of the
bibliographic inventory /BIS, cf. supra, n. 27.

29. Roullet (1972) xv.
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suitable to conclude the book, since what follows after
the introduction does not offer a critical evaluation of
the powerful statement in the above-cited first sentence,
but an accumulation of a loosely gathered body of
‘evidence’ in support of it. Moreover, this evidence is
essentially based on the author’s individual conception
of Egypt and Egyptian religion.*

This example illustrates the dangers of what may
be termed the inductive religious paradigm. This
fundamental premise was clouded by abody of seemingly
confirming evidence to such an extent that it became
the generally accepted paradigm, which automatically
determined the understanding of new source material.’!

30. Symptomatic for the inductivist religious approach, the criteria
for the inclusion/exclusion of objects are not always clear.
Therefore, rather than an archaeologically reliable corpus, the
inventory is essentially a collection of Aegyptiaca that may or
may not have a link to (religious contexts in) Imperial Rome:
see also Lembke (1994, 13), who notes that “[...] A. Roullets
Zuweisungen zum Iseum Campense [sind] in einige Fallen
falsch”. Furthermore, unlike the title of the book suggests, the
inventory does not include the majority of artefacts that other
authors commonly classify as Egyptianising (often carved from
marble), which seems mainly influenced by different personal
conceptions of Egyptian material culture and therefore clearly
illustrates the subjectivity of the category of Aegyptiaca. For
related criticism on Roullet’s book see also Versluys (2002) 332-
333. However, it is interesting to note that, although nowhere
explicitly stated, the 1972 publication appears to be a reworking
of the author’s doctoral dissertation that was submitted to the
Faculty of Oriental Studies at the University of Oxford in
1969 under the title “The survival and rediscovery of Egyptian
antiquities in western Europe from late antiquity until the close
of the sixteenth century” (manuscript in the Bodleian Library,
Oxford; non vidi). This observation may help explain the
somewhat remarkable position of the publication in the discourse
on Aegyptiaca Romana. While published in the EPRO-series
that, as its title suggests, mainly focuses on the so-called Oriental
religions in the Roman Empire, the title of the dissertation instead
indicates that the original focus and main strength of Roullet’s
study was in the post-antique rather than Roman life histories of
Aegyptiaca Romana, and it is indeed in this respect that the 1972
monograph stands out.

31. However, it should be noted that the religious interpretive
framework proved to be too narrow to explain the presence in the
Roman world of all objects that were deemed to bring to mind an
association with Egypt. Artefacts that obviously did not fit into
the religious interpretive framework were most often dismissed
as signals of Roman exoticism and commonly perceived in a
negative way. Therefore, besides the religious interpretation,
the concept of Egyptomania, which was originally developed
to explain the resurgence of Western fascination with Pharaonic
Egypt in the 18" and 19" centuries (cf. supra, n. 17), has
increasingly become a mainstream interpretational framework to
explain the so-called Roman predilection of things Egyptian as
signs of Roman exoticism or fashion statements that followed

Aegyptiaca had thus become normative signals for the
presence of Egyptian religious contexts in the Roman
world.?? Prepared by Winckelmann and first clearly
advocated as a coherent concept in Lafaye’s study, the
inductive religious approach dominated 20™ century
scholarship on Egyptian material culture in the Roman
world, and its persistence seems to have overshadowed
the occasional contemporary critical voice.*

the annexation of Egypt in 30 BC: see, e.g., De Vos (1980) and
Egittomania (2006).

32. It is important to briefly consider the work of Michel Malaise
here, which has been used as reference in many subsequent
studies on Egyptian artefacts in the Roman world. In 1972,
Malaise published two important volumes in the EPRO-series
on the diffusion of the Egyptian cults in Italy (Malaise 1972a,
1972b). Following the EPRO-tradition to provide a material
basis for the Cumontian category, the synthesis of the diffusion
of Egyptian cults in Italy was accompanied by an inventory
of relevant factual evidence. However, it is evident from the
introduction to the catalogue that Malaise is well aware that
not all Aegyptiaca necessarily have a religious meaning: “il
faut distinguer le cultuel du culturel” (1972a, xii). Yet, as the
thesis mainly focuses on Egyptian cults, the inventory of objects
does not include artefacts that would be “de simples témoins
de I’égyptomanie”, like some of the city’s obelisks (ibid., xii).
Because of this filtering, the work essentially subscribed to
the religious interpretation of Aegyptiaca. The topographical
organisation of the material evidence that followed Lafaye’s
study further strengthened this, as it reinforced its seemingly
geographical coherence and subsequently the idea that these
‘clusters’ of Aegyptiaca were testimonies of specifically Egyptian
cult places. This conception of seemingly coherent assemblages
of material and written evidence underlies the compilation of
distribution maps that show the dissemination of Egyptian cults
throughout the Roman world, which were mainly compiled
during the latter part of the 20™ century. See, for instance, the
map of Rome’s oriental sanctuaries (including those dedicated
to the Egyptian gods) in Le Glay (1987) fig. 1, the extensive
section in Iside (1997) dedicated to the diffusion of the Isis
cults in Italy (Sist 1997, with fig. p. 300 for Egyptian religious
contexts in Rome), and Bricault (2001), a topographical atlas
of the Hellenistic and Roman world that brings together all the
empirical evidence for the cultes isiaques that had been largely
published in the EPRO-series over the previous forty years. For
recent criticism on the topographical distribution of Aegyptiaca
focusing on a particular context in Rome see Miiskens (2014a).

33. For instance, as early as 1952, Kurt Schefold noted in his study
on Pompeian wallpaintings with Egyptian elements that “Gewiss
konnen nicht alle Bewohner der Hauser mit Isissymbolen
Anhédnger dieser Religion gewesen sein [...] Diese Symbole
meinen nicht eine bestimmte Lehre, sondern allgemeiner Weihe,
Unsterblichkeit” (Schefold 1952, 58); quotation taken from Mol
(2015a) 32.

11



EGYPT BEYOND REPRESENTATION

The research field noticeably began to open up
in the final decades of the 20" century.* Besides
Egyptologists, scholars from disciplines like Classics
and Classical Archaeology in particular got involved.
This development had important consequences for the
understanding of Egyptian material culture in the Roman
world, which became less one-sided as a result. Hence,
although the religious inductive paradigm remained the
fundamental interpretive framework for many studies,
the debate on Egypt and Egyptian material culture in the
Roman world increasingly widened. A fundamentally
different understanding, for instance, was put forward
in Takacs’ book on the integration of the cults of Isis
and Sarapis into the Roman pantheon. The author
took a critical position towards previous, essentially
religious understandings and instead emphasised
other interpretational frameworks, like contemporary
Roman politics.** In a paper published some years
earlier, Alfano critically questioned the reconstruction
of Egyptian cult places in Rome by drawing attention
to the fragmentary nature of the available evidence.
However, the essential analytical framework, namely,
the premise that all evidence would be indicative of
Egyptian temples, remained unchallenged.*

34. 1 restrict myself here to outlining some general tendencies
that characterise the development of the scholarly field and
therefore refer to a selection of the available literature only.
Some additional recent publications include (in chronological
order): Ensoli Vittozzi (1993), Lembke (1994), Le antichita
egiziane (1995), Meyboom (1995), Spinola (2001), Kleibl
(2009), Capriotti Vittozzi (2013), Swetnam-Burland (2015);
relevant museum catalogues: Grenier (1993) (Musei Vaticani),
Sist (1996) (Museo Barracco), Manera — Mazza (2001) (Museo
Nazionale Romano), Musei Capitolini (2010), Palazzo Altemps
(2011), Museo Palatino (2014); exhibition catalogues including
Aegyptiaca Romana: Iside (1997); Aurea Roma (2000),
Cleopatra of Egypt (2001), Agypten Griechenland Rom (2005),
Egittomania (2006), The She-Wolf and the Sphinx (2008); new
material (esp. from Rome): Alfano (1998), Insalaco (2002), and
Capriotti Vittozzi (2005).

35. Takacs (1995). In an article published a few years later, Soldner
interpreted Egyptian motifs in Augustan Rome in a comparable
way: Soldner (1999). These authors were trained in Classics and
Classical Archaeology respectively, and, seemingly as a result
of their respective educational backgrounds, worked towards
principally Roman understandings of Egyptian influences in the
Roman world.

36. Alfano (1992); the author conveniently sums up the most
essential problems in one of the first sentences of the paper
(p. 41): “Cio ¢ causato [i.e., the uncertainties about the precise
location and appearance of Egyptian temples and sanctuaries
in Rome] dallo stato frammentario di tali materiali, dalla loro
dispersione su vastissime aree, dall’impossibilita nel risalire alle
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1.5 ‘NICHT MEHR AGYPTEN, SONDERN
ROM’: TOWARDS A CONTEXTUAL
UNDERSTANDING OF AEGYPTIACA
ROMANA IN THE 215" CENTURY

This situation changed with the publication of Versluys’
study on what he called the Roman views of Egypt in
2002.*7 His main aim was to test the aprioristic religious
understanding of Aegyptiaca in the Roman world. Based
on the analysis of so-called Nilotic scenes from different
archaeological contexts throughout the Roman world,
the book demonstrates that depictions belonging to that
genre were more often than not unrelated to aspects of
Egyptian religion. Therefore, rather than subscribing to
aprioristic religious interpretations, it instead argued for
flexible and, most importantly, contextually dependent
understandings of Nilotic scenes and Aegyptiaca in
general. This book’s approach thus fundamentally
differed from most previous studies, in that it took the
concept of context seriously for one of the first times
and, on the basis of that, considered Aegyptiaca as part of
different, essentially Roman interpretive frameworks.*

The analytical framework laid out in Versluys’ book
quickly left its mark on subsequent studies. More than a
decade after this contextual approach was first effectively
advocated, it seems justified to argue that the aprioristic
religious paradigm has been effectively deconstructed.*

provenienze di molti pezzi, dalla mancanza pressoché totale di
resti architettonici demoliti nel passato o ormai sepolti sotto il
tessuto urbano modern, dalla difficolta e spesso dall’impossibilita
ad intraprendere scavi sotto luoghi, piazze ed edifici di valore
storico, artistico o politico”.

37. Versluys (2002).

38. Also in 2002, Swetnam-Burland submitted her PhD thesis at
the University of Michigan on Aegyptiaca from Pompeii, which
likewise propagated the importance of contextual understandings
of Aegyptiaca: Swetnam-Burland (2002). Like Versluys, she
had an educational background in the fields of Classics and
Classical Archaeology rather than Egyptology, which may have
contributed to the emphasis on contextual understandings that
dominate these works. A summary of this unpublished thesis
was published as Swetnam-Burland (2007); while finishing this
manuscript, Swetnam-Burland published her much-anticipated
monography on the subject: Swetnam-Burland (2015).
Unfortunately, due to temporal restrictions, this book could not
be fully taken into account here.

39. This does not mean, however, that the notion has disappeared
altogether from recent literature. Wallace-Hadrill’s book on
Rome’s cultural revolution is a good case in point. Egyptian
material culture hardly plays any role in this book, and when it
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This is clearly illustrated by the changing approaches
to and focus of the international Isis Conferences that
have been organised since 1999. The reference to Isis
in the title of these symposiums evidently reflects the
emphasis on religious understandings, which indeed
remained an essential interpretive framework for the
majority of the contributions to the first two volumes
of proceedings.*® An increasing awareness of the
importance of contextual understandings of Aegyptiaca,
however, becomes noticeable in the third volume and
subsequently a general shift from a predominantly
Egyptian to a quintessentially Roman interpretive
perspective can be observed.*! The respective points of
focus of the fourth to sixth Isis Conferences — Egypt
as a cultural concept in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt,
the use of concepts of Egypt as symbols for Roman
Imperial power, and the agency and agents of Egypt
and Egyptian cults*? — demonstrate that, in recent years,
Aegyptiaca are no longer necessarily understood as
religious expressions or as signs of Egyptomania, but
that the focus has instead shifted towards different
ways in which Aegyptiaca and Egyptian elements could
integrate their (new) Roman contexts. “Nicht mehr
Agypten, sondern Rom”, as Schneider aptly noted.*

does, it is considered as a “purely aesthetic phenomenon with
religious underpinnings” (Wallace-Hadrill 2008, 357-358); cf.
Osborne and Vout (2010), esp. 238-242, and Van Aerde (2015)
26-29, and 284-291.

40. Published as De Memphis a Rome (2000) and Isis en Occident
(2004), respectively. The article by Versluys and Meyboom in
the first volume of the proceedings is a notable exception, as
it clearly insists on the importance of context: see Versluys &
Meyboom (2000).

41. Published as Nile into Tiber (2007); see also the introduction to
that volume: Versluys (2007). A good example is Parker’s paper
in this volume on Egyptian obelisks in Rome, which clearly
summarises the new, Roman perspective (2010, 210): “Let us
restate as the overarching question: what did obelisks mean
to Romans of the Empire? This broad question clearly invites
several possible answers, urging us to consider such varied
aspects as their transportation; the measuring of obelisks and
the use of them to provide measurements; the habit of adding
inscriptions to them; problems involved in describing them; and
finally imitations and representations. In all these respects one
may examine Roman responses to and interactions with obelisks.
By contrast, Egyptian ideas and practices are obviously relevant
in a broader sense, without being central”.

42. The proceedings of the fourth and fifth Isis Conferences were
published as Isis on the Nile (2010) and Power, Politics, and the
Cults of Isis (2014), respectively; the proceedings of the sixth
conference, held in two parts in Erfurt and Liege in 2013, are
currently in press.

43. The excerpt refers to the title of an article on Egyptian obelisks

Yet, paradoxically, while such approaches have
indeed successfully deconstructed the religious
isolation of Egyptian material culture by emphasising its
‘Romanness’, some have argued that these approaches
have basically effected the replacement of one
monolithic and non-specific interpretation of Egyptian
material culture by another: namely, the interpretation
that Aegyptiaca Romana were not so much Egyptian
as primarily Roman. For this reason, rather than
adopting either religious or (Roman) contextual
isolation, neither of which provide satisfactory
answers to the important questions why Egyptian
material culture integrated and what it specifically
meant in a particular context, recent studies advocate
contextual diversification and specification instead.*

The research history makes clear that, while the
interpretations of Aegyptiaca in the Roman world have
changed over time, the category itself and the premises
on which it is based are only rarely scrutinised.®
Therefore, regardless of the interpretive perspective,
Aegyptiaca are most often still studied as if they
constitute an isolated and coherent group of material
culture.*® This implies that, even though recent studies
have convincingly shown that the objects that we
call Aegyptiaca were an integral part of the Roman
world, nobody has asked whether or not it is still valid
to speak of ‘Egyptian material culture’ in the first
place. If it is valid, then what do Egyptian — or other
(cultural) labels, such as Roman or Greek — specifically
mean in a particular context? Before we can tackle
these important questions, it is therefore necessary to
deal with the category of Aegyptiaca first. On which

in Rome, in which these monuments are studied in their Roman
contexts and accordingly made part of Roman interpretive
frameworks: Schneider (2004).

44. Hence, after discussing the paradigm shift from Oriental and
exotic to Roman and unspecific understandings of the so-
called Oriental Religions, Versluys (2013a, 242) says: “One
should therefore not conclude by saying that something is
“Roman” without further elaboration — especially not if we
want to understand (cultural) choices — one should explain how
something functions in society, what role it plays in the “Roman”
system and what “Roman” then exactly means in a particular
context”. For a similar focus on specification (of archaeological
context in particular) see Miiskens (2014a), esp. 99-100.

45. See, however, the remarks in Miiskens (2014a) and Mol (2015a).

46. Note that conceptual categories, such as Aegyptiaca, reinforce
the seemingly coherence of all artefacts that are grouped under
its heading, and therefore inherently contribute to isolation.
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conceptual grounds do we define objects as Aegyptiaca?
What are the underlying assumptions of that definition?
Why is there a scholarly distinction between Egyptian
and Egyptianising, and what does it imply? The next
section addresses these issues.

14



2. The category and classification of Aegyptiaca

In the absence of an ancient terminology to describe
the totality or specific classes of ‘Egyptian’ and
‘Egyptian-looking’ material culture from the Roman
world, scholars have created a modern vocabulary
for its classification.” Some have suggested the
adoption of specific definitions to describe the different
manifestations of Egypt in the Roman world as precise
as possible, while others essentially refrain from
applying specific terminologies or use various terms
without properly defining them. This study adopts
the term Aegyptiaca to cover the totality of Egyptian
and Egyptianising artefacts, that is, all objects that
originate from Egypt or that evoke an association with
Egypt in terms of style, subject matter, or by means of
another Roman association.*® This definition, coined
by Versluys, was repeated some years later in an
article by Swetnam-Burland, who intended to indicate
all “things or matters related to Egypt” regardless of
provenance.” However, this understanding of the
concept of Aegyptiaca was subsequently rejected by
Malaise. Acknowledging that objects subsumed under
the heading of Aegyptiaca as defined by Versluys
served widely different, contextually dependent
functions, he argued that “il n’est pas souhaitable de
regrouper sous un méme vocable des réalités aussi
diverses dans leurs intentions”.® Considering the
supposed importance of the cults of Isis in the Roman
world in particular,’! he instead proposed a more precise

47. On (the nearly complete absence of) relevant terminology
in ancient sources, see Swetnam-Burland (2007) 119 with
references.

48. Versluys (2002) 305; cf. Versluys & Meyboom (2000) 110 n.
1, and Malaise (2005) 201-204 for an overview of different
applications of the concept of Aegyptiaca in scholarly literature.
It should be emphasised that the term Aegyptiaca will be used as
an etic concept in this study, for which see infra, section 1.3.

49. Swetnam-Burland (2007) 119 (both quotations), and 110-119 in
general.

50. Malaise (2005) 19.

51. The sources that attest to the so-called diffusion between the
4" century BC and the 4" century AD of the Isis cults outside
of Egypt are sometimes called Isiaca, in order to set them apart
from Aegyptiaca (which is then meant to refer to all Egyptian

terminology that distinguishes between Aegyptiaca (all
Egyptian and Egyptianising artefacts that do not relate
to the Isis cults, regardless of chronology), Pharaonica
(all artefacts related to the Egyptian cults of Isis and
related gods, regardless of chronology and Egyptian
or Italian manufacture), Nilotica (all artefacts related
to the Nile flood), and products of Egyptomania
(recreations and adaptations of Egyptian artefacts, in
particular reflecting Roman fascinations of Egypt).>

It is evident that most definitions entail notions
of chronology, provenance, manufacture, style, and
particular subject matters. These concepts are also
reflected in the problematic terms Egyptian and
Egyptianising, which are often used to subdivide
Egyptian material culture in the Roman world
regardless of the adhered definitions. The following
discussion explores the foundations and implications of
the Egyptian — Egyptianising dichotomy in more detail
in order to elucidate the premises that underlie modern
approaches to and engagements with artefacts that we
associate with Egypt.

and Egyptianising artefacts distributed outside Egypt prior to
the 4™ century BC, i.e. before the supposed dissemination of
the Isis cults and Isiaca began): see Bricault (2000), esp. 91-92,
ibid. (2001) xi. These sources (epigraphic and material) would
mainly relate to a certain circle of originally Egyptian deities, the
so-called gens isiaque, consisting of Anubis/Hermanubis, Apis,
Bubastis, Harpocrates, Horus, Hydreios, Isis, Neilos, Nephthys,
Osiris, and Sarapis: see Malaise (2007) 21-31, cf. ibid. (2005)
33-78 for an extensive discussion of the different members, and
79-117 for the companions of the Isiac family (including Bes,
Ammon, Thoth, Sobek, and Antinous). Another rarely used term
refers to all source material relating to the god Sarapis alone:
Sarapiaca. According to Bricault (2000, 92 n. 4) this term should
be avoided altogether, while its use for studies focusing on this
deity only is accepted by Malaise (2005, 30-31).

52. Malaise (2005) 201-220, ibid. (2007) 34-38; Malaise’s definitions
of Aegyptiaca, Pharaonica, and Nilotica were recently repeated
by Capriotti Vittozzi (2013, 33-34).
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2.1 WINCKELMANN’S SYNTHESIS ON
EGYPTIAN ART HISTORY:
THE FOUNDATIONS

“The categories Winckelmann first distinguished
remain deeply embedded in modern approaches
towards objects of antiquity — in a sense, the stages
Winckelmann defined still today are most often
canonical in art historical and classical archaeological
studies, implicit or explicit”

Preziosi (1998) 21

“Eine einfache Erwdgung zeigt, daf3 alle
Klassifikationen, die der Mensch jemals gemacht hat,
willkiirlich, kiinstlich und falsch sind. Aber eine ebenso
einfache Erwdgung zeigt, daf3 diese Klassifikationen
niitzlich und unentbehrlich und vor allem unvermeidlich
sind, weil sie einer eingeboren Tendenz unseres Denkens
entspringen. Denn im Menschen lebt ein tiefer Wille zur
Einteilung, er hat einen heftigen, ja leidenschaftlichen
Hang, die Dinge abzugrenzen, -einzufrieden, zu
etikettieren”

Friedell (1947) 59

The exact origins of the distinction between Egyptian
and Egyptianising remain unclear. I have been unable
to determine when exactly the term Egyptianising
was first used to describe objects related to but not
quite like Egyptian objects. However, the intellectual
legacy from which it has been inherited can be traced
back to the work of Winckelmann. “Winckelmann est
le premier”, Lafaye wrote in 1884, “qui ait enseigné
a reconnaitre le style d’imitation dans les ouvrages
qu’avant lui on qualifiait en bloc d’égyptiens; cette
distinction est devenue classique”.> When, how, and
why this distinction became the prevailing, even classic
interpretation are interesting questions that cannot be
easily answered,> but it is evident that Lafaye’s words

53. Lafaye (1884) 243-244.

54. This remark has gone unnoticed in later literature, despite the
important role of Lafaye’s book in the scholarship on Aegyptiaca
Romana. Apart from a loose remark in a footnote of an otherwise
unrelated article on the history of Egyptology (Whitehouse
1992, 66 n. 12), I have not found any other reference that
explicitly mentions a relationship between Winckelmann and
the classification of Egyptian material culture. Rather, scholars
writing about Aegyptiaca in the Roman world usually use the
distinction between categories of Egyptian and Egyptianising
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are still very relevant today, as we shall see below.
The essential merit of Winckelmann’s historical
synthesis was the historical dimension that it added
to the understanding of ancient art.>® Consequently,
artefacts were no longer timeless remnants of an
undifferentiated past but could be systematically and,

artefacts without paying any attention to its origins and definitions.
In retrospect, this seems to have substantially contributed to the
seemingly straightforward (and therefore typically implicit)
nature of the classification of Egyptian material culture.
However, considering its importance for our understanding of
and engagements with Aegyptiaca in the Roman world, it would
be interesting to explore when, how, and why this classification
system had come into existence and how its persistence can be
explained. Judging from Lafaye’s words, written in 1884, the
distinction must have been canonised sometime between the late
18" century (that is, after the initial publication of Winckelmann’s
Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums in 1764 and its second
edition in 1776, respectively) and the late 19" century. The
key to understanding Lafaye’s remark must therefore lie in 19
century scholarship on ancient Egypt and its material culture.
As we have seen above, this period was indeed a formative
period for the institutionalisation of academic disciplines, and it
was essential in many respects for the directions in which these
disciplines and their generated knowledge have subsequently
developed (cf. supra, 7-9). Despite early criticism, the reception
of Winckelmann’s writings on the history of ancient art, as
postulated most prominently in his Geschichte der Kunst, has
essentially been a classic success story that earned Winckelmann
general praise as founding father of the modern disciplines of art
history and Classical archaeology.

55. Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums was originally published
in Dresden in 1764, but Winckelmann began to make plans
for a second edition already one year later. “Sobald ich Luft
bekomme”, Winckelmann wrote in a letter in 1765, “werde ich
eine vollstédndigere Ausgabe der Geschichte der Kunst besorgen.
Wir sind heute kliiger als wir gestern war” (quotation from
Winckelmann 2002, vii). Before the publication of a second
edition, however, a critical supplement was published, entitled
Anmerkungen iiber die Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums
(Dresden 1767), which contained comments on and corrections
of the first edition. The second significantly expanded edition
would not be published (posthumously) until 1776 in Vienna
(Winckelmann was murdered in 1768). A historical discussion on
the various editions of Geschichte der Kunst and related writings
can be found in the prelude to the 2002-edition of Winckelmann’s
texts (edited by A.H. Borbein, T.W. Gaethgens, J. Irmscher, M.
Kunze) = Winckelmann (2002) vii-xi. I have consulted this
edition throughout my research. Subsequent references will
refer to this edition; page numbers will be given as found in this
edition. Following the 2002-edition, I will use GK! to refer to
the first edition (Dresden 1764); GK2 will be used to refer to
the second edition (Vienna 1776). For Anmerkungen, originally
published in Dresden, 1767, I have consulted the 2008-edition by
A.H. Borbein and M. Kunze = Winckelmann (2008). Subsequent
references will refer to this edition; page numbers will be given
as found in this edition.
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above all, chronologically classified. “The classical
artistic tradition”, Alex Potts writes, ‘“no longer
simply presented itself as a timeless ideal, but took
on the character of a historical phenomenon, caught
up in a cycle of development manifest in changes of
style from the crudely archaic through successive
refinements to a phase of classical perfection in the fifth
and fourth centuries BC, and from there to imitation
and eventual decline. It is with Winckelmann that the
modern distinction between an earlier, purer Greek
tradition, and a later, imitative, and inherently inferior
Greco-Roman one, first began to take hold”.*® Key to
the understanding and application of Winckelmann’s
evolutionary model was the belief that sculpture
would reflect the characteristic social and cultural
circumstances of a particular environment and period
that shaped its creation in a direct and, above all, fixed
way. These circumstances would be manifest in changes
of what Winckelmann called style.?’

The supposed static relationship between style and
chronology implied that random artefacts could now
be chronologically organised on the basis of a careful
empirical analysis of their (stylistic) characteristics.
Hence, Greek sculpture was divided into four style-
periods, or Stilepochen, that would have developed
from “[...] archaic crudeness and simplicity (der
dltere Stil) [...] through successive refinements to an
early classical austere phase (der hohe Stil) [...], then
to a later classical graceful and beautiful phase (der
schone Stil) [...], and on from there to imitation, over-
elaboration, and decline (der Stil der Nachahmer)”.®

56. Potts (2003) 130. This distinction would largely shape future
scholarship on Greek and Roman sculptures known as
Kopienkritik, for which see also supra, n. 13.

57. Note that rather than style only, which is understood here as the
making of something in a particular way, Winckelmann’s (and
later authors’) classification of sculpture indeed heavily depends
on stylistic analysis, yet also includes (e)valuations of formal,
iconographic, and, at least to some extent, material properties.

58. Potts (2006) 3. The understanding of history as cyclic patterns of
rise and decline implied that some Stilepochen were understood
as superior or inferior to others, just as some cultures and their
artistic productions were considered to be inferior or superior
to other cultures. For Winckelmann, Classical Greek sculpture
represented the beau idéal; consequently, sculpture that preceded
or succeeded Greek productions from the 5™ and 4" centuries
BC would be irrevocably inferior. Winckelmann’s evolutionary
conceptualisation of historical developments is firmly rooted
in Enlightenment thinking. Instigated by a widespread concern
about contemporary Baroque culture — which was conceived
as a period of decline — the then current self-conscious attitude

In similar vein, Winckelmann distinguished three
subsequent style-periods in Egyptian history: der dltere
(or wahre Aegyptische) Stil that would have lasted
from the earliest times of Egyptian history until the
invasion of Cambyses; der spdtere Stil covering the
period between the Persian and Ptolemaic periods; and
finally the Nachahmungen Aegyptischer Werke unter
dem Kaiser Hadrian.>® The latter category was further
subdivided into objects that closely imitated Egyptian
originals and those that combined Egyptian and Greek
art forms. Presumptions about the sculptures’ place of
manufacture and the ethnicity of the sculptors were
inherent to these different style-periods. Objects of the
first and second groups were considered to be made
in Egypt by Egyptian craftsmen. Roman imitations,
on the other hand, were regarded as neither made in
Egypt nor by Egyptian craftsmen.®® The criteria for

informed several historical studies, which treated history
in comparable terms of birth, maturity, and decline. This
evolutionary approach is clearly echoed, for instance, in the title
of Edward Gibbon’s seminal History of the Decline and Fall of
the Roman Empire (first published between 1776-1788, some
years after Winckelmann’s Geschichte der Kunst first appeared).
Cf. Preziosi (1998) 26, Ritner (1992a).

59. See Appendix A for an excerpt from a letter dating to 1761, in
which Winckelmann first postulated his thesis on Egyptian art
history that he would further elaborate upon in the first edition
of his Geschichte der Kunst (1764). As can be inferred from
several quotations in Winckelmann’s text, objects from the latter
group are clearly to be understood as imitations and therefore
essentially as not quite the real thing, like objects from the other
two Stilepochen. The figures of the sculptures of this category,
“[...] welche den alten Aegyptischen Figuren &hnlicher, als jene,
kommen, und weder in Aegypten, noch von Kiinstlern dieses
Landes, gearbeitet worden, sondern Nachahmungen Aegyptischer
Werke sind, welche Kaiser Hadrian machen lassen und, so viel
mir wissend ist, sind dieselben alle in dessen Villa zu Tivoli
gefunden. An einigen lieB er die éltesten Aegyptischen Figuren
genau nachahmen; an andern vereinigte er die Aegyptische
Kunst mit der Griechischen [...] Das ganze”, Winckelmann
continues, “hat eine Aegyptische Gestalt, aber die Theile haben
nicht die Aegyptische Form”. The particular traits would rather
be similar to Greek forms. Winckelmann writes: “Die grofite
Verschiedenheit aber lieget in dem Gesichte: welches weder auf
Aegyptische Art gearbeitet, noch sonst ihren Kopfen dhnlich ist.
Die Augen [...] sind nach dem Systema der Griechischen Kunst
tief gesenket [...] Die Form des Gesichts ist vielmehr Griechisch
[...]”. Alittle later, Winckelmann adds with regard to the dress of
the objects from this category: “In der Bekleidung der Figuren,
welche Nachahmungen der dltesten Aegyptischen sind, verhilt es
sich allgemein, wie mit der Zeichnung und der Form derselben”.
All quotations from Winckelmann (2002) 86-88 (GK1).

60. “Zu den Statuen [of the third group] konnen die Sphinxe
gerechnet werden, und es sind vier derselben von schwarzem
Granit in der Villa Albani, deren Kopfe eine Bildung haben, die
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classifying a certain sculpture would be formal design
(Bildung/Form), artistic rendering (Zeichnung), and
dress (Bekleidung). 1t is evident from these criteria
that, rather than style alone, formal and iconographical
features were also considered to be characteristic for
particular timeframes.®!

Winckelmann’s Geschichte der Kunst not merely
offered a new synthesis of the history of Egyptian art;
more than anything, it provided a tangible method for
the periodisation of Egyptian sculptures where his

mutmaBlich in Agypten nicht kann entworfen und gearbeitet
sein”: Winckelmann (2002) 88 (GK1).

61. It is interesting to note that, despite the emphasis on style and
subject matter, Winckelmann seems to have become increasingly
aware of the importance of materials. In GK/, the materials
used for Egyptian sculpture are only briefly discussed (original
page numbers 63-67). When his Anmerkungen were published
three years later, Winckelmann’s thoughts on the development
of the Egyptian visual arts had not changed to the extent that
a complete revision had become necessary. “Von der Kunst
der Aegypter finde ich nichts besonders, was die Zeichnung,
als das Wesen derselben, betrifft, hier von neuen zu bemerken
[...]”, Winckelmann opens his commentary on GKI’s section
on Egyptian art (Winckelmann 2008, 35). The subsequent
pages of commentary are devoted to minor adjustments and
additions, without changing the essence of his theory. The
most significant additions are made, however, to the section
on the materials used; in contrast to GKI, Winckelmann here
elaborates on the use of white marble and Imperial porphyry for
(Pharaonic) Egyptian sculpture (Winckelmann 2008, 39-41). The
increasing importance of materials used also emanates from the
relevant section in GK2, which had been substantially enlarged
in comparison to the brief discussion in GK/ (original page
numbers 101-115). Winckelmann seems to have been particularly
concerned with the geological source of the materials used. This
emerges, for instance, from his correspondence with the French
geologist Nicolas Desmarest between 1766 and 1767; in one of
these letters, Winckelmann essentially argues for the importance
of a collaboration between the social and natural sciences to gain
a better understanding of antiquity (!): “Il seroit nécessaire [...]
de faire voyager ensemble des Antiquaires et des Naturalistes
avec un ou deux Dessinateurs [...] J’insiste encore sur un point
important: je voudrais que tous les Voyageurs se préparassent a
ce beau travail par un séjour au moins d’un an a Rome”. Any
such thorough preparation, Winckelmann continues, is necessary
to improve the quality of the observations made by travellers.
“Ah! quand est-ce que pourra se réaliser ce beau projet?”
(Winckelmann 1956, 309-311 no. 900: letter from Winckelmann
to Desmarest, dated to 5 September 1767). While these plans
were not realised due to Winckelmann’s untimely death in 1768,
and although the reason for this specific interest is not explicitly
mentioned and therefore cannot be easily proven here, it seems
not unlikely that Winckelmann envisioned using material
choice as supporting criterion for his classification system. The
importance of materials in Winckelmann’s classification system
is briefly mentioned by Grimm (2005b) 167.
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contemporaries, such as Comte de Caylus, had failed
to do so. Although Winckelmann’s historical synthesis
was substantially revised by later scholars,® the method
of Stilgeschichte, with its emphasis on visual (stylistic)
analysis as well as its underlying presumptions, would
remain fundamental for future engagements with
Egyptian material culture.®® Indeed, as the following
sections will make clear, most scholars that subsequently
wrote about Aegyptiaca Romana did so in what was
essentially a Winckelmannian tradition, although
usually implicitly (and probably unconsciously). The
best example of this practice is Anne Roullet’s book,
which will therefore be discussed first in greater detail.

2.2 ROULLET’S THE EGYPTIAN AND
EGYPTIANIZING MONUMENTS FROM
IMPERIAL ROME (1972)

Although the terms Egyptian and Egyptianising
feature prominently in the title of the book, it does not
explicitly define them. A better insight into the author’s
understanding of Egyptian material culture can be gained
from one of the introductory chapters, entitled ‘Type and
style of the Egyptian and Egyptianizing monuments of

62. In particular, the decipherment of the hieroglyphic script in the
early 1820s enabled Champollion and his successors to assess
the character of Egyptian art in a way that had not been possible
before. The dialogue between the work of Winckelmann and
his early successors, who wrote about the understanding and
periodisation of Egyptian art, in particular Champollion, is
the topic of Buhe (2014). This contribution contains several
interesting observations that may serve as starting point for a
better understanding of the character of the nascent discipline
of Egyptology and the canonisation of the understanding of
Egyptian art in the 19™ century. I thank Prof. van Eck for the
reference to this article.

63. This is what Elsner (2003, 99-101, and 103-104) calls “style art
history”, which, as he shows on the basis of a brief discussion
of the Arch of Constantine in Rome, already existed in the 16
century. The lasting importance of Winckelmann’s writings
for the academic disciplines of art history and Classical
archaeology has been widely recognised in modern scholarship;
see, e.g., Haskell (1994) 70: “Es ist fiir uns sehr schwer, von
der Vorstellung Abschied zu nehmen, dafl die kiinstlerische
Schonheit ein Wertesystem wiederspiegelt [...]”; cf. Preziosi
(1998) and the Metzler Lexikon Kunstwissenschaft (2003) 337-
338. As mentioned above, the influence of Winckelmann’s
synthesis of Egyptian art history on modern Egyptology was
emphasised in the international exhibition held between 2004
and 2006 and in the accompanying exhibition catalogue, most
clearly so in Grimm (2005a); cf. supra, 6-7 and n. 14.
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Imperial Rome’.* This chapter is divided into two parts
and it seems that its respective parts largely correspond
to the relevant classes. Hence, ‘Egyptian’ objects
are ‘monuments exported from Egypt to Imperial
Rome’, whereas ‘Egyptianizing’ objects are broadly
understood as ‘monuments created at Rome’.*
‘Egyptian’ artefacts originate from Egypt and
therefore they are considered to be genuine. Their
authenticity is deemed to emanate from two closely
related aspects. First, there is a temporal dimension.
Authentic Egyptian objects are considered to have been
made before the Imperial Roman period. A majority of
them would date to the Late Period (664-332 BC) and are
therefore seen as relatively contemporary productions.
Regardless of the accuracy of these proposed datings
and their implications for the classification of the
listed objects, a survey of Roullet’s ‘Egyptian’ objects
demonstrates that a pre-Roman date of manufacture is
not always strictly maintained as defining criterion.*

64. Roullet (1972) 13-22.

65. 1Ibid., 14 and 18, respectively.

66. 1Ibid., 153-156: Appendix III. The numerous question marks in
the appendix readily demonstrate the incomplete information
about the listed objects and are illustrative of some of the
main problems that surround the dating of Egyptian sculpture.
A proper identification is often only possible on the basis of
hieroglyphic inscriptions and when objects are sufficiently well
preserved. Especially when royal cartouches of a pharaoh’s
name are present, an object can be more or less securely
attributed to a specific reign and the (approximate) historical
timeframe that is known from other sources (not taking into
account the common practice of usurpation). Alternatively, when
names of private individuals are mentioned in inscriptions, an
approximate dating can often be reconstructed on the basis of
prosopographic analysis. In certain cases, other types of written
information may contribute to the correct identification of
Egyptian sculpture, such as the mentioning of specific historical
events, provenances, or palacography. However, because of
archaeological preservation, on the one hand, and a general
decline of the practice of inscribing Egyptian sculpture from the
Late Period onwards, on the other, the dating of many (fragments
of) sculptures is not without its problems. In the absence of
solid points of reference, close stylistic and typological analyses
remain the main heuristic devices for investigation (Hartwig
2015, esp. 41-45; this practice is also called connoisseurship:
see Josephson 2015). These methods certainly have their merits,
although it is now generally accepted that detailed chronologies
based on stylistic (and typological) developments are, at best,
problematic. This is clearly shown in Roullet’s Appendix III.
A specific dating is only given when the name of the relevant
pharaoh, obtained from preserved cartouches, is known. In the
absence of these points of reference, and when the dating of
relevant objects consequently comes to depend on stylistic and
typological analyses, there is room for speculation and doubt.

Some of the objects in the appendix would be of
‘Ptolemaic or Roman’ date, but are nevertheless listed
among the monuments exported from Egypt to Rome,
while two figures of Osiris Canopus are said to be of
Imperial Roman date but presumably of Alexandrian,
i.e., Egyptian, workmanship.®” This seems to suggest
that the authenticity of Egyptian objects needs not
necessarily be determined by a pre-Roman dating
alone. Artefacts manufactured in Egypt under Roman
rule may also classify as ‘genuine Egyptian’ objects.
This leads to the second and seemingly closely related
aspect of the authenticity of Egyptian objects: they
are considered to have been manufactured in Egypt
proper and, although not explicitly mentioned in the
book, supposedly by skilled Egyptian craftsmen.
For Roullet, therefore, the classification of Egyptian
sculpture also has ethnic-geographic connotations.

Her understanding of ‘Egyptianizing’ objects is
quite different. This classification evidently has a
geographical dimension that sets the artefacts in this
group apart from ‘Egyptian’ objects. In the book’s
introduction, Roullet argues: “[...] though it is risky to
suppose that a Roman Egyptianizing copy or creation,
of which the actual origin is unknown, must come from
Rome, this, in fact, is most likely”, and somewhat later
she states that “the copies must have been executed
in Italy. It is virtually certain that the duplicates
were made in Rome to fulfil the needs of the layout
of a temple, palace or villa. The Egyptian craftsmen,
authors of such pieces, settled in Italy in the 1st century
A.D. to satisfy an already significant demand”.®® Even
though these statements are not substantiated, they
provide important clues for understanding Roullet’s
ideas about ‘Egyptianizing’ objects and to elucidate
the broader context in which the assertion about
place of manufacture has to be understood. It can be
inferred that the term Egyptianising embodies aspects
of time, copying and duplicating, and ethnicity.
Egyptianising artefacts would have been manufactured

The sharp increase of question marks concerning the attribution
to a specific pharaoh, which can be readily explained by the
aforementioned absence of cartouches (and the perceived non-
individuality of Egyptian sculpture), is accompanied by a general
increase of uncertainty in the attribution of objects to a specific
dynasty, which, in turn, reflects the limitations of chronologies
based on style and typology.

67. Objects no. 170, 174, 268-270 and 301la-b (all Ptolemaic or
Roman), and 144b and 147 (Osiris Canopus), respectively.

68. Quotations taken from Roullet (1972) xiv and 19, respectively.
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in Imperial Roman times, they would have been
inspired by or “dans le style” of genuine Egyptian art,
and copies and duplicates would furthermore have
been carved by Egyptian sculptors. In order to fully
reconstruct Roullet’s understanding of Aegyptiaca, we
must consider these three aspects separately.

The temporal division is not always strictly
maintained and, moreover, the dating of many so-
called Egyptianising objects is not always clear. For
instance, the statue of the Apis-bull, the so-called Apis
Brancaccio, is listed among the objects created in
Rome, although the proposed datings are not clearly
indicative of a Roman Imperial date of manufacture.®
Furthermore, Egyptianising objects are considered to
be inspired by authentic Egyptian objects and therefore
essentially regarded as not authentic. A survey of
Roullet’s catalogue descriptions of these Egyptianising
artefacts indicates that this group can be further divided
into four sub-groups. The majority of these are described
as either Roman creations in Egyptianising style or
Roman imitations. Besides these two sub-groups, other
Egyptianising objects are specified as Roman copies
and Roman creations with Egyptianising motifs or
décor.” Although not explicitly stated, it appears that
these four sub-groups represent the relative degrees to
which authentic Egyptian sculptures are (understood to
be) reproduced, as if according to a scale of perceived
Egyptianness. In decreasing order of resemblance,
the implicit order runs from Roman copies, to Roman
imitations, to Roman creations in Egyptianising style, to
Roman creations with Egyptianising motifs or decor.”!

69. Roullet (1972) 129-130 no. 267. The ‘monuments created at
Rome’ are listed in Roullet’s Appendix IV, p. 157-158. A survey
of the catalogue descriptions on the basis of the objects cited in
this appendix demonstrates that the dating of many artefacts is
uncertain; cf. supra, n. 66.

70. Roman creations in Egyptianising style (n = 63); Roman
imitations (n = 65); Roman copies (n = 8); Roman creations with
Egyptianising motifs or décor (n = 3). Note that only objects
that provide useful information about the sub-classification of
this class of artefacts were taken into account. For that reason,
descriptions that specify that a certain object would be ‘Roman’,
or a ‘Roman creation’, have not been included — although in
these cases the question remains what ‘Roman’ specifically
means: chronological, geographical, ethnical, ...?

71. This relative order can be reconstructed from several remarks
by the author. With regard to Roman copies and imitations,
Roullet says (1972, 18; my italics): “A careful distinction
should be made between duplicates (nos. 277, 181) created to
balance an isolated genuine monument, and mere imitations
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We have already seen that, according to Roullet, the
most faithful reproductions of Egyptian artefacts, copies
and duplicates, were supposedly made by Egyptians.
More specifically, she argues that “the working of hard
stone, the respect for Egyptian proportions and way
of representation were severe demands on a Roman
sculptor trained to express classical figures in marble or
limestone. A good copy could only be done properly by
an Egyptian. Strong doubts must be felt about accepting
the thesis that these copies were executed at Alexandria,
in second-rate workshops. Why should the Roman
emperors and aristocracy have ordered a relatively
mediocre production and taken the trouble to have
it brought back to Italy, when they could have found
excellent genuine pieces only a few miles away?””?
This clearly suggests that the supposed ethnicity of the
sculptors of copies and duplicates would be based on
a presumed relationship between material and stylistic
properties of objects, on the one hand, and the technical
capability of artists from a certain (ethnic) background,
on the other. The (in)competence of sculptors, in other
words, is measured against a modern and imaginary
ideal of how Egyptian style and iconography should look
(and subsequently is made assessable through visual
analysis). The underlying idea, it seems, is that Romans
would be the creators of sculptures made from marble
and limestone in what we usually call a Classical style,

created after a genuine piece, but used independently of it”.
The two duplicates, no. 277 and 281, are described in Roullet’s
Appendix IV as Roman copies, which are furthermore said to
be faithful reproductions of authentic Egyptian objects that were
probably made by Egyptian craftsmen in the respective catalogue
entries. Imitations, on the other hand, are said to be created after
genuine objects, and therefore considered as less faithful and,
consequently, less authentic; these are, in other words, less
‘truly Egyptian’. In similar vein, it may be argued that Roman
creations in Egyptianising style would be a step further away
still from genuine Egyptian objects, since these would not have
been created after authentic objects at all, but merely allude to
authentic Egyptian objects through their stylistic properties.
Finally, Roullet considers Roman creations with Egyptianising
motifs or décor as representing objects that are neither made
after genuine Egyptian objects, nor understood to recall Egyptian
artistic traditions by means of stylistic properties. According to
her, they would merely incorporate Egyptian-looking elements
in their (otherwise non-Egyptian looking) compositions.
Therefore, these objects would evidently rank lowest on the scale
of Egyptianness. For a similar notion see Lafaye (1884, 244),
where objects in a ‘style d’imitation’ are said to display “[...] une
infinité de nuances; il y a des degrés dans la soumission dont les
artistes font preuve a I’égard de leurs modéeles égyptiens [...]”).
72. Roullet (1972) 18-19.
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while Egyptians (and Egyptians only!) had the skill and
knowledge to (re-)produce sculptures from hard stones
in a so-called Egyptian style. This presumes, in other
words, a direct and linear relationship between peoples
and objects or, more specifically, between ethnicity,
style, and material.

The above quotation also illustrates the perceived
relationship between Egyptianising and Egyptian
objects. Roullet considers Egyptianising productions
to be “relatively mediocre”, as opposed to Egyptian or
“excellent genuine pieces”.” Clearly, the classification
of Egyptian material culture, and the Egyptian —
Egyptianising dichotomy in particular, also involves
value judgement. The specific judgement of a certain
object, it seems, relates to that object’s (perceived)
proximity to (what is considered as) an Egyptian ideal
or, in other words, its Egyptianness. Authentic Egyptian
objects are considered to be excellent and beautiful,
whereas the farther down an object would rank on the
scale of Egyptianness, the less excellent, beautiful, etc.
that particular object would be.™

Chronology appears to be a determining factor
in this valuation process.” Roullet asserts that “It is
interesting to note that the second generation of Egyptian
workers in Italy had already lost the skill and style of
their fathers (a phenomenon also noticeable in Egypt
at the same time, but to a lesser extent). If Domitian’s
production could still be classed as Egyptian, Hadrian’s
creations were often only Egyptianizing [...]”. Shortly
after she adds that “the late Roman Empire was to
Egyptian art what the 19th century was to mediaeval
art, and Hadrian’s revivals could match Viollet-le-
Duc’s”.” This powerful equation is explained in very

73. Roullet (1972) 19.

74. 1t is therefore perhaps no coincidence that Malaise uses the
adjective “beau” to describe what he calls an “Alexandrine”
relief, a marble relief depicting, among other things, an enthroned
figure of Sarapis. In Malaise’s opinion, the relief would have
been made in Alexandria around the 2" century BC: Malaise
(1972a) 229-230 no. 420; cf. infra, 126 no. 044.

75. Egyptianising objects are understood to be derivative of older
(Egyptian) artefacts, in the same way as the word ‘Egyptianising’
is derived from the term ‘Egyptian’. Simply put, the older the
artefact, the more authentically Egyptian and hence superior to
later productions it would be. From that perspective, the start of
the Imperial Roman period would be the decisive chronological
watershed.

76. Quotations from Roullet (1972) 20. Eugéne Emmanuel Viollet-
le-Duc (1814-1879) was a French architect and architectural
theorist, best known for his (over-)restorations of medieval

absolute terms in the closing section of her paragraph
on Egyptianising objects. Because it is particularly
illustrative of Roullet’s understanding of Egyptian
material culture altogether, it is useful to quote it here
in full: “As an illustration of the deep misunderstanding
of Egyptian representation by the Romans, two Roman
restorations made of genuine Egyptian pieces may be
cited. Hadrian had, presumably among his collections,
the body of a Ptolemaic Isis, a full figure covered with
the narrow pleated tunic knotted between the heavy
breasts; only its head was missing. But it was thought
easy to repair, for the restorer found a new head among
other Egyptian fragments, that of a priest with a short
wig (?XXXth Dynasty-Ptolemaic) [...] The Romans
not only failed to distinguish two different styles, they
could not even tell the sexes apart. Another restoration
which constitutes a vandalism, was executed on a
beautiful but damaged Ptolemaic Isis [...] The restorer
here erased a good deal of the sensuous curves of the
body and clumsily managed to cut into the hard stone a
new Hellenistic drapery with diagonal pleats™.”’

Now that the underlying premises have been clarified,
we will discuss two examples that illustrate how the
classification of Egyptian sculpture actually works in
scholarly practice. Roullet’s catalogue includes two
sculptures of the originally Egyptian dwarf-god Bes
in Imperial porphyry, catalogue numbers 105 and 109,
respectively. “The Romans were the first to use the
Egyptian red porphyry”, Roullet notes in one of the
introductory chapters, and therefore concludes that both
statues can only be dated to the Imperial Roman period.”

buildings, such as the Notre Dame de Paris and the city of
Carcassonne in southern France. His restoration works were
part of a broader 19™-century European movement that sought
to restore medieval buildings to how they might have looked in
their original state (in England known as Victorian restorations).
Viollet-le-Duc’s interventions brought profound changes to the
original character of the buildings. Rather than restoring the
buildings in their original and historically correct state, he altered
them to fit his personal, ideal vision of the Middle Ages. See L.
Sorensen, “Eugéne Emmanuel Viollet-le-Duc”, Dictionary of Art
Historians (available online at https://dictionaryofarthistorians.
org/violletleduce.htm; accessed January 15, 2015).

77. Roullet (1972) 21-22. Note (a) that the Ptolemaic Isis (genuine) is
specified as beautiful, and the Roman (non-authentic) restoration
a clumsy vandalism, and (b) that the cited examples serve to
illustrate the deep misunderstanding of Egyptian material culture
by Romans.

78. Quotation from ibid., 19.
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This also implies, on the basis of her analysis, that they
would be essentially not authentic and therefore classify
as Egyptianising rather than as Egyptian objects.” More
specifically, object no. 105 is said to probably have been
the work of Egyptian craftsmen (and therefore a copy,
although this is not explicitly mentioned), while object
no. 109 is considered to be a Roman imitation. What
caused this different perception, given the fact that both
statues portray a similar subject matter and are carved
from the same hard stone, Egyptian Imperial porphyry?

The answer to this question lies in the respective
sculptures’ perceived proximity to genuine Egyptian
examples, and more specifically in their respective
iconographical models and particular details. Object
no. 109 is a squatting figure of Bes (Fig. 1.2.1). Several
iconographical features can be distinguished that allow
for a secure identification of the subject matter as the
dwarf-god (e.g., a corpulent, squat body, form of ears,
nose, and beard). Other features that can be recognised
from the photograph of the sculpture reproduced in
Roullet are the squared base on which the figure rests
and the lower part of a back-pillar. Neither of these
specific features nor a general description are presented
in the relevant catalogue entry. Besides the material
used, it only mentions that the sculpture would be a
“Roman imitation”. The rationale for this (supposedly
straightforward) classification cannot be inferred from
the summary description, and the question why this
object was perceived as a Roman imitation therefore
remains open.

Let us first consider the other Bes sculpture (no.
105), which presents the dwarf-god with a frontal
depiction of the goddess’ Hathor head on top (Fig.
1.2.2). The description of the objects reads as follows:
“The form of the pedestal is an adaptation of a motif
used for sistrum handles and, sometimes, other minor
objects [...] A back pillar runs along the whole height
of the pedestal”. Although brief, the description is
important in two respects. First, the statue is described
in Egyptological terms, contrary to the other Bes
sculpture. In other words, the particular iconographical
model of this sculpture can be related to objects known
from ancient Egypt proper. This is demonstrated by the
cited Egyptological literature in the catalogue entry of
Bes no. 105 that refers to “the same motif on Egyptian

79. And they are indeed listed as such in Appendix IV.
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objects”.®® Moreover, it is mentioned explicitly that the
back-pillar of the statue runs along the entire height of
the pedestal. This is important because this particular
feature is often considered to be characteristic of
(genuine) Egyptian sculpture. In contrast, the absence
of a back-pillar or formal adaptations and different
heights of this feature are usually considered as one of
the characteristics typical of Roman Imperial times and
therefore of non-authentic productions.?

Because formal, stylistic and iconographic features are
considered to relate to aspects of time, authenticity,
and ethnicity in a direct and fixed way, empirical
observations of the particularities of material culture
can be used as an (inductive) method for classification.
This typically Winckelmannian modus operandi can
be observed throughout Roullet’s book and provides
the key to understanding her different classifications
of the Bes sculptures. Since the two statues are carved
from Imperial porphyry that was only quarried in
Roman times, both objects date from the Roman
Imperial period and therefore classify as Egyptianising
rather than Egyptian artefacts.?> The following sub-

80. The motif is indeed known from several Egyptian examples. It
occurred most prominently on the rattles that were used in the
cult for the Egyptian goddess Hathor and served, among others
things, an apotropaic purpose that refers back to Egyptian
religion and mythology; cf. Miiskens (2014a) with references.

81. Hence, Roullet (1972, 20) writes about sculptures dating from
the Roman period that “Back pillars were either forgotten or
replaced by a little obelisk [...], a tree trunk [...], or even a heavy
coat falling straight from the shoulders down to the feet”.

82. It would be interesting to find out what Roullet’s classification of
object no. 105 would have been if it had not been carved from
Imperial porphyry but, for instance, from another Egyptian stone
material that was also used for sculptural purposes in Egypt
before Roman Imperial times. The sculpture must have struck
the author as altogether ‘quite Egyptian’, otherwise she certainly
would not have argued that it presumably was the work of an
Egyptian craftsman (who, in her opinion, would have been the
only one capable of making a good copy). In this case, however,
the material that was used acts as a give-away for the dating of
the sculpture, which, in turn, must have ruled out the possibility
of the sculpture being authentic Egyptian. The material was
indeed rarely used before Roman Imperial times and for small
objects only. The Romans were the first to actively quarry this
material, which was used for both sculptural and architectonic
purposes (cf. Miiskens 2010). But what would have happened
if this particular sculpture was carved from the characteristic
pink granite from Aswan, one of the most prominent materials
for Egyptian sculpture that had already known a long tradition
before the Roman period? Of course we cannot know for sure,
but it is interesting to contemplate, as it relates more generally to
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Fig. 1.2.1. Sculpture of Bes in Imperial porphyry, Roullet’s cat. no.
109 (after Roullet 1972, pl. 93, fig. 126).

classification of one object as a Roman copy and the
other as Roman imitation can be explained by their
respective degrees of perceived Egyptianness. The
particular iconographical model, or typology, and the
representation of the back-pillar of object no. 105 must
have struck Roullet as more ‘genuinely Egyptian’ than
the typology and ‘un-Egyptian’ form of the back-pillar
of object no. 109. The former, Bes no. 105, must have
appeared to her as the next best thing after a genuine
Egyptian object, and therefore a Roman copy executed
by Egyptian craftsmen. In contrast, object no. 109 could
only be lower on the scale of perceived Egyptianness.
Since it does not concern an altogether new creation
executed in an Egyptian-looking style that could only
have been made in Imperial Roman times (and by a

the question which role materials used play in the classification
of Egyptian sculpture.

Fig. 1.2.2. Sculpture of Bes in Imperial porphyry, Roullet’s cat. no.
105 (after Roullet 1972, pl. 91, fig. 122).

Roman?), Roullet considered it not as a Roman creation
in Egyptianising style, but as a Roman imitation that
was made after a genuine object.

2.3 MALAISE’S INVENTAIRE PRELIMINAIRE
(1972)

Malaise’s inventory of Aegyptiaca from Italy remains
fundamental to the present day.** However, the book
provides no theoretical background to explain the terms
that are used to determine and classify the objects
under discussion.’* Therefore, in order to reconstruct
the grounds on which Malaise classifies Egyptian
material culture, I made a survey of the attestations
of the terms ‘Egyptian’ and ‘Egyptianising’ as well
as other related classificatory terms. The results are
collected in Table 1.2.1 below.® The findings indicate

83. Malaise (1972a); cf. supra, n. 32.

84. Consequently, ‘Egyptian’ and ‘Egyptianising’ are used as
descriptive adjectives without explanation, as illustrated by the
following quotations: “ce qui est égyptien ou égyptisant”, “les
ceuvres égyptiennes ou égyptisantes”, “sculptures égyptiennes
ou égyptisantes” (Malaise 1972a, xii, xiii, and 188, respectively).

85. The overview is based on the archaeological evidence from
Rome: Malaise (1972a) 167-237. Coins are excluded since the
terminology central to this discussion is not applied to these
objects. Numbers in the table refer to Malaise’s catalogue
numbers. Besides attestations of the terms ‘Egyptian’ and

23



EGYPT BEYOND REPRESENTATION

Table 1.2.1. Survey of classificatory terminology of Aegyptiaca in Malaise (1972a).

Cat. no. | “Egyptian”

319 “Partie supérieure d’une statuette égyptienne de basalte (XVIlle dynastie?)”

341 “Une seule sculptur.e égyptienne provient du Ca}_)itole [...]0 s’ag%t d’un fragment d’une statuette en serpentine d’un
personnage agenouillé portant un naos. Ce travail d’époque romaine [...]”

383 “Fragment de clepsydre égyptienne”

407 “Fragment d’une statuette égyptienne d’époque saite (XXVIe dynastie)”

419a “Un fragment de frise égyptienne, en basalte noir, de Nectanébo ler (XXXe dynastie)”

425 “Une clepsydre égyptienne du Ille s. avant J.-C.”
“Egyptianising”

317 “Relief en marbre de style égypti.sant [...] Ces fragments [...] datent, au plus tard, de la premiére moitié¢ du Ile s.
(peut-étre bien de I’époque d’Adrien)”

362 “Sphinx royal en granit rose avec nemes et uraeus. Travail de style égyptisant, d’époque ptolémaique ou romaine”

399 “Fragment d’une téte féminine égyptisante en marbre [...] Il doit s’agir de la copie d’une Isis ptolémaique”

405 “Fragment acéphale d’une statuette féminine égyptisante en terre cuite”

414 “Deux statuettes‘en marbre blanc [...]‘ figurant d§ux offra.nts nus agenouillés sur l.es talons et présentant une table
d’offrande égyptienne [...] (Euvre sortie d’un atelier romain, mais de facture égyptisante”

424 “Statue royale en basalte. Cette sculpture égyptisante, probablement une ceuvre de 1’époque d’ Adrien”
Other references

307 “Une statue de prétresse égyptienne en marbre salin [...] Style égyptien d’imitation”

309 “Base de colonne sculptée de fleurs de lotus. Style d’imitation”

323 “Statue de Sérapis assis [...] Il s’agit d’une copie romaine du Ile siecle du type bryaxidien”

337 “Fragment d’une statuette en basalte vert foncé d’un naophore. (Euvre ptolémaique ou d’imitation romaine”

339 “Chapiteau ionique taillé dans un bloc de marbre de remploi. Ce bloc était orné d’une figure égyptienne d’imitation”

356 “Chapiteau campaniforme en marbre et [....] partie inférieure de la colonne [...] Cette colonne est une imitation
romaine des colonnes égyptiennes campaniformes”

363 “Colonne de granit de style égypto-romain [...] Le fit [...] imite sommairement les colonnes égyptiennes [...] Ces

(352/368 | reliefs rappellent les scénes égyptiennes et offrent le méme manque de perspective; mais il convient de relever des

/386) nouveautés romaines [...] Ces reliefs, sans doute exécutés en Italie [...]”

381 “Le style de ces motifs [i.e., of motifs on a marble entablature] est égypto-romain”

384bis “Grosse dalle fragmentaire de granit ornée de reliefs [...] (Buvre importée d’Egypte”

392 “Fragm.ent de marb.re réprese'nt.ant Isis enlha'ut relief [...] Ce relief semble une copie romaine exécutée, vers le milieu
du Ile siecle, a partir d’un original hellénistique du Ile s. avant notre ére”

394 “Un fragment de statuette égypto-romaine”

396 “Fragment de re?li.ef en marbre [w. geated divinities wearing nemes-headdresses and holding was-scepters] Copie
romaine d’un original d’époque tardive”

397 “Fragment d’un relief en marbre [w. various Egyptian crowns] Copie romaine”

308 “Fragm.ent de re.lief en marbre [...] En-dessous, un Apis est couché sur une enseigne. Le style de I’animal n’a rien
d’égyptien. Copie romaine”

400 “Chapiteau hathorique en marbre [...] Copie romaine”

404 “Fragment de plaque de terre cuite ornée de la téte d’Ammon [...] Copie d’un original ptolémaique”

24




PART I. INTRODUCTION

several overlaps between Malaise and Roullet with
regard to their understanding of Aegyptiaca and their
underlying principles of classification. The term
Egyptian is most often used as adjective in combination
with a pre-Roman Imperial date of manufacture,
although, like in Roullet’s book, this temporal division
is not always strictly maintained.® Moreover, Malaise’s
connotations of Egyptianising are comparable to those
in Roullet’s work, reflecting aspects of time,*” copying
and imitating,*® and geography (as well as ethnicity?).%
Perceived Egyptianness appears to be the main heuristic
device to determine the specific classification.

‘Egyptianising’ proper, the table includes other references that
elucidate Malaise’s classification and understanding of Egyptian
material culture.

86. Naophoros statuette no. 341 is said to be an Egyptian sculpture
dating from the Roman period.

87. In general, the term Egyptianising is used to denote objects of
Roman Imperial age, even though, as is the case with Roullet, it
may also be applied to refer to objects dating from older periods:
a royal sphinx from granite (no. 362) is said to be a “travail de
style égyptisant, d’époque ptolémaique ou romaine”. A similar
notion is present in Lafaye’s work, who argues that it is probable
that the “style d’imitation [i.e., Egyptianising objects] était
répandu a Alexandrie bien avant qu’lsis et Sérapis ne fussent
connus a Rome”: Lafaye (1884) 244.

88. In the case of a fragmentarily preserved Egyptianising female
head “il doit s’agir de la copie d’une Isis ptolémaique” (no. 399).
The imitation of so-called Egyptian styles is closely related to the
Roman Imperial period (no. 323: “copie romaine du Ile siécle du
type bryaxidien [i.e., early Ptolemaic]”; 337: “CEuvre ptolémaique
ou d’imitation romaine; 392: “copie romaine exécutée, vers le
milieu du Ile siecle, a partir d’un original hellénistique du Ile
s. avant notre ére; 396: “Copie romaine d’un original d’époque
tardive”; 404: “Copie d’un original ptolémaique”) and it would
have resulted in an Egyptian-Roman or Egyptian imitation
style: no. 363, 381, 394 (Egyptian-Roman); 307, 309, and 339
(Egyptian imitations); 356, 397, 398, and 400 (Roman copies).

89. The practice of summarily imitating Egyptian columns is
associated with an Italian place of manufacture (no. 363), and
two marble statuettes with Egyptian offering plateaus are said
to be “Euvre[s] sortie[s] d’un atelier romain, mais de facture
égyptisante” (no. 414). The latter description is directly copied
from one of the works Malaise cites in the relevant catalogue
entry, namely, Bosticco (1952, 32), where the statuettes are said
to be made by an inexperienced imitator of Egyptian sculpture:
“Le statuette sono uscite dalla bottega di un modesto imitatore
di eta romana il quale rivela la sua imperizia nella pesantezza
del modellato e in quel senso di abbandono che giunge sino alla
deformazione del piede, poggiato sullo zoccolo con cui fa corpo:
le mani sono appena abbozzate”. For the marble statuettes, see
infra, 99-100 no. 017-018.

2.4 LEMBKE’S DIE FORMALE SYSTEMATIK
DER AEGYPTIACA IM ISEUM CAMPENSE
(1994)

The most explicit explanation of the classification
of Aegyptiaca in the Roman world is found in Katja
Lembke’s book on the Iseum Campense in Rome.*
She makes a distinction between Egyptian and
Egyptianising objects, and breaks the latter category
down into Egyptian-Roman and Roman-Egyptian
classes. The latter subdivision is subsequently divided
into copies, imitations, and objects with Egyptian
motifs. This model is largely comparable to the above-
discussed classification systems, and to a large extent
this is also true for its underlying presumptions. Hence,
according to Lembke, Egyptian objects would have
been made in Egypt by Egyptian craftsmen before
the Roman annexation of Egypt in 30 BC. Aegyptiaca
made after this chronological watershed are considered
to be Egyptianising, and this group would contain
both objects “die in Agypten oder von Agyptern
hergestellt wurden” — namely, the so-called Egyptian-
Roman works — and “Arbeiten romischer Bildhauer in
Italien”, or Roman-Egyptian works.”' Again, perceived
Egyptianness emerges as main heuristic device: in
decreasing order of resemblance to ‘genuine’ Egyptian
objects, the order first runs from Egyptian via Egyptian-
Roman to Roman-Egyptian artefacts, and subsequently,
within the latter group, from copies, imitations, to
objects with Egyptian motifs.*

However, more than in any of the previously
discussed works, the materials used are considered
as an important criterion for classification. Lembke
presents a hierarchy of materials that would express
the different degrees to which materials of genuine
Egyptian sculpture were reproduced. In doing so, she
uses the geological provenance of materials as argument

90. This topic is treated in the section entitled Die formale Systematik
der Aegyptiaca im Iseum Campense: Lembke (1994) 33-50,
which essentially is an adaptation of a previous categorisation
of Egyptian sculptures from the Villa Torlonia in Rome: Curto
(1967); cf. Lembke (1994) 34 n. 82.

91. Lembke (1994) 36 and 41, respectively.

92. “Die drei Gruppen der Kopien, Umbildungen und motivischen
Ubernahmen sind linear in dem Sinn zu verstehen, als sie sich
hinsichtlich des Materials und der Beriicksichtigung dgyptischer
Kunstprinzipien jeweils weiter von den Vorbildern [i.e., genuine
Egyptian objects] entfernen”: ibid., 49.
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to determine the place of manufacture of Aegyptiaca
(Herkunft). Hence, according to her interpretation,
the categories of Egyptian and Egyptian-Roman
Egyptianising objects, the two categories that can be
considered to be most authentically Egyptian because
they are made in Egypt by Egyptians, are entirely made
from Egyptian stone materials.”® Going farther down
the scale of Egyptianness, we go from copies that are
made from Hartgesteinen, like Egyptian and Egyptian-
Roman Aegyptiaca, but that no longer stem from
Egyptian sources, to imitations where “im Vergleich
zu den bisher betrachteten Gruppen [...] erstmals
das Material Marmor [erscheint]”, to objects with
Egyptian motifs whereby “die Materialien dgyptischer
Kunst fremd [sind], denn es gibt keine Anzeichen fiir
die Verwendung von Marmor [...] in pharaonischer
Zeit” %

As we have seen, the above-mentioned scholars
approached formal, stylistic and iconographic features
of material culture as related to aspects of time,
authenticity, and ethnicity in direct and predetermined
ways.” In addition, Lembke’s work suggests that
materials also relate to these aspects, and to the ethnicity
of sculptors in particular. Namely, she explains the
differences between Egyptianising copies (in coloured
stones of non-Egyptian origin) and Egyptian originals
based on the difficulties that Roman sculptors (the
presumed authors of copies) would have had in
working hard stones. Instead, she adds a little later,
Roman sculptors “[waren] es gewohnt, mit Marmor zu
arbeiten, [und] zeigen dabei eine grofere Féhigkeit als
bei dem Umgang mit Hartgesteinen”.%

93. Lembke (1994) 34 and 36, respectively. In this respect, see
also Lembke’s explanation of Egyptian-Roman Aegyptiaca:
“Grundlage fiir diese Einordnung sind erstens die Materialien,
die dgyptischen Werken entsprechen, zweitens die Ikonographie,
die in dgyptischer Tradition steht, und drittens die kiinstlerische
Gestaltung, die ebenfalls dgyptisch geprédgt ist. Gewandelt hat
sich nur der Stil der Skulpturen bzw. Der Inschrift auf dem
Obelisken” (quotation from p. 36).

94. Quotations taken from ibid., 42 and 48, respectively; on the use
of white marble in Pharaonic Egypt, cf. infra, 73 with n. 304.

95. On this matter see now also Swetnam-Burland (2015) 41f.

96. Lembke (1994) 41, quotation from p. 42. For a similar idea about
the relationship between certain materials and the ethnicity of
sculptors, see the quotation from Anne Roullet’s book above
(supra, 20).
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2.5 CONCLUSION: AEGYPTIACA AND THE
FOCUS ON REPRESENTATION

This section has shown that, probably initiated by
Winckelmann, the paradigm that has so far dominated
the study of Aegyptiaca in the Roman world has
resulted in a research tradition that strongly relies on
representation. What is represented determines whether
or not we define objects as Aegyptiaca in the first place,
and these objects are further subdivided into either
Egyptian or Egyptianising classes based on how certain
themes are represented. Subject matter and style, in
other words, are generally treated as the main heuristic
devices to understand the broad variety of artefacts that
we associate with Egypt. Crucial to this is the implicit
assumption that perceived style and iconography relate
to place of manufacture and ethnicity in a fixed and
direct way. Where Aegyptiaca were made and who
made them are therefore two key questions in the
current approaches to these objects.

The above discussion also demonstrates that
the distinction between Egyptian and Egyptianising
objects is essentially a modern construction and not one
of Romans. In other words, terms like Egyptian and
Egyptianising say more about modern understandings of
Egyptian material culture than about Roman ones. This
has important methodological implications for previous
approaches to Aegyptiaca. Defining an object as either
Egyptian or Egyptianising seriously complicates a
bottom-up assessment of its Roman understandings,
since that classification in fact already determines its
interpretation. Terms like Egyptian and Egyptianising
by definition imply that the (perceived) Egyptianness of
these artefacts, which is principally defined on the basis
of modern understandings of subject matter and style,
chiefly determined their meaning in Roman contexts.
By projecting our interpretations of Aegyptiaca as
cultural representations of Egypt onto the Roman
world, we not only presume that our understandings of
Egyptianness — which may vary considerably between
different scholars, as the above discussion has shown —
are the same as Roman understandings of Egyptianness,
we also exclude the possibility that these objects could
have functioned in the Roman world for other reasons
than what they represent according to our opinions,
namely, Egyptian subject matters executed in Egyptian
styles.
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Recognising these issues, Molly Swetnam-Burland
has recently proposed to move beyond modern
classifications like Egyptian and Egyptianising by
redirecting attention towards quintessentially Roman
receptions of so-called Aegyptiaca.” She thus has
shifted the line of inquiry from top-down projections
of what Egypt means (to her), to more flexible, bottom-
up engagements that allow for an assessment of how
objects that we call Egyptian functioned in their Roman
contexts and of the characteristics that determined their
use and perception. Rather than place of origin, she
argues that the efficacy of Aegyptiaca for the Roman
viewer would have primarily resulted from their subject
matter, style, and theme.”® While this assertion is not
unproblematic in itself, as an object’s place of origin
could be an important asset in the way it was used
and perceived in its (new) context,” this approach
is nevertheless a methodical step forward since it no
longer uncritically subscribes to established approaches
to Aegyptiaca and related terminologies, and instead
looks for more flexible interpretations.

Again, however, the focus is first and foremost on
subject matter and stylistic execution. What Swetnam-
Burland and most other scholars to date have not
sufficiently recognised are the importance of the
materials of Aegyptiaca and the social values that
may be related to certain materials. Although the use
of materials seems to play an important role in current
classifications of Aegyptiaca, albeit mostly implicitly,'®

97. “Theiremployment [i.e., of the terms Egyptian and Egyptianising]
often masks problematic assumptions about both the production
and reception”: Swetnam-Burland (2007) 114. The author
briefly draws attention to the relative valuation inherent in “the
pejorative -izing designation” (p. 116), and mentions several
problematic notions, including perceived authenticity, inferiority
and superiority, (mis)understanding, ethnicity of sculptors, and
(modern) perception of style.

98. Swetnam-Burland (2007), esp. 120; see also ibid. (2015) 19 for a
similar view.

99. As Mol (2013, esp. 123) demonstrates.

100. It appears that objects whose classification as Aegyptiaca or
either Egyptian/Egyptianising artefacts is most heavily disputed
are frequently carved from white marble, while objects that
have invariably been classified as Aegyptiaca are often made
from coloured stone materials. Hence, while all scholars have
classified objects like monumental obelisks or the zoomorphic
sculptures of Thoth in the Capitoline Museum — inscribed with
hieroglyphs, with Egyptian stylistic characteristics, and made
from coloured hardstones (see infra, 152-155 no. 070-071)
— as Egyptian artefacts, the understanding of other objects as
Aegyptiaca is contested and indeed may differ between authors.

previous studies are characterised by a general neglect
of the materials used, which are typically dismissed
with a single word that merely indicates whether an
object is made, for example, of granite or marble.'"!
Not only are these characterisations often found to
be incorrect, as will become clear in Part III of this
study, the material data are also only rarely involved
in discussions of how these objects functioned and

Representations of Sarapis in white marble are a good case
in point. Although they form a substantial part of the material
evidence from Rome in Malaise’s work (1972a), they are
altogether lacking in Roullet’s inventory of Aegyptiaca from that
city (Roullet 1972). The identification of the famous white marble
statue of the Esquiline Venus is even more heavily debated and
therefore particularly illustrative of the problematic definition
of Aegyptiaca. Venus is one of the suggested identifications,
as well as Cleopatra VII, Isis-Aphrodite, and even Drusilla-
Isis-Aphrodite. None of these views is generally accepted,
however, and as a result the statue has irregularly appeared in
overviews of Aegyptiaca from Rome (see infra, 110 no. 028).
Such examples make clear that, although there is some kind of
common understanding of what is (deemed) Egyptian and what
is not, there is also a grey area in between where individual
opinions abound — and where the materials used seem to play
an important role. While the specific role of material choice in
considerations and strategies of object classification remains to
be elucidated, this observation nevertheless suggests that the
material constituent of Aegyptiaca in some way influences our
understanding of objects as having something to do with Egypt
or not. The previously mentioned different levels of perceived
Egyptianness may help explain what is at stake here: coloured
stones possibly represent a stronger mental association with
Egypt than white marbles, at least for us modern observers. The
interesting question then becomes whether a similar observation
holds true from a Roman perspective or, in other words, what
role materials played in Roman perceptions of objects we call
Aegyptiaca.

101. The lack of attention for the materials of Aegyptiaca is perhaps
surprising given the recent developments in both Italian/Roman
and Egyptian archaeology, where material characterisation
studies are currently booming. This is attested, for instance, by
the numerous contributions to the proceedings of the Association
for the Study of Marbles and Other Stones in Antiquity
(henceforth: ASMOSIA) by scholars like L. Lazzarini, S.
Walker, M. Waelkens, Y. Maniatis, N. Herz, P. Pensabene, R.
Tykot, D. Attanasio, M. Bruno, J.J. Herrmann Jr., P. Blanc, and
J. Harrell. The few Aegyptiaca of which the materials have been
characterised by petrographic analyses include the columnae
caelatae from the Iseum Campense in Rome, which were
shown to be carved from granito dell’Elba (Bongrani 1992, esp.
67 with n. 1; cf. infra, 238-245 no. 113-116), and a sphinx in
private possession, made from ‘green porphyry’, following an
analysis by the Department of Mineralogy of the British Museum
— although it remains unclear what kind of green porphyry is
concerned (Lembke 1994, 252, no. E45). See now also Miiskens
et al. (2017) for non-destructive analyses of the stones used for
Aegyptiaca.
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were perceived. That this is an important omission in
current scholarship is demonstrated by recent analyses
of Aegyptiaca from Pompeii. For instance, Eva Mol has
convincingly shown that the particular efficacy of an
‘Egyptian’-style Horus statuette in travertine from the
Casa degli Amorini Dorati likely resided in its stylistic
and atypical material properties and the social values
related to these characteristics, rather than primarily
having to do with the fact that it represents the
Egyptian falcon-headed deity Horus.!”? Such examples
demonstrate the necessity of a more integrated approach
to so-called Aegyptiaca from the Roman world and
elucidate that stylistic and iconographic analysis alone
cannot provide complete answers to questions about
the motivations for the import, contextualisation, and
copying of so-called Aegyptiaca — all of which remain
heavily debated and poorly understood.

102. Mol (2013), esp. 124-125, and (2015a) 332-391.
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3. Set-up and aims

The above sections show that the concept of
Aegyptiaca has always been at the heart of studies
into Egypt in the Roman world. It can be observed that
whereas understandings of the presence of Egyptian
manifestations in the Roman world have changed over
time, conceptualisations of the category of Aegyptiaca
have essentially remained unchanged and unchallenged
since the days of Winckelmann. This implies that
subject matter and perceived style are still used as main
heuristic devices to understand artefacts as Aegyptiaca,
and to classify them as either Egyptian or Egyptianising
objects. This dichotomy, meant to distinguish between
authentic Egyptian artefacts and Roman-made
imitations of Egyptian objects, draws on several
assumptions about the (supposed) provenance of these
objects, in which place of manufacture and ethnicity
of craftsmen play crucial roles. However, while these
terms are generally used, no attempt has been made
so far to structurally test the underlying premises.
Moreover, since the distinction between Egyptian
and Egyptianising objects is essentially a modern
construction, these terms do not warrant an assessment
of Roman perceptions of these artefacts right away.
Indeed, the used terminology seriously complicates
a bottom-up assessment of Roman understandings of
material culture that we associate with Egypt, because,
first, they imply a direct equation between modern
and Roman understandings of what Egypt entails and,
second, because they presume from the onset that it was
this Egyptianness that determined how these objects
were used and perceived. Also, the current focus on
representation implies that other object parameters, like
materials used and the social values related to materials,
have only rarely been involved in analyses of how these
objects functioned and were perceived by Romans.

In response to the observations outlined above, this
study sets out to develop a different perspective to study
the objects that we call Aegyptiaca, which could be
characterised as an approach that aims to move ‘beyond
representation’. Starting from the observed focus

on representation and the primacy of subject matter
and style over materials used and the social values
attached to certain materials, ‘beyond representation’
is meant to indicate, first, the novel emphasis in this
study on the material aspects of so-called Aegyptiaca.
As such, this study sets out to make the materials and
materiality of Aegyptiaca part of the discourse on
these objects.'® This will be done by an initial focus
on these objects’ material aspects and subsequent
integration of these data with other object parameters,
including style and subject matter, in order to arrive at
a more inclusive understanding of the objects we call
Aegyptiaca. Second, ‘beyond representation’ refers to
the archaeological perspective that tries to break away
from static interpretations of material culture as mere
passive expressions, or representations, of fixed cultural
meanings.'™ By redirecting questions of what objects

103. Materiality is understood here as the agency and social meaning
of the material itself (after Van Eck et al. 2015, 5), in which the
agency of materials is understood as the way in which certain
materials are able to evoke particular associations and effects, or,
as Ingold (2007a, 12) has it, as materials’ “capacity to stand forth
from the things made from them”. In other words, materiality, in
the sense that it is used here, is all about the conjunction of the
material and the social, or the social significance of materials,
which results from the relations between materials and their
properties on the one hand, and people on the other: it is through
people’s engagements with materials that certain materials with
particular properties become significant and are able to affect
human conduct (cf. Tilley 2007, 17-19; Knappett 2007). For
an overview of the concept of materiality and other definitions,
see Miller (2005), Ingold (2013) 27-28, and Ingold (2007a) plus
the responses to this article (Tilley 2007, Knappett 2007, Miller
2007, Nilsson 2007, and Ingold 2007b).

104. For theoretical background see, e.g., Materialising Roman
histories (2017), Van Eck et al. (2015) 13-15, Versluys (2014) 14-
19, all with relevant literature. As such, this study situates itself
in the context of the so-called Material Turn in the Humanities
and Social sciences (see Hicks 2010 for a historiography from
an anthropological and archaeological perspective). This ‘turn’
essentially shifts away from traditional views of material
culture that reduced things to meanings, as if an object is as a
text, as something that represents something else, and which
is there to be deciphered and interpreted (this is the so-called
textual analogy, part of a broader, multidisciplinary interest in
language and symbolism in the 20" century that is known as
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mean, to questions of how objects were used, and
which characteristics determined how they functioned,
this perspective provides an alternative to problematic
top-down projections of what objects mean to us (etic),
and instead enables a bottom-up assessment of Roman
(emic) understandings of objects we call Aegyptiaca.'®

In order to do so, the wider framework of this study’s
approach will be outlined in Part I, Understanding
stone in the Roman world. Two subsequent sections
will deal with different aspects of Roman engagements
with and understandings of stone materials. The first
section uses the Roman stone trade and stone working
practices as a model to evaluate relationships between
artistic style, iconography, and (origins of) materials,
in order to assess the persistent premises underlying
the current understandings of Egyptian objects in
the Roman world. Building on these insights, the
second section sets out to explore Roman perceptions
of stones. If we want to assess the materiality of so-
called Aegyptiaca from a Roman perspective, while
acknowledging that materials are perceived differently
in different places and social and historical contexts,!
we must first turn to understandings of stone materials
in the social and historical contexts in which the objects
that we call Aegyptiaca were used and perceived,

the ‘linguistic turn’: see, e.g., Boivin 2008, 10-15 and Hicks
2010, passim). These traditional views have been criticised for
their failure to take the physicality of objects and its resulting
efficacy into account, which, as Boivin (2008, 21) argues, has
resulted in the reduction of the material world to “little more
than a theatre, with objects as kinds of props [...] in a story that
has already been written by human agents”. By contrast, recent
studies, aware of the limitations of the textual analogy, have set
out to study material culture in its own right. By redefining the
fundamental research question of what objects ‘mean’ to what
they ‘do’ or, more radically, what they ‘want’ (Gosden 2005), this
object-centred approach shifts from a discussion of how objects
signify to how they effect, and it thus accommodates the active
role and the impact of objects on people and social relationships
that results from their physicality; this is often called ‘object
agency’ or ‘material agency’ — the latter concept is usually
meant to indicate the agency of material things, or objects (e.g.,
Boivin 2008, 27-28), instead of the agency of materials (cf.
supra, n. 103). As such, the Material Turn in fact redresses the
relationships between the social world and the material world
that was previously dominated by anthropocentric views, “so
that artifacts are not always seen as passive and people as active”
(Gosden 2005, 194; on human and/versus object agency see also
Boivin 2008, Jones — Boivin 2010, Hodder 2012, and Versluys
2016).

105. For this important methodical manoeuvre, with particular focus
on so-called Aegyptiaca, see also Mol (2015).

106. Tilley (2007) 20, cf. Knappett (2007) 22-23.
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namely, the Roman world. The concluding paragraph
of this section then studies the materials and materiality
of selected Roman stone sculptures in relation to their
subject matter and stylistic execution, and demonstrates
that, in order to fully appreciate the efficacy of stone
artefacts in the Roman world, the material data should
be integrated with other object parameters that have
traditionally received more attention.

Hereafter the book returns to so-called Aegyptiaca.
Building on the insights obtained in Part II, the
remainder of this study sets out to apply a different
approach to a selection of Aegyptiaca. Starting from a
focus on these objects’ material aspects, these data are
subsequently integrated with other object parameters,
in order to obtain a more inclusive and bottom-up
understanding of the objects that we call Aegyptiaca.
Part I1I addresses the methods and materials. The first
two sections explain the method that is used in this
study to obtain the material data of selected objects and
provide definitions of the object parameters that will be
studied in relation to these data later on, respectively.
Finally, the corpus of selected objects is presented in
the third section. For each object, a fixed set of data
is given first, as well as a brief description, which
focuses on possible disagreements in previous studies.
In addition, material descriptions are given for the first
time for a selection of the studied objects. The corpus
will then be analysed and subsequently discussed in the
two respective sections that form Part IV, Aegyptiaca
beyond representation. Ultimately, this final part tries
to move ‘beyond representation’, and to demonstrate
the potential of this study’s novel approach to so-called
Aegyptiaca.



Part 11

Understanding stone in the Roman world






“About the sea the continents lie ‘vast and vastly
spread’, ever supplying you with products from those
regions. Here is brought from every land and sea all
the crops of the seasons and the produce of each land,
river, lake, as well as of the arts of the Greeks and
barbarians [...] It cannot be otherwise than that there
always be here an abundance of all that grows and is
manufactured among each people. So many merchant
ships arrive here, conveying every kind of goods from
every people every hour, every day, so that the city
is like a factory common to the whole earth [...] The
arrival and departures of the ships never stop, so that
one would express admiration not only for the harbour,
but even for the sea [...] So everything comes together
here, trade, seafaring, farming, the scourings of the
mines, all the crafts that exist or have existed, all that is

produced and grown .7

Such is the 2" century AD Greek orator Aelius Aristides’
account of Rome. Although the text is not a strictly
historical source, the passage nevertheless gives an
impression of how to imagine the capital of the Imperium
Romanum. The city’s demands were enormous and
could not be met by Italian sources alone. Consequently,
its market was soon to be supplied from all parts of the
Empire, and Rome came to play a pivotal role in this
pan-Mediterranean trade network.!%® All kinds of goods
reached the city through its various supply routes,
either by land or over sea.'” Well-known is the annona,

107. Aelius Aristides, To Rome 10-13; after Meijer — van Nijf (1992)
82-83 no. 112 (translation Behr).

108. This is not the place to explore Roman trade and the importance
of the Mediterranean Sea for Roman trade and economy in
general. To gain understanding of Roman trade and economy
in its Mediterranean context, see Horden and Purcell (2000),
who forward the idea of the Mediterranean world as connective
microecologies.

109. Sea transportation was preferred over transport by land. The
latter form of transport was slow, inconvenient, and involved
considerable technical and logistic problems. Pliny the Younger’s
letter to emperor Trajan is well-known, in which the former
advocates the cutting of a canal to link the city of Nicomedia in
present-day Turkey with the nearby lake of Sapanca Gdl to enable
water transport (Epistulae 10.41). The passage demonstrates
that transport by ship was both easier and cheaper than land
transport; cf. Ward-Perkins (1992b) 67. Information on ancient
transportation costs is scarce. The main source is Diocletian’s
Price Edict of 301 AD, which provides valuable insights into the
price structures of the early 4" century AD. Meijer and van Nijf
(1992, 133-134) have calculated the effect of different means of
transportation on the price on the basis of the Price Edict, and a

the shipment of grain from Egypt, northern Africa,
Sicily, and Spain to the ports at the Italian coast, which
allegedly involved the transport of over 400,000 tons
annually.!? Other principal trade commodities included
wine and oil, textiles, slaves, and decorative stones.

As perhaps one of the most prominent features
of Antiquity, decorative stones were the Roman
world’s construction materials par excellence. The
Roman appreciation of marble is suitably embodied
in the famous saying attributed to Emperor Augustus:
“I found Rome a city of brick and left it a city of
marble”.!"! The most beautifully coloured and the
purest white stones were obtained from all over
the Empire, and the Roman Imperial period saw a
sharp increase in commercially exploited sources.''?
Considerable effort was put into the transportation and
distribution of stones, which mainly reached Rome first
and were subsequently distributed across the entire
Empire. These materials were sometimes transported
over several thousands of kilometres before they were
put to use, which markedly contrasts economically
rationalistic models. The enormous quantities of stones
that were processed were used to build the Empire,
both literally and metaphorically: because they were

1* century AD papyrus which mentions the freight rates for river
transport (these are absent from the Price Edict, as it only refers
to the rates for transport over land and by sea). Their estimated
ratio for the average price increases as a function of means of
transport is 1 (sea) : 4.9 (river) : 28 (land); cf. Maischberger
(1997) 25 and n. 95 with further references, and Pochmarski
(2012) 31-34, with particular focus on marble transport on land
and by river.

110. The total amount of grain involved in the annual supply is difficult
to calculate. The estimate of about 400,000 tons is based on the
combination of two literary texts. The first, a fragment of the 4%-
century AD Epitome de Caesaribus (1.6), states that “in his [i.e.
Augustus’] days twenty million modii of grain were imported
each year from Egypt to the city” (after Meijer — van Nijf [1992]
98 no. 124). In a passage in his Jewish War (11.382-383 and 385-
386), Flavius Josephus reports that the African grain supplies to
Rome are twice as high as those from Egypt, making an amount
of about forty million modii of grain annually (cf. ibid., 98-99
no. 125). In sum, imports from Egypt and Africa would add
up to about sixty million modii of grain, which equals 440,000
tonnes. For a review of this and other estimated figures, based on
estimations of the Roman population, cf. Stecher (2009) 19-21.
On the annona see, e.g., De Salvo (1998); for the grain supply
from Egypt in the context of the Roman grain trade see Erdkamp
(2005).

. Suetonius, Divus Augustus 28.3. For a recent contextualisation of
this phrase see Fant (1999).

112. For recent views on the intensification of connectivity in the

Roman world, see Globalisation and the Roman world (2015).
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used as construction material for architecture and
statuary, stones brought about associations of luxury
and prestige from the onset, and hence became symbols
of (Imperial) wealth and power. Consequently, the
first centuries AD saw the phenomenon of a pan-
Mediterranean stone trade reach an unprecedented scale.

Part II of this study focuses on understandings of
stone in the Roman world. In two subsequent sections,
different aspects of the diverse engagements of Romans
with stone are investigated in order to assess their
potential for gaining a better understanding of so-called
Aegyptiaca in the Roman world. On the basis of an
analysis of the Roman stone trade and stone working
practices, the first section evaluates relations between

34

artistic style, iconography, and (origins of) material.
By focusing on particular characteristics, including
stock-piling of stone in Rome, pre-fabrication of
freshly quarried stone materials, itinerant craftsmen,
and the relations between materials and carvers, this
section attempts to assess the underlying assumptions
that determine the way in which Aegyptiaca are
traditionally understood, as has been argued in Part 1.
The second section focuses on the driving forces behind
the stone trade and the production of stone objects, and
considers issues of demand and Roman consumption of
stone, and subsequently presents examples of materials
and materiality of Roman stone sculpture ‘beyond
representation’.



1. Understanding stone in the Roman world I:
provenance, style, and workmanship

1.1 STONES IN PRE-MODERN SOCIETIES

Stones or, in geological terms, rocks, can be defined
as naturally occurring solid aggregates of one or more
minerals or mineraloids. As rocks make up the solid
outer layer of the earth, encounters between stones and
mankind go back to the very moment the first humans
set foot on the earth. Relations between human beings
and stones have always been significant. Indeed, it can
even be argued that stone has played a substantial role
in the evolution of modern man. Throughout the Stone
Age, it was man’s recognition and appreciation of the
physical properties of stones that led them to use stones
as raw material for a variety of tools, which resulted
in mankind’s definitive advantage over other species.
This may have started more than 2,000,000 years ago
in Ethiopia, where eroded surface material was worked
into usable tools. Much later, approximately 100,000
years ago, the first known systematic extraction of
stones took place in South Africa.'"® As knowledge of
the intrinsic qualities of stones and technology improved
over time and some products proved more successful
than others, the demand for certain types of stones and
stone tools likewise accumulated. Appreciated for their
technological capabilities and/or specific cultural values
— like wealth and power, resulting from their limited
availability and thus attesting to the owner’s access
to scarce and remote networks — stone materials and
objects have been significant since the earliest times.

1.1.1  Egypt

Stone has played a central role throughout Egyptian
history."* The use of stone for architectural and

113. The raw material would normally be procured from working
eroded deposits of stone or the collection of loose pebbles. See
Waelkens (1992) 5.

114. It has been argued that the modern image of ancient Egypt is
over-dominated by stone because of its favourable preservation
conditions. Other materials, such as metals (especially copper
and gold), wood, ivory and bone, may have been equally

sculptural purposes seems to have commenced soon
after the foundation of a unified Egyptian state and the
concomitant rise of elites in the late 4™ millennium BC.
Early examples include stone masonry and stone grave
goods, especially funerary vessels, from Early Dynastic
elite tombs at Abydos and Saqqara (ca. 3000-2649
BC).!"5 The demand for stones sharply increased with
the construction of the large royal funerary complexes of
the Old Kingdom, which culminated during the Fourth
Dynasty (ca. 2613-2494 BC) with the construction of
the large pyramids at Giza. Large monolithic blocks
were preferably quarried close to the river Nile in order
to minimise the distance of land transport. However,
several varieties of coloured stones were obtained from
remote areas in the Eastern Desert, with individual
quarries located at least 100-200 kilometres away
from the Nile. Once the stones reached the river, they
were transported by ship to their intended place of
use. Depictions on the walls of Hatshepsut’s mortuary
temple at Deir el-Bahari (Thebes, 18" Dynasty, ca. mid-
15" century BC) show the transportation of two obelisks
from the quarries near Aswan to the temple complex at
Karnak and demonstrate that Egypt already mastered
the transport of large, voluminous monoliths over long
distances early on.!"® Egyptian stones were also valued
highly by the elites of ancient pre-Roman Eastern
Mediterranean societies, as evident from the preserved
diplomatic correspondence between Egypt and Western
Asiatic states of the 14"-13" centuries BC, in which the
exchange of Egyptian stones is an important topic.!'” As
aresult, a tradition of using stones for both architectural
and sculptural purposes came into being in Egypt early
on, which included a wide range of different materials.

important but either have disappeared or have been recycled. See
Baines (2000) 29-30.

115. The use of stone for both architectural and sculptural purposes
may even have begun in the late Predynastic period, although the
dating is not entirely clear: see Aston et al. (2000) 42. On stone
vessels see Aston (1994), Lucas — Harris (1962) 421-428.

116. See Clarke and Engelbach (1930) 34-45 and fig. 39.

117. Cf. Baines (2000) 30.
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1.1.2 The Near East

Relative to Egypt, the relationships between stone
quarries and customers seem to have been more direct
in the ancient Near East. Naturally occurring blocks
of limestone were used locally as early as 6000 BC in
the fortification wall of the village of Maghzaliya in
northern Iraq. Much later, in the 2" millennium BC,
local limestone was used for the construction of the
monumental architecture of the Hittite capital, the city
of Hattusa."® Other varieties of stones that occurred
naturally within the boundaries of the Hittite Empire
were quarried as well, but, like limestone, these were
mainly used locally or transported over comparatively
small distances. However, the Hittite Empire also
actively imported stones from outside Anatolia, not least
from Egypt.""” The direct quarry-customer relationship
that had characterised the Hittite engagements with
stones remained essentially the same under the
Assyrian Empire in the 1* millennium BC. The core
area of the Empire had its own local, workable stones,
in particular limestone and alabaster, which could meet
the demands for architectural and sculptural purposes.
Additionally, the Assyrians imported (coloured) stones
from conquered territories to use for architectural
reliefs. The rationale behind this choice may have been
both practical (intrinsic qualities of the materials) and
propagandistic (visible testimony to the expanding
Assyrian power).'” Finally, a series of reliefs from
Sennacherib’s royal palace in Niniveh (ca. 700 BC)
shows the process of quarrying, prefabrication, and
transport of a large monolithic statue from the quarries
near Balatai to the imperial palace at Nineveh, some 40
kilometres away, which demonstrates that the Assyrians,
like the Egyptians, were capable of transporting loads
of stones over considerable distances if necessary.'!

118. Waelkens (1992) 11-12; cf. ibid. (1990a).

119. As evident from administrative texts from Hattusa: see Klengel
(2009) 102-103. Moreover, at the start of the 2" millennium BC,
the Sumerian city of Ur (Ur 11I) traded products like textile, wool,
and oil, for copper and stone from Magan in present day Oman:
Larsen (2009) 8. Textual sources also mention that the taking of
diorite was listed as an important goal of military expeditions
under Sargon of Akkad, and thus indicate that this material was
highly valued in the late 3 millennium BC.

120. Raede (1990) 46-47.

121. The reliefs are now best known from drawings that were made
upon their excavation in 1849 by Henri Layard: see Raede (1990)
48-52 and figs. 2-11.
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1.1.3 The Greek world

The history of the use of white marble in the Aegean
goes back to the Middle Neolithic period (ca. 5000 BC)
at least, when the stone was used for the production
of anthropomorphic figures in areas where it naturally
occurred.'”? Apart from the local use of marble,
evidence from Franchthi Cave in the southern Greek
Argolid suggests that the long-distance trade and
oversees transportation of marble commenced already
in late Neolithic times.'? An intensification of the use
of and trade in marble can be observed during the
Aegean Early Bronze Age (ca. 3" millennium BC),
when a flourishing trade of marble artefacts from the
Cycladic islands emerged, including the characteristic
figurines and vessels.!** The marble used for these
objects was most probably obtained from weathered
surface beds and loose pebbles. Systematic exploitation
of stone quarries seems to have commenced with
the development of Minoan monumental palace
architecture and the concomitant increased demand
for stone construction material on Crete in the early
2" millennium BC. This practice was followed in
the 15% century BC on the Greek mainland, when
large quantities of stone were needed for Mycenaean
tholos-tombs and defensive structures.'” From the 8"
century BC onwards, a sharp increase of the demand
for white marble for both architectural and sculptural
purposes can be observed; this period is characterised
by what may be called a commercialisation of marble
engagements. Yet, the Greek quarry system seems to
have essentially remained small and local in scope.
The demand for stones was typically met by local
sources. However, fine qualities of white marble were
occasionally transported over large distances. For

122. See Waelkens (1990b), ibid. (1992) 7.

123. Isotopical analysis of the marble of artefacts from this site,
where marble does not occur locally, suggests Peloponnesian and
Cycladic (Naxos) sources; see Herz (1992) 188.

124. Examples of so-called Cycladic art have been found in mainland
Greece, western Anatolia, and Egypt; see Herz (1992) 189-190
with additional bibliography. On the localisation of prehistoric
Cycladic marble quarries, see Tambakopoulos and Maniatis
(2012).

125.On Minoan stone quarrying see Waelkens (1992) 7-11 and
Papageorgakis et al. (1992), both with further bibliographical
references. On Mycenaean stone extraction see Ward-Perkins
(1992a) 19, who mentions examples of serpentino from the
quarries at Krokees and rosso antico from the Mani Peninsula;
cf. Waelkens (1990b) 56.
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example, Athens imported white marble from remote
suppliers, such as the islands of Naxos, Paros and
Chios, and Ephesus in lonia, for its large-scale building
program of the 5% and 4" centuries BC.!?¢ In addition,
Parian marble appears to have been preferred for the
production of important statues.'”” Yet, these are the
exceptions that prove the general rule, namely, that the
relationship between stone quarries and customers in
the Greek world was and remained essentially direct.'?®

1.1.4  The Hellenistic world

The use of stone for architectural and sculptural
purposes had been well-known for the areas and periods
discussed thus far, although significant differences exist
between their respective engagements with stone. Egypt
had a long history of long-distance transport of stones,
whereas it was common practice to use the nearest
source of good quality stone in Near Eastern and Greek
societies. However, for monumental constructions,
stone was occasionally transported over considerable
distances in the Near Eastern and Greek worlds, too.
And even though the relationship between quarry and
customer was relatively direct — namely, Egyptian
society could meet its demand for stones from its own
wealthy sources, and the Greek world essentially made
use of stones that occurred throughout the Greek world
— stone had also been an ‘international’ commodity
from an early period onwards. However, the gradual
development towards an international long-distance
trade of stones did not emerge until the Hellenistic
period. The demand for stones sharply increased with
the rise and installation of Hellenistic kingdoms. Large
quantities of stones were needed to build capital cities,
such as Alexandria and Pergamon, and the wealthy
patrons from these Hellenistic metropoleis readily
invested in the procurement of stones from the most
distant quarries.'® As a result of this increasing demand
and intensification, new sources were added to the
already known suppliers of stone materials. The last

126. It has been suggested that Parian marble was initially preferred
over local, good-quality marble from Mount Pentelikon
because the sculptural potential of Pentelic marble was not yet
appreciated: Herz and Wenner (1981) 17.

127. Mielsch (1985) 12, Herz (1992) 190, and Bradley (2006) 10.

128. Ward-Perkins (1992a) 20-21; cf. ibid. (1992b) 61-63, Waelkens
et al. (1988), Waelkens (1990b) 56-61.

129. Ward-Perkins (1992a) 21.

three centuries BC, it seems, witnessed an increase in the
scale and ‘international’ character of stone trade. This
situation undoubtedly reflects the importance of stone
materials in the increasingly connective Hellenistic
world. Soon Rome would emerge as the new leading
power in this world, and Roman engagements with stone
would eclipse everything the world had seen before.

1.1.5 The Roman world

“Synnada is not a large city [...] and beyond it is
Docimaea, a village, and also the quarry of ‘Synnadic’
marble [...] At first this quarry yielded only stones of
small size, but on account of the present extravagance
of the Romans great monolithic pillars are taken from
it [...] so that, although the transportation of such
heavy burdens to the sea is difficult, still, both pillars
and slabs, remarkable for their size and beauty, are
conveyed to Rome”."*°

Writing around the start of the 1% century AD, the
Greek geographer Strabo aptly captures the changes
that Roman rule brought to a modest Phrygian city
called Synnada and the nearby village Dokimeion.
Thus a previously hardly known and remote settlement
situated in west-central Anatolia could develop into an
important Roman centre because of its location near
stone-producing quarries. The stone type that these
quarries produced had already been used before the
Roman period, but, as Strabo describes, this was by no
means comparable to its use in the Roman period."!
This passage is just one among several examples where
ancient writers allude to the phenomenon of the Roman
stone trade. Although the Mediterranean world already
had a history of stone use and trade, as the previous
sections have shown, the first centuries AD witnessed
a redefinition of all previously existing human-stone
engagements. The sheer scale of stone procurement,
the large distances over which stones were transported,
plus the organisation and infrastructure needed to make
all of this happen are just some aspects that indicate
how Roman quarry-customer relationships came to
differ significantly from those of earlier periods.

130. Strabo, Geography12.8.14(translationH.L.Jones);cf. Appendix B.
131. This is the so-called pavonazzetto, which had been used for
sculptural purposes since the 2™ century BC: Mielsch (1985) 59.
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John Bryan Ward-Perkins was a pioneer in the
study of the Roman stone trade, who worked on the
reconstruction of the Roman stone trade between 1951
and 1980, and his work remains fundamental to the
discipline."? Building on earlier work that had resulted
in the idea of an organised Imperial Roman quarry
and trade system of decorative stones,'** Ward-Perkins

132. Ward-Perkins (1951) is generally considered as the defining
article on the Roman stone trade; cf. Russell (2013a) 1-2.
Several of Ward-Perkins’ papers on this topic were re-printed
in 1992 with updated comments and notes: Marble in Antiquity
(1992). Even though Ward-Perkins’ model has been refined
by subsequent scholarship, it largely remains its fundamental
interpretive framework up until today. Studies that build on
Ward-Perkins’ work include, among others: Dodge (1991) with
reviews of some important studies of the late 1980s; and Peacock
(1994), who discusses the contribution of publications on the
Roman stone trade from the early 1990s. Other scholars that have
dealt with particular aspects of Ward-Perkins’ model include, in
particular, M. Waelkens, J. Clayton Fant, and P. Pensabene; their
extensive lists of publications include important contributions,
such as Waelkens (1982), (1985), (1990b); Fant (1989), (1993),
(2001); Pensabene (1994), (1998), (2002) and (2012). Studies
that should also be mentioned in this respect include Jongstra
(1995), Maischberger (1997), Clarke (2008), Hirt (2010), as well
as the recent work of Ben Russell, most notably Russell (2013a).

. Crucial in this respect are the excavations directed by Visconti
near the Aventine Hill in Rome between 1868 and 1870,
during which the Emporium, one of Rome’s marble yards,
was discovered. These campaigns yielded large quantities of
decorative stones of all sorts, in different shapes, sizes, stages
of workmanship, and frequently inscribed with quarry marks,
which first gave rise to ideas of a centrally governed system. On
Visconti’s excavations, cf. infra, n. 138. General interest in the
stones of Antiquity goes back to the late 16™ century at least,
when the Medici family established the ‘Opificio delle Pietre
Dure’ in Florence, a workshop specialised in inlaid stonework.
The stonecutters reused antique materials on a large scale for
their projects, as the scalpellini, the stone masons of Renaissance
Rome, did in Rome. From the 17" to 19" centuries, ancient
stones were also popular souvenirs for travellers who returned
from their Grand Tours, and several renowned collections of
antique stones were created during this period. One of these
belonged to the Italian lawyer Faustino Corsi (1771-1846), who,
in contrast to his predecessors whose interest had mainly been in
the aesthetic aspect of stones, set out to determine the geological
sources of the stones in his collection. With this aim, he studied
the writings of ancient authors and arranged his collection
according to geological principles, and thereby took a more
scientific approach. The methodological considerations laid out
in Corsi’s main work on the ancient stones of Rome, Delle pietre
antiche (third and final edition in 1845: Corsi 1845), remained
the principal reference for the study of Rome’s ancient stones for
more than a century. Corsi’s collection, which contained some
900 specimens of ancient Roman stones plus stone samples from
contemporary Italian quarries and non-Italian sources, was sold
in 1827 to Oxford, and can be accessed online at http://www.

13

@

38

argued that the increased demand for decorative stones
in the I** and 2™ centuries AD resulted in profound
reorganisations of the system of stone production
and supply. Consequently, from the mid-2™ century
onwards, this system took on a semi-industrial
character based on bulk production and stockpiling of
stones in the importing centres, plus standardisation
and prefabrication at the quarries. This model contains
an excellent discussion of the concept of provenance,
although implicitly, and therein lies its importance for
the purpose ofthe present study. Therefore, the following
sections discuss Ward-Perkins’ model, with particular
focus on the possible relationships between (the origins
of) raw materials, craftsmen, and carving traditions.'**

1.2 ROME’S MARBLE YARDS:
BLUEPRINTS OF THE ROMAN WORLD?

The most fundamental innovation of the Roman stone
trade, according to Ward-Perkins, was a completely
new quarry-customer relationship “based upon bulk-
production at the quarries and upon stock-piling both
at the quarries and in [...] the importing cities”.'* This

oum.ox.ac.uk/corsi/. On the history of the reuse of antique stones
see especially Gnoli (1988) 95-100; cf. Cooke and Price (2002)
415 and Price (2007) 12-13; Mariottini (2004) gives a diachronic
overview of the history of collecting antique stones.

134. The editors of Ward-Perkins’ papers already recognised the
importance of Ward-Perkins’ model in discussing possible
relationships between quarry, shipper, and customer: Ward-
Perkins (1992b) 61 n. 1.

135. Ward-Perkins (1980) 325; cf. ibid. (1992b) 63. The theory of
bulk-production and stockpiling of stones in major cities has
met with various scholarly responses. It was largely confirmed
in studies like Dodge (1991) 36, Pensabene (1994) 335 and
(2002) 29, Lazzarini (2010) 489; see also Maischberger (1997,
159), who concludes that “die Ergebnisse der topographischen
Untersuchung zu den Marmorlagern in Rom und Umgebung
[bestitigen] grundsétzlich die von J.B. Ward-Perkins formulierte
These, daB3 die Lagerhaltung die Folge einer nicht an konkreter
Nachfrage orientierten Massenproduktion in den Steinbriichen
sei”). However, critical voices can be heard in particular in
the work of Clayton Fant. Based on the observation of quality
deficiencies in several of the stone leftovers at Portus, Fant (1992,
116-117) has made a case that at least a part of the leftovers
consisted of rejects. Building on this argument, and extending it
to the blocks that have been recovered from the Emporium, he
challenged the idea of immense stockpiles itself more recently:
Fant (2001) 177-196; cf. Ward-Perkins (1992b) 64 n. 14. The
recent work of Russell builds on Fant’s theory and concerning
Rome’s marble yards (2013a, 237) the author concludes that
“The Portus and Emporium assemblages, in sum, might more
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characteristic becomes particularly evident when we
look at the marble yards in the Roman world. These
were stone repositories with stocks held locally that
could meet ordinary stone requirements. Rome had at
least two large stone repositories.”*® One of these was
located at the old commercial river harbour of the city,
known as the Emporium, on the eastern banks of the
river Tiber below the Aventine Hill, while the other
one was situated at Rome’s maritime port of Portus.'?’
No exact numbers of the unused stones that have been
excavated at these sites are known, due to incomplete
documentation. However, estimates run easily into
hundreds or even thousands of specimens for the
Emporium alone, which indicates that Rome’s marble
yards must have been substantial institutions indeed.'*®

plausibly be interpreted as the remains of dumps or discards,
similar in composition to the unintentional accumulations we
find at the quarries, than as the remnants of carefully managed
stockpiles™. It is clear that no consensus has yet been reached on
the understanding of this aspect of the Roman stone trade.

136. The evidence from Rome has been studied in most detail and will
be considered here. According to Ward-Perkins, other storage
facilities for stone existed in cities like Alexandria, Athens,
Ephesos, and Utica. For the available evidence, see Ward-
Perkins (1992b) 64 (Ostia), 69 (Emporium), 74-75 (marble yards
other than Rome).

137. Based on a detailed study of the available evidence from these
storage facilities, Martin Maischberger concludes that the
Emporium was Rome’s first and main depot for stone throughout
the 1% century AD. The facility at Portus was opened as a result of
the increased demand for decorative stones throughout the late 1%
and early 2™ centuries AD. It would gradually take over the role
of Rome’s main marble-yard and was the only one that remained
in function into Late Antiquity. See Maischberger (1997) 50-
51 and 77-82 for Portus and the Emporium, respectively; cf.
Fant (2001), Pensabene (1994). For recent work on the harbour
constructions at Portus, carried out in the context of the Roman
Ports Project under direction of Simon Keay, see esp. Keay et
al. (2005), Keay and Paroli (2011), Keay (2012). Additional
evidence from the Campus Martius suggests activity in this
area of stone workshops, where stones were temporarily stored
for specific construction projects. These workshops have been
associated with the fire in 80 AD that damaged large parts of the
Campus Martius and which gave the impetus to large-scale (re-)
construction works under Domitian (81-96 AD): Maischberger
(1997) 158, cf. Fant (2001) 186, De Angelis d’Ossat et al. (2015)
103-104. A much smaller Late Antique storage for semi-finished
architectural fragments of Thasian marble was found in the
temple of the Fabri Navales in Ostia: see Herrmann and Barbin
(1993) 99-103; cf. Jongstra (1995) 43.

138. Maischberger’s study includes 339 documented specimens found
at Portus since 1840; other studies that have dealt with the same
material have come to different numbers. See also Fant (1992)
117, Pensabene (1994) 422-423 and the update published by
Pensabene and Bruno (1998) 22 = Fant (2001) 169 = Pensabene

In order to get an idea of the availability of
decorative stones in Rome, I conducted a survey of the
stone types from the marble yards at the Emporium and
Portus.'*® As Table 2.1.1 shows, at least 26 different
types were present from sources that spanned the
Roman Empire from the east to the west.!'** Hence,
besides three Italian stone types, the depots comprised
materials from (often remote) sites in the east, including
the Egyptian Eastern Desert, west-central Anatolia,
mainland Greece and several Greek islands, and from
sites in present-day Tunisia and Algeria, and Spain in
the west. A comparison of these stone types with the
most important decorative stones of the Roman world
shows that the material make-up in Rome’s marble
yards can be considered as a good cross-section of the
most sought-after stones in the Roman world. With
due allowance for the chronology of the two sites
discussed, several of these materials must have been
simultaneously available."' Based on this, the stone

(2002) 28. Estimates of stones that have been recovered from the
Emporium easily surpass the number of a thousand for just the
campaigns that P.E. Visconti undertook by order of Pope Pius XII
between 1868-1870; Maischberger comes to a rough estimate of
1250-1400 large blocks, but this number pales in comparison to
the number of small fragments that were found: the find of ca.
30,000 small stone fragments is reported for November 1869
alone: Maischberger (1997) 71-75; cf. Bruzza (1870), Fant
(1992) 118, ibid. (2001) 188. Lastly, some 270 specimens have
been collected from the Campus Martius: see Maischberger
(1997) 142-143.

139. Regardless whether the stone leftovers from Rome are the
remains of carefully managed marble yards or dumps of rejected
stones, they provide a rough index of what once must have been
present in the largest of all importing centres.

140. The following data were used: Emporium: Pellegrini (1868)
151, Bruzza (1870), Maischberger (1997) 74-75, cf. Fant
(2001) 188-189; Portus: Pensabene and Bruno (1998) 22 = Fant
(2001) 188 = Pensabene (2002) 28. I have only considered the
presence/availability of stone varieties in Rome’s marble yards
and not, as others have, quantified these data for reasons of
representativeness (for which see also Maischberger 1997, 47
and Fant 2001, 169 n. 19). In line with this section’s main aim,
that is, to give a first idea of the extent of connectivity in the
Roman world in terms of the availability of stone types, I have
solely focused on availability, although of course the distribution
pattern of certain types of stone also depended on other variables.
For the same reason, I have not differentiated between the
different object types (e.g., columns, slabs) that were stored. For
a discussion on the distribution of stone see Russell (2013a) 143-
146 with additional bibliography.

141. Whereas distribution maps of particular stone types illustrate the
large distances over which stones were transported and present
a strong visual image of the large scale of this phenomenon,
they are not particularly informative about the presence and
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Table 2.1.1. Presence of stone types and their sources in Rome’s marble yards.

Source Stone type Site
Emporium Portus
Wadi Umm Esh serpentina moschinata X
Wadi Umnm Wikala/Wadi Semna granito verde della sedia X
Egypt Mons Porphyrites Imperial porphyry X
Various . . travertine X
(e.g., Hatnub, Wadi Gerrawi)
[scehisar pavonazzetto X X
Vezirhan breccia corallina X
Turkey Marmara Adasl Prokonnesian marble X
Cigri Dag granito violetto X
Sigacik africano X X
bigio africanato X
Chios portasanta X X
Thasos Thasian marble X
Skyros breccia di Settebasi X X
Paros Parian marble X X
Karystos cipollino X X
Gireece Eretria fior di pesco X X
Mount Pentelikon Pentelic marble X
Larissa verde antico X X
Krokees serpentino X
Mani Peninsula rosso antico X
Montagnola Senese breccia dorata X
Italy Monte Capanne (Elba Island) granito dell’Elba X
Carrara Luna marble X X
Spain Tortosa broccatello di Spagna X
Algeria Bou Hanifia alabastro a pecorella X
Tunisia Chemtou giallo antico X X
Various sources nero antico x
bigio antico X X
alabastro listato X
jasper X
spato fluore (rock crystal) X
Unknown unspecified alabaster X
unspecified breccia X
unspecified granites X
unspecified white marble X X
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repositories from Rome represent a “unique material
‘map’ of the Roman empire”.'*

Therefore, if an analysis of the distribution of stone
types from across the Empire offers insight into the
extent of connectivity in the Roman period, as has been
recently argued, then a study of Rome’s unused stones
unmistakably shows that the city was very much part
of that conneced world.'* Moreover, the fact that these
stones were not yet carved into finished objects but
remained available as raw and partly-worked materials
already indicates that the relationships between the
geological source of stones and finished stone artefacts
was not necessarily straightforward.

1.3 MARBLE IN THE CARGO:
ROMAN SHIPWRECKS

In assessing Rome’s marble yards, I have explored
the receiving end of the Roman stone trade. This
subsequent section moves to an earlier stage in the
sequence, namely, the stage that leads from solid
bedrock to finished stone product: stones in transit. This
allows us to assess the Roman stone trade ‘in operation’
and to see how stone producing quarries dispatched
their goods. Prefabrication, as defined in Ward-Perkins’
reconstruction of the Roman stone trade, is a key
concept for this.'*

The evidence from Roman shipwrecks with cargoes
of stone materials constitutes the most notable body of
archaeological evidence for the Roman stone trade in

availability of stone types at a certain time and place within the
Roman Empire. For distribution maps of popular stones in the
Roman world see Lazzarini (2004) and (2009), and Lazzarini
— Sangati (2004). Lazzarini compiled distribution maps of both
primary (i.e. Roman/Byzantine period) and secondary (i.e.
medieval or later) uses of 28 commonly used (coloured) stone
varieties in the provinces of the Roman Empire on the basis of
more than 6,000 records from 377 sites. For recent criticism on
such traditional distribution maps, see Russell (2013a) 144.

142. Schneider (2001) 7.

143. Russell (2013a) 6.

144. “Columns, for example, were regularly quarried to standard
multiples of the Roman foot; and the prefabrication of such
bulky objects as sarcophagi, presumably introduced in the first
place in order to reduce transport costs, in course of time led to
specialisation, with certain quarries producing certain particular
shapes, and in some cases even certain particular designs,
specifically to the order of certain particular markets”: Ward-
Perkins (1980) 325; cf. ibid. (1992b) 63.

operation.'” Interestingly, it offers a unique insight into
the different stages of workmanship of stone objects
during transport; that is, between the stone producing
quarries and the place of destination, which directly
affects the question where objects were made.'* Roman
shipwrecks with stone cargoes demonstrate, first and
foremost, that there was no such thing as a typical
Roman stone cargo.'*” Apart from a large variation of
stone types, cargo loads, and object types that were
transported, objects could be dispatched at all possible
stages of finishing. Rough blocks, roughed-out, half-
worked, nearly-finished, and completely finished
products of stone have been recovered from shipwreck
sites.'* Moreover, objects in different stages of finishing
could be part of the same cargo.'® Although there
appear to be certain correlations between materials,
object types, and the degree of finish that was given to
objects before transport, several exceptions show that
these relationships should not be understood as strictly
defined rules.'* For instance, it is usually thought that

145. For the most up-to-date overviews of Roman shipwrecks with
stone cargoes, with reviews of older literature and further
bibliography, see Russell (2012), (2013a) 112-140, and (2013b);
the latter paper collects evidence for 96 (potential) shipwrecks
with stone cargoes datable between the 2™ century BC and the
7™ century AD. Parker (1992) should still be considered as a
standard reference for Mediterranean shipwrecks in general; see
also Maischberger (1997) 25-31.

146. Of course, a distinction must be made between shipwrecks with
freshly quarried stone materials that were in transit between
quarry and destination, and those with reused objects aboard —
for instance, the Mahdia shipwreck that is thought to have sunk
in the 1% century BC is considered to have transported already
finished and centuries-old Greek sculptures for Late Republican
Italian senators: Parker (1992) 262 no. 621.

147. This is one of the main arguments in Russell (2012).

148. Widely acclaimed and sought-after stone types, such as fine white
marbles and exotic coloured stones, occur next to stones of local
and regional importance. Furthermore, cargoes varied greatly
in terms of size, and typically included architectural elements
(e.g., columns and capitals), sarcophagi, statues, roughly squared
blocks, or a mixture of the aforementioned object types. On
the issue of finished versus unfinished products of stone see
Rockwell (1990a).

149. Examples of ships with stone cargoes with different stages of
finishing aboard include the shipwrecks of Torre Sgarrata (2m-3
century AD: Parker 1992, 429-430 no. 1163; Isola delle Correnti
(3-4t century AD: Parker 1992, 219 no. 522), Capo Taormina
(Roman period: Parker 1992, 125 no. 256).

150. The quarries at Prokonnesos and Dokimeion, for instance,
seem to have developed strategies for finishing their products
at the quarries and to deliver (nearly) finished products to their
customers, in contrast to numerous other quarries. The alleged
specialisation of the Dokimeian quarries has been understood as

o0
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statues were either carved at the place of destination
from a rough block or that they were transported in
roughed-out form."”' However, while this practice
makes sense from a practical viewpoint — transportation
was not without risks, hence the more refined the object,
the more prone to damage it was — this does not mean
that freshly quarried sculptures were not transported
in a (nearly) finished state, as, for example, a statue
of Eros and Psyche recovered from the Punto Scifo A
shipwreck demonstrates.'>?

The above has shown that a selection of the available
repertoire of stone types travelled throughout the
Roman Empire. Evidence from Rome’s marble yards
made it clear that this city had (contemporaneous)
access to a variety of the most sought-after stones. The
fact that these materials are unused, moreover, provides
a first indication of a possible geographical division
of Roman sculptural processes. An assessment of
Roman shipwrecks with stone cargoes further supports
this hypothesis. Stone materials could move around
as raw materials, awaiting further manufacturing at
the intended place of destination. Although certain
patterns can be observed between materials, object

an intentional strategy for increasing the profit margins of their
products. The quarries’ relatively unfavourable geographical
position in inland Turkey implied high (overland) transportation
costs, and these costs considerably reduced the profit margins
of producing and shipping roughed-out products and made it
difficult to compete against more favourably located quarries.
To avoid this problem, the quarries shifted their focus to a
different sector of the market, the local elites of Asia Minor, by
specialising in the production of finished high-end products. See
Waelkens (1982) 124-127, esp. 125, ibid. (1990b) 69; cf. Bartoli
(2008) 179. See now also, with a note of caution, Russell (2013a)
278-281. For the shipment of nearly finished Prokonnesian
sarcophagi see Wiegartz (1974) 348-357, contra Ward-Perkins
(1956).

.Dodge (1991) 37. Two half-finished sculptures were found
among the cargo of a ship that wrecked on the Black Sea coast
of Turkey off Sile: the bust of a woman (perhaps of Trajanic
date) and a 4.5 m high colossal statue of a cuirassed emperor: see
Mellink (1973) 191, Asgari (1978) 480, Beykan (1988) 127. For
a discussion on the date of the Sile shipwreck see also Russell
(2013a) 322.

152. For the Punto Scifo A shipwreck that sank near Croton, southern
Italy in the early 3" century AD, see Bartoli (2008); the statue
of Eros and Psyche is discussed on 128-130 and 261-262. More
examples of (nearly) finished statues from shipwrecks are cited in
Russell (2012) 536, (2013a) 336-337, and (2013b) 353, although
it is not always clear whether the relevant statues were newly
quarried or not. On the question of where statues were produced,
cf. Russell (2013a) 315, 329-330, and 336-338.
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types, and the degree of prefabrication, there do not
appear to have been fixed rules. The evidence instead
suggests that different practices existed side by side,
and that there were several possibilities within the
boundaries of the participating actors. That means
that the production process of stone artefacts could be
geographically divided between quarry location and
place of destination. This complicates an assessment
of the question where in the connected Roman world
a given stone artefact was manufactured. Hence, as the
where question is difficult to assess in principle, our
next question should be to evaluate the so-called social
aspect of provenance: who made stone artefacts?

1.4 ITINERANT CRAFTSMEN

“It is always easier to move a carver than it is to
move a carving. Human beings do not weigh 2.7 tons
per cubic meter and can move by themselves; they
are generally less fragile than finely carved details in
stone”

Rockwell (1993) 98

When discussing who made Roman stone artefacts,
craftsmanship is a key concept. It is understood here
as the totality of skills and techniques in a particular
craft, in this case the craft of stone working. While
essentially immaterial, it is materialised when practised
to concrete matter. In other words, craftsmanship
needs a practitioner in order to materialise, and it is
to these practitioners that we will turn here.'>3 Rather
than providing an in-depth overview of carvers in
the Roman world, which is beyond the scope of this
study, this section emphasises itinerant carvers in
order to assess aspects of social provenance, namely,
where and by whom stone sculptures were carved.'™

It is well-known that carvers travelled widely in
Antiquity. A recent study demonstrates that of 212
sculptors that were active between the 7" and late 5%

153. I will not explore this topic here; on the concept of making, and
the interrelationships and interaction between practitioner and
matter, see Ingold (2013).

154. As such, the following discussion elaborates on another
characteristic of Ward-Perkins’ model of the Roman stone trade,
namely, the presence of specialised workmen overseas, “so that
the customer could, if he wished, not only order the materials but
also obtain the craftsmen capable of handling those materials”:
Ward-Perkins (1980) 325; cf. ibid. (1992b) 63.
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centuries BC in the Greek world no less than 80 worked
far from home.'>® Moreover, Pliny informs us of the
presence of several Greek sculptors in 2"-century BC
Rome.*The concept of the itinerant craftsman was also
known in the Roman world. A dedicatory inscription
from Nicopolis ad Istrum in Bulgaria demonstrates the
presence of an association of Nicomedian sculptors in
that city.'”” Another dedication from Konya in Turkey
attests to the presence in that city of two brothers named
Limnaios and Diomedes, ‘statue carvers and carvers of
Dokimeian marble, Dokimeians’.'*® The valuable but
ambiguous corpus of makers’ inscriptions or sculptures
‘signatures’ is often used as evidence for the existence of
travelling sculptors.!*® Several finished sculptures with
makers’ inscriptions have been found at sites that are
far removed from the hometowns of their carvers, and
this is often considered to be a result of the movement
of carvers. However, several scholars have drawn
attention to the issues that relate to the interpretation
of such marks. Peter Stewart has convincingly warned
against simply equating the prevailing Greek names that
are inscribed in the Greek alphabet in finished statues
with either these carvers’ ethnic or cultural Greek
origins and, by extension, touched upon the important
issue of the significance and meaning of (Greek) ethnic
and cultural identity in the Roman world.'®® From a

155. Dimartino (2010) esp. 19-20; for Greek makers’ inscriptions see
also Donderer (1996).

156. Pliny, Natural History 36.34-35 (translation D.E. Eichholz); cf.
Toynbee (1951) 18-21.

157. See Ward-Perkins (1992b) 70 no. 4.

158. Hall — Waelkens (1982) 151-152; cf. Russell (2013a) 332.

159. The ambiguity of this corpus results from the fact that, although
makers’ marks demonstrate the presence of carvers in areas
other than their places of origin, they generally do not provide
actual evidence that these travelling or migrant carvers worked
on location. Makers” marks are generally understood as quality
signs. It has been noted that the practice of inscribing finished
statuary was generally limited to carvers from a fairly small
number of cities with reputable artistic traditions, such as
Athens, Aphrodisias, Alexandria, Nicomedia, and Rhodes
(bibliographical references for signed works of carvers from
each of these cities are conveniently collected in Russell 2013a,
333 n. 82). This recognition has led to the idea that such makers’
marks of artists from renowned production centres were intended
as quality signs: see, e.g., Ward-Perkins (1992b) 69, Stewart
(2008) 16, and Russell (2013a) 332-333; cf. Donderer (2011), for
an emphasis on makers’ marks as important advertising medium
for carvers (or workshops), and Osborne (2010) for theoretical
background to the practice and significance of artists’ signatures
in ancient Greece.

160. Stewart (2008) 15-18.

very different angle, Ben Russell recently showed the
difficulties of using makers’ inscriptions as source for
the actual movement of carvers.'s' The fact that such
inscriptions are found at sites far removed from the
places mentioned in the inscription does not necessarily
imply the physical presence of carvers from far away.
Indeed, a maker’s mark could as easily be applied to
a finished statue in a carver’s hometown right before
shipment.'6

These observations indicate that makers’ marks
should be treated with caution. But then, does any
concrete evidence remain to support the widely
accepted idea that carvers travelled around and offered
their services on location? The answer is yes. The
Alexandrian sculptor Antoninos son of Antiochos left
his name on two statue bases from Jerash in Jordan.
While the first of these was carved from imported white
marble, which complicates the question where the
actual carving took place, the second base was made
from a local yellow limestone that was neither widely
acclaimed nor transported in Antiquity. Hence, the
important implication is that the Alexandrian Antoninos
is indeed very likely to have sculpted and signed this
base at Jerash proper.'®* The find of metal carving tools
among the stone cargo of the Porto Novo shipwreck
hints at the same conclusion, and suggests that carvers
were actually sent with shipments of freshly quarried
stone — in this particular case rough column fragments
and blocks of Luna marble.'¢*

161. Russell (2013a) 332-333.

162. Examples like the statue of Eros and Psyche discussed in section
II.1.3 above demonstrate that (nearly) finished sculptures were
actually transported.

163. For this and similar examples see Russell (2013a) 333-334 with
further literature; cf. Friedland (2012) 62-63.

164. This ship was supposedly wrecked in the early 1% century AD
off the south-eastern coast of Corsica: see Bernard et al. (1998),
esp. 57-66. The find of the stonecarving tools aboard a ship with
a stone cargo is a concrete indication of Ward-Perkins’ notion of
workmen overseas. In discussing what the author called mason’s
marks inscribed on architectural pieces from especially Lepcis
Magna, Ward-Perkins asserted that the marks were probably
carved after shipment, that is, by Greek artists from Asia Minor,
where the marble also came from. “Nothing would be more
likely”, he concluded, “than that the shipments of Greek marble
for the capitals and bases were similarly accompanied by the
skilled craftsmen needed to work them”: Ward-Perkins (1951)
93-94, quote from p. 94. In his final contribution on the subject,
Ward-Perkins specified the itinerant carver as “[...] what must
have been a common phenomenon [...]”; this would furthermore
play a decisive role in his final understanding of the mechanisms
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A brief assessment of the practice of travelling
carvers in the Roman world demonstrates that there
is indeed conclusive evidence for the movement of
stone sculptors across the Mediterranean. Carvers
moved around, either accompanying shipments of
newly quarried stone materials or not. The presence
and activity of sculptors outside their area of origin
implies that, if we encounter a sculpture at a given
archaeological site, we cannot automatically presume
that it was made by local craftsmen. However, this
was not the only approach to the production of stone
sculpture. Sculptors could possibly also dispatch
finished statues without ever leaving their areas of
origins. The production process of stone sculpture in the
Roman world therefore appears increasingly complex,
and so does our understanding of the concept of
provenance. Not only raw materials, but also craftsmen
circulated across the Empire. These practices seriously
complicate questions of where and by whom artefacts
were manufactured. One of the important questions
that remain is whether certain patterns existed in the
relations between materials and carvers, as previous
scholarship has often presumed. The following section
will assess this issue.

1.5 RELATIONS BETWEEN MATERIALS
AND CARVERS

“It is easiest to see a piece of stone as going through

a sequence of operations after quarrying that leads to a

finished object. Whether or not these operations are all

carried on in the same place is important but does not
destroy the sense of sequence of the process”

Rockwell (1993) 98

Any sculpture made of stone is the result of a series
of choices and actions that start at the quarries and,
subsequently, follow a certain order.!®® The basic
operations within this sequence go beyond the limits
of time and space. Therefore, regardless of when and

of the Roman stone trade: see Ward-Perkins (1992b) 69 (quote
above) and 99-100, respectively. The idea of skilled craftsmen
who accompanied shipments of freshly quarried stone has been
followed by later authors: “Sicher ist auch, dafl Steinmetzen
aus einzelnen Steinbruchgebieten zusammen mit ihren fast
vollendeten Produkten an den Bestimmungsort reisten, um sie
dort zu vollenden” (Mielsch 1985, 15).
165. Not taking advance planning into account.
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where a stone sculpture was carved, its production
sequence must have involved the quarrying of raw
material and, by necessity afterwards, the sculpting
of the raw material into the desired shape. However,
there are many possible variations in the number and
execution of operations between the initial and final
production stages of stone sculpture. Peter Rockwell
has drawn attention to the chronological aspect of this
variability. He argues that the largest difference between
Roman Imperial and medieval/modern approaches
to stone working is the fact that the entire process
was principally carried out in one location in later
periods, while the Romans could break up this process
geographically between quarry and worksite.'®® The
geographical division of Roman production processes
of stone objects, already referred to in the previous
sections, is a very useful framework for assessing
the question where objects were made. Different
approaches to the production of stone objects could
and did co-exist in the Roman period. Theoretically
speaking, Roman approaches to stone working offer a
wide range of possible relations between raw material
and craftsmanship. This section briefly reviews how
these relations have been traditionally understood
and what this implies for our understanding of stone
sculpture in the Roman world.

Several scholars have emphasised the correlations that
would have existed between the geological sources of
stone types and the origins of carvers. This supposed
association played an important role in Ward-Perkins’
final understanding of the Roman stone trade and the
actual explanation that it provided for the Marble
Style, namely, the diffusion of a ‘flourishing koiné’ of
‘Asiatic’ architectural styles and techniques over a large
part of the Roman Empire.'*” In his comparative study
on architectural elements from Tripolitania, Lower
Moesia, and Pamphylia, the author pointed out the close
stylistic and technical similarities that exist between
objects from these geographically remote areas.!'
These objects would illustrate “[...] some of the many
common elements of taste and craftsmanship that unite
the architectural ornament of these three territories
in the Antonine and Severan periods, resemblances

166. Rockwell (1993) 90-100, esp. 92.
167. See Dodge (1991) 39 n. 108 for the notion of a ‘marble style’.
168. Ward-Perkins (1992b) 68-100.
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that are in such striking contrast to their geographical
remoteness from each other that they can hardly be
accidental. Given the common material, Prokonnesian
marble, and given the epigraphic evidence of Bithynian
marble workers in two of the three areas, there really
does seem to be a prima facie case for some commercial
mechanism linking the import of fine materials with that
of the craftsmen needed to work them”.!® The idea of a
Marble Style has influenced subsequent writings on the
subject. The direct relationship it presumes between the
origins of carvers, who are deemed assessable through
(ethnic) style, and materials indeed makes sense from a
practical point of view. Based on the apprentice system
through which sculptors were trained in Antiquity, it is
likely that carvers tended to work with the materials
they were most familiar with, which often will have
been the stones from their own regions.!'”

But even though this is probably true, the relations
between sources of materials and carvers were not
linear and, therefore, “while [...] Thasian carvers, as
a result, are likely to have worked predominately [sic]
in Thasian marble, this does not mean that all statues
in Thasian marble were necessarily carved by Thasian
carvers”.!”! This observation is worth noting explicitly,
were it only to counterbalance the direct relationship
between origins of materials and carvers that is often
implicitly presumed. Of course it is reasonable to
imagine that “[...] monuments that look Greek were
made by Greek artists who had inherited the necessary
skills, habits, and sensibilities to work in this manner
and who were patronised by Romans who favoured
such work”, as Stewart has argued with regard to the
proliferation of what he calls Greek styles in Roman
works of art.!”? But this was not necessarily the case.
Moreover, these arguments overlook the role of the
transference of knowledge and skills. Like raw materials
and craftsmen, immaterial ‘goods’ will have flown

169. Ward-Perkins (1992b) 99-100.

170. Rockwell (1993) 2-5. A series of apprentices’ or test pieces
provides actual evidence for the training of sculptors at
Aphrodisias: Van Voorhis (1998), (2012) 48-50.

. Russell (2013a) 330, cf. 168-169. In similar vein, Freyberger’s
study of the production of capitals in Imperial Rome has
demonstrated that several workshops worked together on the
cities’ large building projects and has noted the preferences
between carvers and materials. Nevertheless, Freyberger (1990,
135) concludes that “[...] die Marmorsorte fiir die Bestimmung
einer Werkstatt nicht ausslaggebend ist”.

172. Stewart (2008) 14.
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to and from everywhere. This means that technical
knowledge and skills are likely to have been available
at other places than those from which they originated.
This idea goes against the notion of ethnic styles, which
has permeated Western approaches to art and art history,
as it does not automatically assume a direct relationship
between the stylistic execution of material culture
and the ethnic or cultural backgrounds of a people or
individual carvers. Recent scholarship has increasingly
criticised this traditional assumption. Therefore, with
regard to the carving and style of architectural elements
from the theatre at Beth Shean in Israel, Elise Friedland
argues that “[...] it is not impossible that artisans of
one town or region would receive training from foreign
or itinerant sculptors who had arrived to execute a
special project. It is also possible that local artisans
might have travelled to an area famous for its marble
quarries and sculptural workshops to receive training
in a different carving tradition”.'”® Although it takes
time to complete the transmission of the knowledge
and skills necessary to work a specific type of stone —
several generations, according to a recent study'’* — it
is not unlikely that, in due time, it became difficult to
distinguish between the carvings of ‘local’ and ‘non-
local’ sculptors.'” Such a development fits well with
the cosmopolitan character of the Roman world, which
provided access to both raw materials, carvers, and
knowledge from distant sources.'’”® While of course
this does not mean that sculptural traditions like
the Aphrodisian or Ephesian school did not exist,'”’

[}

173. Friedland (2012) 59.

174. See Barresi (2003) 89-91, with regard to the transference of the
skill to work Prokonnesian marble in Pergamon.

. See also Russell (2013a) 332: “In both the Levant and Cyrenaica
marble-working skills would have been transferred from
immigrant carvers to local ones over time and by the Roman
period it might often have been difficult distinguishing between
those groups”. For contrasting views see the references in
Friedland (2012) 59 n. 30, and 69 n. 84.

176. Or, as Gosden (2004, 105-106) has it, “[...] the [Roman] empire as
a whole formed a giant circulation system which connected flows
of people, religious practices and material culture throughout the
empire, so that influences came from everywhere and flowed to
everywhere”. In this respect, one might even wonder if, and to
what extent, ‘local” and ‘non-local’ constitute useful categories to
discuss Roman stone working, at all.

. The identification of individual artists’ ‘hands’ and workshops
or ‘schools’ on the basis of stylistic analysis has been one of the
traditional focuses of scholarship on the Greek and Roman visual
arts; for a current state of affairs and modern approaches to the
subject see the volume Ateliers and artisans (2012).

17

w

17

N

45



EGYPT BEYOND REPRESENTATION

it nevertheless indicates that the direct correlation
between sculptural styles and either the ethnicity or
geographical origins of people appears to be too narrow
as a model for understanding the complex processes of
stone working and stone trade in the Roman world.'”®

1.6 CONCLUSION: CIRCULATION OF
STONES, SCULPTORS, AND SKILLS

On the basis of an analysis of the Roman stone trade
and Roman stone working practices, this chapter has
investigated the two questions at the heart of current
debates on Aegyptiaca Romana: where were they
made and who made them? The Roman stone trade
was a complex system in which several approaches to
and practices of stone production existed side by side.
Although the origins of raw materials and the ethnic
background of sculptors could have been one and the
same, no strictly defined relationship existed between
geological provenance and craftsmanship. Moreover,
the distinction between local and non-local carvers
may have been less evident than often assumed, since
different carving traditions and the skills needed to
work with different materials could be transferred
through training. This implies that no simple answers
can be given to questions of where in the Roman world
stone artefacts were made and who made them.'” The
Roman world was an increasingly connective world in
which materials, sculptors, and knowledge circulated
and could function independently from one another.
This conclusion has important implications for the
usefulness of existing approaches to Aegyptiaca in
the Roman world, and Egyptian versus Egyptianising
interpretations of material culture in particular.

178. Critical voices about a direct relationship between sculptural
style and ethnicity/cultural identity of carvers can also be heard
in the field of Archaic Greek sculpture: Marconi (2010) with
further references. See also Adornato (2010) for a recent critical
appraisal of the ‘approccio langlotziano’ (p. 309), in reference
to Ernst Langlotz (1895-1978), whose understanding and
identification of Greek sculptural schools was essentially based
on different ethnic origins of (groups of) carvers.

179. See also Russell (2013a, 329): “[...] how do we know whether
marble statues at somewhere like Palmyra were carved locally
using imported raw materials (by a migrant or Palmyrene carver),
carved by an itinerant carver who arrived with the material, or
carved elsewhere altogether and imported fully finished? The
short answer, of course, is that it is usually impossible to know
for certain since the evidence is often far from conclusive”.
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Perceived style,iconography, and the origins of materials
are still often understood to relate to the provenance
of Aegyptiaca in a direct way, as the discussion in
section 1.2 made evident. While it is indeed likely that
Pharaonic Egyptian stone artefacts were often made
in Egypt and by Egyptians, and even though there is
evidence to suggest that Egyptian sculptors worked
in locations outside Egypt during the Roman Imperial
period,'® the entangled nature of stone trade and stone
working practices in the Roman world implies that
relations between the origins of materials, artistic style,
and iconography were not necessarily bound by ethnic
and/or cultural backgrounds. Consequently, we cannot
automatically assume that the geological provenance
of the stone materials of Aegyptiaca is indicative of
the place where these artefacts were manufactured.
Moreover, the stylistic execution of these objects does
not provide conclusive evidence for the background of
their sculptors.'®! In other words, existing approaches
to Aegyptiaca in the Roman world are too static to
correctly reflect Roman Imperial connectivity, and
in particular the flexible nature of Roman stone trade
and stone working practices. This also emphasises one
of the conclusions of Part I, namely, that the terms
Egyptian and Egyptianising, and the associated binary
interpretations that their use implicitly entail (i.e.,
authentic versus copy, religious versus exotic, and
understanding versus misunderstanding) are not useful
to assess Roman perceptions of the objects that we call
Aegyptiaca. Those terms reflect modern attempts to
categorise and understand the broad variety of objects
that we associate with Egypt. These attempts draw on
several assumptions about the supposed provenance
of these objects, which appear to be untenable from a
Roman perspective.

180. See Donderer (2001) 175-179 for attestations of Alexandrian
sculptors in the Hellenistic and (early) Roman Imperial periods
outside of Egypt, including the island of Kos, Messene, and
Gerasa. On the presence of Egyptians in Roman Italy and Rome
in general, see Cristofori (1998) with relevant bibliography.

. Most sculptures are not signed and, as a result, we simply lack
the information to determine who made these objects. While
the practice of not signing works of art fits well with Egyptian
traditions (see Ware 1927 for Egyptian artists’ signatures), the
fact that the large majority of Aegyptiaca are not signed can, of
course, not be used as an argument in support of the view that the
artists were Egyptians; cf. Friedland (2012) 59.
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2. Understanding stone in the Roman world I1:
Roman perceptions of stone

“It is better to focus on a world of stones, sculptors
and carving traditions — all of which could be easily
transmitted from the great marble-carving centers
of Italy, Greece and Turkey to the farthest reaches
of the East. And we should not forget that patrons
commissioned sculptures in specific materials, styles,
and visual vocabularies in order to communicate
certain messages to viewers and deities”

Friedland (2012) 60

This section shifts its attention from aspects of stone
production to consumption in order to explore the
social values that Romans attached to stones in general,
and certain types in particular. Why were stones used so
extensively, how did the particular demand for certain
types of stone come about, and how could materials
contribute to the efficacy of Roman stone sculpture? In
order to study the materiality of so-called Aegyptiaca,
it is necessary to gain a better understanding of the
ways in which stone materials functioned and how they
were perceived in the Roman world. Therefore, the
first section discusses illustrative points of the growing
demand for stone in the Roman world. Subsequently,
an assessment is made of Roman appreciations of
stones and of the characteristics that contributed to
their desirability. To conclude, examples are presented
of Roman Imperial sculptures to demonstrate how
materials, artistic styles, and subject matters could
interact in a way that rendered the objects in question

objects significant ‘beyond representation’.'®

182. This section draws from a large body of literature and is
therefore necessarily selective. The focus is mainly on the most
renowned stones because these feature most prominently in
both the archaeological and literary record. For the same reason,
most attention will be paid to Rome; in addition to this, at least
initially, Rome was the main consumer of decorative stones:
although these materials were available in provincial centres
as early as the 1 century AD, it seems that they did not reach
the outlying provinces in large quantities until the 2" century
AD (cf., e.g., Schneider 2001, 7; Bartoli 2008, 148-150). This
focus suffices for the purpose of the present study, which is
to give a general idea of the relevance of stone in the Roman
world and the ways in which stone materials can contribute

2.1 THE DEMAND FOR DECORATIVE
STONES

The demand for stone that grew to unprecedented
levels in the Roman world, especially in the 1 and 2
centuries AD, had its origins in the 2" century BC. It
has traditionally been understood against the backdrop
of the Roman expansion in the East."®® For instance,
Pliny recounts how, after the conquest of Asia in 189
BC, wooden and terracotta statuary came to be replaced
with luxury materials, such as marble.'® Besides the
importation of already finished stone objects, which
were often brought back as spoils of war,!'® the local

to the understanding of stone scul