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“The objects, as it happens, are not new, but they are radical, which is to say
that they appear literally and figuratively at the root level of the civilization that
unearths them and provide a fundamental alternative that must be encountered.”
Leonard Barkan 1999, xxi

“So schritt das Alte einher, verkleidet als das Neue, aber in seinem Triumphzug
fiihrte es das Neue mit sich und es wurde vorgefiihrt als das Alte”
Bertolt Brecht 1939 (Parade des alten Neuen)

“For just as every actor makes his entrance as one character at one time and at
another as another, so likewise your statues assume different roles at different times
and stand almost as if they were acting a part. For instance, one and the same
statue, they say, is at one time a Greek, at another time a Roman, and later on, if it
so happens, a Macedonian or a Persian.”

Dio Chrysostom 31.155
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