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A fame-seeking arsonist burned down the temple of Artemis at Ephesos in 
356 BCE; it was one of the largest temples of the ancient Greek world and—
supposedly—the first built in the Ionic order. The Ephesians confronted 

this trauma in three ways, two of which are well-known. First, the Ephesians rebuilt 
the temple on the same plan and footprint, but they traded the old, doughy style of 
carved decoration from the sixth-century temple for the rich, relief style that had 
become standard in the fourth century. Second, they tried to erase all memory of 
the arsonist by decreeing that anyone caught repeating his name would be put to 
death. The third response has not yet been understood: the creation of another new 
temple, which was dedicated to Athena at the spot where, according to local legend, 
Ephesos was founded. This new temple had Ionic column capitals that contrasted 
an outside face carved in contemporary style with an inside face that recreated the 
convex volutes of the ancient, burned temple (fig. 0.1). As a visitor entered the colon-
nade toward the spot of the city’s beginning, she might have felt from the changing 
appearances that she was stepping back in time.

The temple of Athena Trecheia at Ephesos looked back to the past, and its 
juxtaposition of the old and new offered a narrative of resilience in the face of 
disaster. Indeed, this temple and its retrospective columns illustrate the power of 
architectural style, which could become a component of civic, religious, and ethnic 
identities. By reproducing obsolete elements from the old Artemision, Ephesian 
builders preserved destroyed physical testimonies of a local history of architec-
ture that centered the city of Ephesos among the Ionians. The temple of Athena 
Trecheia at Ephesos, however, is not the only one of its kind: eight other Ionic mon-
uments have Ionic column capitals juxtaposing the convex volutes characteristic of 
Archaic-period Ionia with the concave relief styles of later periods on opposite faces. 
These are discussed individually under names such as “convex-concave-capitals” 
and “capitals with hollow and solid volutes.”1 This type of Ionic capital appears on 
buildings and monuments at Oropos, Delos, Neapolis (Kavala), Thessaloniki (likely 
originating at ancient Therme), Eretria, Pallene in Attica, Ephesos, Delphi, and 
Selinous, ranging in date from about 550 BCE to about 250 BCE (fig. 0.2, fig. 0.3). 
They have a three-hundred-year chronological scope and a wide geographic range 
across the modern countries of Turkey, Greece, and Italy. Essential to understanding 
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these monuments, therefore, is documenting and presenting them all together, as 
this book does for the first time with original measured drawings and orthographic 
images based on photogrammetry.

The Ionic order is arguably the most complex of ancient Greek building  
traditions. Its early history is quite different from the other major Greek building  
tradition, Doric, which followed a rather linear pattern of early development and 
had most of its canonical features fixed by the first quarter of the sixth century BCE. 
Ionic buildings varied greatly by region, and developments rarely follow a strictly 
linear sequence. The Roman architect Vitruvius, in his Ten Books on Architecture 
(composed in Rome in the 20s BCE), relays a tidy origin story to explain the Ionic 
order, a system of columnar design to which he devoted the majority of book three. 
According to his account, the sons of the legendary hero Ion ventured to establish 
the Ionian cities on the coast of Asia Minor and built a temple to honor Artemis at 
Ephesos (Vitr. 4.1.4–8). Rejecting the manly Doric order of their mainland brethren 
as unsuitable for the goddess, the first Ionians crafted a temple with more delicate 
proportions and more elaborate ornamentation—establishing the model for the 
Ionic order. This account, relayed in the only surviving ancient architectural trea-
tise, is a convenient, explanatory myth. Archaeological discoveries have shown that 
the conventions of the Ionic order as Vitruvius knew them took shape gradually 
over the course of the sixth and fifth centuries BCE.2 Not only was there no one first 
Ionic temple, but temples alone were not the only place where this design idiom 
developed. Numerous freestanding Ionic columns used as pedestals for statues set 
up as dedications in sanctuaries show that votive columns were just as important as 
temple porticos in establishing the conventions of Ionic column design.3 There were 
also other early columnar forms that never caught on, most notably capitals with 
volutes that rise vertically, dubbed “Aeolic” in modern scholarship because they are 



Figure 1 —Ephesos, Ionic capitals of the 
Archaic temple of Artemis (top left), the 
4th-century reconstruction of the temple of 
Artemis (top right), and the opposite convex 
and concave sides of a capital of the temple 
of Athena Tracheia (bottom)

2 m

0.1. Ephesos, Ionic capitals of the Archaic temple of Artemis, sixth century BCE (top left, British Museum, London), 
the late-Classical reconstruction of the temple of Artemis, late fourth century BCE (top right, British Museum, 
London), and the opposite convex and concave sides of a capital of the temple of Athena Trecheia, late fourth century 
BCE (bottom, Ephesos Museum, Vienna). 

Figure 1 —Ephesos, Ionic capitals of the 
Archaic temple of Artemis (top left), the 
4th-century reconstruction of the temple of 
Artemis (top right), and the opposite convex 
and concave sides of a capital of the temple 
of Athena Tracheia (bottom)

2 m





Introduction          5

primarily known from the region of the Aeolian Greeks in the northeastern Aegean.4 
In the last two decades, it has become clear that the most important temples of Ionia 
had not just Ionic capitals with volutes, but a second type without volutes entirely, 
which topped off the column shaft with only the pillowy echinus (see, e.g., fig. 1.5).5 
Vitruvius also offered a second explanation for the origins of temple design, relat-
ing how the entablature of Doric and Ionic buildings originate in wood rather than 
stone (4.2.1–5). The triglyphs of the Doric frieze took the place of plaques at the ends 
of timber joists, and Doric mutules and Ionic dentils preserved in stone the ends of 
wooden rafters. This proposal of wooden origins has occasionally been extended 
to Ionic capitals, where the volutes were envisioned as a fossil of a horizontal wood 
bracket (Sattelholz in German) that reduced the span of the beam between columns. 
Scholarly consensus, however, now holds the Vitruvian doctrine of petrification to 
be legendary.6 Doubt arises in large part from the Ionic evidence, which does not 
appear completely formed as a replication in stone of a preexisting manner of build-
ing in timber but takes shape gradually in stone over the course of the sixth century. 
A fixed architectural canon for the Ionic order only solidifies in the fourth century 
BCE. Much of the meaning of the Ionic order, therefore, lies not at a single point of 
origin—whether a primeval wooden prototype, a single exemplary temple, or a first 
inventor—but in the process of consolidation. As builders returned to and selected 

0.2. Bilingual Ionic capitals, arranged by chapter.

0.3. Map of sites discussed. 
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certain elements over others, they layered on meaning over time. Ionic capitals that 
plainly mix forms from different periods and places show the making of an architec-
tural tradition in action.

Scholarship has understandably prioritized sorting buildings into a chrono-
logical sequence of styles to establish the dates of buildings and to present a larger 
historical narrative. Yet ancient builders were not oblivious to the persistence of 
older structures in their built environment. This book emphasizes that ancient 
builders revisited venerable old temples in new creations. It is tempting to borrow 
from the study of Greek sculpture the term “archaistic,” but this term does not quite 
fit Ionic capitals that only half reproduce Archaic forms and that emerged at the tail 
end of the Archaic period. The archaistic style in relief sculpture is hard to miss. It 
is distinguished by rigid figures, mannered gestures, and geometric drapery folds, 
deployed in complete compositions. It first occurs for a full sculptural program on 
the frieze of the Hall of Choral Dancers on Samothrace (third quarter of the fourth 
century BCE).7 Yet sculptors began to look back to stylistic features of early sculp-
ture already in the fifth century, including in two metopes of the Parthenon where 
the stiff, frontal posture of older sculpture was borrowed to distinguish inanimate 
cult statues in mythological scenes where characters seek refuge in temples.8 Long 
before the archaistic style was a full-blown sculptural model, elements of retrospec-
tive design crop up within specific, representational scenes, almost always in sanc-
tuary contexts, mixed with other styles but always recognizable. In a similar way, 
archaism in architecture has generally been identified with bursts in specific histor-
ical contexts, such as Athens in the time of the statesman Lykourgos (338–322 BCE). 
Yet Ionic capitals with opposite convex and concave faces illustrate that retrospec-
tive design in architecture began at the end of the Archaic period and ran parallel  
to the wide-ranging pattern of retrospection in sculpture. These Ionic columns  
also parallel the repair and reconstruction of temples and altars, which sometimes 
called upon stonemasons to carve new pieces that matched older elements.9  
They also coincide with the symbolic reuse of older architectural members in new 
building contexts (i.e., spolia), a practice that took on particular importance in 
Athens in the aftermath of the city’s destruction in the Persian invasion of 480–479 
BCE.10 Together this pattern of revisiting, reusing, and reinterpreting earlier monu-
ments has been dubbed the “archaeology of the past,” material evidence that shows 
a concern for the past and the shaping of memory independent from the writing 
of historical accounts.11 Retrospective Ionic columns show patron communities 
embracing the pluralism of Ionic styles and juxtaposing elements from different 
places and times to embody histories and myths that were integral to community 
self-image.

The first chapter of this book frames how a set of heterogeneous buildings shar-
ing a common anomaly tells stories about the past, who built them, and why. Many 
Greek temples are heterogeneous by circumstance, openly displaying histories of 
long construction, renovation, or repair. Others were heterogeneous by design,  
conspicuously combining different elements from scratch to engage in the same 
type of storytelling. The chapter then turns to the intentionality of retrospective 
design. Itinerant workshops of stone carvers, as well as traveling architects, were  
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the primary agents for cross-pollinating architectural practices in antiquity, but 
these Ionic capitals warrant a model of agency distributed among carvers, archi-
tects, and their patrons to explain how features dependent on specific carving 
techniques were organized at a large scale to create buildings that changed appear-
ance from different perspectives. This first chapter uses examples of heterogeneous 
and retrospective designs drawn from outside the realm of Ionic architecture—Doric 
temples, bilingual Attic vases, and incuse coins—to put the phenomenon of these 
Ionic capitals in their ancient cultural context and show their broader relevance to 
ancient Greek architecture and art.

The subsequent chapters explore where and when these capitals appear, 
presenting a diachronic overview of developments and regional adaptations in 
Ionic architecture. Chapter 2 examines the first fully formed examples, capitals 
which were carved for the sanctuary of Apollo on Delos, within the context of the 
sixth-century Cyclades, where there was much early experimentation with Ionic 
elements. Viewed from the perspective of late sixth-century Delos, this monument 
emerged as a response to the stylistic pluralism visible in sanctuaries after a century 
of rapid change. Chapter 3 steps back to a slightly older votive column, from Oropos 
at the edge of Attica, which blends Aeolic and Ionic elements, and combines the 
faintest traces of convex and concave volutes on opposite faces. Chapter 4 inves-
tigates how bilingual Ionic temples took hold in two colonies (apoikiai) in coastal 
Thrace, where syncretic cults were focal points for conceiving new identities and 
community histories between native populations and mother cities. In chapter 5, an 
Ionic temple at Pallene in Attica forms the basis for reconsidering how fifth-century 
Athens adapted and reinvented the Ionic order at a time when Athenians mobilized 
their Ionian ethnic identity in the service of empire. Chapter 6 returns to the tem-
ple of Athena Trecheia at Ephesos as a model of historic preservation and broader 
retrospective aspects of fourth-century Ionian architecture. Major retrospective 
Ionic cult buildings in cities and sanctuaries with Ionian roots drew upon historic 
elements to emphasize shared history to structure cohesive group identities. Yet 
chapter 6 also engages with exceptions that prove the rule: two private monuments 
from outside the Ionian sphere, an Aetolian dynastic monument at Delphi and a 
possible tomb monument at Dorian Selinous, are examples of heirloom Ionic ele-
ments mobilized to express the individual preeminence of elite families set apart 
from their communities.

Scholars have occasionally suggested that these capitals are simply cases of 
cutting corners, with less attention given to carving less visible faces.12 The line of 
argument underlying this commonsensical interpretation has not been consistently 
articulated, but it has four main elements. First, the inward-facing sides of Ionic 
capitals were more difficult to see, and builders occasionally sought to save time and 
money when no one was looking, occasionally leaving one side of an Ionic capital 
completely uncarved, with blank volutes.13 Second, reverting to an older, simpler 
way of carving could have labor savings that made the change in style economical. 
Third, this compromise suited lighting conditions as well as visibility, with more 
time-consuming relief carving placed in direct sunlight for maximum effect.14 
Fourth, Ionic capitals were originally painted, and this lost, multicolor layer of 
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embellishment may have concealed shortcuts in the carving of capitals. This book 
casts doubts on this line of reasoning. The focused examination of each monument 
in the following chapters reveals that an explanation of frugality is premised on an 
incorrect assumption that all the capitals were oriented with the high-relief carving 
facing out. These monuments survive in scattered pieces (disiecta membra), and 
thus it is not always possible to reconstruct the exact position of each capital. Yet 
the position of some capitals can be ascertained with certainty based on dowel holes 
(Delphi), actual half-finished details (Pallene), and corner capitals, where the outer 
and inner sides are evident from overall shape (Delos, Ephesos). At fourth-century 
Ephesos, high-relief carving did face out, but the two earlier fixed cases (sixth-
century Delos, fifth-century Pallene) were oriented in the opposite direction of what 
has generally been assumed. It is necessary to view these capitals as they once were, 
as part of larger buildings, set high above viewers, and with sculpted textures invig-
orated by the play of light and shadow—a mandate addressed here through perspec-
tive views of digital models, which capture the experience of seeing these dispersed 
elements as integral components of buildings. These monuments take different 
forms, including large temples encircled with colonnades, a propylon for entering 
a sanctuary, and freestanding columns supporting statues as votive gifts. To under-
stand their internal contrast these capitals must be viewed contextually within 
buildings, within larger built environments, and within historical social settings.

Although this book sets aside the interpretation of frugality, because it is pre-
mised on an assumed reconstruction of the capitals that is not substantiated by the 
material evidence, it nevertheless considers the constitutive elements of this line 
of thought. At the root of each is a fundamental idea of much broader significance 
to the understanding of ancient Greek architecture: (1) builders grappled with the 
practical limitations of viewing their works, (2) the labor of carving stone was itself a 
central consideration of ancient building projects, (3) nascent aesthetic appreciation 
of light and shadow effects drove changes in carved ornament, and (4) the painted 
and gilded embellishment of stone, now largely deteriorated, substantially shaped 
the ancient perception of architecture. Thus, in chapter 2, the subsection “Condi-
tional Visibility” addresses the constraints of viewing buildings, a subject that has 
long been a point of contention surrounding figural reliefs on temples that were 
impractical to look at directly, such as the frieze of the Parthenon, but that is a perti-
nent consideration to other forms of carved ornamentation. In chapter 3, the sub-
section “Carving Ionic Capitals” assesses the labor involved through experimental 
archaeology, recreating convex and concave volutes in marble with hammer, chisel, 
and stopwatch to determine empirically the differences in labor involved. Also in 
chapter 3, the subsections “The Interplay of Convex and Concave in Ornament” and 
“An Eye for Shadows” survey the popularity of variegated surface treatment in Ionic 
ornament and contextualize developments in chiaroscuro design in architecture 
in relationship to contemporary concerns for light and shadows in ancient art and 
thought. In chapter 5, the subsection “Ionic Polychromy” reviews the evidence for 
painting Ionic capitals. This survey draws attention to exceptional cases of capitals 
from the same colonnade painted differently, an underappreciated phenomenon 
that primed ancient audiences to look for differences in carved ornament as well. 
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Instead of generalizing about visibility, labor, lighting, and painting to explain 
away this unusual corpus of Ionic capitals, this book argues that these exceptional 
artifacts off er insights about designing in accordance with vision, the craft of stone 
working, the refi nement of chiaroscuro eff ects through surface modeling, and the 
original appearance of temples in more hues than marble white. A nonspecialist 
reader may wish to jump ahead from the focused discussion of specifi c Ionic monu-
ments to these subsections in chapters 2, 3, and 5 to cut to the broader implications 
of this study.

These Ionic monuments center the ways Ionic architecture often embraced 
internal variation, including the painting and sculpting of columns with diff er-
ent colors and patterns, features that are often absent from reconstruction draw-
ings made without color or shading. Wilhelm Alzinger and Anton Bammer fi rst 
compared the back-to-back pairing of convex and concave volutes on these Ionic 
capitals to the phenomenon of bilingual Attic vases, which juxtapose black-fi gure 
and red-fi gure painting techniques on opposite sides of vessels (fi g. 0.4).15 These 
are the creation of vase painters who were equally fl uent in older and newer paint-
ing techniques and reveled in combinations that highlighted how each technique 
presented fi gures through opposite positive and negative shapes of added black slip 
and exposed orange clay. The capitals debut in roughly the same period, in the late 
sixth century BCE. Because the retrospective aspect of these capitals took on greater 
salience over time, this book relies on the more neutral coinage of bilingual Ionic 
capitals—emphasizing the striking visual contrast and the fl uency of their carvers 

0.4. Bilingual Attic amphora with the same scene in black-fi gure by the Lysippides Painter and red-fi gure by the 
Andokides Painter. Museum of Fine Arts, Boston [01.8037].
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in multiple approaches to carving—rather than on their associations with the past 
exclusively.

Bilingual Ionic capitals have been overlooked because they are anomalous, yet 
they appear as outliers because they have not been viewed synoptically nor inte-
grated into the story of Ionic architecture. The overwhelming impression that Greek 
builders aimed for total homogeneity in their colonnades owes something to the 
modern practices of drawing reconstructions of ruined buildings by copying and 
pasting one standardized column that has been pieced together from many assorted 
fragments. Here is an inherent dilemma of archaeological illustration that warrants 
critical reexamination: the process of filling in the blanks with comparable material 
inadvertently propagates an image of uniformity.16 Recent excavations of a fifth-
century Ionic temple at Krastevich, Bulgaria, produced both fragments of convex 
capitals and one lone concave volute fragment of the same size (fig. 0.5).17 Difference 
in the stone type means these fragment cannot be combined into a single bilingual 
capital, but the case illustrates how the chance survival of fragments could alter 
reconstructions. It is possible that additional bilingual capitals exist as fragments  
in excavation and museum storerooms.

0.5. Two non-joining fragments of Ionic 
capital volutes of similar size, one concave 
and one convex. Krastevich, Bulgaria.
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Chapter 1

Bilingual Ionic  
Capitals in Context
How Buildings  
Tell Stories  
about the Past

In 1754–1755, the French architect Julien-David Le Roy traveled to Ottoman  
Greece on a mission to measure and draw the ruins of ancient architecture, 
many for the first time. He was struck by the variation of Doric columns that he 

observed. Until this point, the ancient columnar orders had been understood largely 
through the model of the “parallel” of five orders—the Greek orders of Doric, Ionic, 
and later Corinthian described by Vitruvius, and the Tuscan and Composite orders, 
which were formulated by Renaissance architects based on observation of Roman 
antiquities.1 Le Roy observed that the Doric order itself was not static but seemed to 
change over time in phases. He set out a history of the Doric order in three stages by 
comparing plans, shaded elevations, and the sculpted profiles of column capitals.2 
Beginning with James Stuart and Nicholas Revett, Le Roy’s contemporary rivals, 
subsequent investigators revealed errors in Le Roy’s recording and interpretation 
that showed his initial Doric sequence was hopelessly muddled.3 Measuring errors 
made the columns of the portico at Thorikos too squat on paper and the gateway to 
the Roman Agora in Athens too slender. Also, Le Roy was led astray by Doric col-
umns that were not fluted. Ancient builders carved the channels on column shafts 
last because they were prone to breaking in the bustle of a construction site, pre-
paring only the beginnings of the flutes at the top and bottom as guidelines. Le Roy 
mistook these unfinished columns as traces of a developmental phase before fluting 
was invented. Nevertheless, Le Roy’s attempt to sort buildings into a chronological 
sequence based on formal and stylistic qualities was a revolutionary paradigm for 
the history of architecture and for archaeology.4 When the London-based publisher 
Robert Sayer produced an unauthorized, cut-rate, English translation, he halved 
the price of the volume by compressing together Le Roy’s figures—putting the Doric 
plans, elevations, and capital profiles side by side in a single diagram (fig. 1.1).5 This 
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distillation of drawings also set a lasting graphic model for subsequent research.
It seemed self-evident to Le Roy that the history of Greek architecture was 

written on temple facades, which only needed to be sorted by the discerning eye. 
His whiggish history of Doric architectural progress bares the distinctive imprint 
of his own mid-eighteenth-century moment. A developmental model had already 
been applied to medieval paleography, and Johann Joachim Winckelmann’s sorting 
of Greek painting and sculpture into phases—beginning with an “Archaic” phase 
of Greek art characterized by simple, rigid figures—was soon to follow.6 Le Roy’s 
graphic presentation of architectural evidence was also dependent on the conven-
tions of architectural drawing and publishing of his own era. Yet the pith of his 
observation, as he himself noted at the outset of his discussion of Doric architecture, 
was rooted in the text of Vitruvius.7 Vitruvius appealed to legends of progress in 
building from ephemeral to solid materials (2.1.1–7, 4.2.2). In his description of the 
origins of the Doric and Ionic orders, he notes that they changed over time, with 
bulky columns replaced by proportionally slimmer ones, “succeeding generations 
having made progress in taste and subtlety of judgement and delighting in more 
gracile proportions” (4.1.7–8).8 This statement offered a structuring arc for Le Roy’s 
initial sequence of Doric columns. This developmental model, however, was not the 
invention of Vitruvius either.

Two centuries before Vitruvius, the Hellenistic engineer Philo of Byzantion 
(Bel. 50.30) conjured a similar progression in architecture from rude to refined:  
“For instance, the correct proportions of buildings could not possibly have been 
determined right from the start and without the benefit of previous experience, as is 
clear from the fact that the old builders were extremely unskillful, not only in gen-
eral building, but also in shaping the individual parts.”9 For Philo, the technological 
and aesthetic improvement in architecture apparent from observing older buildings 
was an example of the importance of experience (peira) in advancing art (techne)—a 
central principle for his conception of engineering.10 A notion of architectural 
progress may even be sensed in the fifth-century historian Thucydides (1.10), who 
contrasts the modern image of the Athens of his day to the settlement “in the old 
manner of Greece” still evident in Sparta.11 At the root of these statements lies a pro-
gressive model of human history, which was articulated already by the sixth-century 
Ionian philosopher Xenophanes of Kolophon, who remarked that “the gods have  
not revealed all things to men from the beginning, but by seeking they find in time 
what is better.”12 The opposite, lapsarian model of history as a story of decline was 
also attested in antiquity and was occasionally invoked to express admiration and 
nostalgia for early sculpture (echoed in archaistic sculpture), but was rarely attached 
to accounts of architecture.13 The current consensus on the stylistic seriation of 
Greek architecture is indebted to the diligent work of many investigators improving 
upon the sequence sketched by Le Roy, but it would be a mistake to regard ancient 
viewers, especially ancient builders, as oblivious to changes visible in the edifices 
around them.

When it came to the Ionic order, it was the convex volute that stood out to  
early investigators as the most striking feature of Archaic capitals. It was an unmiss-
able contradiction to the terminology recorded by Vitruvius, which assumed the 



1.1. Robert Sayer after Julien-David Le Roy, comparison of Doric orders from Delos, Thorikos, and Corinth  
(Le Roy 1758b, plate 25). 
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volute “channel” (canalis) was by nature a sunken relief. This first impression of 
early capitals, however, became more complicated as more came to light, including 
numerous singletons from freestanding votive columns that could not be assigned 
a date as easily as whole buildings. Some of the very earliest capitals had a flat 
volute surface with an incised or painted helix, and some from the Cyclades had a 
shallow concave volute almost from the beginning. As Roland Martin put it in 1973: 
“We increasingly recognize that decoration is far from being the essential element 
that allows us to define the specific characteristics of a group; it sticks, often as an 
external addition, to very different structures and only these can provide the essen-
tial criteria for the classification of capitals.”14 Martin was part of a wave of studies 
of the proportions of Ionic capitals that looked beyond the surface to proportional 
ratios in the dimensions of capitals as the basis for chronological sequencing.15 
The specialist consensus that surface carving alone is not a dependable dating 
criterion, however, does not negate the signifying power of style to ancient view-
ers. In fact, it was precisely because sculptural style conjured earlier times and 
places that it was revisited—tangling up what might have been a tidy sequence of 
chronological markers.

Beginning with John Boardman, scholars have queried whether bilingual Ionic 
capitals are “transitional” between the convex type common in the sixth century 
and the concave type that became standard from the fifth century onward.16 Anton 
Bammer, however, pointed out that these capitals have a long chronological span 
and cannot all mark a moment of sequential succession.17 The contradiction 
between the place of these monuments within a sequence of styles and the actual 
chronology of their construction highlights how buildings tell stories about the past. 
Bilingual Ionic monuments are hardly alone in mixing disparate elements: many 
notable Greek temples change styles, either of architectural elements or architec-
tural sculpture, from one side to another or from inside to outside. It is essential to 
distinguish between buildings that are heterogeneous by circumstance and hetero-
geneous by design. The former were built at periods of rapid change or were gradu-
ally built, renovated, or repaired over long periods of time, leaving inconsistencies 
that display each building’s life story. The latter also tell stories about the past but 
were built with contrasting elements from scratch.

Two Doric temples, the temple of Aphaia at Aigina and Temple E at Selinous, 
are staples of Greek art history because their sculptural programs appear to change 
style from the west side to the east side. Scholars agree that the pediment figures at 
Aigina and the metopes at Selinous were carved during the rapid period of change 
between the late Archaic sculptural style and the Severe Style of the early Classical 
period, preserving this transformation in stone. There is, however, disagreement on 
the exact timing this change of style implies: Was there a hiatus in work or on-the-
job innovation? For example, Brunilde Ridgway dated the west pediment of the 
Aphaia Temple to ca. 490 and the east pediment beginning a decade later, while 
Andrew Stewart dated the whole sculptural project to the decade of 480–470.18 The 
sculpted metopes of Temple E at Selinous are even more puzzling because the start 
of construction, which was previously dated ca. 480 to accommodate the Archaic 
features of the western metopes, has been pushed down to ca. 460 by new analysis 
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of the foundation pottery.19 Works of architectural sculpture exhibit great stylistic 
variation when viewed up close, but temples also present architectural forms that 
are visibly distinct from each other at a distance.

The temple of Hera at Olympia (fi g. 1.2) is the most striking example of the 
build-up of columns in many styles, presenting a span of Doric architecture from 
ca. 600 through the fourth century BCE. When Wilhelm Dörpfeld fi rst studied this 
temple, he proposed that the structure off ered direct confi rmation of Vitruvius’s 
legendary account (4.2.2) that the fi rst Doric temples were executed in wood and 
only later turned to stone. The absence of stone superstructure showed that all 
construction above the columns was executed in wood and terra-cotta. This inspired 
Dörpfeld to propose that the temple was much older, originally built all of wood 
and gradually petrifi ed as rotting wood columns were replaced with more perma-
nent stone ones, producing a transitional structure with a bricolage of historical 
styles.20 Philip Sapirstein, however, has convincingly argued that this interpretation 
is untenable: the substantial stone foundation running continuously beneath all the 
columns shows that stone shafts were planned from the outset.21 Instead Sapirstein 
proposes a scenario of a drawn-out initial construction phase that spanned the 
sixth century. Repairs were then conducted in the fourth century as part of a larger 

2 m

10 m

EARLY ARCHAIC

LATE ARCHAIC

LATE CLASSICAL
20 m

1.2. Olympia, temple of Hera, Doric capitals spanning the sixth to fourth centuries BCE 
(drawn after Curtius and Adler 1892, pl. 22).
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campaign of renovations at Olympia, which also left the temple of Zeus with hetero-
geneous columns (see fig. 3.30). The Heraion columns follow a general, stocky tem-
plate, but they vary in diameter, the relief carving of the flutes, and the design of the 
capitals (fig. 1.3). The capitals range from early Archaic types with wide overhangs, 
pillowy profiles, and elaborate annulet patterns, to streamlined Classical capitals, 
which have narrower, conical profiles separated from the shaft by a more subdued 
necking band. Generations of stone-carvers worked on the temple of Hera uninhib-
ited by expectations of conformity. Although the peppering of so many styles across 
the entire building prevents the reconstruction of the exact sequence of work, the 
general impression is of new and old standing side by side.

A spatial sequence of styles could be seen in the colossal Temple G at Selinous, 
which was begun ca. 530 and continued to be built until ca. 460 (fig. 1.4).22 The tem-
ple’s facade is in an Archaic style with pillowy capitals that significantly overhang 
their shafts. The west elevation, which faced the ancient city, had thicker columns 
with more conical capitals in a design approaching the forms of the early Classical 
period. Temple G was used as a temple, but the project was left in a visibly unfin-
ished state.23 The colossal task of channeling the flutes of the columns—put end-to-
end the flutes would have stretched thirteen kilometers—never progressed beyond 
four of the eight columns of the facade. Temple G belongs to the league of colos-
sal temples over 100 meters long, including the Doric temples of Zeus at Akragas 
and of Olympian Zeus at Athens, which were inspired by the three Ionian dipteral 

1.3. Olympia, temple of Hera, Doric columns spanning the sixth to fourth centuries BCE (Curtius and Adler 1892, 
pl. 21).
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temples at Ephesos (Artemis), Samos (Hera), and Didyma (Apollo). All these ambi-
tious undertakings stretched over many decades, and most remained unfi nished 
to some degree. None are as well preserved today as Temple G, but many of them, 
particularly the temple of Artemis at Ephesos, must have given a similar impression 
of a long history of building revealed by dissimilar elevations.

The project to build the Archaic temple of Artemis at Ephesos took more than 
a century, as did the eff ort to rebuild it after the fi re of 356. According to Pliny, who 
blurs the distinction between the fi rst and second iteration, the temple “occupied 
all Asia Minor for 120 years.”24 In a treatise on botany (Hist. pl. 5.4.2), Theophrastus 
reports that the project put the exceptional shelf life of cypress wood to the test, 
when timber harvested for the temple’s doors was stored for four generations before 
being used. Aenne Ohnesorg proposes that construction on the Archaic temple 
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1.4. Selinous, Temple G, examples of the newer columns of the west elevation 
(left) and older columns of the east elevation (right), only half of which were 
fl uted (after Koldewey and Puchstein 1899, fi gs. 103–6). 
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began as early as ca. 575 / 570 BCE and continued down into the 450s.25 Ulrike Muss 
has shown that the sculpture has a range of styles spanning the mid-sixth to mid-
fifth century, progressing from the relief figures on the lowest column drums to the 
scenes on the sculpted sima at the building’s roofline.26

Reconstruction illustrations of the Artemision, foremost among them the 1938 
perspective drawing by Fritz Krischen (fig. 1.5) perennially reprinted with updates as 
scholars make corrections such as the presence of echinus capitals without volutes, 
gives a limited sense of the myriad textures of the actual surviving elements.27 
Fragments of column shafts, for example, show columns with thirty-two, thirty-six, 
forty, forty-four, and forty-eight flutes, with a range from shallow to deep carving, 
and at least one column with a rare design of alternating narrow and wide flutes 
(fig. 1.6).28 The torus elements topping the column bases were even more dissimilar, 
with smooth profiles, or carved with convex rods, concave channels, convex and 
concave elements together, and occasionally sculpted with patterns of water-plant 
leaves (fig. 1.6).29 The surviving fragments of capital volutes are all of the convex, 
Archaic, Ionian type, but there were at least three designs for the bolster sides of 
the capitals: a standard Archaic form of four large channels, a variant with channels 
subdivided into tongues, and interlaced leaf patterns that belong to later phases of 
construction dating from the Classical period (fig. 1.7).30 Fragments of large rosettes 
were once mistakenly identified as a second capital type, but are now understood to 
be the inside angle of the corner capitals (fig. 1.8).31 Smaller Ionic buildings usually 
combine two mitered half volutes or simply leave the two awkwardly intersecting 
interior volutes uncarved, but the colossal scale of the temple of Artemis required a 

1.5. Ephesos, Archaic temple of Artemis, reconstructed perspective by F. Krischen (left) (Krischen 1938, pl. 33) and 
updated by A. Ohnesorg (right) (Ohnesorg 2007, pl. 38). 



1.6. Ephesos, Archaic temple of Artemis, selection of column shafts and torus base profiles.

1.7. Ephesos, Archaic temple of Artemis, side view of capital showing the standard bolster design of four channels, as 
well as fragments with the interlaced leaf patterns and a selection of abacus moldings (drawn after Ohnesorg 2007). 
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better solution: the substitution of the volutes with two large rosettes, each almost 
one meter in diameter. Not only would a visitor see diff erences among the temple’s 
columns, but looking up at the colossal colonnade from below it was possible to see 
in a single snapshot view that the corner capitals had convex volutes on one side and 
rosettes on the other. Simply put, variegation must have been one of the building’s 
most striking features. Pliny cuts off  his account of the construction of the temple 
(HN 36.97) by noting that “the other embellishments of the building are enough to 
fi ll many volumes.”32 No stranger to voluminous description—the comment falls 
midway through the thirty-sixth volume of his Natural History—Pliny hints that the 
opulence and variety of this temple’s decoration were well-known. Pliny also hints 
at an explanation for the variety seen in the temple: each column was donated by 
a diff erent king (HN 36.95). Pliny’s comment is an embellishment of the statement 
of Herodotus (1.29) that the majority of the columns of the Archaic temple were 
donated by the Lydian king Kroisos, a claim that is substantiated by dedicatory 
inscriptions in Greek and Lydian found on fragments of its columns.33 Occasionally, 
the piecemeal appearance of the columns in the temple of Hera at Olympia has been 
attributed to multiple donors, but inscriptions naming separate benefactors of indi-
vidual columns are only known in the Hellenistic and Roman imperial periods.34

2.00 m
1.8. Ephesos, Archaic temple 
of Artemis, corner capital 
seen from below (drawn after 
Ohnesorg 2001, fi g. 8). 
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1.10. Lesbos, temple at Messon, archaistic drums of rosy volcanic stone in the opisthodomos (foreground) and drums 
of white limestone in the peristyle (background).

1.9. Lesbos, temple at Messon, late Classical profiles from the exterior columns (center) and 
archaistic profiles from the pronaos and opisthodomos columns (right) (plan and elevation 
adapted from Koldewey 1890, pl. 20).

While some Ionic temples, such as the three great Archaic Ionian dipteral 
temples, were heterogeneous by circumstance, others were heterogeneous by design. 
For example, the late fourth-century Ionic temple at Messon, Lesbos, mixed styles 
and materials in its colonnades: the columns encircling the temple were carved 
of fine white limestone and executed in the contemporary late Classical style (fig. 
1.9, fig. 1.10).35 The fluting of the column shafts and torus column bases takes the 
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canonical Classical form of semicircular channels separated by flat fillets rather than 
sharp arrises. Within the colonnade, however, the columns of the pronaos and opist-
hodomos were of a different style and material. The fluting of the column shafts and 
torus bases are shallow and terminate in pointed arrises. Early travelers mistook 
the drums for Doric columns because pointed arrises became a canonical feature 
of Doric style, but the temple’s builders were reverting to the style of sixth-century 
Ionian temples (compare with fig. 1.6 above).36 The shallower carving could be a 
response to the harder stone used for these columns, but this choice—to use a rosy 
volcanic stone resembling the island’s andesite bedrock—also seems to be a feature 
evoking a primeval past. Deploying different materials and period styles between 
the outer and inner rows of columns created a dramatic effect that made approach-
ing the cella feel like returning to an earlier time in the island’s history. Bilingual 
Ionic capitals engaged in the same staging of heterogeneity.

There are a few internal differences in bilingual Ionic monuments that are 
heterogeneous by circumstance. The temple in Thessaloniki (chapter 4) shows 
extensive recarving after it collapsed, and the temple of Athena Trecheia at Ephesos 
(chapter 6) had one of its capitals replaced in the Roman imperial period. Both cases 
of recarving and replacement, however, retained the bilingual design evident from 
the initial building phase. Everything, in fact, points to bilingual Ionic capitals as 
heterogeneous by design. To understand why they were made this way, it is helpful 
to consider another type of two-faced artifact that is also often dubbed “transitional” 
but has been reconsidered: bilingual Attic vases.

Bilingual Attic vases, which combine the black-figure and red-figure painting 
techniques on opposite sides, were long interpreted as stepping stones between the 
older and younger vase-painting techniques (see fig. 0.4). Because they so con-
veniently contrast the two techniques, Greek art textbooks typically use them to 
introduce the transition from one to the other.37 Their transitional status, however, 
is generally disputed, as they are not the first with red-figure painting but rather  
fall within a generation-long overlap when both painting techniques were current.38 
The black-figure technique did not cease altogether. It continued to be used for a 
few decades more on Attic funerary lekythoi, and it persisted for a much longer 
period on Panathenaic prize amphorae—objects with ritual function and social 
currency, where the maintenance of consistent appearances was key to establishing 
the objects’ identification and value.39 Furthermore, bilingual vases are anything but 
incidental in their mixture of techniques. Their duality is bold and total, deploying 
duplication and mirroring to produce something polysemous, taken to its greatest 
elaboration on an eye cup where red-figure and black-figure warriors duel while 
their dying comrades collapse through the frame that separates their pictorial 
worlds (fig. 1.11).40 Vases were inexpensive, portable, and personal objects not  
immediately comparable to architecture. Yet their striking visual effect and the 
scholarly attention to their change in style offers a useful model.

John Beazley coined the term “bilingual” for vases combining both the 
black-figure painting technique, in which figures are painted as black slip silhou-
ettes with details incised through the slip, and the red-figure painting technique, 
in which a field of black slip is painted around figures left in reserve with details 
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added with a delicate brush.41 Beazley tried to apply his method of connoisseurship, 
through which vases could be grouped by shared details marking the personal styles 
of mostly anonymous painters, but was ultimately of two minds about bilingual 
vases, vacillating over whether the black-figure hand of the Lysippides Painter and 
the red-figure hand of the Andokides Painter were connected to the same human 
body.42 Beazley’s successors continued this debate, sometimes veering toward psy-
choanalysis to present scenarios in which the Lysippides Painter and the Andokides 
Painter were mismatched coworkers grudgingly compelled to collaborate or a 
unified Lysippides-Andokides Painter struggling to break free from an overbearing 
teacher (Exekias) to find a personal outlet.43 Bilingual vases pose a challenge to Bea-
zley’s method of connoisseurship because few of the personal markers of authorship 
can be reliably traced across the change in tools and techniques.

Richard Neer has done much to shift the discussion on the invention of the 
red-figure technique by reframing it, not within a developmental narrative where it 
stands as an inevitable step toward more naturalistic and mimetic art, but within a 
period that saw vase painters experimenting with many different techniques includ-
ing added polychromy, where it was simply “one novelty among many.”44 From this 
short-term viewpoint, bilingual vases are not a “missing link” in an evolutionary 
sequence, but exhibition pieces:

On these early vases, red-figure does not compete with black-figure: it com-
plements it. Painters employ new and old in tandem, apparently operating 
on the logic that two techniques are better than one. Indeed, an emphasis 
on technique itself—on virtuosity and craft—is characteristic of bilingual 
pots. … The point seems to be that to have both versions, positive and neg-
ative, is desirable. There is a virtual deadlock in such instances, as though 
technical extravagance—mere visual richness—were an end in itself. The 
Greek word for such lavishness is poikilia (literally, “adornment”).45

1.11. Bilingual eye cup signed by Andokides as 
potter (adapted from Schneider 1889, pl. 4). Museo 
Archeologico Salinas, Palermo [V650].
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Against a backdrop of many competing techniques, Neer proposes that bilingual 
vases fit an ancient aesthetic appreciation of visual diversity often expressed 
through the term poikilia. It is essential to understand a culture in its own terms, 
and poikilos, the adjective used to describe things that were multicolored, patterned, 
embroidered, gilded, shimmering, and even shapeshifting, could have been an 
ancient descriptor applied to bilingual Attic vases and bilingual Ionic capitals.46

Along similar lines, Gottfried Gruben saw the double-sided differences of 
bilingual capitals as a display of Variationsfreude (“delight in variety”) on the part 
of carvers working “with artistic license.”47 The concept of Variationsfreude itself 
seems partly to belong to a renewed appreciation of ornament and historical styles 
in the German architecture academy that accompanied postmodernism.48 The 
emphasis on joy as a quality of architecture also recalls the programmatic statement 
of Vitruvius (1.3.2) that sets “delight” (venustas) as one of the three tenets of the art 
of building. Gruben’s impression that the multiform Ionic capital was a source of 
joy to its maker mirrors Neer’s emphasis on poikilia as the ancient aesthetic con-
cept of beauty in visual complexity that explains the emergence of bilingual vases. 
A subtle distinction can be drawn between the two parallel formulations. Gruben’s 
Variationsfreude prioritizes the creative process and artistic liberty of the stone 
carver, while Neer’s poikilia is in the eye of the consumer with vase painters keen to 
capitalize on market demand. The emphasis on market trends might go some way 
to explaining the shorter chronological range of bilingual vases compared to the 
capitals. The bilingual vases appear in a rapid burst, roughly simultaneous to the 
examples of bilingual capitals on Delos (chapter 2) and the northern Aegean (chap-
ter 4), but they faded away quickly. The continued production of bilingual capitals in 
Athens in the mid-fifth century (chapter 5) and at Ephesos, Selinous, and Delphi in 
the fourth and third centuries (chapter 6), indicates a greater staying power.

Embracing variation could have a function in the construction process. Stone 
workers often had good reason to treat design specifications as elastic, by stretch-
ing, compressing, or changing patterns to fit stone blocks, rather than the other way 
around. The capitals of the temple of Artemis at Ephesos, for example, are topped off 
with a wide array of carved moldings, (see fig. 1.7), each seemingly composed on the 
spot to fit an abacus with a different height. The abacus at the top of an Ionic capital 
was the last area of wiggle-room when erecting a column; here any differences in the 
total heights of the columns, which inevitably resulted from the compounding of 
millimeter-level discrepancies among all the column drums, could be shaved off the 
top so that the architrave beams could be set level. The seemingly ad hoc molding 
designs on the abacus were an essential mask of ornament for a zone that was the lit-
eral margin for error in the total dimensioning of the column. More dramatically, in 
the case of the temple of Athena at Assos, Bonna Wescoat has shown how a flexible 
system based on simple proportional guidelines rather than fixed dimensions could 
lead to a heterogeneous appearance even within a rapidly built project.49 Beginning 
from quarried blocks that were not always of exactly the same dimensions, carvers 
at Assos made capitals following a general scheme of proportional relationships, 
which was revised slightly as builders moved from the short ends of the temple to 
the sides.50 Although the carvers used compasses and rotating templates to make 
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individual capitals perfectly circular and symmetrical, they did not transfer the 
design of one capital to the next through templates. Superimposing the profi les of 
the surviving thirty-two capitals (fi g. 1.12) produces a blurred silhouette, even when 
ignoring the capitals of the enlarged corner columns. Ancient builders depended 
upon a large box of tools for working with precision and consistency at large scale 
(straightedges, compasses, plumbs, levels, templates, jigs, etc.) and inscribed 
building accounts reference wax and plaster models used as guides for the standard-
ization of carved ornaments, and even a complete Ionic capital used as a model.51

Nevertheless, the simple fact that the Greek temple was a handmade building must 
not be forgotten.

Who Made Buildings This Way?
The fi rst bilingual Ionic building was on Delos, and at least two subsequent mon-
uments have Cycladic connections: the temple of Parthenos was built in Neapolis, 
which was a colony of Thasos, itself a colony of Paros, and the last bilingual Ionic 
monument was built at Delphi with imported Parian marble. From these connec-
tions, Elena Partida suggests that bilingual capitals may reveal Cycladic workshops 
or architects on the move.52 The distinguishing feature of bilingual capitals, how-
ever, is the recreation of the old, east Ionian convex volute. Lucy Shoe Meritt inter-
preted bilingual Ionic capitals in Attica as proof of connections with Asia Minor, 
not the Cyclades.53 Identifying the origins of artisans from the provenance of their 
style is slippery when the works are themselves stylistically multiform. Partida’s and 
Shoe Meritt’s proposals ask an essential question: Who made buildings this way?

Ancient temple building happened in fi ts and starts, and large projects 
depended on contracting many private entrepreneurs, especially itinerant 

1 m

1.12. Assos, temple of Athena, superimposed profi les of the thirty-two surviving Doric 
capitals (drawn after Wescoat 2012).
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workshops of skilled builders.54 Thucydides twice mentions (4.69, 5.82) Athens send-
ing stoneworkers to quickly fortify allied cities amid the Peloponnesian War, which 
gives a sense of the great mobility of workshops. The prevalence of Samian features 
on the Ionic temples in Syracuse and Lokroi Epizephyrioi in Sicily and South Italy 
has long suggested that itinerant workshops from the temple of Hera at Samos trav-
eled west, probably during a period of turmoil after the assassination of Polykrates 
in 522 BCE, seeding a new school of Ionic architecture in Magna Graecia.55 The 
inscribed building accounts for the Erechtheion on the Athenian Acropolis record 
that almost 40 percent of the workers were metics, free noncitizen residents, and 
a sizeable number of skilled workers were enslaved people.56 Although most of 
the metic builders of the Erechtheion were likely freedmen or itinerant builders 
from Greek cities other than Athens, some metic and enslaved workers have names 
that could indicate Persian, Phrygian, Lydian, Karian, and Egyptian backgrounds 
(Medos, Manis, Kroisos, Karion, and Psammis respectively).57 In contrast, J. J.  
Coulton pointed out that known ancient architects were most often locals to cities  
or regions, in no small part because patrons entrusted them with administrative  
and financial responsibilities as well as design oversight.58 If the combination of dif-
ferent regional styles reflects human mobility, it is more likely the mobility of stone 
carvers than of architects.

The Throne of Apollo at Amyklai offers a definite reference for the amalga-
mation of regional practices by itinerant workshops.59 In the mid-sixth century, a 
sculptor from Asia Minor, Bathykles of Magnesia, was commissioned to build a cult 
structure at Amyklai, just south of Sparta. Bathykles hailed from the wider region 
of Ionia (technically as a Magnesian he was ethnically Aeolian), and he added Ionic 
flourishes to the Doric colonnade, including volute brackets springing from some 
of the Doric capitals (fig. 1.13).60 According to Pausanias (3.18.4), Bathykles used part 
of the money from the commission to dedicate a statue of his native city’s patron, 
Artemis Leukophryene, and included a frieze depicting his team of Magnesian stone 
carvers dancing. The mixed Doric-Ionic scheme was the product of hiring a designer 
and team of craftspeople from the other side of the Aegean. Although a local Lako-
nian could not have imagined the startlingly inventive creation of Bathykles, it is 
implausible that this building’s patrons sought out a design workshop from Asia 
Minor with the expectation of creating a conventional Doric structure. The Spar-
tans, despite their insular reputation and stories of their gruff rejection of Ionian 
luxury (Hdt. 5.51), were adventurous patrons in the Archaic period, supposedly 
hiring Theodoros, one of the architects of the temple of Hera on Samos, to build the 
Skias, the covered meeting place of the Spartan assembly (Paus. 3.12.10).61 The mixed 
Doric-Ionic capitals of the Throne of Apollo at Amyklai, therefore, offer a model of 
agency that takes into consideration not just Bathykles as an itinerant architect, but 
also his traveling team of Magnesian stone carvers and the Lakonian patrons who 
hired them. The same model applies to bilingual Ionic capitals.

Bilingual Ionic capitals may best be explained by a model of distributed agency 
resulting from a chain of decision-making, connecting patrons, architects, and 
stone carvers. Ancient accounts give mixed impressions about the autonomy of 
architects. At one extreme, Vitruvius (4.3.1) recounts that the architect Hermogenes 
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took a commission from the city of Teos to design a Doric temple for Dionysos but 
duped his clients, who only discovered his plan to erect an Ionic temple when the 
blocks arrived from the quarry.62 The Athenian decree authorizing “that the temple 
[of Athena Nike] be built in whatever way Kallikrates may specify” (IG I3 35, ll. 11–12) 
seems at face value to give the architect carte blanche, though an amendment makes 
clear that he must report to and collaborate with a building committee.63 An Athe-
nian decree specifying additions to the Long Walls (IG II2 463) has so many added 
clauses that it has been taken to be the work of multiple authors off ering alterations 
to an architect’s design—that is, design by committee.64 From the fi fth century on, 
inscriptions describe temple building through public-private partnerships, where 
patron cities and sanctuaries appointed committees of building overseers (epi-
statai or naopoioi) to ensure that the architect’s patron-approved specifi cations 
(syngraphai) were carried out to the letter by teams of stone workers operating as 
private contractors. Building contracts for the temple of Zeus Basileus at Lebadeia 
include provisions that overseers from the Boeotian League must witness the set-
ting of every block and that blocks set without oversight must be removed even if 
positioned correctly (IG VII 3073, ll. 170–76).65 It comes as no surprise that a project 
with such intense administrative surveillance was never completed. Architects who 
bucked their instructions could pay dearly. An inscription from Epidauros records 
that the fourth-century architect Perillos was fi ned 2,160 drachmas in connection 
with building the Abaton in the sanctuary of Asklepios and the springhouse behind 
it, eff ectively a fi ne of six years’ salary.66 The inscription does not say how Perillos 
erred as an architect, but it indicates that he appealed an initial fi ne of four years’ 

1  m

1.13. Amyklai, Throne of Apollo, Doric columns and Doric columns with volute 
brackets (after Fiechter 1918, pl. 6–9, 18). 
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14; polychromy of temples, 157, 158, 159, 229; votive 
sphinx column, 81

Aineia, 129, 130
Aischylos, 40
Akr. 135, 166, 167, 244n3
Akr. 3776. See Kallimachos Nike and its Ionic capital
Akragas, temple of Zeus, 16–17
Alâzeytin, Karia 81
Alexander, Jeffrey, 206–7
Alexander the Great, 31, 129, 206
Altar of Apollo Pythios (Athens), 151, 154–55
Alzinger, Wilhelm, 9, 201, 202, 204, 205
Amandry, Pierre, 220
American School of Classical Studies, Athens, 182
Amphiareion, location of, 79, 245n12
Amphictyony: Delian, 28; Delphic, 220

General Index
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bolster/pulvinus: comparison of, 51; illustration of, 97, 
235; painting schemes for, 164; balteus patterns 
of, 162; variation of, 170, 188–89. See also specific 
locations

Brauron, 152
Brinkmann, Vinzenz, 169
building accounts, 25, 26, 161
buildings: in chronological sequence of styles, 6, 11; as 

heterogeneous, 14; looking at the past through, 31–41; 
proportion of, 12. See also specific locations

Burger, Wilhelm, 96
Burkert, Walter, 73

canalis, 51, 52, 166, 235. See also specific locations
canon, creation of, 40
capitals: Aeolic capitals, 2, 76, 79; carving of, 86, 142; 

center of gravity of, 44; corner capitals, 18, 20, 44, 46, 
68; Doric capitals, 15–16, 25; echinus capitals (Ionic 
capitals without volutes), 18, 64; illustration of, 46, 
47, 52, 57, 65, 70, 143, 234; inscriptions on, 32–33, 
68, 143, 145; model (paradeigma), 28; proportional 
design of, 14, 24; transporting of, 142; See also Ionic 
capitals; specific capitals; specific locations

Carpo, Mario, 34
carving: experiment, 85–91, 228–29; illustration of, 82; of 

Ionic capitals, 81–91; master carver for, 231; prices for, 
85; re-, 145; sanding process in, 90, 91; stealing the art 
of, 88; techniques of, 62–63; workflows for, 88–90. See 
also tools for stone carving; specific locations

caryatids, 35, 241n101. See also Erechtheion (Athens): 
caryatid porch of

Cassander, 129, 130, 135
casts. See plaster casts in antiquity
Çatallar Tepe, 64–65
Catania, 210
Catherine the Great of Russia, 47, 48
ceiling coffers, 157
Chaironeia, battle of, 40
Chalastre, 130
chiaroscuro, 100–101, 106, 107, 109; reflected light, 106. 

See also shadows
Chios, temple at Emporio, 160. See also Delphi: Chian 

Altar
chisels. See tools for stone carving
chronological sequence, 6, 11, 14
chryselephantine medium, 164, 250n40
Cicero, 109
clamps, 56, 135, 245n27, 251n82
Classical period, 152, 170, 185, 198, 202, 206, 221, 232
Claudius, 133
cloisonné jewelry, 162, 164
coinage, 29, 117–18, 119, 205
collaboration, in design, 23, 27–28
colonies (apoikiai), defined, 111, 246n1
colonnade: elements of, 234; painting of, 106–7; perme-

able boundaries and, 73; shadow design in, 101
color. See painting; pigments; polychromy, architectural
columns: as grave markers, 32, 151; historical value of, 

32; illustration of, 234; inscription on, 20, 32, 33, 68; 
interior, 243n63; misalignment of roofs and, 146–47; 
optical illusions and, 103; peristyle, 44, 68, 229; 
polychromy of, 106–7, 156, 169; proportions of, 44, 67; 
shadow design of, 99–109; symbolic interpretations 
of, 32, 72; turning, 62–63, 243n64; variations of, 231; 
visibility and, 67, 68; votive, 2, 7, 14, 77, 79, 166, 185. 

Asklepios, sanctuary of, 27
Assos, temple of Athena, 24–25, 68-9, 240n50, 248n73
astragal, 167, 235
astronomical observation, 108–9, 246n70
Athenaeus, 195, 204
Athena Nike, temple of (Athens) 27, 68, 71, 73, 177, 182, 

187, 189, 197
Athena Pallenis: league of, 196; parasitoi, 194–95. See 

also Agora (Athens): temple of Ares; Pallene (Attica): 
temple of Athena Pallenis

Athena Parthenos, 120, 246n7
Athena Trecheia, temple of, 1, 3, 22, 232
Athenodoros, 241n66
Athens: archaistic style in architecture in, 6; Assembly 

of, 117; capital preservation in, 165–66; committee of 
officials in, 40–41; conflicts of, 117; contrasting of, 12; 
defeat of, 40; destruction of, 6; Dipylon Gate of, 148; 
Empire of, 130, 152, 198; Hephaisteion, 104; invasion 
of, 194–95; Ionic order in, 150, 151–53, 192, 196; Long 
Walls, 27; painting at, 150, 152, 167; Pompeion, 167; 
reuse of architecture in, 6; Roman Agora, 11; stone-
workers from, 26; temple of Artemis Aristoboule, 
38–39; temple of Olympian Zeus, 16–17. See also 
Acropolis; Agora

Athens, National Archaeological Museum, 76, 182
Attica, 185, 194–95. See also specific locations
Attic style in Ionic architecture, 150, 152–54, 179, 182,  

190, 218
Augustus, 129, 131, 133, 134

Baiae, 36
Bakalakis, Giorgos, 111, 112, 122–23, 130–31, 134, 145
Balandat, Luisa, 95
Baltes, Elizabeth, 148
balteus, 172, 177, 184, 188, 218, 235
Bammer, Anton, 9, 14, 95, 200, 202, 204, 205
Barker, Alfred Winslow, 102–3
base, column: Attic type, 150; Ephesian type, 124, 133, 

146, 198; Samian type, 124, 146
Bassai: Ionic order at, 40, 49; temple of Apollo, 40
Bathykles of Magnesia, 26
Baxandall, Michael, 109
bead-and-reel motif, 124, 127, 145, 225, 235
Beazley, John, 22–23
Bendis, 110, 120
bicolumn monuments: at Delphi, 212–13, 221, 225, 226; at 

Olympia, 213; and Roman wall painting, 213. See also 
Delphi, Aristaineta Monument and its capitals

bilingual Attic vases, 9, 22–24, 28, 228
bilingual Ionic capitals: adornment of, 161; agency in 

production, 7, 26–27; Archaic elements on, 31; archi-
tectural tradition in, 6; bilingual, defined, 7; carving 
practices of, 7, 81–91 (see also carving); character-
istics of, 10, 22, 41; charm of, 232–33; conditional 
visibility of, 7, 65–75 (see also visibility); copying of, 
233; orientation of (inside/outside), 8, 228–31; origin 
of, 42, 228, 231; retrospective aspect of, 9–10, 231, 
233; as transitional, 14; transmission of information 
regarding, 36; unfinished features of, 228, 229. See 
also specific capitals; specific locations

black-figure technique, 22, 23, 28
Boardman, John, 14
Boccioni, Umberto, 245n39
Boehm, Ryan, 130, 134–35, 145–46
Boeotian League, 27
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attachments of, 51, 52, 53; bilingualism of, 50; carving 
depth of, 87; comparison of capitals, 49–51, 52, 55; 
corner capital provenance, description of, 51–53, 230, 
231, 243n34, 243n35–37; Henri-Paul Nénot’s drawing 
of, 44, 45–47; high-relief sides of, 230; illustration of, 
45, 48, 49, 50, 52, 70, 71; Ionic capitals and, 45–46;  
Nieborów capital provenance, 46–49; origin of 
bilingual type, 1, 8, 42, 196; overview of, 44–53; Pheia 
(Olympia Museum) capital provenance, 49; regional 
style unity in, 231; report regarding, 45; volute eye of, 
52; votive dedication on, 56

Delphi: Chian altar, 225; column of Drusilla, 213; 
Daochos Monument, 216, 223–24; festivals at, 210, 
221; museum, 213; Naxian Sphinx column, 79, 174, 
175; oracle, 79, 204, 210, 221; pillar monuments, 
212, 252n62; Pillar of Aemilius Paullus, 212; Pillar 
of Prusias II, 212, 220; sanctuary of Apollo, 210–11, 
221; Siphnian treasury, 91, 92, 216; statue of Apollo 
Sitalkas, 220; Stoa of the Athenians, 188, 218, 225, 227, 
232; temple of Apollo, 40, 199, 219, 239n13; temple 
terrace, 210–12, 217, 219; tripod of Gelon, 220. See also  
Aetolians; Delphi, Aristaineta Monument and its 
capitals

Delphi, Aristaineta Monument and its capitals: Aetolians 
and, 221; Aristaineta (patron), 199, 216, 232; archaistic 
features of, 225; attachment to capitals, 217; bolster 
design, 218, 225; comparison of, 217, 225, 226; contex-
tual views of, 221, 223, 224; convex-concave features 
of, 217–18, 225; corner palmettes on, 203, 221; cornice 
of, 216; dating of, 220; dedications and, 221; descrip-
tion of, 210–13, 216–17, 221, 225, 227, 230; echinus of, 
217; elements of, 214; elevation of, 215, 223; findspot 
of, 212; floral motifs of, 225; frieze of, 216; illustration 
of, 212, 214–19, 223–24; inscriptions on, 214, 216; loca-
tion of, 220; overview of, 210–27; preservation of, 213; 
reconstruction of, 217, 220; restoration of, 219; signif-
icance of, 226; statue group on, 216, 222; topography 
of, 223–24; visibility of, 222–24; volutes of, 217, 25

Demosthenes, 130
dentils, 5, 165
Desypris, Giorgos, 85
Didyma: Archaic capitals from, 242n8; architect of, 

202; naiskos of the temple of Apollo (late Classical 
dipteral), 216; sack by Persians, 198; temple of Apollo, 
Archaic dipteral, 17, 64, 231

Dillon, Sheila, 217, 222
Diogenes Laertius, 133
Dionysia, 40, 248n88
Dionysos, 35, 120, 129
Dionysos Thermaios, 110, 130–31, 132, 134, 149, 232. See 

also Thessaloniki, itinerant temple and its capitals
dipteral plan, 38, 62–63
disaster studies, 206–7
Dokimos, 33, 34
doors: Aeolic pilasters, 80–81; Ionic doorframes, 128–29
Doric order: architectural canon formation in, 40; 

Athens and, 151, 193; capitals, 49–51; changes to, 12; 
comparison of, 2, 13, 166; description of, 12; fluting 
in, 22, 61, 103–6, 229, 246n54, 248n73; Julien-David 
Le Roy and, 11–13; mixed Ionic features in, 26; origin 
stories of, 2, 5, 15; parallel of, 11, 46; polychromy of 
157–58, 166, 172–73; proportions of, 11–12; Selinous 
and, 210, 226; stylistic chronology of, 11–12, 14. See 
also metopes; triglyphs; specific monuments

Dörpfeld, Wilhelm, 15
dovetailing, 187, 251n82

See also specific capitals; specific elements; specific 
locations

Composite order, 11
conditional visibility. See visibility 
connoisseurship: in architecture, 241n71; in vase paint-

ing, 23
convex-concave elements: alternating of, 91, 96, 97; 

carving practices for, 82, 84, 85, 87–88; characteristics 
of, 42, 70, 71; coloristic use of, 99; defined, 1; depth, 
248n73; in floral motifs, 92; in fluting, 103; illustra-
tion of, 97, 98, 126; in marble test, 85–91, 228–29; 
origin of, 6; in ornament, 91–99; overview of, 30; 
retrospective design and, 6; sanding process for, 90; 
sculptural styles of, 196; shading and, 99–109; work-
flows for carving of, 88–90. See also specific locations

Conze, Alexander, 96
copy: ancient accounts of, 36–37, 232–33; changing 

notions in Ancient, Medieval, and Renaissance 
architecture, 34–36; of cult statues, 36–38; of man-
uscript illustrations, 34–35; replacement pieces in 
architecture, 145, 204

Corinth: Peloponnesian War, 121; South Stoa Corinth, 
172; temple of Apollo, 13, 104

Corinthian order, 11, 40, 73, 75
corner capital, 20, 44–45. See also specific locations
cornice, 157, 216. See also specific locations
Coulton, J. J., 26, 240n50, 245n44
Courby, Fernand, 213, 220
Courtils, Jacques de, 129
craft (techne), 88
crepidoma, 234
Crimean Peninsula, 120. See also Pantikapaion
cubism, 99, 100
cult: of Aeneas, 248n92; at Amyklai, 26; of Aphrodite 

Aineias, 130, 131, 132, 134; of Artemis, 38; of Artemis 
Ephesia, 38, 231, 232; of Athena Pallenis, 194, 195, 196, 
204; of Athena Parthenos, 246n7; at Athenian Acrop-
olis, 226; of Dionysos Thermaios, 130–31, 134, 248n86; 
features of, 164–65; hero/ancestor, 120; historical 
elements of, 7; Imperial, 110, 129; inscriptions and, 
68, 120; of Mater Idaea, 131; mystery, 73; at Neapolis, 
246n7; of Parthenos, 110, 112, 116, 117, 120, 121, 232; 
poliad/civic, 120, 121; syncretic, 7, 117; Thracian, 120; 
tomb, 120

cult statues, 6, 36, 38, 68, 71, 73, 119, 121, 131, 132, 133, 134, 
149, 165, 202, 231

Cyclades/Cyclades capitals, 14, 25, 44, 79, 109, 153, 178, 
190

cyma reversa, 51, 182, 187, 216, 235

Daumet, Honoré, 112
Delian League, 117, 219
Delos: architecture of, 42, 218; Athens and, 28, 56; build-

ing inscription from, 28, 231; columns from, 32–33; 
corner capitals on, 8; Doric order from, 13; dromos, 
53, 54; excavation of, 44, 45; festival of Apollo on, 43; 
inventory lists, 53; Ionic order and, 1, 8, 42, 73, 196; 
location of, 42; Museum, 44; naopoioi of, 28; Naxian 
quarter (Quartier Naxien), 54; Oikos of the Naxians, 
53, 54, 56–61; pan-Ionian status of, 43; plan of, 54; 
porinos naos, 54, 55–56; Propylon (phases I, II, and 
III), 53–58, 61, 66; Stoa of Philip V, 49; votive Ionic 
columns at, 32, 56, 79, 81, 176

Delos, bilingual Ionic capitals from: attribution to pori-
nos naos, 55–56; attribution to Propylon II, 53, 56–57; 
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Eretria: Museum, 79–80, 150, 173, 175, 178; temple of 
Apollo Daphnephoros, 173 

Eretria, bilingual Ionic capital from: attachments of, 177; 
bolster of, 175; carving depth of, 87; characteristics 
of, 153; comparison of, 176–77, 185; convex-con-
cave elements of, 1, 176–77; description of, 161, 175, 
177; embellishments of, 177; helix absence of, 178; 
identification of, 178; illustration of, 151, 173, 175, 176; 
influence of, 196; overview of, 173–79; polychromy of, 
176–78, 230; volutes of, 175, 178

Eryx, Mt., 131
Étienne, Roland, 55–56
Euclid’s Optics, 102
Euergus, 243n52
Euripides, 40
Eurydamos, 222
Eurymedon Palm, 219, 225
euthynteria, 234
Exchange of Populations and Thessaloniki, 122

Fenger, Ludvig Peter, 157
figure-ground contrast, 157
fillets, 61, 79, 90, 105, 113, 114, 125, 133, 152, 176, 177, 178, 

182, 188, 190, 196, 217
floral motifs, 91, 92, 114, 203, 225. See also specific capi-

tals; specific locations
fluting: chiaroscuro effect of, 103, 107; on column bases, 

62, 63, 64, 99, 101; comparison of, 103, 104–5; concave, 
103; in Doric order, 22, 103–4, 248n73; illustration 
of, 105; on Ionic capital echinus, 64, 65; in Ionic 
order, 22, 57, 61; optical illusion of, 102; prices for, 
85; shadow design and, 101–6; tools for carving, 90; 
unfinished, 11, 16, variation in number or design,  
18, 19, 21–22. See also specific capitals; specific 
locations

Fonseca, S. da, 222
foot units, 67, 148
Forum of Augustus (Rome), 36, 37, 233
frieze: archaistic style in, 6; of dancing Magnesians, 26; 

illustration of, 234; lotus-and-palmette, 91–92; ori-
gins of, 5; polychromy of, 157, 165; visibility and, 66. 
See also metopes; triglyphs; specific temples; specific 
locations

Gareskos, 130
Gargettos tribe (Aigeis), 196
Gauls, 221, 226
Gehl, Jan, 66
geison, 234
Gela, 208–9, 210
Georgopoulos, Petros, 85, 86, 87, 88
gilding, 8, 24, 161, 162, 164, 166, 177, 213, 219–20, 250n38, 

252n66
glass attachments, 162, 163, 177
gold. See gilding
graffiti, 182
Greece, 1, 153
Greek architecture: archaism, 39–40 (see also archaism: 

in architecture); characteristics of, 8; developmental 
narratives of, 12, 40; history of research, 11–13; poly-
chromy and, 153, 172; significance of, 7–8, 41

Gruben, Gottfried, 24, 44, 49, 53–6
guilloche, 99, 162, 163, 167, 172

drawing: archaeological reconstruction, 9, 18, 56; archi-
tectural, 12, 101; perspective, 100; and Vitruvius, 35, 
100

Drusilla, 212, 213

Early Iron Age, 117
East-Ionian style, 42, 43, 44, 61, 178
echinus: comparison of, 51, 182, 187; egg-and-dart, 50; 

fluted, 64, 65; illustration of, 235; painting of, 167, 
168–69. See also specific capitals; specific locations

eclecticism, 111, 127, 131, 178, 225, 226
eclipses, 30, 100, 108
École des Beaux-Arts, 45, 46, 99
egg-and-dart motif, 50, 127, 157, 169, 175, 182, 192, 235. See 

also specific capitals; specific locations
Egypt: background of builder in Athens, 26; Egyptianiz-

ing style, 45, 192. See also Naukratis, temple of Apollo
Eleusis: building accounts, 241n66; Greater Propylaia, 

35–37, 144; Telesterion, 249n4, temple of Artemis 
Propylaia, 36

Elgin, Lord, 48
encaustic painting, 156
entablature, 234
epiphanestatos topos (“the most visible location”), 102. 

See also visibility
Ephesos: Archaic form at, 199; development of, 203; 

festival of Artemis Ephesia in, 43, 199; foundation 
of, 206; grief in, 206–7; importance of, 199; location 
of, 198; myth regarding, 204; origin of, 204; origin of 
Ionic order at, 1, 8, 232; reorganization of, 206; Selçuk 
Museum, 200; temple burning at, 1; temple of Apollo 
Pythios, 204; temple of Artemis in, 1, 2; topogra-
phy of, 204–5. See also Ephesos, temple of Artemis 
Ephesia; Ephesos, temple of Athena Trecheia and its 
capitals

Ephesos, temple of Artemis Ephesia (Artemision): 
anthemion, 95–97; bases, 18; capitals from, 1-3, 18–20, 
63–64; column flutes, 18–19, 124; construction, 17–18; 
copies of, 36, 38; description of, 2, 17, 38, 200, 206; 
destruction of, 1, 198, 199, 206, 226; donations for, 20; 
eclecticism and, 17, 20, 24; 36, 38; excavation of, 124; 
illustrations of, 2–3, 18, 19, 20, 39; ornament of, 17–20, 
24; sculpture of, 18

Ephesos, temple of Athena Trecheia and its capitals: 
bolster design of, 202, 204; carving depth of, 87; 
comparison of, 202, 204; convex-concave elements 
of, 200–201, 226–27; corner capital of, 204; dating of, 
200, 202; description of, 200, 203, 230; discovery of, 
204; distribution of, 202; identification with temple 
of Athena Trecheia, 1, 204–5, 207; illustration of, 3, 
199, 201, 203; orientation of, 230; preservation of lost 
architectural forms, 1, 232; variations of, 200; volutes 
of, 201–2, 204; workshops and, 203

Epidauros: Abaton, 27; building accounts, 27–28, 241n66; 
propylon, 71; Tholos, 216

epigram, 33
Erechtheion (Athens): anthemion, 91; caryatid porch of, 

35, 99, 241n101; column bases, 172; convex-concave 
elements in, 91–92, 99; copies, imitations, and quo-
tations of, 36, 225, 233, 241n101; dating of, 153; gilding 
of, 161; glass inlays at, 162, 163, 177; north porch of, 99, 
163, 172; ornamentation of, 161–62; photo of, 94–98; 
polychromy of, 156, 165, 167; porch of, 35; relief carv-
ing in, 153; repairs to, 144, 239n9, 251n82; workers at, 
26, 240n56, 241n66
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Peloponnese, 44; polychromy of, 8, 150, 153, 161, 165, 
166, 172, 178; in Sicily, 26, 210; shadow design in, 
101; streamlining of, 150; writings regarding, 2. See 
also Attic style in Ionic architecture; East-Ionian 
style; Island-Ionian style; specific capitals; specific 
locations

Island-Ionian style, 42, 43, 61
Island marble (Cycladic), 49, 77, 182, 185–86, 244n3. See 

also marble
Italy, 1. See also specific locations
itinerancy: of architects, 6–7, 25, 202; of sculptors, 26, 

198, 210; of stone workers 25–26, 210
itinerant temples, phenomenon of, 148, 248n110. See also 

Agora (Athens): temple of Ares; Agora polychrome 
capitals; Sounion: temple of Athena; Thessaloniki, 
itinerant temple and its capitals; Thorikos, Stoa at

Jacquemin, Anne, 216, 220, 221, 222
Jeraka (Attica). See Pallene, bilingual Ionic capitals from; 

Yérakas
Johannes, Heinz, 62–63
Jong, Piet de, 169
Julius Caesar, 131

Kallithea, Attica, tomb monument of Nikeratos and 
Polyxenos, 187

Kallikrates (Athenian architect), 27
Kallikrates of Samos (Ptolemaic general), 213
Kallimachos Nike and its Ionic capital (Akr. 3776), 153, 

154, 155, 166, 184, 188, 244n3
Kallimachos of Aphidna, 166
Kallipolitis, Vasilios, 173, 175
Kapoor, Anish, 161
Karadedos, Giorgos, 146, 248n60
Karaoli-Dimitriou St., 146
Karia: architecture of, 81; background of builder in 

Athens, 26
Karwiese, Stefan, 205
Katakolo, 49
Kaulonia, 29
Kavala, 112, 116, 196. See also Neapolis
Kekrops, tomb of (Kekropion), 35, 151
King’s Law, 195–96
Kissos, 130
Kizilburun wreck, 185
Klaros: Ionic column monuments, 212, 213; temple of 

Apollo, 185
Klein, Yves, 161
Knell, Heiner, 39–40
Koch-Brinkmann, Ulrike, 169
Koldewey, Robert, 170, 172
Korkyra, 121
Korres, Manolis, 82, 193, 239n9, 240n48
Kotys I, 120
Koukouli-Chrysanthaki, Chaido, 118
Krastevich, Bulgaria, 10
Krautheimer, Richard, 34
Krischen, Fritz, 18
Kroisos (Lydian king), 20, 79, 207
Kroton, 29, 30, 79
Krousaians, 129–30

labor, 7–9, 66, 76, 84–85, 90–91, 116. See also workers

Hadrian, 129, 133–34
Hagnous, 195
Halikarnassos, Mausoleum of, 96, 109, 162, 164, 167, 198, 

203. See also Pytheos
Hanink, Johanna, 40
Hansen, Christian, 153, 155–56, 182, 183
hawks-beak molding, 157
heart-and-dart motif (Lesbian leaf), 50–51, 114, 127, 157, 

169, 235. See also specific capitals; specific locations
Hébrard, Ernést, 146
Hekataios of Miletos, 130
helix, 230, 235. See also specific capitals; specific locations
Hellenistic period, 170, 198, 202, 206, 210, 232
Hellmann, Marie-Christine, 157–58
Hellner, Gösta, 50, 243n31
Hendrich, Christoph, 63–64
Hennemeyer, Arnd, 104
Herakleitos of Ephesos, 100, 108, 246n70
Hermes (statue), 241n102
Hermogenes, 26–27, 28. See also Magnesia on the Maean-

der, temple of Artemis Leukophryene
Hermokrates of Syracuse, 209
Herodotus, 20, 56, 61, 79, 119, 120
Herostratos, 198, 206
heterogeneous appearance: by circumstance, 14, 21, 22, 

24–25, by design 14, 21, 22
Heuzey, Léon, 112
Himera, battle of, 220
Hipponion, 210
historic preservation in antiquity, 7, 31–32, 239n9
Homer, 121
Homolle, Théophile, 54
Hymettos, Mt. 195

identity, formation of, 7, 110, 117, 121, 199, 207, 221, 231–32, 
246n1

Ignatiadou, Despina, 162
Ilissos River, temple on, 189, 192, 193
imitation, 34, 36, 38
Imperial cult, 110
incuse coins, 29–30
inscriptions: bilingual, 20; building accounts, 26–28; 

dedicatory, 20; painting letters of, 153; visibility of, 
68, 69. See also Archilochos capital; Lindos: Lindian 
Chronicle

Inwood, Henry William, 192
Inwood capital and Agora A3345, 180–81, 192–93, 197
Ionia: and Athens 28, 152, 198; and Delos, 42, 43, 199; eth-

nic identity, 7; grave stelai, 92; influence in Athens, 
191–92; Ionian Renaissance, 198; Ionian Revolt, 198; 
mythical origin, 2; science and 100; and Sparta, 26. 
See also specific locations

Ionic capitals: casts of, 36–37, 233; corner capitals, 18, 20, 
44, 46, 68; gilding of, 161, 162; model (paradeigma), 
28; normal capital, 44, 46, 68; polychromy of, 161–72; 
proportions of, 14, 44, 79, 111, 112, 124, 174–75; scatter 
plot of, 174; templates for, 24–25; wooden origins of, 
5, 63. See also bilingual Ionic capitals

Ionic order: in Athens, 150, 151–53, 196; changes to, 12; 
comparison of, 166; cymation, 129, 132; dentils, 
5, 101, 124, 165, 216, 246n13; description of, 12, 14; 
development of, 200; doorframes, 128–29; formation 
of canon, 40; history of, 2; meaning of, 5–6; origin 
story of, 2; overview of, 2–3; as parallel, 11; in the 
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meander, 167
Meiggs, Russell, 117
Messon. See Lesbos, temple at Messon
Metapontion (Metaponto): incuse coins, 29–30; Temple 

D, 170, 251
metics, defined, 26
metopes, 14, 67, 157, 230–31
metrology. See foot units
Mikocki, Tomasz, 47–48
Miletos, 202, 203
Möbius, Hans, 181–82, 185, 190, 192, 193
model, architectural (paradeigma), 25, 28
molding, 91, 157, 165. See also specific capitals; specific 

locations
Muss, Ulrike, 18
mutules, 5
Mygdones, 129–30
Mykale, Mt., 64
Mylonopoulos, Ioannis, 68

narrative reliefs, visibility of, 66
Naukratis, temple of Apollo, 92, 95
Naxos: Archaic period patron, 32, 56; innovator in Ionic 

style, 79; source of marble and emery 58, 79, 84; tem-
ple of Dionysos, Yria, 79, 131. See also Delos: Naxian 
Quarter; Delos: Oikos of the Naxians; Delphi: Naxian 
Sphinx Column; Stoa of the Naxians

Neapolis (Kavala): and Athens, 117, 119, 120; capital 
discovery in, 1; coinage of, 117–18, 119; conflicts 
with Thasos, 117; cult of Parthenos in, 119–20 246n7; 
description of, 116; founding of, 116; growth of, 117, 
121; location of, 25, 110, 112, 117; resources of, 117 

Neapolis, temple of Parthenos and its capitals: bilingual 
capitals of, 25, 110, 114; capital variations at, 231–32; 
comparison of, 111, 124–25; convex-concave features 
of, 113–14, 149, 231–32; dating of, 111; description of, 
230; discovery of, 112; features of, 112; illustration of, 
52, 111, 115; inscriptions regarding, 118; mixed ele-
ments of, 122; origin of, 110, 118; overview of, 112–22; 
position of, 247n38; reconstructed columns of, 113; 
significance of, 117, 118; structure of, 112–13; volutes 
of, 231–32. See also Neapolis

necking drums, 91–92, 93
Neer, Richard, 23–24
Nemea, temple of Zeus, 104
Nénot, Henri-Paul, 44–46, 242n10&11
Nieborów Palace, 46–47. See also Delos, bilingual Ionic 

capitals from
Nikeratos, tomb monument of, 187
Nikias, 54
Niobe, 47
North Porch (Erechtheion), 99, 163, 172

Ohly, Dieter, 240n18
Ohnesorg, Aenne, 17–18, 63–64, 95–96
Oinomaos, column of (Olympia), 31–32
Oisyme, cave of the Nymphs, 116, 247n23, 247n47
Olympia: column of Oinomaos, 31–32; Leonidaion, 174; 

location of Pheia capital, 49; monument of Ptolemy 
II and Arsinoe II, 213; Nike of Paionios, 212; temple 
of Hera, 15–16, 20; temple of Zeus, 16, 104–5, 106, 157, 
230–31

Omphalos (neighborhood of Thessaloniki), 130–31
orders, architectural: aesthetic conventions of, 220; 

Ladstätter, Sabine, 205
Lansdowne Amazon, 133
Laroche, Didier, 216, 220, 225
lathe. See turning
leaf motifs, 96, 97, 157. See also specific capitals; specific 

locations
league of Athena Pallenis, 196
Lebadeia, temple of Zeus, 27
Leo Mathematicus (Bishop of Thessaloniki), 131
Leonardo da Vinci, 109
Le Roy, Julien David, 11–12, 46
Lesbian cyma, 114
Lesbos, temple at Messon, 21, 116, 160, 161, 170, 172, 206, 

230
Leukas, 131
lewis iron, 209–10
lighting conditions, 7, 107, 109. See also shadows
limestone, 55, 56, 105, 132, 161, 173, 193, 208, 213. See also 

quarries
Limyra, Heroon of Perikles, 35, 36
Lindos: Lindian Chronicle, 31; sanctuary of Athena, 31
Livy, 131
Lohmann, Hans, 64
Lokroi Epizephyrioi, 26, 210
Lola, 132
lotus and palmette. See anthemion
Lucian, 241n102
Luynes, Duc de, 29–30
Lydia: background of builder in Athens, 26; patronage of 

Greek sanctuaries, 20, 79, 207
Lykourgos of Athens, 6, 40, 192, 242n116
Lysippides Painter, 9, 23
Lysippus, 133

Macedon: after Alexander, 129; and Athens, 40, 117, 
130, 221; Roman province, 148. See also Macedonian 
tombs; specific sites

Macedonian tombs, 165, 166. See also Tomb of Eurydice; 
Tomb of Palmettes; Tomb, Rhomaios

Magna Graecia, 26, 209
Magnesia on the Maeander, temple of Artemis Leuko-

phryene, 164–65, 170. See also Bathykles of Magnesia; 
Hermogenes

Mallwitz, Alfred, 50
Malten, Ludolf, 131
Marathon, battle of, 58, 194
Marathon Monument, 174
marble: carving experiment, 85–91, 228–29; carving 

practices for, 85; grain of, 86; Island/Cycladic, 77, 182, 
185–86, 244n3; Parian, 25, 185, 213; patches, function 
of, 251n82; prices for, 85; quality of, 185; sanding of, 
91; sourcing of, 185; as tool, 84. See also Naxos; Paros; 
Pentele, Mt.; Thasos 

Marconi, Clemente, 67
Markopoulo, 195
Martin, Roland, 14
Massalia (Marseille): cult of Artemis Ephesia, 38, 231, 232; 

Ionic capital from, 38
materiality: of color, 250n34; deterioration, 33–34, 153; 

labor, value, and, 38, 162
materials. See marble; pigments; stone; wood
Maussollos (king of Karia), 198. See also Halikarnassos, 

Mausoleum of
Mayeux, Henri, 99
McGowan, Elizabeth, 166
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Parthenos, 112–13, 116, 119–20, 121, 149, 247n44, 247n47. 
See also Neapolis; Neapolis, temple of Parthenos and 
its capitals

Partida, Elena, 25, 216, 225
Pausanias, 26, 31, 220, 225
Pausias of Sicyon, 106
Peace of Nikias, 189
pediment sculpture, 14, 173, 175, 212, 222, 18n240
Peion, Mt., 204–5
Peisistratos (son of Hippias), 153
Peisistratos (tyrant of Athens), 43, 56, 192, 194–95
Peisistratos the Younger, 151
Pella, 167
Peloponnese, and Ionic architecture, 39, 44
Peloponnesian War, 26, 117, 225, 245n12
Peltekis, 132
Pentele, Mt., 185, 195
performance, of tragedies, 40
Pergamon, Great Altar of, 170
Perikles of Athens, 189, 207
Perikles of Limyra, 35–36
Perillos, 27
perception: of age, 33; and color, 153, 161, 196; solids and 

voids, 245n39; visual, 65, 66, 76, 99, 102, 107, 109
peripteral Ionic temples, 112
Persians: among builders in Athens, 26; spoils from, 219, 

225
Persian Wars: destruction of sanctuaries, 6, 39, 119, 151, 

153, 166, 173, 185, 194, 198, 239n10; fixed chronological 
point, 119, 173; Greek victory monuments, 39, 219, 
220, 225, 226

perspective drawing (scaenographia), 100
Petrakos, Vasilios, 173, 175
petrification, 5. See also wood
Petropoulou, 245n12
phallic altars, 131
Phallos, 131
Pheidippides, 194
phialai: as attribute of Parthenos, 116, 119, 149; as orna-

ment, 53, 114; as votives, 53, 56
Philip II, 40, 129, 130
Philip V, 31, 49, 54
Philolaos of Kroton, 30
Philo of Byzantion, 12
Phokians 220
photography, archaeological, 50, 96, 243n31
Phrygia: background of builder in Athens, 26; cult of 

Matar Idaea, 131; use of the lathe, 243n64
Piening, Heinrich, 169
pigments: azurite, 169; black, 158; cinnabar, 169, 171; 

discoloration of, 153; Egyptian blue, 156, 158, 169, 171; 
materiality of, 162, 250n34; scientific analysis of, 156, 
164, 169; red, 156, 164; white, 164

Piraeus, 55, 56
Piraeus Museum, 187
Pistiros Inscription (Vetren, Bulgaria), 120
Pithos tribe (Kekropis), 196
plaster casts in antiquity, 36–37, 233
Plataia, battle of, 173, 211
Plato, 38, 88, 107
Pliny, 17, 20, 38, 62, 106, 200
Plutarch, 38–39, 195, 206, 207
Pnyx, 40
poikilia, 23–24, 228. See also Variationsfreude 
Polichni, 123
polychromy, architectural: Athens and, 150–53; 

bicolumnar monuments as a “slice” of, 213, 226; con-
trasting combination of, 73, 74; origins of, 2, 5, 11–12, 
15; parallels of, 11, 46. See also Corinthian order; 
Doric order; Ionic capitals; Ionic order

ornament: flexibility of, 24, 67; hierarchy of, 61, 210; 
interplay of convex and concave, 91–99, 109, 229; 
John Ruskin and, v, 99; of metal, 53, 135, 162, 177, 200, 
217, 221; and observation of plants, 92, 245n29; and 
polychromy, 156, 161, 221; replication of, 36; standard-
ization of, 25; variation in, 8, 127, 172, 173, 228 (see also 
poikilia; Variationsfreude); versus narrative relief, 
66. See also anthemion; guilloche; meander 

Oropos, 79–80. See also Amphiareion, location of
Oropos, Ionic capital from: bilingualism of, 81; bonding 

system of, 77–78; carving depth of, 79, 87; carving of, 
81–91; coloring of, 77; comparison of, 79; description 
of, 76, 77, 244n8; discovery of, 1, 76; as freestanding 
monument, 80; as hybrid, 80; identification of, 76; 
image of, 77, 78, 80, 82, 83; overview of, 76–81; reuse 
of, 76; sculpture on top of, 76, 77, 79, 80

Ottoman power in the Aegean, 48
overseers of construction (naopoioi, epistatai), 27–28
ovolo, 51, 182, 235, 246n13

Paestum, temple of Athena, 208
Paga, Jessica, 192
painting (non-architectural): chiaroscuro (skiagraphia), 

106, 246n61; of inscriptions, 153; oxidization of, 153, 
156; panel painting, 156; of sculpture, 156, 166; three-
tone system of, 246n61; wall painting, 107, 213. See 
also pigments; polychromy, architectural

Paionios of Ephesos, 202
Palermo Museum, 67, 209
Pallene (Attica): Antiochis (tribe), 196; league of Athena 

Pallenis, 196; location of, 185, 194, 195; parasitoi, 194–
95; temple of Athena Pallenis, 135, 148, 181, 193–94 

Pallene, bilingual Ionic capitals from (Stavro / Jeraka 
capitals): archaistic design of, 181; bonding system 
of, 186–87; carving depth of, 87; carving techniques 
of, 179–80; comparison of, 182, 185, 189–90; con-
vex-concave elements of, 180, 184; dating of, 150, 
180, 190–92, 197; description of, 230, 232; discovery 
of, 181–82; echinus of, 184; egg-and-dart motif of, 
182, 185; excavation of, 193; experimentation of, 197; 
features of, 179–80; graffiti on, 182; helix of, 182, 184; 
influence of, 196; marble for, 185–86; orientation of, 
230; overview of, 179–97; painting of, 185; palmettes 
of, 184; patching of, 180, 186–87; scale comparison of, 
194; whorl of, 182, 184. 

palmettes, 96, 97, 167, 203, 235. See also specific capitals; 
specific locations

Pangaion, Mt. (Thrace), 117
Panionion, 64–65
Pantikapaion, 167
parasemon (city insignia), 30
parasitoi, 195–96
Paros: 32–33, 79, capitals from, 32, 79; marble from, 25, 

185, 213; Thasos and, 32, 112, 117, 120; workshops, 25, 
32, 79. See also Archilochos capital

Parthenon (Athens): archaistic metope figures, 6, 239n8; 
column flutes, 103–4, 246n54; fluting in, 104; friezes 
at, 66; imitation of Doric order, 36; marble for, 185; 
painting at, 157; Parthenon Restoration Project, 85; 
Perikles and, 207; polychromy of, 157; pre-Parthenon, 
103; visibility of frieze, 8, 66, 230
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Rignanese, Giuseppe, 193
Roark, Howard, 28
Roma, 129, 133, 134
Rome: Column of Trajan, 66; Forum of Augustus, 36, 233, 

241n101
rosettes, 53, 114, 127. See also specific capitals; specific 

locations
Ruskin, John, v, 99
Russian Empire, 48

Sabazios, 120
Samos: anthemion grave stelai, 92, 95; temple of Hera, 

dipteros I (Rhoikos Temple), 60, 61, 62, 63–64, 65; 
temple of Hera, dipteros II (Polykratean Temple), 60, 
61, 63–64, 93, 95, 153; workshops, 26, 210

Samothrace, sanctuary of the Great Gods: Hall of Choral 
Dancers, 6; Ionic column monument, 213, mystery 
cult, 73; Propylon of Ptolemy II, 73, 74, 75, 96, 97; 
Theatral Circle, 73

sanding, in carving process, 90, 91. See also tools for 
stone carving

Sapirstein, Philip, 15
Sayer, Robert, 11
scale, 30, 38–39, 61, 66, 117, 122, 133
Schlaifer, Robert, 195, 196
scotia,100
Scott, Michael C., 221
sculpture: acrolithic, 161; chronology and, 240n18; 

photographing of, 243n31; plaster casting and, 36; 
pseudoacrolithic, 161; restoration of, 32; solids and 
voids in, 100; style changes of, 18; trends in, 36. See 
also specific locations

Selinous (Selinunte): architectural sculpture from, 14, 67; 
Doric order and, 210, 232; Temple A, 210; Temple B, 
158, 160–61; Temple C (Selinous), 67; Temple E, 14–15, 
67, 230–31; Temple G, 16–17, 102; Temple Y, 67

Selinous, Ionic capitals: bolsters of, 208; carving depth 
of, 87; chronology of, 209; convex-concave elements 
of, 209; description of, 208; echinus of, 208; illustra-
tion of, 199, 209; palmettes of, 208; volute of, 208

Selinunte. See Selinous
Severe Style, 14
shadows, 99–109, 230–31. See also lighting conditions; 

vision
Shaya, Josephine, 31
Shoe Meritt, Lucy, 25, 180, 185, 190–91, 192, 193
Sicily, 26, 131, 210
sima block, 124, 143–44, 146–47, 148–49, 234
Sismanidis, Konstantinos, 133
skiagraphia, 106
Skias, Sparta, 26
Skillous, temple of Artemis Ephesia, 36, 38, 232, 241n105
slavery. See workers: enslaved
Smyrna, Old, 32
Snellen Eye Chart, 68
Sobak, Robert, 88
Socrates, 88
Sophokles, 40
Sostratos of Knidos, 241n62
Soteria, 221, 222
Sounion: temple of Athena, 148, 153, 156, 166, 168–69, 170, 

175, 176–77, 185, 248n110; temple of Poseidon, 148, 185
South Italy, 26, 29, 30, 210. See also specific locations
Sparta, 12, 26, 221, 222, 225, 226
sphinxes, 45, 77, 79, 80, 81, 212, 244	

bichrome, 156; bilingual Ionic capitals and, 177, 
178, 196, 230; of ceiling coffers, 157; changes to, 
164–65; chiaroscuro, 161; combination of different 
color stones, 161; of Doric order, 157–58, 161, 172–73; 
exterior/interior variation, 158; figure-ground 
contrast and, 157; illustration of, 167–68; imitation of 
precious materials, 164; importance of, 178; of Ionic 
order, 8, 150, 153, 161, 172–73, 178; of Ionic capitals, 
7–8, 150, 196; oligochrome, 156; overview of, 153–73; 
preservation of, 165–66, 169; reconstructions of, 46, 
170–71; trends in, 229, and visibility, 153. See also 
gilding; painting; pigments; specific capitals; specific 
locations

Polykleitos, 133
Polykrates, 42–43, 210. See also Samos: temple of Hera, 

dipteros II
Polyxenos (Kallithea), 187
pottery, 240n18
printing press and architectural drawing, 12, 34
pronaos columns, 21, 62–63. See also columns
proportions: and chronology, 12, 14; flexible design 

system, 24, 67; of Ionic capitals, 24, 44, 111, 175, 177, 
190, 201, 240n15

Propylaia (Athens): capitals, 177, 180, 182, 188–90; imita-
tion of, 35–37, 144

Prost, Francis, 56
Prusias II, 220
Psammis, 26
pseudoacrolithic sculpture, 161
Ptolemy II. See Samothrace, Sanctuary of the Great 

Gods: Propylon of Ptolemy II; Olympia: monument 
of Ptolemy II and Arsinoe II

Pydna, battle of, 212
Pythagoras of Samos, 29–30
Pythagoreans, 30
Pytheos, 109, 246n73

quarries: of poros limestone at Akte, Piraeus, 55, 56; of 
white marble from Pentele, Attica, 185; of other white 
marble in Attica (Agrileza, Thorikos, Agia Marina), 
185; of limestone at Delphi, 213; initial stages of work 
done at, 27, 28, 29, 81, 86

Radziwiłłowa, Hélèna, 46–48
Rafina (Halai Araphenides), 185
red-figure technique, 22–23
regionalism in architecture, 7, 26, 42–43, 129, 184, 210, 

231. See also Attic style in Ionic architecture; East-Io-
nian style; Island-Ionian style; itinerancy; workshops

repair: ancient accounts of, 41, 55; architectural, 6, 14–17, 
110; clamps and pins, 51; committee overseeing 
repair in Athens, 41; Ephesos capital, 201, 204; to 
Ionic capitals, 248n110; Thessaloniki Ionic capitals, 
110, 135–45; Stavro capital, 180, 187–88 

replacements, replicas, and reproductions, 38, 40
Replat, Jean, 212, 225
retrospective design, 6, 9–10. See also archaism
Revett, Nicholas, 11
Rhamnous, temple of Nemesis, 185
Rheneia, 42, 48–49
Rheneian grave stele, 48–49
Rhoikos, 62. See also Samos: temple of Hera, dipteros I
Ridgway, Brunilde, 14
Riegl, Alois, 33
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132, 134, 144; foundation of, 132–33; illustrations of, 
111, 145, 123, 125; inscriptions on, 127, 135, 142; as itin-
erant, 110; original deity, 129–33; original location of, 
129–33, 134, 146, 147; redesign of, 146; repairs to, 110, 
135, 137–41, 143–44, 149; replacement pieces, 143–44; 
sima block of, 143, 146–48; transport of, 134, 149; 
volute eyes of, 162; workshop, 148

Third Sacred War, 220
Thorikos, Stoa at, 11, 13, 185
Thrace: colonization of, 7, 117; conquest by Philip II, 129, 

130; cult in, 120; natural resources of, 117; syncretism, 
130. See also Bendis; Starosel

Thrasyllos, monument of (Athens), 35–36
Thucydides, 12, 26, 42, 43, 56, 121, 153, 199
Tiberius, 133
Tomb, Rhomaios (Vergina), 167
Tomb of Eurydice (Vergina), 161, 165, 167
Tomb of Palmettes (Lefkadia), 165, 167
Tomb of the Judgment (Mieza), 165
tongue-and-dart pattern, 114
tools for stone carving: bullnose chisels, 84, 88–90, 

245n25; flat chisels, 82, 90; general toolbox, 25, 90; 
point chisels, 82; punch, 88, 245n23; rasps, 84; for 
sanding, 89. See also lewis iron; model, architectural; 
turning

torus elements, 18, 19
tragedies, 40
trauma, 206–7
treasuries, 210. See also Delphi: Siphnian treasury
Trell, Bluma, 205
triglyphs: block at Pallene, 193, 251n97; conjectural 

wooden origins of, 5; polychromy of, 157–61, 172, 
229–30.

Turkey, 1. See also specific locations
Tuscan order, 11
turning (stone carving technique), 62–63, 243n64

unfinished: capital details, 228, 229; column flutes, 11, 16, 
17, 102; temples 17, 122, 173, 198

Vallois, René, 56
value: Alois Riegl’s model of age value (Alterswert) and 

historical value (historischer Wert), 33; archaism and, 
22; cultural, 32; in materials and labor, 162

Vanderpool, Eugene, 182
Variationsfreude (“delight in variety”), 24, 228, 240n48. 

See also poikilia
vase painting. See archaism: in vase painting; bilingual 

Attic vases; black-figure technique; connoisseurship; 
red-figure technique

Venus Genetrix, 129, 131
Vergina: Rhomaios tomb, 167; Tomb of Eurydice, 161, 

165, 167
Vienna, Ephesos Museum / Kunsthistorisches Museum, 

200
visibility, 65–75, 229. See also epiphanestatos topos
vision: depth cues, 102; Euclid’s Optics, 102; field of, 

66; optical illusions, 102–3; Vitruvius and, 102, 105, 
246n60. See also visibility 

Vitruvius: on autonomy of architects, 26–27, 28; on chiar-
oscuro effects, 100–101, 105; on column fluting, 102, 
105, 229, 246n60; on drawing, 35, 100; on education 
of the architect, 109; on Hermogenes, 26–27, 28; on 
Ionic order, 2, 11, 12, 14; on origin of the orders, 2, 5, 

spolia: find context of Ionic capitals, 76, 79, 124, 204–5, 
209; imitation of style, 145; symbolic reuse, 6, 32, 233, 
239n10

Stageira, 111, 129, 133
Stanton, G. R., 196
Starosel, tomb at, 160, 161, 230
statues, 161, 244n3. See also specific locations; specific 

statues
Stavro (Attica): Hagia Triada / Agios Ioannis Theologos 

church, 181. See also Pallene; Pallene, bilingual Ionic 
capitals from

Ste. Croix, G.E.M. de, 117
Stefanidou-Tiveriou, Theodosia, 133–34
Steimle, Christopher, 133
stelai, 49, 81, 86, 92, 95, 151
Stewart, Andrew, 14
Stoa of the Naxians, 53, 54
Stoa Poikile, 152
stoas, 58. See also specific capitals; specific locations
stone: emery, 84; grain of, 86; transportation of, 185. 

See also limestone; marble; quarries; tools for stone 
carving

St. Petersburg, 48
Strabo, 38, 130, 204, 207, 232
Stuart, James and Nicholas Revett, 11
stylobate, 234
syncretism, 110, 120, 130
synoecism, 131, 135, 145–46
Syracuse: Ionic architecture at, 26, 210; temple of  

Artemis, 210

Tegea, temple of Athena, 40
temples: building process of, 25–26; collapse of, 145; con-

struction, 27; continuity, 40; as cultural instrument, 
31; eye-level decoration of, 66–67; as museum, 31; 
scale comparison of, 39; significance of, 31. See also 
specific locations

Teos, temple of Dionysos, 27
Thales of Miletos, 108
Thasos: and Athens, 32, 111, 116, 117, 118–19, 178, 247n33; 

cave of Pan, 120; Ionic capitals from, 190; peraia of, 
116–17; sanctuary of Artemis, 247n38; temple of Her-
akles (Herakleion), 112, 127–28, 147–49; workshops, 
133, 148, 210 

Themistokles, 38–39
Theodorescu, Dinu, 208, 209
Theodoros, 26, 62
Theophrastus, 17
Thermaic Gulf, 129–30
Therme, 129, 130. See also Thessaloniki; Thessaloniki, 

itinerant temple and its capitals 
Theseus, 195
Thessaloniki: Antigonidon Plateia, 123, 127, 131, 133, 146, 

248n60; “Area of Temples,” 133; founding of, 129; 
Doubioti St. excavation (Byzantine peristyle), 124, 
127, 142, 144; Museum of, 146; 1, 22, 122, 196, 246n2; 
Panagouda church, 123, 135; synoecism of, 131, 135, 
145–46. See also Thessaloniki, itinerant temple and 
its capitals

Thessaloniki, itinerant temple and its capitals: carving 
depth of, 87; colonnade description of, 124; compar-
ison of, 111, 125, 190; convex-concave elements of, 
125–27, 135, 136, 142, 149; damage to, 143–44; dating 
of, 111, 131; description of, 161, 230; discovery of, 122; 
doorframes of, 128–29; excavations of, 123–24, 127, 
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11–12, 15; on polychromy, 158; rules from, 67; on tem-
ple of Artemis, Ephesos, 199–200; on temple of Hera, 
Samos, 61; on terminology and proportions for Ionic 
capitals, 12, 79; on venustas (delight), 24

volute eyes: attachments to, 162, 163; comparison of, 
51; embellishments for, 161; illustration of, 52, 162, 
163, 235; painting of, 230. See also specific capitals; 
specific locations

volutes: carving process, 82, 88–90; on columns, 33; com-
parison of, 38; convex-concave elements of, 12, 14; 
on corner capitals, 44; description of, 5, 14; division 
of, 79; flat, 14; illustration of, 81, 235; painting of, 167; 
recarving of, 144–45. See also Ionic capitals; specific 
capitals; specific locations

votives: attachment to buildings, 53; imitation of cult 
statues for, 38; Ionic columns as part of, 2, 8, 14, 77, 
81, 131. See also Acropolis (Athens), korai; Persians, 
spoils from; phialai; treasuries

Voutiras, Emmanuel, 131, 134

Warsaw, National Museum, 47
waterspout, 124, 143, 146, 149, 249n126
Wescoat, Bonna, 24–25
whorl, 196, 235. See also Ionic capitals; specific capitals; 

specific locations
Winckelmann, Johann Joachim, 12
Witcombe, Christopher, 38
wood: bracket (Sattelholz) as conjectural origin of Ionic 

volutes, 44, 64, 202; as building material, 17, 55, 61, 
64, 175, 187; conjectural origin of architectural orders 
in, 5, 15, 176; as material for sculpture, 38. See also 
Olympia: column of Oinomaos; xoana

workers: enslaved, 26; foreign workers in Athens, 26; 
habits of, 24; itinerancy of, 25–26; organization of 27, 
63; status of, 26

workshops, 26, 36, 91, 95, 111, 133, 148, 203, 210. See also 
itinerancy; Paros: workshops; regionalism in archi-
tecture

Xanthos, temple of Leto, 161
Xenophanes of Kolophon, 12
Xenophon, 36, 38, 39, 88, 231, 232, 242n106
xoana, 119–21, 149, 247n44

Yérakas (Attica) (also “Jeraka”): cemetery, 193; church 
of Agios Dimitrios, 181. See also Pallene; Pallene, 
bilingual Ionic capitals from

Zambas, Kostas, 103, 104
Zeus Eleutherios, 129, 133, 134
Zoster (Halai Aixonides), temple of Apollo, 249n1


