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FOREWORD

I bave written prefaces to thirty-five books. That comes to seventy
prefaces in all. For before the book is started I write one to make plain to
myself what | bope to accomplishb—then, after the work is finished, another,
alas, a smaller one, to suit the meager accomplishment. I bave a strong liking
for this occupation. But perbaps a preface with any other name would taste
as sweet. At all events, in this instance I bave to call it a Foreword—because, in
order to orient the reader, I bave had to write immediately after it a Prefatory
Chapter (which readers who bave no liking for dialectical tensions bad better
not read), and an Introduction, which also is prefatory and may be skipped
by persons who feel no meed of being introduced to pictures which they can
see superficially with their own eyes.

It must be said empbhatically at the outset that neither is this book a treatise
on archeology, nor am I a professor.

T'he title of the book carefully avoids any implication that we might bere
be dealing with Christian art in an antiquarian interest. Fifty years ago it was
natural enough to classify the study of early Christian art as a department of
archeology. Many things bad yet to be dug up, or studied in subterranean
catacombs. But now there is no such reason for obscuring the continuity of
Christian art by separating so sharply what is early from what is late.

Forty-five years ago the first book I wrote on this subject was called
Christian Art and Archzology. That was the title of the English edition.
Unfortunately, the American editor of Macmillan’s series of archeological
bandbooks preferred to call it Monuments of the Early Church. I say “un-
fortunately” because several archeological fans bought both titles and were
indignant with me when they found they bad only one book.

That book—not perbaps for its intrinsic excellence, but because it was the
only comprebensive treatment of this subject in English—hbad a steady sale
for forty years. Long after it was antiquated mew editions were printed, with a
later date on the title page, but without any change in the text. For all my
chagrin at this, | was unable to stop it. Hence it was a relief to me when the
United States Government stepped in and suppressed the book, alleging
through the War Production Board that the plates were good for making
bullets, and requiring that publishers should give them up, unless they were
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FOREWORD

ready to reprint at once. Of course, | agreed to that, requiring only that the
illustrations be returned to me.

That book was written after I bad been for two years in Rome as Fellow
of Christian Archzology in the American School of Classical Studies, which
later was amalgamated with the American Academy in Rome. And yot I am
not a professor—I am only a clergyman.

Hardly any professor would write such a book as this. In the first place,
professors are fearful of sticking their necks out by writing a comprehensive
bandbook which goes far beyond their individual specialtics. I am deterred by
no such fear, because in this field I have no reputation to lose. Although it may
seem a modest thing to write a handbook, as an introduction to heginners, it is
really presumptuous. I am beartened by the reflection that, cven if I avere to
make a bundred mistakes, this would be only one percent of crror out of the
ten thousand affirmations 1 bave to make in such a book as this. In the second
place, the professor, if be is to be regarded as a scientist, must be disinterested
—and that [ am not. I am decply interested in early Christian art: | am inter-
ested in it as a Christian—and I donw’t care who knows it

Perbaps ot everyone is aware bow few Christian archeologists are Chris-
tians, especially in America. While 1 was working in the Princeton Art
Library, 1 bad my table for a time near an attractive woman, a member of the
Institute of Advanced Studies, and a Jewess, who, as I could infer from the
books she was using, was a Christian archeologist. When she learned that
Iwas writing on early Christian art, she expressed satisfaction as well as anaze-
ment by exclaiming, “Well, really, it's bigh time these subjects awere dealt
with by a believer.”

It may or it may not conciliate the favor of the reader when | confess, as 1
have mot dared to do in the title, that 1 am interested in this subject as a
Catholic Christian. Yet not as @ Roman Catholic. Eor, if the art of the first
Christian centuries seems foreign and outlandish to the Protestant mind, it is
hardly less antipathetic to the mind which was mowulded by the Counter Ref-
ormation. Nevertbeless my earlicr book bad g sort of imprimarur in the fact
that His Eminence William O'Commell, the late Cardinal A rebbishop of
Boston, who took bis title from the Church of S. Clemente, and therefore was
m'terested in archeology, told me that be had distributed thirty copivs of it to
bis friends. And I know that Professor Orazio Marucehi, the pupil and succes-
sor of De Rossi, kept a copy of it on bis writing desk. But it was not to con-
czlfate the favor of Roman Catholics | purposed from the outset to dedicate
this book to Msgr. Joseph Wilpert. It was simply because | bad learned so
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FOREWORD

much from bim. Alas, before the book was finished I learned that it must be
dedicated to his memory.

Unknowingly, and therefore innocently, the War Production Board in-
volved me in a laborious job of peacetime production. For I bad to do some-
thing with the 182 illustrations it allowed me to keep. I have used 150 of
them, and I was led by ambition to add more than twice as many. Perbaps
not many realize that it is a back-breaking task to collect and arrange so many
pictures. Now that this task is accomplished 1 bave some complacency in re-
flecting that in no other book, even among costly folios, are so many illustra-
tions of early Christian art presented. I shall not be jealous if the reader finds
them more useful than the text, although my whole effort bas been to make
that useful. It is true that the pictures are small; but if the reader is duly
grateful for them, be will not resent the suggestion that by the use of a reading
glass they can be made as big as the illustrations in folios.

I had expected that a “new” book could be written chiefly by the use of
scissors and paste. But even in saying the same thing I found it uncongenial to
say it the same way I said it fifty years ago. And I soon discovered other rea-
sons why this book must be entirely mew. The prefatory chapter shows that
in the last forty-five years this subject bas been given a totally different slant. 1
was put to considerable pains (not only labor) before I could familiarize my-
self with the modern tendencies and assume a position with regard to them.

The bibliography, though it is only a select list, reveals the fact that during
this century ten times more books bave been written on this subject than were
awritten up to the year 1900, the date when my earlier book was written—and
this, as I bave reckoned in another place, compelled me to read something like
a ton of books.

With the intent of making this book more useful I bave added a chrono-
logical table. In a book which covers a period of more than eight cemturies
some such vertebral structure is obviously needed. That such an aid is not
more often furnished in commection with bistorical works may be due to the
indolence of authors. This table was composed primarily for my own use, and
I make a present of it to the reader.

To enable the reader to profit fully by the illustrations given bere (which
include more than 3000 subjects in 472 clichés) I bave made a careful index,
not of the text only, but also of a great number of items contained in the illus-
trations. Cross references need mot often be indicated in the text, since they
can be found in the indez.

I bad thought of adding a glossary of such terms as not everybody can be
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FOREWORD

expected to know well; but, rather than add this to the cost of the book, the
index bas been made to serve the same purpose. After all, in the case of visible
objects, the illustrations referred to in the index are more instructive than a
verbal definition.

Princeton, September 26, 1946.

When the manuscript of this book was delivered to the publisher 1 was
dying, and when I came to life again the page proofs were ready. Therefore
if this book has any comeliness, it is due to the publisher, especially to the
labors of Mrs. Kurt Wolff and Mr. Jacques Schiffrin whe labored so effec-
tively that I bardly know if I cam call this work unreservedly my own.

In the meantime, while 1 was unable to write or to do anything for others,
I read for my own dilectation and improvement. First I read the three volumes
of the stupendous Storia del Cristianesimo, written shortly before bis death by
my dear friend, Ernesto Buonaiuti. Because this great work is written in
Italiam, it will not perbaps be read by many and will be tardily translated into
English. But I am not too bardy to express the opimion that this great theme,
the history of the Church, or of Christianity, bas never before been treated
with so deep a piety combined with so broad a culture and Muminated b y
such evident genius. While in many respects it confirms my own convictions,
I owe to it also many new apprebensions.

After that I read only the New Testament. I read it leisurely in CGireek--
mot eruditely, with the help of dictionaries and commnentaries, but with the
heightened sensibility of ome who dies daily. Alas, that one must come to
nearly four score years before learning bow to read! But perbaps the Bible
can be read rightly only by dead men; and perbaps not all lexicographers,
scholiasts, and commentators—mot to speak of professors and archwologists—
have been twice born.

A_s a result of such reading I could now improve many passages in the text
of this book, if it were not too late to mabe alterations. Here in the Foreword
I can barely indicate the character of the changes I would make if 1 could.

Instead of the Latin word Majestas (see index ), which archaeologists use,
I should prefer mow to use Doxa, a Greck word, which is also the Biblical
word to denote the glory of Christ, a divine glory, which early Christian
artists detected (as did St. Jobn) even in “the days of bis flesh.” Glory means
much more than earthly majesty, more than the majesty of imperial Cesar.
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FOREWORD

Therefore the early artists were not content to represent Christ as King: they
depicted bim as “the Lord of glory.” It was a misunderstanding on the part of
the Wise Men when they came from the East to do obeisance to an eartbly
king. It was a misunderstanding on the part of Herod when over the Cross be
set the inscription THE KING OF THE JEWS. This was not true, although it was
written in three languages. St. Paul adequately describes what was done when
be says, “they crucified the Lord of glory.” It was a misunderstanding on the
part of a recent pope when be decreed the new festival of Christ the King.
I lived in Rome when this innovation was made, and I applauded it, because in
modern art, especially in Protestantism, we bave made Christ much less than
that—we bave made bim all too buman. But 1 bave learned to see that “Christ
the King” is more than a misunderstanding: it is a mystification, inasmuch as it
is meant to substantiate the claim of the Roman Pontiff as the Vicar of Christ
to umiversal jurisdiction of a political sort. God is not exalted when we make
bim a sort of Ceesar.

Doxa belongs properly to God; yet Christians were encouraged to cherish
the extravagant hope of sharing the divine glory. The sepulchral art of the
early days sought by every means to portray this “bope of glory,” “the glory
which shall be revealed in us,” who, bebolding the image of Christ as in a
mirror, are “transformed into the same image, from glory to glory.” By a
figure so inadequate as the celestial banquer early Christian art sought to
represent “what eye bath not seen, neither ear beard, neither bath it entered
into the beart of man to believe, the things which God hath prepared for
them that love bim.” In the midst of the corruption of the tombs it ventured
to promise that we “shall be raised in glory,” and it sought to vindicate, as
subsequent art bas bardly essayed to do, the truth of St. Paul's declaration that
“to depart and be with Christ is far better.” Omne who bas just learned to read
may be surprised, as 1 was, to discover in the New Testament how prominent
and pervading is “the hope of the glory of God.” Athanasius affirmed nothing
more when be said that “God became man in order that men might become
divine.” This is what it means to be “heirs,” or “soms,” or “children of God.”
What else can we mean by “the resurrection of the dead,” if by this we mean
anything more than the precarious Platonic wager on “the immortality of the
soul.” Plato called it “a fair risk,” kalon kindynon. The Platonic doctrine of
immortality understands eternity as the infinite prolongation of time—a notion
which Hegel stigmatized as die schlechte Ewigkeit, spurious eternity. Accord-
ing to the Bible, time is swallowed up in eternity, as death, St. Paul trench-
antly says, is “swallowed up in victory.” The true eternity is glory.

Men who bave not learned to read affirm glibly that apocalyptic eschatol-
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FOREWORD

ogy was generally discarded before the end of the second cemtury. But if it
is easy to overlook the evidences of eschatology in early Christian literature, it
is mot possible to ignore a factor which was so prominent in early Christian art,
It was, in fact, by the fascination of the heavenly hope that Christianity outbid
not only paganism but also Judaism. “Spare the one and only hope of the
buman race,” was Tertulliaw’s adjuration addressed to the Roman emperor.
Fascinans is the word Rudolf Otto employed to indicate one of the principal
notes of religion. This note was plainly manifested in early Christian art, and
the other note, the tremendum, was associated with it in all the representations
of Christ in glory. It is as an expression of the fascinans that so much empbasis
is placed upon the sacraments in carly art. For the experience of spiritual gifts
(charismata) was regarded as “the carnest of our inberitance.” Those who
have mot yet learned to read cannot get it through their heads that sacraments
might bave anything to do with eschatology.

Warter Lowrie
Princeton, April 26, 1947.
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PREFATORY CHAPTER

A prEFATORY chapter affording a gradual approach to the concrete topics with
which we are about to deal would not be wanted even by the beginner if
Christian archzology were a subject as simple and as pacific as one is likely to
suppose.

I venture to think that an autobiographic approach, which tells how I al-
most became an archzologist many years ago, and pictures my recent experi-
ence of falling into a labyrinth and yet finding my way out, may perhaps
serve as a thread to guide the beginner into the maze and through it.

Christian archzology is certainly not so simple as it was fifty years ago
when I was first initiated into it and wrote my first book about it. When lately
I began again to deal with this subject after so long 2 lapse of time, I found to
my dismay that it had become a tilting ground for theories with which I was
totally unacquainted. The tilting is rough because it is a professional sport.
There are now at least ten times as many men professionally interested in
Christian archzology, that is, paid for pursuing it, than there were at the end
of the last century. Of course, the number of books one has to read has grown
proportionately; and most of them, of course, are professional books, having
all the advantages—and disadvantages—which this word implies. For a reader
who is not a professor the disadvantages predominate. For you, my dear
reader, if you are a beginner, they were not written.

If at the start I had known how complicated the situation had become, I
perhaps would not have ventured to revise an old book or to write 2 new one.
But while I thought I was wading in shallow water, I plunged far beyond my
depth. In my struggle to swim for the shore I discovered that I was lighter
than water, and with that comfortable assurance, in spite of the seventy
thousand fathoms of water under me, I took heart to swim out further and
gambol in the waves. I felt no longer any chagrin at hearing it said that the
book I wrote nearly half a century ago is now antiquated. Of course it is, for
so are almost all the books which were written on this subject before the end
of the last century. I am content to scrap it. But I reflect that to authors who
within the past decade have written to prove that the cradle of Christian art
was anywhere but in Rome, and in support of this contention have displayed
enormous erudition, it must be very disheartening to realize that their books
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PREFATORY CHAPTER

were antiquated before they were published. For the tide which bore them
up, the fashion of twenty years ago, suddenly receded and has left them
sprawling on the beach.

The story of my initiation into Christian archology, although in a sense
it is an immoral tale, illustrating human perversity, and pointing to a train of
circumstances which must seem fortuitous, may nevertheless be edifying as a
proof that “there’s a Divinity that shapes our ends, rough-hew them how we
will.” So said Hamlet. And although Horatio responded with full conviction,
“That is most certain,” it is a truth not often so clearly displayed as in the
story I am about to tell.

While I was a student in the Princeton Theological Seminary T devorted
a good part of my time to the study of the ancient liturgies—very perversely,
and of course without any guidance; for the Reformed Churches are naturally
diffident about studying any of the phases of carly Church history, fecling
instinctively that it may be upsetting to their position. In fact, students of a
later class who followed the quest I suggested to them, and organized under
the astonishing name of The Presbyterian Catholic Club, found their way
soon into the Episcopal Church. Nevertheless, instead of suffering punishment
for my misconduct in leading innocent youth astray, I was distinguished by
the award of a fellowship, which, together with an avuncular bequest and
some parental assistance, enabled me to study for two years in Germany.

I went first to Greifswald, where, as it chanced, Victor Schulrze occupied
what was then the first and the only university chair founded expressly for the
promotion of Christian archzology. This subject was not yet popular. So far
from it that no student in Greifswald elected to take it. Professor Schultze was
therefore constrained to lectare on Church history in general. Only to a group
which met in his hospitable home and was regaled gencrously with Munich
beer did he talk about Italian art. But about carly Christian art and archaeology
I'should have heard nothing, if it had not happened that because we were both
deformed in the same way, having legs unusually long, he invited me to walk
with him often in the magnificent forests of beech which flank the Balric Sea.
When he found that I had already made an attempt to trace the liturgies to
their sources, he did me the singular honor of inviting me to meet with him
twice a week to pursue this quest. Of course our quest, like every other cffort
of the sort, came to naught; but incidentally T heard a great deal about Chris-
tian archzology. Consequently, when I returned to America as a deacon in
the Episcopal Church, zealously determined to devote my life ro laboring
among the poor, I was prepared to accept~and perverse enough to accept—
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PREFATORY CHAPTER

the Fellowship in Christian Archzology which was offered me in the Ameri-
can School of Classical Studies in Rome. Subsequently, it is true, I labored
faithfully in Philadelphia as a parochial pastor and as a city missionary. But
after three years I was again perverse enough to accept for the second time
the fellowship in Rome. Of course, I fell in love with Rome. Yet as soon as
my book on The Monuments of the Early Church was off my hands, I re-
verted to my first purpose of ministering to the poor, chiefly in hospitals,
asylums and prisons—only to find that my clients had no use for a learned
pastor. When I had no other way of earning a living I had to accept the rector-
ship of Trinity Church, Newport, the wealthiest parish in Christendom! I
confess I enjoyed that position, but it proved only a stepping-stone to St.
Paul’s American Church in Rome. There during 2 ministry of twenty-three
years I had time to write many books, and it is almost a miracle that I did not
become an archzologist. Perverse as my conduct was, this story has an obvious
coherence, and perhaps, as a deterrent example, it has a moral. My own con-
clusion is that I was predestined to be an Episcopalian, predestined not to be
St. Francis, and predestined not to be an archzologist.

In 1895 Victor Schultze published the first Protestant handbook on Churis-
tian archzology.! That same year, when I went to Rome for the first time, I
was therefore well prepared to be on my guard against the seductions of “the
Roman School.” It was expected, naturally enough, of Protestant professors
that they should assume a position of their own in opposition to Rome. In
some measure this debate, if it was not always wise, was advantageous, for the
threat of criticism taught both sides to be sober. But my initial prejudice was
quickly dispelled by Wilpert's brilliant rejoinder * to the criticism of Schultze,
Hasenclever and Achelis. This criticism was not aimed at Wilpert, who as yet
had written nothing, but at De Rossi and his school. Before I went to Rome,
however, Wilpert had written several important works which gained for him
2 high prelatical distinction; and in view of the enormous positive work he has
since done by way of publishing in a definitive form the monuments of early
Christian art, not many perhaps will remember that his first book was a
polemic. So too was the last book he lived to write.

I am polemical enough to enjoy a good polemic. I can say that I have a
taste for it, and in my opinion Wilpert had an eminent talent. Fis statement
of the case was for me not only compelling but persuasive. Therefore, though
I was a youth, I did not find it a very difficult task to write a summary account

1 Archiologie der altchristlichen Kunst, Munich, 180s.
2 Prinzipienfragen der christlichen Archiologie, Freiburg im Br., 188.
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PREFATORY CHAPTER

»f Christian archzology, inasmuch as I nceded only to report as succinetly as
[ could the views which then generally prevailed and were not seriously in
lispute. )

Now that I return to this subject after many ycars I open my cyes like
Rip Van Winkle upon a new era. On the one hand, I am agreeably surprised
‘0 see that in this field the tension between Protestants and Catholics has very
yreatly diminished. But, alas, other and more serious tensions have been devel-
»ped by the odium archeologicum.

It is a strange fatality that in the very year when my little book appeared
(1901) two works were published which till today have dominated the study
of early Christian art: Joseph Strzygowski’s Orient oder Rom, which claimed
-0 find the origin of Christian art in the East; and Alois Riegl's Spitromische
Kunstindustrie, which leads the student of acsthetics almost to, if not beyond,
the border of metaphysics. Therefore, in a way, my book was antiquated as
soon as it was published—not because in successive years the publisher would
not permit me to register new discoverics, but because it took no account of
the prodigious forces which preciscly at that time were let loose.

Princeton is a favorable place for me to make a new start, not only beeause
the library, so far as this subject is concerned, is one of the hese, but even more
perhaps because the learned faculty of the Department of Art and Archwol-
ogy is split between the two tendencics I have just mentioned, affording an
elegant example of dialectical equilibrium. Here there is no danger of stagna-
tion, even if the department were not strengthened by new blood, the dis-
tinguished scholars from many lands who have found refuge here, Would
that I might presume to call such men my colleagues! It happens that many of
them have long been my friends, and they are gencrous enough to pur their
learning at my disposal. Older friends who are no longer here-Allan Mar-
quand, Howard Butler and Arthur Frothingham~—I remember with gratitude.
Without them I should never have incurred the danger of becoming an
archzologist. They united in impressing upon this school their interest in
Christian archzology. But it has always scemed paradoxical to me that those
who devote themselves most diligently to the study of Christian art are indif-
f‘erent to religior} and even hostile to Christianity. For this seems to me a

sagred study,” like the study of the Bible. It will be said, of course, that this
subject cannot be studied “scientifically” unless it is studicd “disinterestedly.”
I am not able to understand this disinterestedness. Although there are many
.thmgs. in which I am uninterested, I cannot be disinterested abour the things
in which I am interested. Still less can I comprehend how archxologists who
are cold and disinterested with respect to the real values in Christian art can
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PREFATORY CHAPTER

wax so hot about matters of trivial importance. I can well understand, how-
ever, that here is a soil in which strange doctrines (the newfangled theories
of Professor Strzygowski) would readily take root. But I observe that this
persistent scholar has moved so fast and so far that his devoutest disciples hesi-
tate to follow him.

To orient myself in a field so new to me, I turned, of course, first of all to
the sumptuous, learned and laborious works of two of my “colleagues”: Early
Christian Icomography (Princeton, 1918), written by Professor Baldwin
Smith in his earlier manner; and Early Christian Art (Princeton, 1942), by
Professor C. R. Morey. When I had read these books I was disposed to aban-
don the task I had too rashly undertaken. It demanded too much of me, for I
cannot be as sure about anything as professors are about everything. But I
began to wonder whether, after all, it was very important to be able to indi-
cate precisely in what part of the Roman Empire or beyond it every theme of
Christian art, every feature and every nuance of style, had its origin—in Egypt
(Alexandria), in Syria (Antioch presumably), in Asia Minor, in Palestine, or
in Persia. I saw too that iconography, which ought to deal with the substance
of pictorial art, is now concerned chiefly about trivial differences of form;
and if archzology means no more than that, I have no taste for it. Archzol-
ogists of a certain sort are neatly described by couplets in Hudibras which
originally were pointed at Cromwellian preachers:

They would raise questions dark and mice,
And then would solve them in a trice,

As if divinity bad catched

The itch on purpose to be scratched.

By and by I began to wonder whether even professors are capable of making
such nice discriminations of artistic style as they pretend. My scepticism was
fed by a further observation. I was cager to read a book by D. V. Ainalov
which was published in that same pregnant year of xgor. I saw that it was
lauded very highly by the followers of Strzygowski, who claimed to find in it
a support for their position. Having scen the title quoted often in English,
and no less frequently in German, French and Italian, I naturally assumed that
this important work had been translated into all these tongues. ‘What was my
surprise on learning that it can be rcad only in Russian! And I happen to
know that my “colleagues” who refer to it have no more acquaintance with
that language than L. I am told by those who know Russian that, though it is
indeed an important book, it insists onlv, as its title implies, upon “the Hellen-
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PREFATORY CHAPTER

istic background of early Christian art”—and that is a pacific affirmation which
no one in the world is inclined to dispute. ‘

Fortunately, at the moment of my extremest perplexity there fell into my
hands Wilpert's second and last polemical work, appropriately called Erleb-
nisse und Ergebnisse (Experiences and Results), for it was published in 1930
after all his positive contributions were completed. I saw at once that old age
had not cooled his ardor as a controversialist nor diminished his prowess.
Again I was convinced by him and consoled—convinced of the priority and
predominance of Rome in the ficld of carly Christian art, and consoled by a
conception of the art of the Church which vindicates it as a genuine product
of the Christian spirit, which was not cssentially prescribed and necessitated
by traditional, geographical and ethnical factors. Providentially, at that mo-
ment one of my “colleagues,” George Rowley, introduced me to Riegl. That
was a prodigious discovery—but it belongs to the next chapter. Another of
them, Baldwin Smith, imparted to me briefly his theory of the dome in Chris-
tian architecture, an almost mystical theory, indicative of his second manner,
to which I shall return later. It need hardly be said that Albert ¥riend en-
couraged me to hold the profoundest views of Christian art.

In his last polemic Wilpert found no occasion to contend with Protestants:
his opponents were many of them in his own Communion, and more of them
had no belief at all. By way of example, I quote a passage which deals with
Car] Maria Kaufmann, the Roman Catholic author of an excellent handbook.
“Kaufmann,” he says, “adopts wholesale the jargon about ‘Oricnral styles.”
Speaking of the subjects which adorn sarcophagi, he affirms that ‘as the discov-
ery of ancient monuments progresses it is possible to detect in the monuments
of Rome the same foreign influences in the field of plastic art--first of all the
Alexandrian influence with its bucolic motifs, associated in part with the
Good Shepherd, the orant, and the reading man; then the influence of Asia
Minor, perhaps Antiochian in origin, which had a partiality for arcades and
palaces. Also the gables ornamented with acroteria point to Fastern art
(Syria).” Most people who read this will be filled with wonder and admira-
ton at such familiarity with ‘Oriental styles.” Bur they would wonder still
more at the temerity of these observations, if they knew that there does not
exist one single sarcophagus of Alexandria with ‘bucolic motives,” or with a
figure of ‘the Good Shepherd, the orant, or the reading man,’ not a single
sarcpphagus of Asia Minor which shows a ‘partiality for arcades,” not a single
‘Synan sarcophagys which might have influenced Roman sculptors by its
gables adorned with acroteria.” ” This is an argumentum ad hominem which
takes only sarcophagi into account, But how devastating it is! Wilpert, cven
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if he stood alone, was a redoubtable adversary, for after sixty years of unre-
mitting labor in the field of early Christian art he knew it better than anyone
else, and it always remains an embarrassment to his opponents that they are
dependent upon the reliable reproductions which he produced and published.

It is a weak point in the armor of the “Orientalists” that, as a matter of
fact, the overwhelming majority of early Christian works of art are found in
Rome or in regions under Roman influence. Sauer affirms flatly, “The earliest
creations of Christian art are preserved in the soil of the Roman campagna.
Not a single monument [of the earliest period] has been found anywhere else
in the Western Empire, nor in the East where they have been seeking the
cradle of Christian art.” This raises an obvious presumption that from the be-
ginning Rome was preéminent in the origination and development of Chris-
tian art; and this presumption is confirmed by the consideration that such
leadership would naturally devolve upon the Capital of the Empire, and upon
the Church which retained its eminence even when the City lost political
power. Such an obvious presumption is not invalidated by the bare assertion
that in the East there must once have been numerous works of art which were
destroyed by Christian and Mohammedan iconoclasm. For there is reason to
believe that the East was never very rich in Christian pictorial art. There was
throughout the Fast and in Egypt a widespread tendency which ultimately
manifested itself in the Monophysite heresy, opposed to the Chalcedonian
doctrine of the two natures of Christ, which would naturally check the at-
tempt to represent Christ in art, Divinity in human form. At all events the
paucity of pictorial monuments actually found in the East cannot but be
embarrassing to students who seek there the cradle of Christian art. It seems
likely (and this is Strzygowski’s latest contention) that Christian art in the
East was employed chiefly for decoration and limited to geometrical designs,
like the art we call arabesque. When Strzygowski in his restless search for the
origins of Christian art had penctrated as far as the Greater Armenia he found
there many ancient churches, it is true, but no ancient frescoes, mosaics, or
sculptural relicfs depicting the human figure; and so, to make the best of a
disappointment, he concluded that these bare churches which aimed only to
create the impression of enclosed space represented the Christian ideal. There
is something to be said for this, as we shall see, but obviously it does not en-
courage the notion that Christian pictorial art had its source in the East. In
northern and central Syria the discoveries of De Vogiié and Waddington, fol-
lowed by the Princeton Expedition under Howard Butler, revealed hundreds
of magnificent churches, but little more than decorative art. The mosaic tes-
serac sometimes found among the ruins probably do not indicate pictorial
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subjects. Palestine is rich in mosaic pavements, but in the nature of the case
they did not depict sacred subjects which might not be trampled under foot.
There is reason to believe that in Syria as a whole the iconoclastic opposition
to pictures was in a measure justified by a strong tendency to idolatry charac-
teristic of all Semitic races.

In Asia Minor, once the flourishing center of Hellenic art, Christian pic-
torial art is represented by hardly a dozen examples of sculptural relief. Hence
a good deal of fuss has been made about a rather elegant figure of Christ in
the attitude of a Greek orator, like the well-known statue of Sophocles in the
Lateran Museum. It is a fragment of a sarcophagus which was treasured in
the Kaiser Friedrich Museum in Berlin (pl. rorb). Dalton used it as the
frontispiece for his East Christian Art. But actually it was found in Constan-
tinople, which was not exactly an oriental city in the fourth century. It is
said to belong to the “Sidamara group,” but Dalton is candid enough to admit
(p. 129) that the ascription of this group to the East (Anatolia) is very
problematical. Half of the examples of it are found in Rome.

In view of this situation therc is some pathos in Strzygowski's eagerness to
exploit every least fragment of pictorial art which can be confidently ascribed
to the East. I am astonished to see that he extols as “a masterpicee of Greek
sculpture from Asia Minor” an insignificant fragment, now in the Metropoli-
tan Museum of New York, which depicts in marble with less than mediocre
skill the story of Jonah (pl. 22b). It belongs probably to the fourth century,
but is so far from being a masterpicce that, before I ran across it, no one
imagined it had any value at all. No one even guessed thar Jonah was the
subject, for in those days there were not many Christian archaologists. The
label described it as “Votive ship from ancient Tarsus. Gracco-Roman. Pre-
sented to the Museum, 1877, by John Todd Edgar, late U, S. Consul ar
Beirut.” The ship is executed in the round, and with curious care, showing the
girding, and a round table inside the deck cabin, but all the figrures are crudely
carved in low relief. What drew my attention to it was the fact which, so far
as I know, is unique, that Jonsh enters the mouth of the sea monster feer firse,
in order that he may come out head first, since the beast is obviously too thin
and serpentlike for 2 man to turn in its belly. The usual form in which this
story is depicted in art taxes severely the credulity of the beholder (for ex-
ample,. pl. 222). In the year 1901 I commented upon this “masterpicce™ in the
Amerzcan.] ournal of Archeology (Vol. V, No. 1). Although this is my only
archzological discovery, T saw no reason to be proud of it until Strzygowski
made so much of it. So does Diehl. ’

Charles Diehl must, of course, be reckoned among the “Orientalists,” and
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accounted the most eminent of them. But his invaluable Manuel is not so
recent as the date 1925 on the title page would lead one to suppose. It was
written fifteen years earlier and not much altered. Yet in the meantime he
had seen reason to reflect how precarious was the position he had espoused.
For he says in the preface: “The difficulty about the Oriental origin of Chris-
tian art continues to give rise to theories as interesting as they are audacious,
and to controversies which are sometimes stormy.” To avoid the difficulty of
determining the precise place where this or that style had its origin he resorts
to a hyphenated expression, Syro-Egyptian, which very nearly embraces all
the regions which might be supposed to be the cradle of Christian art. He
remarks rather naively that Syria and Egypt were contiguous. He had wel-
comed indiscreetly Ainalov’s claim that such important themes of Christian
art as the Annunciation, the adoration of the Magi, the baptism of Jesus [?],
the women at the sepulchre, the Anastasis, Pentecost and the Ascension orig-
inated in Palestine, forgetting that these subjects, which were peculiarly ap-
propriate to the shrines which Constantine and Helena erccted at Jerusalem
and Bethlehem, were chosen by the agents of the Roman Emperor. Diehl, who
is the greatest authority on Byzantine art, cannot be regarded by the “Orien-
talists” as a welcome ally, because he is inclined to concentrate in Constan-
tinople, New Rome, all the assumed Oriental influences which have been ad-
duced to disparage Rome on the Tiber. In this connection I reflect there is a
good dcal of confusion occasioned by the current use of the term Byzantine.
Constantinople, so long as it was called by that name, was not a “Byzantine”
city. It is not illuminating to speak of “Byzantine art” in the time of Justinian,
or indced at any time before the Eastern Empire was scparated from the
Western. This term properly describes the purely decorative style which
was encouraged during the iconoclastic period, and also the art of the “Golden
Age” which followed it. Then, when the Churches also were scparated, a
scparate art could grow up.

In view of the discouraging fact that not many objects of pictorial art
have been discovered in the Fast, the hope was ardently cherished fifty years
ago that future cxcavations would reveal new treasures. But, in spite of active
campaigns in many parts of the East, this hope has not becn realized. Nature
abhors 2 vacuum, and in this instance, to fill the void acutely felt by the
champions of the Oriental theory, clever forgers have been diligently at work
producing, probably in Naples, silver and silver-gilt vessels, chalices, patens,
etc., supposed to be found at Antioch or other cultural centers of the East,
and these were dated anywhere from the first century to the fourth. A fa-
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mous “Constantinian” chalice was supposed to contain as its nuc_lcus the cup
out of which Jesus drank at the Last Supper—the ’I;Ioly Grail! Professor
Strzygowski acclaimed this “find.” Other “treasures” were soon prod}mcd
and readily sold. One of them adorns the Morgan Collection in New York.
Such things appear among the illustrations in important works on Christian
art. They ought surely to be suppressed since Wilpert has cogently d.cn?un.c.ed
them as forgeries. In support of them onc can no longer appeal to similarities
with the famous “Treasure of Bosco Reale” which Baron de Rothschild pre-
sented to the Louvre, for these objects have fallen under the same suspicion.

Still more discouraging must be the consideration that the archxologists
who deal with pagan art under the Empire give no countenance to a theory
which would deprive Rome of its importance. To me this consideration is de-
cisive, but, of course, Strzygowski and his followers repudiate it indignantly.
While I lived in Rome my acquaintance was chicfly with archzologists of this
sort—that is “pagan” archzologists who were most of them Christians. I think
particularly of two intimate friends and reflect that the “Orientalists” can
derive no comfort from Mrs. Arthur Strong’s important work on Roman
sculpture.* The recent study of Roman sculpture has resulted in a higher ap-
preciation of it than was common a short while ago when it was disparaged
by comparison with the best art of Greece. This judgment was unfair because
it ignored the fact that the Romans were prompted by a different Kunstwol-
Jen (will-to-form). They did not wish to produce the same effect. The Chris-
tians also had a will of their own which indisposed them to seck, especially
in sculpture, the same effects which the pagans of their age sought and at-
tained. In the field of architecture, where the East really had a preéminence in
the construction of churches surmounted by a dom, it is natural to infer that
the Christians of the West did not emulate this art because they could not.
But it will be plain to one who reads G. T. Rivoira’s important books * that
they could have done so if they would. There was no technical procedure
employed in the East with which the Romans were not well acquainted and
which they had not put to account. The Church in the West preferred to con-
struct a baptistery or a mausoleum on a round plan surmounted by a dome,
but (for reasons which we shall dimly descry later) it clung tenaciously to the
oblong form of the basilica.

No one is so fatuous as to affirm that the autochthonous inhabitants of the
Seven Hills invented an art of their own. But, whatever the Romans may
have owed to the Etruscans, then to the Greeks directly, and subscquently to

! Roman Sculpture, London and New York, 1923;
% Le origini delParchitettura lombarda,

! and Scultura romana, Florence, 1913,
Milan, 19o8; and Roman Architecture, Oxford, 1935,
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the Hellenistic art which pervaded the Mediterranean world, it is perfectly
plain that they put a peculiar stamp upon everything they produced or that
was produced for them. This is all the more remarkable because the Romans
themselves did not execute, either in painting or in sculpture, the works of
art which we rightly think of as Roman. The profession of artist was not re-
garded as a liberal profession, and it was left therefore to slaves and freedmen,
that is, to foreigners of all sorts. On a tomb in one of the Jewish catacombs of
Rome we read with surprise an inscription which indicates that the deceased
(in spite of Exodus 20:4) was a zdgraphos, a painter of human or animal
figures. But, of course, those who recognize the distinctive character of
Roman art will not deny that, in spite of the effort of the Empire to impress a
certain degree of uniformity, the traditions of an earlier civilization survived
in Egypt, Syria and Greece. If the “Orientalists” meant no more than this,
there would be no room for dispute.

As for the city of Rome itself, as the capital of the Empire it was thor-
oughly cosmopolitan, and, except for the ruling class, the population was any-
thing but homogenous. Slaves, many of whom became freedmen, were im-
ported from every region, and among them were many artisans possessed of
technical or artistic skills. We cannot speak therefore of a Latin art. The
Sophist Polemo, when early in the second century he described Rome as “a
compendium of the world,” was thinking especially of the religious situation;
and we must remember that the Church in Rome was more truly cosmopoli-
tan than the City. The Roman gentleman might boast, “Nothing human is
alien to me,” but his humanism encountered a definite limit in the “barbarian.”
The Jews, though they represented a universal religion, despised the Gentiles.
Only the Christians set no limit to human sympathy. It might be said without
exaggeration that they felt no difference between “Greek and Jew, barbarian,
Scythian, bondman, freedman, but Christ is all and in all” (Col. 3:11). In the
whole history of mankind such comprehension had never before been even
imagined: now it was in a measure realized. And the Church in Rome was
made up of a greater variety of races than any other Church in Christendom.
It is significant that until the middle of the third century the official language
of the Church in Rome was Greek. Christians had no fear of the melting pot,
and the amalgamation which resulted in Rome justified their faith. It ac-
counts for the extraordinary prestige of the Roman Church, which endured
even when it had ceased to be the largest in Christendom, and when Rome was
no longer the capital of the world. The fact that it could appeal to the
“trophies” of the two chief Apostles would not of itself have insured such
preéminence, seeing that other Churches had been founded by apostles.
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The current dispute about the relative importance of East an.d West in the
production of Christian art appears otiose when we reflect that in the Church
no definite line was drawn between them. The inscription of Abercius ? exults
in the fact that the customs of the Church were everywhere the same. The
most thoroughly Latin Churches were those of North Africa, and yet we
know how profoundly Tertullian was influenced by a Phrygian movement.
The Churches of Southern Gaul scem to have been predominantly “Greek”
until the third century. Pothinus, Bishop of Lyons, bore a Greek name, and
his successor, Irenzus, had been a disciple of Polycarp in Smyrna. In the
contemporary account of the persecution at Lyons and Vienne, Alexander, a
physician, came from Phrygia, Arralus, though he was a Roman citizen, hailed
from Pergamon, and of three who had Latin names (Maturus, Sanctus, Blan-
dina) it is implied that they were not using their native tongue when they
answered the judge in Latin. And yet this was predominantly a Roman
colony, not originally a Greek settlement like Marscilles. We must remember
that at a later time Milan and Ravenna, when they were the scats of imperial
government in the West, were in close touch with the eastern capitals. So far
as art is concerned, the influence was reciprocal; for the earliest churches in
Constantinople and in Jerusalem, being buile by Constantine, could not but
refiect the ideals of building and decoration which he first put into effect
in Rome.

Theodor Zahn, whose knowledge of the carly Church was unexcelled,
wrote a book of popular sketches,? one of which, on Worldwide Intercouse
in the Church, ought to be pondered by men who, much as they may know
about art, are not conversant with the carly history of Christianity. Catholic,
of course, means universal, and this was an ideal practically realized in the
earliest age. Unity was implicd in the very nature of the Feclesia, and this was
striven after and attained before it was expressed in a hicrarchical svstem
moulded approximately upon that of the Empire. It was expressed and main-
tamed by constant intercourse between Christians everywhere. Christians
were great wavellers. This we might expect in view of the fact thar many of
thefn were Jews. But Christians, irrespective of commercial cnrcrprisc,'hnd
their own reasons for travelling, and they were the more inclined to it be-
cause wherever. they went they were sure to find hospitality among the

brethren.” This was a consideration of great importance; for the inns were

——

18ee p. 7. !
2 ki . . .
S, ;ﬂczgzgraxd d%c%:.ben der Alten Kirche, Erlangen and Leipzig, 1894. Fspecially Chapter V,
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requented chiefly by teamsters and sailors. Hence hospitality was so often
-ecommended in the New Testament* and in later Christian writings. After
e Peace of the Church benevolent men founded hospices for Christian
tavellers, and it is likely that the journeys of laymen, though they were only
ncidentally missionaries, did more to cement the unity of the Church than
he restless travel of the bishops who, as the pagans complained, took advan-
:age of the imperial favor to monopolize the transport service of the post
roads.

The fluidity of the local Churches happens to be exemplified in the New
Testament by the striking case of Aquila and Priscilla (or Prisca). They were
Jews from Pontus, which was south of the Black Sea. When we first hear of
them they had recently been in Rome, where they plied their trade as makers
of sailcloth, till the edict of Claudius expelled all Jews from the City. They
were cstablished in Corinth when St. Paul arrived there. Their house was
large enough to be a meeting place for the Church, and because the Apostle
had learned their trade he was welcomed as a fellow laborer (Acts 18:1-3). A
year and a half later they moved to Iiphesus, where again Paul was with them
for the two years of his stay there (1 Cor. 16:19); but they were again in
Rome some months Jater when the Epistle to the Romans was written
(16:3-5), and there again they were the hosts of the Church. It is evident that
they were not in Rome a while later when Paul in his imprisonment wrote to
the Colossians (4:11). Doubtless this roving life was serviceable to the cause
of Christianity, though it was adopted for other reasons.

In the sccond century Jewish Christians perhaps did not travel more than
their Gentile brethren. The Epistle to Diognetus affirms of Christians in gen-
eral: “Every foreign land is their country, and their own country a foreign
land.” To this pious Wanderlust the cpitaph of Abercius bears witness. By
this means, even while it was prescribed or persecuted, the Church managed to
maintain unity and conformity. The baptismal creed, it scems likely, was
called a “symbol” because it served, like the “letters of recommendation,” to
identify Christians who travelled from Church to Church. At the end of the
second century the dispute about the proper date for Faster, though it could
not be decided by a local council, was argued throughout the whole Church,
as though by a committee of the whole. When art became a factor in Christian
piety, the forms which became current in one place would soon be made
known to all.

In view of this situation, the present dispute about the origins of Christian

ar————,

1Rom. 16:15 1 Cor. 16:10; Col. 10:4; Titus 3:13f.; and above all 2 Cor. 3:1. Cf. Polycarp’s Epistle
t the Philippians, 14f.
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art is hardly realistic. For onc may concede the influcnce nf Fastern and Far
Eastern art—may cven appreciate the humor of Strzygowski’s phrase, “Hellas
in the embrace of the Orient’—and still recognize a substantial unity in the
productions of early Christian art.

As the outstanding champion of the views established by De Rosst, which
were hardly contested up to the beginning of the present century, Wilpert
has now to contend with opponents who would fix the date of the first Roman
catacombs and their frescoes not carlier than the middle of the second century
—instead of the last ycars of the first. This, as I have said, is not a dispute of
much importance; for, after all, there are not many paintings which have been
ascribed to a date much carlier than recent eritics think possible. On this point
I do not profess to have an unshakable conviction; but here again I am inclined
to take sides with Wilpert because, after he has lived, as one mighr say, for
sixty years in the catacombs, he is incomparably the best authority. When |
see that instinctively he puts out his hand to feel a fresco, T am impressed as 1
was in Peking by the infallible judgment of my friend Philip FFugh, who could
tell by the fecl of it what was the date and origin of every picce of porechin I
submitted to him. He explained that when he was a boy in the house of his
grandfather, a duke of the Ch’ing who made a collection of art, he was taught
by the old man to fecl every object.

On the other hand, I sce no plausibility in the arguments for a later date.
When it is said that the earliest frescoes belong to the Jatter parr of the second
century, because they are obviously subsequent to what is called the Fourth
Style of Pompeii (which was destroyed in 79 Ab.'), it scems to me that
twenty years was time enough for a change in style, cven if Christian artists
had not been prompted by an essentially different Kunstavollen. Paul Styger,
though he affirms the priority and predominance of the Christian art in
Rome, will not allow that even the Flavian hypogeum or the erypt of the
Acilii * antedated the second century. His notion is that the inscriptions bear-
ing these noble names do not indicate men of senatorial rank bur their freed-
men—who did in fact take the names of their masters, as negro staves did in
America. But, after all, there is good reason to believe that members of these
noble fajmilies did become Christians in the first century, and it would be
strange if we found no trace of their burial places. Styger himself affirms that
there must have been before the end of the first century cemeteries occupied
by distinguished Christians—and he wonders that they have not been found!

1 See p. 48.
2 See p. 49.
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Obviously, he has invented this dilemma. The map of the Roman catacombs
which he publishes, which shows how crowded are the outskirts of Rome
with Christian cemeteries, suggests not much chance that the most important
have been overlooked. Moreover, I do not think it likely that a rich freedman
would be as ready as a patrician to share his burial place with fellow Christians
of all sorts. The Roman nobleman, in the relation of patron to his clients, was
prepared to practice such magnanimity.

Early Christian art, especially when it is seen in the catacombs, must ap-
pear strange, and perhaps repugnant, to one of our generation who beholds it
for the first time. The fact that it uses the common conventions of Hellenistic
art docs not bring it close to us. We may be inclined to account too simply for
its characteristic traits by regarding them as symptoms of decadence, in tech-
nical skill as well as in conception. We disparage it deeply in comparison with
Hellenistic art at its best, or perhaps with the classical Hellenic art which not
so long ago we were taught to appreciate as an art which never would be
cxcelled. But we know now that we were unjust when by this derogatory
comparison we condemned Roman sculpture as a whole, without taking into
account the possibility that Roman artists lacked not so much the skill as the
will to do what the Greeks did. They had in fact a different Kunstwollen.
This consideration, which justified 2 new appreciation of Roman art, and an
appreciation also of the baroque, ought to enhance our respect for early Chris-
tian art, which in the beginning, in its first tentative steps, gives evidence of a
new intention which could not fail to modify profoundly the traditions of
Hellenistic art.

These remarks might be more appropriate in another chapter. I interject
them here in order to make it evident at the outsct that any study of carly
Christian art which does not recognize it as the expression of a new Weltan-
schaunung, a new view of this world and the next, and does not approach it
accordingly with a certain sympathy (which may not be the sympathy of a
common faith), has little chance to understand it. I reflect that the pious peo-
ple who worship in the catacombs with the Cultores Martyrum on the festivals
of the saints who once were buried there are in some respects better qualified
than the “objective” critics to understand what they see. Sympathy, of course,
is not enough. Fanciful and extravagant interpretations of early Christian art
have been only too common. This is a field, however, where a good deal of
liberty must be allowed because divergent interpretations cannot always be
checked by infallible criteria. Wilpert does not profess to be infallible, yet I
am disposed to follow him in the main because he is the most reliable guide I
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know. One may reject his interpretations, but no one can ignore them. For
my part, I have no disposition to find fault with his interpretations on the
ground that they are “Catholic.” Not the monuments only but the literature
of the second and third centuries bear witness to the fact that already the
Church was Catholic. That it became Catholic only in the days of Constantine
(or in the Middle Ages, as some would like to think) is 2 Protestant myth
which no modern Protestant scholar will defend. Fortunately, as the author
of a handbook which cannot be expected to deal with every theme included
in this large field, I am able to shun the danger of pronouncing a judgment
upon questions where the issue seems doubtful. I am not obliged to say all
I think.

I will not suppress, however, an expression of my accord with Wilperc
when he deplores the tendency of modern scholars to treat the productions of
early Christian art without sympathy and without pietas. Very significantly,
“as a model to Christian scholars, clergymen included, who in the treatment
of religious subjects deliberately avoid expressions of reverence and piety in
order to give themselves a scientific air,” he praises Adolph Goldschmide,
lately professor in Berlin, for the way he spoke in his treatise on the doors of
S. Ambrogio in Milan.! Indeed without pietas conjoined with great acumen
it would not have been possible to descry in these doors a work of early Chris-
tian art which was inspired by St. Ambrose himself. The necessity of putting
oneself in the other man’s place, if one would really understand, is commonly
accepted as a sound canon of criticism, but it is not always applicd.

Here, however, I am in danger again of encroaching upon the theme of

the next chapter, where I propose to lead the reader not only up to bur into
the field of Christian art.

In this Prefatory Chapter I have only one word more to say. Here at the
outset I would warn the ingenuous reader not to imagine that archzology,
beca}1se it deals with material objects, must lead more surcly than abstract
studies to well-established results and universal concord. Alés, it is not so!
Here the reader has already been apprized of fundamental lines of cleavage,
and in sul')ssquent chapters it will be scen that reputable scholars have main-
tained opinions so many and so various that one does ot know whether to

laugh or cry. It would be an exa eration to apply to ¢ ions in this fiel
the lines of Robert Browning, gg PPLy to contentions in this ficld

1 Erlebnisse und Ergebni . 4 : "
Ambrosn e pame r’ges u:e,‘lfgl:: x;if; referring to Adolph Goldschmidr: Die Kirchentiir des bi.
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... Toads in a poisoned tank,
Or wild cats in a red-hot iron cage—
The fight must so bave seemed in that fell cirque.

But it does seem as if many who fight in this arena contend for the sake of
contention and prefer the profession of archzology because it provides il-
limitable opportunity to display, as in a knightly tournament, without danger
to life and limb, their dexterity in the use of spear and buckler, of thrust and
parry.

My most recent attempt to do a little something in the field of Christian
archeology, by writing a small book (SS. Peter and Paul in Rome, Oxford,
1940) which proposed to prove that in Rome the two Apostles were buried
in the same tomb, foundered pitiably upon the shoals of divergent opinion,
when Professor Josi, then in charge of the excavations under S. Sebastiano,
confounded me by saying, “So far as the monuments are concerned, you may
maintain any thesis you please: that the Apostles were buried here, for a longer
or a shorter time, immediately after their martyrdom; or that their bodies were
translated here in 248, and here remained, either temporarily or until the time
of Constantine—or that they were never here at all.” Chiefly because of my
dismay at finding no solid ground under my feet, I took refuge in personal
reminiscences of my life in Rome, which justified in a measure the reviewers
who remarked that the book should have been called “SS. Peter and Paul
and Me.”

This, though it is an extreme instance, is characteristic of archzology in
general. Although one likes to speak about “the voice of the monuments,” it
must be admitted that this voice gives an uncertain sound. We need words to
interpret the dumb testimony of things. An inscription, however laconic, may
sufficc. Apart from philology no important advance in archzology is possible.
If the early Christian monuments belonged to a prehistoric age and were not
illuminated by an abundant contemporary literature, not much could be made
of them.

Still speaking autobiographically, I recall that what first attracted me to
the study of Christian archzology was the help imagination may derive from
visible objects of art. The written word does not so vividly impart an impres-
sion of the modes of thought and fecling characteristic of an age long past. It
scems reasonable to cxpect that in this way the past will be brought nearer.
But, alas, this hope is not always fulfilled. The past may grow stranger and
more remote when we envisage definitely the characteristics which are
peculiar to it and scparate it from us. We have had painful experience of this
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PREFATORY CHAPTER

in the effort to bring the figure of the historical Jesus ncarer by presenting
Him in the dress and circumstance which a fictitious archaology supplied,
clothing Him and His disciples in the dress used now by Bedouin Arabs—only
to behold to our dismay the Saviour of the world receding incxorably into a
remote and barbarous past, unapproachable and even undesirable. It is almost
incredible what modern artists have done with the support of a fake anti-
quarianism to make the Biblical story unsympathetic to us. Many of our
pictures are rankly unhistorical. For it is certain that under the Empire the
citizens of Palestine did not dress like Arabs, and Jerusalem was distinguished
neither by Saracen and Norman arches, nor by Turkish domes and minarets.
In fact, the architecture of Syria as 2 whole was substantially classical, in spite
of local peculiarities. The population of Galilee was to a large extent Greek,
it is not unlikely that Jesus could answer Pilate in that language, and carly
Christian art is probably not at fault when it depicts Jesus and His apostles as
clothed in the Greek fashion with tunic and pallium. At all events, they were
thus rightly pictured to the eye as citizens of the world; for such indeed they
were. Barly Christian art, as we shall see, was very particular about matrers of
dress. The disciples of Jesus, so long as they were fishermen, are represented
in the exiguous dress which fishermen actually would wear. And although
sacred persons were commonly depicted in a white pallium, John the Baptist
was properly distinguished by his hairy garment, other prophers were some-
times clad in the tunica exomis which was characteristic of Greek philosophers,
Melchizedek was dressed as an oriental king, and the Patriarchs as wealthy
Syrian shepherds. The dress of the Three Children in the fiery furnace is pre-
cisely what is described in the Bible, and since this dress was used in Roman
art to indicate Persians, the Magi, of course, wore i. Perhaps the student of
early Christian art will come eventually to the conclusion I have reached, that
the Church then knew how to tell the Bible storics in art far better than we do.



II

INTRODUCTION

AvrTHOUGH 2s a whole this book is only an introduction, an introduction to
this introduction is needed here to define the point of view from which early
Christian art is to be regarded.

First of all it must again be said that we are zot dealing here with archzol-
ogy. From the title of this book I dcliberately climinated this word, though
naturally cnough it characterized my first book, which was written at a time
when the frescoes of the Roman catacombs had recently been brought to
light by the archzological labors of De Rossi. They were an archzological
discovery. But since these pictures, which only with great difficulty can be
studicd underground, and then not perfectly understood, have now been
faithfully reproduced by Wilpert and are available to all students everywhere,
Christian sepulchral art nced not be treated any longer as a thing by itself,
altogether separate from the subsequent developments of Christian art. The
carved sarcophagi, though once they were buricd in tombs, have not only
been brought to light by archzologists but have long been used for the dec-
oration of churches, palaces or public squares, and pictures of them are now
accessible to all students. We must get rid of the notion that the study of carly
Christian art is a department of archeology. “I cam dig, to beg I am zoz
ashamed,” is Jowett’s witty characterization of the archaxologist, but it is not
applicable to the student of art in general, however much he might profit by
some training in archxology.

It must be asserted emphatically that Christian art should be regarded as a
whole—though, of course, not without discriminating the successive stages in
its development. The art of the Roman catacombs is the first chapter in 2 long
story. Or onc might call it a preface, inasmuch as it intimates the direction
which was subsequently followed. The monumental art exemplified by the
mosaics which still adorn some of the oldest basilicas and which determined
the character of all the minor arts after the fourth century, may be called the
second chapter. We cannot say definitely when this chapter began or when it
ended. It had, of course, a remote preparation in the catacombs; but it is not
plausible to suppose that without a more proximatc and appropriate prepara-
tion a perfect scheme of mosaic decoration for the churches could have sprung
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into existence at the behest of Constantine. A scheme so perfect as a form of
art, and theologically so consistent that it dominated the subsequent develop-
ment for many centuries, could not have been a sudden improvisation. We are
obliged to assume that during a century or more before the Peace of the
Church a tradition had been formed for the adornment of churches, pre-
sumably in fresco, although in Rome the first works of the sort we know were
executed in marble and mosaic by the munificence of an emperor.

It is still more difficult to say at what date this chapter ended. When I
wrote my earlier book I was obsessed by the notion that in art, as in some
other respects, the early Christian period ended with the sixth century. Even
so the chapter is a long one. But in fact carly Christian art cannot be so
definitely circumscribed: In the monumental art of mosaic decoration, and in
such minor arts as ivory carving and Biblical illuminations, the carly Christian
spirit and form persisted well into the Middle Ages, in some places longer than
in others. In northern Europe, for example, it was sooner transformed by the
Germanic peoples into what we know as mediaeval arr; in southern Iraly it
remained for a long time essentially unchanged; whereas in Byzantium it
lasted longest, though in a transfigured form.

The persistence of the early Christian style is demonstrated by the ivory
reliefs in Salerno (pl. r14d to 125). I suppose that they were made in the
eleventh century, but competent scholars have dated them anywhere from
the fifth to the twelfth. It is instructive to confront these reliefs with the
twelfth-century mosaics in Palermo (pl. 77b) and in Veenice, on the one hand,
and on the other hand with the sixth-century ivory reliefs on the chair of
Bishop Maximianus at Ravenna (pl. 85 to0 95). This comparison makes it
plain how deeply mediaeval art was indebred to carly Christian, not only for

the .themes which it borrowed, but for the iconographic form, and for the
feeling which inspired it.

By De Rossi and Wilpert the beginnings of carly Christian art in the
catacombs of Rome are traced to the last years of the first century, that is to
say, almost to the Apostolic Age. T agree with them, though many disagrec.
However, this is not an issue of much importance. Everyone is willing to
ascribe the earliest frescoes to the middle of the second century at latest, and
those which Wilpert would date earlier include only a couple of distinctively
Christian themes and represent a type of decoration which was common not
only in Rome but throughout the Empire. It shows, of course, the influence of
Gr.ecFe, through the medium of Hellenistic art, a name which denores the
artistic form and spirit which became dominant everywhere after the con-
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quests of Alexander. It goes without saying that Christian art in its earliest
stadium, and for a long while after, was dependent upon the forms and con-
ventions of late classic art. Indeed, we may observe that instead of a progres-
sive liberation from classic art there was from time to time a reversion to it,
especially in the fourth century when the Church, having conquered the
world, was in danger of being conquered by it.

So far everyone is agreed, but here dissension begins. The proponents of
the Oriental origin of Christian art unite in belittling the Hellenistic influence,
but they fall out with one another when it comes to determining more pre-
cisely what Oriental influence prevailed, whether it was the art of Egypt, or
Syria, of Palestine more particularly, or Asia Minor, or Anatolia in particular,
or Persia, or what not. On the other hand Wirth says very emphatically at the
conclusion of his work on Roman wall decoration: “It is affirmed again and
again that the art of the middle period of the Empire had in the West, and
especially in Rome, traits which distinguished it fundamentally as specifically
Roman, sharply differentiated from the art of the East. In my opinion this
has never been proved, and our investigation of wall painting affords it no
support. The examples we can adduce from lands where the Greek language
prevailed speak rather for the view that in the whole region which represented
Mediterranean culture there prevailed a uniform Kunstwollen with a uniform
development of style, and that there was a uniform imperial art.” This dictum
is a very trenchant reply to the “Orientalists” as a whole. Wiegand does not
substantially disagree with this when he affirms that there was an East-Roman
style rooted in Greek culture and a West-Roman rooted in Latin culture; for
he recognizes that owing to the quicker development of art in Rome as the
capital of the Empire, and its influence upon the East, a greater uniformity
ultimately prevailed.

Von Sybel maintains that early Christian art was simply a continuation of
late classical art, distinguished only by different themes. From this point of
view it must be judged by the norm of an absolute aesthetic and cannot but
be regarded as an instance of degeneration, decadence, a relapse into bar-
barism. Wirth lumps Christian art with all the other manifestations of a post-
classical spirit. The beginning of this post-classical art he assigns definitely
to the year 275 A.p., when the Emperor Aurelian erected an image of the sun
god of Emesa as the highest divinity of the Empire, sanctioning with this a
new Weltanschauung, and a new Kunstwollen corresponding to it. But al-
ready for more than two hundred years Christianity had been proclaiming
and propagating a new world-view (Weltanschanung) which implied a new
artistic aim (Kumstwollen). Indeed this new intention, before it was com-
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monly manifested in visible form, was trenchantly expressed by Christian
writers as non-Kunstwollen, or at least as a rejection of what was most ad-
mired in pagan art; and from the time when it began to reveal itself as art in
the frescoes of the catacombs it wasnot only anti-Dionysic but anti-Apollonic.

A totally different position is expressed by Wolff, who would derive both
the substance and the form of early Christian art from a popular Jewish
religious art which had its home, as he supposcs, in Alexandria. Since con-
fessedly this art is “lost,” it is entirely hypothetical, and no one else looks
upon the hypothesis with favor. Strzygowski’s contention, if its protean
forms can be expressed in a single thesis, is to the effect that the cycle of
Graeco-Roman art was terminated by a resurgence of Oriental tendencies,
characteristic of various regions and of divers ethnic stocks, which had long
been suppressed or thrust into the background. In this Ricgl sces simply a
relapse into the theory of degeneration which he resolutcly opposcd.

The fact is that Christian art in its first stadium was similar enough to
classic art to be confused with it, and in the Middle Ages it was obviously un-
classical. How is this to be explained? We can point to no definite period
when this radical change was wrought. Must we not assume that it was im-
plicit in the very beginnings of Christian art?

As the author of a mere handbook I might be expeeted to do no more
than register the views of scholars who in their various fields are repured to
be competent. I should be well content with this passive role. But being con-
fronted by a welter of divergent opinions, I am compelled, if not to assert my
OWN. position, at Jeast to take sides in the dispute, as I have done already in
the Prefatory Chapter. In this situation I have no hesitation in choosing 2
direction which permits me to regard carly Christian art as significant and
meaningful. It is the line indicated generally by the ladder of ascent associated
with the names of Burckhardt, Wolff, Wickhoff, Riegl, Dvorék. I am proud
to claim some remote kinship with this distinguished line, even though I am
only a poor relation,

I must confess, however, that I am not so consistent in my acsthetic theory
as the intellectuals feel compelled to be, My hearty acceptance of a “spiritual’”
mterpretation of art does not blind me to the importance of the school of
Semper," which depends in part upon Fechner,” and which Ricgl and his
followers disparage as “materialistic.” I cannot ignore the fact that soul and
body are actually conjoined, and that spiritual impressions are conveyed only

! Gottfried Semper: Der Stil, 2 vols, Munich, 2nd ed. 1878
2G. Th. Fechner: Vorschule der Ae'nbetik, Leipzig, 18‘76? .
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by material media which appeal first of all to the physical senses. When my
friend and “colleague” Professor Theodore Greene writes a big book on
aesthetics * and makes no mention of Fechner and Semper, the authors who
have had great influence upon the progress of the industrial arts, the arts which
most constantly affect everybody, I bewail the omission. It may be said that
he ignores entirely the history of aesthetic theory; but that is a bigger defect
because it is more general. It is a fault too common in philosophers. I enjoy
good definitions, but I want more substance.

But here I attach myself more especially to Riegl’s key word Kunstwollen,
which already I have used more than once in the sense I find expounded and
defended by Panofsky, as the objective and final meaning of art which po-
tentially determines its character. The recognition of the primary importance
of purpose delivers us from the necessity of applying everywhere the standard
of absolute aesthetics which would stigmatize as decadent all forms of art
which are the expression of a new artistic intention, however well they may
express it. This is the foundation of a psychologic-historical view of the de-
velopment of art.

Riegl’s view was based upon a study of ornamental art only. That is
narrow basis; but if a specific Kunstwollen is apparent in this field, it must be
far more evident in pictorial art. In either case it determines the form of art
as well as its content; and as the content of Christian art was undeniably new,
we have reason to expect that it would be clothed in a new form. Because
Riegl was dealing with epochs which were characterized by a common Welt-
anschauung, he did not expressly take into account the possibility, actually
realized in the cmergence of Christianity, that within a given period and in
the same cultural area a particular world view might prompt 2 minority to
express in art an intention peculiar to itself. But this is implied by the view he
maintained, and everyone who shares it must reject the notion that early
Christian art, though it be accounted a degeneration, was not formally differ-
entiated from contemporary classic art.

Of course it was related to the past. So closely related that, as Wilpert
thinks, the first artisans who painted in the Roman catacombs were probably
pagans. At all events, they certainly had their training in pagan ateliers. But
they worked for Christian patrons, who, not without theological assistance,
“would prescribe the themes and gradually influence the form.

Tt is a matter of course that the men who painted the frescoes in the cata-
combs were loath to remain in the mephitic atmosphere of the tombs and

1T, M. Greene: The Arts and the Art of Criticism, Princeton, 1940.
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would be inclined to sketch hastily pictures which seldom would be seen,
and only obscurely seen by the dim light of little lamps. But for the decora-
tion of the sepulchral chambers (cubicula) no one asked for more than a
hasty sketch. For where figures were involved the meaning was all-important.
It was not art for art’s sake that was wanted there. Yet it is in this carlicst art
of the Church that the essential tendency is most clearly revealed.

I summarize here what Dvorik, in his Anfinge der christlichen Kunst,
has said about the paintings in the catacombs. It is commonly affirmed that
the decorative designs in the catacombs were not different from those which
were usual in Roman dwellings. But even in this respect the catacombs have
a different aspect. The decoration consists of flat lincs and bands, having no
architectural feeling, no solidity or depth. It suggests a new sense of space
corresponding to a new artistic purposc. The figures are commonly presented
in frontal attitudes, at the same distance from the beholder and without a sense
of solidity, yet in coordination with one another.

It is no disparagement of early Christian art to say that it did not aim at
sensuous beauty, least of all when depicting the human form. It was, as [ have
said, not Apollonic. This cannot be explained as an impoverishment of artistic
talent; for, if this were the explanation, so sudden a relapse into barbarism
would be unprecedented in the history of art. In fact, Roman painters and
sculptors were at that moment in full possession of their inherited technical
skills. No, it does not represent a rustification; for it is manifest thar carly
Christian art purposefully and consistently suppressed the features character-
istic of classic art in all times. It eschewed everything which savored of the old
cult of the human body or of naturalism, and in place of this it put new
values. The classic interest in ground and background disappeared, together
with everything tangible, three-dimensional, or plastic—but not space itself,
which became free space, space an sich, i.c., an infinite or metaphysical space,
which is not merely an optical phenomenon. This is an expression of a new
meaning and purpose in art.

In classic art interest in the subject matter, the sacred or mythical figures,
had waned to such an extent that they could be used as mere decoration, with-
out suggesting more serious meaning than they did, for example, in Flaxman's
designs for Wedgewood pottery. Therefore they could be used without
scruple in early Christian art, as they were again in the Fastern Fmpire when
iconoclastic zeal destroyed and prohibited the representation of figures which
hafl a Christian significance. In early Christian art, on the contrary, although
epic anq dramatic action is lacking, the subjects have evidently the very
highest significance. In this art the important thing is not what is visible to the
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eye but what the mind is prompted to recall. Therefore the cooperation of the
beholder was expected and was much more necessary than in the case of classic
art. Christian art was subservient to its content, an abstract theological content.
In this sense it was symbolical. During the earliest stage it was often content
with symbols so abbreviated that in their stereotyped form they resembled
hieroglyphs. Of course, classic art, too, had its symbols, which for the most
part were anthropomorphic personifications, representing, for example, rivers,
citics and oceans. But Christian art coordinated its symbols in significant
schemes of thought. Turning away from earthly goods, it fixed attention upon
the hereafter. This orientation was not confined to sepulchral art, though there
it was obviously appropriate. Impressionism in classic art had already begun to
dematerialize the human figure, but it never carried this tendency to the point
of representing the body as temporally and corporally unconditioned—in
short, as an image of the soul. Such was the figure of the orant in the cata-
combs. But that was not the only instance of the sort: it might be said of most
of the pictures in the catacombs that they were soul-pictures. The implication
is, as Dvorak puts it, that “the soul is everything, the body nothing.” Perhaps
he puts it too strongly. But one can feel in early Christian art the same sense
of the transcendental importance of the body which is evident in mediaeval art.

Essentially, early Christian art is incommensurable with classic art and
with that of any ancient time; for instead of aiming to produce sensuous pleas-
ure it seeks to prompt a spiritual experience conformable with the worship of
God in spirit which superseded the ancient idolatry.

Even had I been able to say all this as well as Dvorak has said it, I might
not perhaps have ventured to affirm on my own authority principles which
are at once so broad and so profound.

Since all this can be affirmed of the earliest instances of Christian art in
Rome, it is absurd to seek the cradle of this art in the Orient, where not a
single example has been found which can be ascribed to so early an age. With
regard to a subscquent period, beginning with the fourth century it is not
unreasonable to inquire what specific influences were exerted by certain re-
gions, such as Egypt and Syria, which were cthnically distinct and might be
expected to show traces of an ancient artistic tradition. Although discoveries
which substantiate this presumption have not proved very illuminating, this
is a perfectly legitimate field for the exercise of intellectual curiosity. Not
much more can be expected of it, for the differences hitherto observed are not
substantial. It has been said indeed that the custom of presenting the figures in
a frontal aspect was a peculiarity of Syrian art; but, as we have seen, this
tendency was evident in the frescoes of the Roman catacombs, and even in
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Byzantine art the same tendency was only accentuated. There was a substan-
tial reason for it in the fact that the figures were expected to speak to the
beholder, to confront him as soul to soul.

One of the most striking differences between early Christian and late
classical art is the indifference of the former to landscape painting, of which
there is only a single example in the Roman catacombs. This fact is the more
significant because landscape painting of an illusionistic character was very
much in vogue at the very same time in what is called the baroque period of
late classic art. The avoidance of this popular genre is cvidently in keeping
with the feeling for absolute space upon which we have already remarked.
In the catacombs the presence of flowers and trees—a mere vestige of the
apparatus of landscape art—served to indicate the cclestial paradise. In the
frescoes even the figure of the Good Shepherd was not accompanied by
the picturesque bucolic adjuncts which were abundantly exemplified in classic
art and repeated on many of the sarcophagi. Certain motifs of landscape paint-
ing, especially architectural featurcs, were employed later in connection with
the illustration of Biblical storics to indicate the place where the event oc-
curred. But landscape as such seems to have had no interest for the Church,
except perhaps as a background for the hunting scenes and suchlike secular
subjects with which, because of a scruple about the use of religious themes,
the walls of some churches are supposed to have been decorated.

In the early frescoes, on the sarcophagi, and in the monumental art of the
Church the classical and pre-classical tradition of heraldic symmetry exerted
a considerable influence. It prescribed, for instance, that Danicl should be de-
picted between two lions, the Infant Jesus between two or four Magi, that
two harts should approach the fountain to drink, and 2wo peacocks flank the
monogram of Christ. But in general the Greek scheme of triangular composi-
tion was abandoned entirely, even where it did not conflict with the aim of
depicting a story which involved movement from place to place. Thus one
of the standards of absolute aesthetics was discarded.

Flere we may consider briefly whether and in what sense carly Christian
art exhibits an historical interest. But first of all we must distinguish here
between sepulchral art on the one hand, and what on the other hand is com-
monly called monumental art, i.c., the art cmployed for the decoration of the
house of worship, which eventually determined the character of all Christian
art, even in its minor forms. In the latter case we can speak of an historical
mnterest In a sense which approximates the meaning we commonly attach to
f‘hat ph'rase. For in the nave of the church it was usual to depict Biblical storics,

the Bible of the poor” as it was said, for the instruction of the people. But
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we must note emphatically that this was sacred history, the record of what
God had done for His people. Sheer history, or the story of what man has
done, had no interest at all for the Church, and of course had no place in the
house of worship. The character of “historical” interest manifested by the
Church is indicated by the fact that the subjects drawn from the Biblical story
were often chosen with the aim of illustrating the typical correspondence
between the outstanding events related in the Old Testament and in the New.
The Church was interested in these events, not only because they were re-
garded as real or historical, but because they were significant as the acts of
God, and therefore pregnant with the promise of what he could do and would
do for His people. For Christian interest (not only in sepulchral art) was
decidedly oriented towards the future. Hence the pictorial decoration of the
apsidal end of the church dealt with apocalyptic themes, which, even if they
were not explicitly eschatological, fixed attention upon the things above and
reflected precisely the words of the Liturgy, the Sursum corda and the “Holy,
boly, holy,” the cherubic hymn, which expressed the confidence that the
worship of God’s people here below was offered in conjunction “with angels
and archangels and with all the company of heaven.” Thus the “history” in
which the Church was interested included past, present and future time. This
interest is aptly expressed by St. Paul: “Whatsoever things were written
beforehand were written for our learning, that through patience and through
comfort of the Scriptures we might have hope” (Rom. 15:4).

In the sepulchral art of the Church everything was designed with refer-
ence to the Christian hope of the resurrection of the dead and the life of the
world to come. In a subsequent chapter we shall see that from among the
“historic” events recorded in the Old and New Testaments precisely those
were selected which would substantiate this hope.

From what has alrcady bcen said it will be seen that Christian art was in
some sensc symbolical. We have to consider now in what sense this can be
affirmed. But here we must deal first of all with a very natural prejudice which
disposes many to deny that there was any symbolical meaning at all in early
Christian art. They are justly offended by the infinite licence subjective inter-
preters have been accustomed to use. No one would wish to suppress the
exercisc of personal freedom in this respect, if it were frankly admitted that
this is only for the delectation of the individual interpreter. But it is highly
reprehensible, as an infringement of the liberty of other men, when the sym-
bolist insists that the meaning (or the many meanings) which he likes to
attach to this or that has an objective importance and must be recognized as
the intention of the artist. This brings everything to confusion. Nothing will
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be said here, of course, to encourage a riot of symbolical interpretations. For,
as a matter of fact, the symbolism intended by carly Christian art was perfectly
definite—even though it cannot be said that the recognition of one symbolical
reference must necessarily exclude all others. There doubtless were subjective
interpreters in the earliest times. All art, of course, is symbolical in a general
sense; but Christian art was symbolical in a more particular sense. It could
hardly fail to be, seeing that classic art out of which it grew made much use
of conventional symbols, and that the Hcbrew religious tradition, though
without art, was thoroughly symbolical. Early Christian litcrature was more
symbolical and allegorical than we might wish it to be, and the symbolical
interpretation of the Old Testament was richly cxploited in the New, espe-
cially by St. Paul. In view of these facts it would be strange indeed if early
Christian art had soberly eschewed the use of symbols. The presumption is
in favor of a symbolical interpretation, and the fact is historically ateested.

The precise character of early Churistian symbolism will be made clear in
subsequent chapters. Here in the introduction these gencral considerations are
inserted only for the sake of disposing in advance of a prejudice which would
discard the use of all symbolical interpretation for fear of its abuse.

Here at the outset we must encounter also the prejudicial question whether
there can be such a thing as Christian art, whether art as such is not foreign
and inimical to the Christian religion, the worship of God in spirit and in
truth.

To one who is well acquainted with carly Christian literature this must
seem a grave question. One might think that no pictorial art could possibly
arise in Christendom, any more than in Islam, in view of the veto imposed by
the Second Commandment of the Decalogue: “Thou shalt not make to thy-
self any graven image, nor the likeness of any thing that is in the heaven
above, or in the earth beneath, or in the water under the earth” (Ex. z0:4).

In fact, many Christian writers understood the Second Commandment as
an absolute veto upon pictorial art of a religious sort. It is commonly assumed
as a matter of course that the Mosaic prohibition of art was rigidly observed
by the Jews of the Dispersion, and that their observance of it, whether within
the Church or outside it, must have had great influence in retarding, if not in
deterring, the development of Christian art, all the more because it was sup-
ported by the opinion of enlightened pagans like Celsus, Varro, Seneca, and
the. Neo-Platonists in general, who decried cvery attempt to represent the
Deity by means of images. How widespread opposition to the use of religious
pictures actually was in the Church is shown by the unanimous condemnation
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of it by nineteen bishops and twenty-four presbyters at the Synod of Elvira
(the ancient Iliberris in Spain) about the year 315, the year before Constantine
summoned a Jarger and more representative synod at Arles, attended by thirty-
three bishops, among whom were those of London, Lincoln and York. Al-
though the meeting at Elvira might be regarded as a provincial synod,
inasmuch as most of the members were from southern Spain, there was as yet
no distinction drawn between a synod and a council, but every meeting in
which Christ was assumed to be present claimed cecumenical authority and
legislated for the whole Church. The Synod of Elvira must have enjoyed
considerable prestige owing to the presence there of Hosius, Bishop of Cor-
dova. And it is an ironical reflection that this distinguished prelate, who was
to become the favorite bishop in the court of Constantine, at the time when
the Emperor was zealously employed in adorning the churches not only with
mosaic pictures but with silver statues, had at Elvira subscribed to canon 36,
which absolutely prohibited the use of pictures in the churches: Picturas in
ecclesia esse mon debere, ne quod colitur et adorabitur in parietibus depingan-
tur. I must quote the Latin text because it has been subjected to various inter-
pretations. I would translate it: “There should be no pictures in the church
building, lest what is worshipped and adored might be painted on the walls.”
That this dccree was prompted by the Second Commandment is clearly estab-
lished by the fact that the very same verbs which appear here were used in the
Vulgate to translate Ex. z20:5, Non adorabis ea neque coles—‘not bow down
to them nor worship them,” is our translation.

That the Church should observe strictly the Second Commandment might
be considered a matter of course. In fact, the early Christian writers quote it
and insist upon it very often. The dangers of idolatry were evidently very real
so long as pagan cults were practiced everywhere outside the Church, and
Christians were naturally inclined to adopt a rigoristic attitude. Celsus, who of
all the opponents of the Church knew best what he was opposing, said of the
Christians, “Their eyes cannot bear to behold any temple, or altar, or image
of the gods” (Origen: Cont. Celsum, vu, 62). Origen himself does not deny
this. Indeed in this connection he quotes Ex. 20:4, 5, as decisively binding. His
own philosophy did not dispose him to recognize any value in religious art.
This is even more evidently true of his predecessor, Clement of Alexandria,
who in his Pedagogus (i, 11) rcluctantly admitted that, if men must wear a
ring because of the necessity of having a seal at hand to confirm their signa-
ture, they might have engraved upon it “cither a dove, or a fish, or a ship
scudding before the wind [as a symbol of the Church], or a musical lyre, and
if it be a fisherman, one will be reminded of the Apostle and of the children
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drawn from the water [in baptism].” This was written about the ycar 200,
when already such symbols were common in the Church, though Clement
seems to ignore the Christian usc of them and refers only to pagan precedents.
In this connection he reveals the prevalence of what mighe be called a puri-
tanical spirit, if it were not more characteristic of the Quakers. For he insists
upon the propricty of wearing pure whitc garments in order to avoid the
contamination of dyes. It is the same scruple which prompted John Wool-
man to wear a gray hat, and which subsequently moved all Quakers to dress
In gray.

At about this same time Tertullian in North Africa (De pudicitia, 10)
mentioned, only to condemn it fiercely, the Christian custom of drinking from
glasses adorned in gold leaf with the figure of the Good Shepherd (pl. 151b).
It should be understood that these were not Eucharistic chalices but vesscls
used at convivial banquets of a semi-religious sort which were associated with
funerals.” By this furious denunciation of a harmless religious picture Tertul-
lian may evidently be classed as a thoroughgoing opponent of religious arr. He
thundered against idolatry of all sorts.

In general, Christian writers up to the middle of the fourth century cither
repudiate the use of art in the Church, or they ignore it so completely that one
might suppose it did not cxist. Ruscbius, Bishop of Cesarca in Palestine, is an
exception, but an ambiguous exception. In his Letter to Constantina Augusta he
severely rebuked the Empress for requesting him to provide her with a picture
of Christ. One might infer from this that he was a resolute opponent of Chris-
tian art. But in his Life of Constantine he records complacently the Emperor's
generosity in adorning many churches with pictures, and mentions without
reprobation the statues of the Good Shepherd and of Danicl among the lions
which he erected in Constantinople to adorn public fountains. In his History
he describes without a word of criticism the statue of Jesus which he saw at
Cesarea Philippi and which was said to have been erected as a sign of gratitude
by the woman who was healed at Capernaum of an issuc of blood. In spite of
all this, which was natural in the panegyrist of Constantine, Eusebius is reck-
oned as an opponent of Christian art.

Nearly all parts of the Church except Italy are represented by such pro-
tests. We have already heard voices from Egypt, Africa and Palestine. And
well before the end of the second century Irenaus, Bishop of Lyons in Gaul,
said scornfully of the Gnostics (Ad. hacr. I, 25:6) that “they possess images

In painting and in various materials, claiming that a likeness of Christ had been

made for Pilate at a time when Jesus lived among them; they deck these images

1See p. 214.
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with garlands as the pagans do, and set them up among the philosophers,
Pythagoras, Plato and the rest.” We are reminded by this that the Emperor
Alexander Severus honored in his lararium a figure of Jesus (presumably a
medallion) along with figures of Abraham and Orpheus. Writing so scorn-
fully as he does, Irenzus evidently implies that no Catholic Christian would
have in his possession what purported to be a portrait of Christ. And in fact all
that we know of early Christian art confirms this inference. For a long time
the Church was deterred by a very natural scruple from making any attempt
to depict the Deity in art, except in a symbolical way. For this reason repre-
sentations of Christ in the frescoes of the catacombs, on the sarcophagi and in
the mosaics of the churches were for the most part frankly symbolical and
in no case were they regarded as portraits. Therefore the types selected for
such pictures could be very divergent, even in the same church, without caus-
ing surprise. For more than six centuries after His death no one portrait type
was accepted in the Church as a genuine likeness of Jesus. Buddhistic art
affords a striking parallel. For during as long a period, i.e., until the first cen-
tury A.D., Gautama, the historical Buddha, was not represented at all in art
except by symbols. Hindu scholars claim that a purely Indian type was devel-
oped by that time. But the type which has always prevailed in Mahayana
Buddhism and is familiar to us was derived from Hellenistic art, which crept
tardily through Bactria into Ghandara, a province in the northeast corner of
India. The prominent protuberance upon the cranium of all but the earliest
statues of Buddha indicates 2 misunderstanding of the topknot, the artfully
negligent curl, which gentlemen of fashion affected in imitation of Alexander
the Great and which is conspicuous on Hellenistic statues of Apollo. The
story of the portrait of Jesus which King Abgar is said to have treasured at
Edessa, and the many acheiropoeta (pictures not made by human hand), are
plainly legendary. Especially were Christians reluctant to produce statues,
“graven and molten images,” of the Deity—though this scruple, of course, did
not apply to symbolical figures of the Good Shepherd. For one reason or
another statues were rare in the early period. The famous bronze statuc of St.
Peter which is revered in the Vatican Basilica (as well as the marble statue in
the crypt which is not an object of cult) has no good claim to antiquity. The
marble statue of Hippolytus in the Lateran Muscum (pl. 100c) was made
after the year 238 and is the only monument of the sort preserved from early
times. It appears that even statucs of the emperors were not very common after
the Peace of the Church. Perhaps emperor worship, which had been so tragic
an obstacle to Christianity, as latcly it has been in Japan, might have scemed
a lurking danger. But the chief reason for the decline of the art of statuary in
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Christian times was a new spirit which was strongly adverse to the exaltation
of the human body, the cult of man.

A marble statuette of Christ (pl. 1013), recently discovered and now in
the Museo delle Terme at Rome, has been widely published as a portrait of
Christ. But its admirers are put to some embarrassment by the fact that the
breasts are evidently those of a woman. The artist must have taken as his
model a statue of Serapis, which he transformed into a statue of Christ by
putting in one hand a roll to represent the Gospel, and by elevating the other
to imitate the gesture of a teacher. It probably was made about the time
Irenzus told of Gnostic groups which claimed to possess a portrait of Christ.
I believe Wilpert is right in saying that this likely was a Gnostic production,
and in remarking that the dealer was not far wrong when he described it as
“a Hellenistic poetess.”

Other writers who do not inveigh against Christian art but ignore it Icave
the impression that no such thing existed in their time. This therefore was the
common opinion before the discovery of the Roman catacombs disclosed not
only the existence of a very early and distinctive Christian art but its great
extent and characteristic development.

After the middle of the fourth century Christian writers, whether they
were opposed to religious art or in favor of it, could no longer ignore it but
had to take sides for or against an art “in being.” For by that time it was
notoriously in being. Encouraged by the munificence of an emperor, the
greatest churches East and West, in Rome, in Constantinople, in Jerusalem
and in Antioch, were adorned not only with silver and gold and costly marbles
but with mosaic pictures. It is astonishing how many men, and how many
great men, still opposed it. The great Cappadocians, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa
and Gregory Nazianzen, have commonly becn counted among the opponents
of art; but perhaps it would be more correct to say that they accepted it with
reserve. Chrysostom, too, was reserved, but what he tells us about the cult of
the martyr Meletius at Antioch suggests how much reason there was to fear
idolatry, especially in Syria. It was an idolatry of the saints. Even as late as the
fifth century Jerome, being an ascetic, was more than dubious about art; and
Augusupe, t00, Was not at ease about it—as appears in the two chaprers of his
Confessions (x, 33 and 34), where he reflects upon the sweet seduction of
church music and of pictorial art in the churches. There was in fact a strong
dose of Puritanism in the early Catholic Church.

Early in the fifth century Asterius, Bishop of Amasea in Pontus, wrote his
homily De divite et Lazaro to rebuke the vain and ostentatious perversion of
Christian art when rich women had Gospel subjects embroidered upon their
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garments. But he wrote another homily, In laudem Euphemice, in which he
describes appreciatively pictures he had seen of her martyrdom. In another
place he describes, without the least reprehension, pictures he had seen in
various churches: Christ among His disciples, healing the paralytic, a blind
man, the woman with an issue of blood, forgiving the woman who was a
sinner, multiplying the loaves, turning the water into wine, besides pictures
of various saints. So Asterius cannot be ranked decidedly on either side of the
controversy.

Before the end of the fourth century Prudentius in his Peristephanon
described in verse pictures of the martyrdom of Hippolytus which he saw in
Rome, and others depicting the martyrdom of Cassian which he saw at Imola
(Forum Cornelii). More important is his Dittochaeon, which comments upon
a cycle of twenty-four scenes from the Old Testament and twenty-five from
the New, forming a concordantia of subjects regarded as typically parallel,
this being a notion which frequently dictated the choice of subjects for church
decoration. Evidently Prudentius was an enthusiast for Chnsuan art, and he
gives the i impression that it was everywhere appreciated.

Yet there is reason to doubt whether at that time all the churches even in
Italy were decorated with religious pictures. As late as the fifth century there
seems to have been a good deal of reluctance to depict sacred subjects or
Biblical scenes. We get a glimpse of this in a letter of Nilus, a hermit of Mount
Sinai, addressed to the Prefect Olympiodorus, who had made known his mag-
nanimous intention of building a church which he proposed to adorn with
thousands of crosses, with hunting and fishing scenes and all sorts of wild
beasts—something like a Persian hunting rug, we can imagine. Such an idea
would hardly have entered his head if a decoration of this sort had not been
fairly common. We can account for it only by assuming a widespread re-
luctance to employ a specifically Christian art. Nilus replied by denouncing
this idca as “childish.” He protested that it was enough to have one cross,
which should be conspicuous in the apse; and as for pictures, he would have
only such as might edify the simple people who were unable to read the Scrip-
tures and which might prompt them to imitate the examples of the saints. Nilus,
though he was an ardent ascetic, was a sensible one, who in his writings
pointed out the danger and seductions of the monastic life; and, though he was
critical of art, he recommends in this letter Ad Olympiodorum eparchum the
scheme of church decoration which was initiated in Rome in the time of Con-
stantine.

The widespread diffidence with regard to religious art which is revealed
by the proposal of Olympiodorus seems to have smouldered in the East until
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the eighth century, when it was kindled into the violence of Iconoclasm. The
violence of this outbreak is exemplified by the council of 754, which de-
nounced “the ignorant artist who with a sacrilegious lust for gain depicts that
which ought not to be depicted, and with defiled hands would bestow a form
upon that which ought only to be believed in the heart.” This was a contro-
versy long drawn out and bitterly contested. It is to be noted, however, that
the “images” in question were not statues in the round, for in the East these
had never been tolerated. But it must be said that in the East there was and is
a tendency to “bow down” to pictures (icons) with a devotion close to idola-
try. There were ups and downs in this strife: images were again permitted, to
placate the monks, by a council held at Nica in 787; but in 815 they were
again prohibited under the rule of Leo the Armenian; and they were not
finally restored until with the death of Theophilus (842) his widow the Em-
press Theodora put a stop to the persccution and ushered in the Second
Golden Age of Byzantine art, which lasted till the Latin conquest of Constan-
tinople at the beginning of the thirteenth century, and is represented in Iraly
by the twelfth-century mosaics of S. Marco in Venice, in the cathedral ar
Torcello, the Cappella Palatina at Palermo, and the cathedrals of Monreale and
Cefald, as well as in Constantinople and at Dapha.

In view of what we have scen of the opposition to Christian art, or diffi-
dence towards it, on the part of many of the most notable Christian writers,
including many of the Church Fathers, it cannot well be said that the policy
of the iconoclastic emperors, with whom most of the bishops agreed, was
prompted solely by an irreligious prejudice or by political aims. Rigid and
narrow as it was, it did not amount to a thoroughgoing enforcement of the
Second Commandment, for it actually encouraged a sccular art which dealt
with human and animal figures if only it had no Christian meaning. Behind it
there must have been a religious motive, such as was exemplified at the end of
the fourth century by Epiphanius, Bishop of Constantia (the ancicnt Salamis)
on the island of Cyprus, who in his age was the most redoubrable opponent
of religious art. His influence was great, even after his death, because of the
high esteem in which he was held for his picty as well as for his orthodoxy. He
travelled in Palestine, probably also in the western parts of Asia Minor, where
he saw and recorded pictures of Christ, of the Mother of God, of archangels
and prophets, of Peter, Andrew, James, John, Paul, and the apostles as a group,
of Abraham, Jacob and Moses. He makes no mention of narrative scencs, and
perhaps he did not so much object to them. It was the portrait type he thoughe
dangerf)us, and it was in fact pictures of persons that were commonly ven-
erated in the East. Seeing in a small church in Palestine a curtain on which was
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woven the image of a saint, he angrily tore it down, regardless of the fact
that he was intruding upon the diocese of another bishop, John of Jerusalem,
to whom he addressed a letter which shows his animus against art. He wrote
also a brochure which was a thoroughgoing attack upon pictures, and a solemn
Testament to the same effect addressed to the people of his own flock.

But to this picture there is another side. Recent excavations at Dura-
Europos, a frontier fortress of the Empire on the middle Euphrates which was
destroyed in 256, have brought to light a synagogue painted on all sides with
Old Testament scenes (pl. 51), which prove that by that time Jewish scruple
against art had so far vanished that it could have had no effect in retarding
the development of Christian art. Rather it appears plausible now to suppose,
as some have claimed, that, in the matter of Biblical illustration at least, the
Jews may have been beforehand and furnished the models upon which the
first Christian illuminators relied. It appears that the first synagogue at Dura
(c. 200) had only an ornamental decoration in painting, and that the second
had paintings involving human figures only on the wall surrounding the Torah
alcove; so that here, it appears, the Jews became emancipated during the first
half of the third century.

Happily, too, a church was discovered at Dura at the same time and in the
same neighborhood. Both church and synagogue, being close to the east wall,
were buricd by a protective embankment some time before the town was
taken by the Persians, and by this they were preserved. The church is the
earliest extant example of a church in 2 house (pl. 392). The dwelling house
is dated 232 A.p. At some later date two rooms were united by removing the
partition wall. Onec of the rooms retains vestiges of a low dado with Bacchic
symbols, but there were no Christian paintings. Presumably this was for the
reason that the house was buried so soon after the alteration was made that
there was no time for decorating it. For the baptistery on the other side of the
house (pl. 52) was richly decorated with appropriate themes chosen from
the New Testament and with one from the Old. We shall have occasion to
refer to this subject later. It is mentioned here only because it is the earliest
monumental proof that church buildings even in small communities were
commonly decorated with pictures long before the Peace of the Church.

But to counteract the impression made by the literary opponents of art we
do not have to rely solely upon the monuments. There were writers who were
cloquent in praising it. Prominent among them was Paulinus of Nola (c. 353
to 431), whose life was almost exactly conterminous with that of Augustine.
In spite of his immense wealth he devoted himself to an ascetic life, spending
his fortune on works of beneficence which included the building and adorning

35



INTRODUCTION

of churches, one at Nola, a town in the Campania (where he later became
bishop), in honor of St. Felix, a confessor, and onc at Fundi, where he de-
lighted to resort. No one has written with more eloquence, both in prose and
in verse, about the mosaic decoration of the churches. In a letter (xxx, 10) to
his friend Sulpicius Severus he describes the themes he chose for the apse of his
church at Nola. Incidentally we learn from this correspondence that Sulpicius,
who was building at Primuliacum in Gaul a church in honor of St. Martin of
Tours, placed there alongside of the patron a picture of Paulinus.

The classical expression of the opinion which ultimately prevailed in the
Church is found in a letter addressed by Pope Gregory the Great (c. 6oo) to
Serenus the Bishop of Marscilles who, as was not unnatural in a city pre-
dominantly Greek, had expressed his objection to pictorial decoration in the
churches. “Pictures,” said Gregory, “are used in the church, in order that
those who are ignorant of letters may by merely looking ar the walls read
there what they are unable to rcad in books”—Idcirca enimn picturas in ecclesia
adbibetur, ut bi qui letterae mesciunt saltemn in pavictibus videndo legant quac
legere in codicibus mom valeant. Strangely enough, there is no evidence that a
contrary opinion was ever expressed in Rome. Certainly it did not prevail.

It is a puzzling problem which confronts us when we review, as we have
now done briefly, the literary pronouncements hostile to Christian art, and
contrast them with the fact that such an arr did actually exist and flourish ar a
time when most writers ignored it if they did not opposc it. ‘This problem has
been fully and fairly dealt with lately by Walter Elliger, a Protestant scholar
who writes without sectarian bias.! In a book published four vears larer he
dealt with the origin of Christian art. What he says there abour the character
of Syrian art I desire to summarize in this place.

. Taking Jamblichus the Neo-Platonist as a clear exponent of the Syrian
mind, he discovers a peculiar danger to the spirirual life in this racial type.
For though on the one hand it exalted the spiritual part of man, and pcrfmps
detached it too much from the material, on the other hand it was strongly
inclined to make the spiritual visible in material forms, which would thus be-
come qb]ects of worship. This Syrian tendency, though it was utterly un-
Hellenic, made itself felt in Asia Minor, a stronghold of Hellenism, before it
exercised any influence in the West. The art which i produced was charac-
terized by a strongly accentuated inwardness and transcendental otherworldli-
ness. Interest in the plastic form of the human body yielded to a preference for

1 Die Stellung der alten Christen zu den Bild 1930,
*Zur Entstebung der alichristlichen Bildkuni’t-,n’xggz. '
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a flat immateriality associated with a frontal presentation of the figures. The
Greek rhythmic-dynamic movement was replaced by static repose and serene
gravity; the earthly became a transparent cloak for the Eternal; Greek delight
in the present moment and in animal vitality was superseded by a realism
which had its ground and goal in the Transcendent. The contribution of Syria
to Christian art after the middle of the fourth century is to be found chiefly
in the creation of pictures of sacred persons conceived as ideal portraits, por-
traits of souls. In this gemre the Syrian mind strove to produce an adequate
expression of its distinctive psychic-pneumatic character. It must be admitted
that at the long last it was eminently successful in this effort, though one may
think that its success was fraught with danger. Byzantine art at its best is
documentary evidence of the Syrian’s sense of the static repose of the Absolute
and fundamentally of all earthly-superearthly being; but by this he betrays
the magic realism of his religious thinking. Such pictures differ essentially from
Greek reproductions of the natural body, also from the idealistic abstraction
of a perfect human form, and from all symbolical expressions of the Divine.
They are or were intended to be manifestations of the divine in an earthly
medium, a finite but transparent cloak for the Infinite, bearing witness to the
immanence of the Divine in the phenomena of this world.

This it seems to me is what is meant, or ought to be meant, by “Asiatic”
influence. I see¢ no trace of any other important influence which might be
called Asiatic, and I feel no need to seek for such a factor in Persia or else-
where. The Syrian influence had only to be refined in order to attain at last
the lofty expression it ultimately reached in the Justinian Renaissance and in the
Golden Age of Byzantine art which followed the Iconoclastic Persecution.
Its repercussions upon the West were felt principally at three periods: (1)
under Justinian, when the Empire was still united and the difference between
East and West was negligible; (2) when the Iconoclastic Persecution drove
many eastern artists to Rome (S. Maria Antiqua); (3) when the fall of Con-
stantinople brought to Europe not only its artists but many of the principal
works of art.

These general observations must be made in the introduction because there
is no place for them in subsequent chapters which deal chiefly with concrete
and particular subjects—making easier reading, perhaps, and certainly easier
writing.

Here, too, | must say of the subsequent chapters that the chapter on the
catacombs is very brief—brief even in comparison with the corresponding
chapter in my previous book. It may seem that here there is no place at all for
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such a subject, since I have announced that this is not a book on archzology.
But surely something must be said, if it is not alrcady known, about the situa-
tion in which the carliest Christian art originated, which by its tardy discovery
made possible for the first time a truly genctic view of the development. And
since the views which men still commonly entertain about the Roman cata-
combs are fabulous and reflect the misapprehensions of more than half a
century ago, something may well be said here to dispel the misunderstanding.
It requires some sclf-abnegation on my part to make the chapter so brief. For
before I knew much about art I knew a Jot about the catacombs, having spent
a good part of two years in exploring them, and spent 1 do not know how
much upon the fossores who guided me through their Jabyrinths,

I may say here, too, that the chapter on church architecture is reduced to
half the length it occupied before. Yet not much has been sacrificed except a
rather technical discussion of architectural problems which have not much
bearing upon art. Here I say only so much about church buildings as may
Serve to reveal the spirit which prompted Christians to build as they did, and

to show how appropriate to Catholic worship was the pictorial decoration
they devised.

It is unfortunate that a book of this sorr must be divided into chapters
which deal with such various subjects as catacombs, buildings, frescous, sar-
cophagi, mosaics, Bible illustrations, and an emnium-gatherum called indus-
tﬂa_l arts. This divides things which ought to be unired. But rhis is a »mst
which is umerbittlich, a stabborn necessity which cannot be altered. T have
tried to compensate for it in some measure. But in the main it must be left to
tl.‘e reader to reunite what here is put asunder. For Christian art must be en-
visaged as a whole. In pursuing iconographical clues I have felr free to ignore
t0 Some extent the artificial barriers which the chapters creare. Bur in the space
afforded by a handbook I cannot go very far in this dircction~not to speak of
other li{nitations which are more personal. But this, after all, is the reader’s
task, It 1s not enough for him to read simply what is written. Being furnished
hefe_ with the most abundant illustrations covering the whole field of carly

{IStan art, he can and must coordinate by the exercise of his spontancous
:::L"lttg’ th§tscalgt;red and disparate data here presented to him. He must always
divide a’;’g’ ¢. 1here is a perverse activity of mind which distinguishes only to

to disintegrate.

) Ceterum censeo—I say it for the last time—that Christian art must be en-
visaged as g4 whole.
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CATACOMBS

AvtHoucH I have expressed my reluctance to deal here with archzology,
something must be said, as briefly as I can say it, about the catacombs of Rome,
since they were the cradle of Christian art. In view of the diffidence expressed
by Christian writers, and the fact that pagan art in its supreme examples was
in the service of idolatry, it may be doubted whether a Christian art would
ever have been born if it had not been born in the cemeteries, where it was a
spontaneous expression of the hope of everlasting life, an expression which in
the first instance was not prompted by the theologians, though it was evidently
directed by them. When this beginning had been made in response to a popu-
lar sentiment and had proved to be innocuous, the Church, at least in the
West, no longer felt any serious scruple against the use of art in its houses of
worship to express the Christian faith in full.

‘The catacombs themselves, though they give proof of some skill in men-
suration, are very far from being works of art. They have a certain fascination
for romantic minds, but it is such a charm as attaches, for example, to the
sewers of Etruria, where nothing else is left but cemeteries and sewers to
attest a vanished civilization.

Something must be said about the catacombs, if only for the sake of ban-
ishing persistent misapprehensions which prevailed in the seventeenth century
after the discoveries by Antonio Bosio, and became so firmly fixed that not
even De Rossi with his scientific method of exploration was able to dispel
them completely. When Bosio rediscovered the catacombs at the end of the
sixteenth century men were so amazed at their extent, though they knew
then only a small part of them, that they could not well believe the Christians
in Rome were numerous enough in the ages of persccution to need so many
tombs, or would be allowed to own them, or indeed be capable of carrying
out so prodigious a work. On the other hand, they were inclined to exagger-
ate, to suppose that all the catacombs were connected with one another and
with the churches within the walls, so that Christians when they were in
danger could escape to a safe hiding place. For it was supposed that the State
was ignorant of these underground cemeteries, where Christians could live in
times of persecution, and where they commonly resorted for worship. These
are misconceptions to which people are inclined to cling only because they
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are romantic. We know now that the total length of the subterrancan gal-
leries is something like five hundred and fifty miles, and Fhat thc‘\" were made
expressly for Christian burial. Not for Christian assemblics certainly, for the
galleries were barely a yard wide, and the chambers to which they led were
not often large enough to contain fifty people, whereas by the middle of the
third century there were forty thousand Christians in Rome. When we read
that in times of danger Christians sometimes took refuge in the cemeteries,
we are to understand that they dwelt for a time in buildings crected above
ground, for no one could live long in the mephitic air of the tombs. Buildings
above ground there certainly were, for there was nothing secret about the
possession of the cemeteries, and the extent of the area was doubtless defined,
as Roman custom prescribed, by an inscription on the portal which indicated
so many fect in fromte (facing the road) and so many in agre (indicating the
depth). Consequently the utmost care was exercised not to transgress these
limits and encroach upon neighboring properties. To this end the first gal-
leries were commonly traced along the periphery; those which were buile
later stopped when they met them. Even the catacombs which were separated
only by a public road were not united by a tunnel under ir.

How the Church when it was a proscribed religion managed to possess
property by legal tenure is not clear, bur the fact is indubitable. For during
periods of persecution both churches and cemeteries were sequestrated and
afterwards returned to the Christians as their corporate property, ad jus cor-
poris eorum.

The legal status of Church property was simplified in the first instance by
the fact that wealthy Christians who gave their houses for public worship and
made room in the neighborhood of their private tombs for the burial of their
brethren would doubtless retain for a time the legal title to such places. Many
of the parish churches, as we would call them, but which the Romans called
tituli, bore for a long while, and some of them still bear, the names of their
donors. So too the cemeterics, if they were not known by a topographic desig-
nation, such as ad duas lauras, ad ursum pileatum, in catacrumbas. Not till the
Peace of the Church were such designations superseded by the names of the
famous martyrs who were buried in the various cemeteries. Bur we know that
at the beginning of the second century many of the cemeteries, if not all, were
recognized as the property of the Church. The biggest of them was then put
by Bishop Zephyrinus under the supervision of his deacon Callistus, who was
dest.ined to be his successor, and it still bears his name although he was not
bl{n.ed there. At about this time many of the cemeteries were officially ad-
ministered by the presbyters of the various titles or parochial churches.
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We may well wonder how the Church could hold title to its properties
within the city, but the cemeteries present a less difficult problem; for Roman
Law, which permitted the slaughter of Christian martyrs, protected their
tombs. The mere act of burial, without any special act of consecration, made
the grave a locus religiosus under the protection of the Pontifex Maximus. The
legal maxim was: Religiosum locum unusquisque sua voluntate facit dum
mortuum infert in locum suum. Severe penalties were attached to any viola-
tion of a sepulchre, and the protection accorded to the grave was extended to
the monument which adorned it, to the surrounding ground allotted to it,
the buildings devoted to funeral feasts, and any other property devoted to its
maintenance. Such property was not only inviolable but inalienable.

De Rossi proposed a plausible hypothesis to account for the fact that the
Church as a society was permitted to possess its cemeteries, at a time when
societies in general (not the Christian society alone) were prohibited for fear
of political sedition and consequently could hold no meetings. Only one ex-
ception was made in favor of the collegia tenuiorum, societies formed among
the poorer classes to insure a proper burial. Such societies could hardly be
disallowed, in view of the fact that the municipalities made no provision for
public cemeteries. The members of the burial societies therefore were allowed
to possess a common columbarium and such buildings as were necessary for
the celebration of funeral feasts; and they could meet at stated times to trans-
act business and collect the monthly ducs. Plausible as this theory is, we can-
not casily imagine that the bishops of Rome, Carthage, or Alexandria would
go to the prefecture with tongue in cheek to register as the president of a
burial society, or that the State would be deceived by such a statement when
it was notorious that the Christian society amounted to many thousands.
Duchesne was prompt in criticizing this theory, and it was reduced 4d absur-
dum when Hatch and Harnack based upon it the more precarious theory that
the organization of the Church was in the first instance not a spiritual but an
economic organization. Rudolf Sohm pricked that bubble.

Because of their magnitude and complexity the Roman catacombs suggest
that Christians preferred a singular mode of burial. But in fact there was
nothing strange about it. The nucleus was the family bhypogeum or subter-
ranean chamber, which was a common feature of Etruscan and Roman burial.
Complexity was due to the necessity of providing for a multitude of burials
by exploiting to the utmost the possibilities offered by the character of the
ground. In the greater part of the Empire graves were dug bencath the sur-
face, as they are now. Rome by reason of the character of its volcanic soil
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offered peculiar opportunitics for the construction of what we call catacombs.
Fortunately, for nowhere clse were there so many Christians. At Syracuse,
where catacombs were excavated in calearcous rock, the individual chambers
and galleries had an amplitude far greater than those in Rome, as had those
also at Naples, where they were dug in a harder tufa. The existence of Jewish
and Gnostic catacombs at Rome (pl. 2) proves that the Church had not
adopted a singular mode of burial. In all cases underground burial was resorted
to for reasons of economy.

It was chiefly for cconomy, cconomy of space in the burial ground, that
incineration (cremation) was practiced commonly, but by no means uni-
versally, under the Empire. It was a Greek custom, tardily adopted by the
Romans, who originally buried their dead. There seems to have been no
religious motive for the change. Many of the older familics, the Scipios, for
example, continued to bury their dead. The Etruscans, without any change
of religion, gave up inhumation in favor of cremation. An immense number
of cinerary urns could be accommodated in a single columbarium, or dove-
cote, as the Romans called it. But, in spite of the difficulty of finding a place
for burial, the practice of inhumation became common again in Rome in the
second century of the Empire. We cannot wonder that the Christians adopred
it, since it was the Jewish custom and had a certain relevance to the hope of
the resurrection. It was not an cssential expression of this hope, for no one
imagined that the martyrs who were devoured by fire or by wild beasts were
at any disadvantage. With us today the question of inhumation or cremation
must again be weighed with a view to economy and convenience—and the
advantages are by no means all on one side.

But upon one thing the Christians insisted: they would not be buried with
unbelievers, and they preferred to be buried near the martyss, ad sanctos.
‘I‘-quce it was 2 matter of course that they should have their own cemeterics.

It is permissible to live with the pagans,” said Tertullian, “but not to dic
with them.”

It is time now to remark that the name catacomb, though T have used it
freely in this chapter, was not used in carly times for the subtcrranean ceme-
teries of Rome. The word cemetery, which means a sleeping place, is 2 Greek
word, seldom used by the pagans but preferred by the Christians. Not till the
Middle Ages was the word catacomb used for Christian cemeteries in general.
In the first instance it designated a particular locality near the third milestone
2f the Vl":.’ Appia where now we find the Church of St. Schastian and 2

catacom bearing the same name. Kumbz is 2 Greek word meaning 2
declivity. How aptly it was applied to this place we did not know till recent
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excavations under the church, which originally was dedicated by Constantine
to the Apostles, revealed a steep ravine lined with tombs. Because of the belief
that Peter and Paul had been for a while buried here, this cemetery, which
was properly called ad catacumbas, was kept open and accessible to pilgrims
until the ninth century, when all the other underground cemeteries were
forgotten, and for this reason the particular name it bore was attributed to all
burial places of the same sort.

About the catacombs, as we shall continue to call them, a general notion
of their character is enough for those who are interested chiefly in the art
which adorned them. Although not many pictures of the catacombs are fur-
nished here, they are enough to illustrate my brief description.

The plan (pl. 1a) of one level of the cemetery of Domitilla shows how
irregular the construction often was. The galleries, barely a yard in width and
not much more than a man’s height, served principally to reach the burial
chambers (cubiculum is the word used by archzologists), but eventually they
afforded room for undistinguished burials in shelf-like cavities excavated in the
walls (pl. 1b, 4b, 73, 9a), and to afford more room the galleries were often
made much higher by sinking the floor lower. Such a grave was originally
called Jocus—the archzologists have invented the name localus. The body was
simply wrapped in a winding-sheet and not often embalmed. The Joculus was
then closed with a slab of stone (pl. 32, 73, 82), or simply with tiles imbedded
in plaster, with or without a painted inscription. A more distinguished grave
was the arcosolium (as the archeologists call it), which commonly had room
for several bodies laid side by side, with the tombstone above it. Sarcophagi of
clay, lead or stone, often without ornament, or simply ornamented (pl. rob),
or claborately carved (pl. 19 ff.), were used for wealthy persons buried in the
family chambers or crypts, and at a later time in the churches above ground.
The darkly hatched plan of a basilica on plate 1a represents the memorial
erected after the Peace of the Church in honor of St. Petronilla. It was com-
mon to ercct such churches directly above the tomb of a famous martyr, and
in order to bring the altar into proximity with the body the floor was sunk, as
in this instance, below the level of the ground.

The scction of the cemetery of Callistus which is shown on plate 1b illus-
trates the way the subsoil was exploited to the utmost extent. Here there are
six levels. There was a limit, however, imposed by the quality of the soil and
the depth at which water would be found. The tufa (a soft stone composed of
volcanic ashes and sand) must be neither too hard nor too friable. Arenaria
(pits from which was taken the pozzolana used for Roman mortar), though
they were already excavated and ready to hand, were not commonly used for
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burial because it was difficult to construct loculi in such material. Michele
Stefano de Rossi, the brother of Giovanni Battista, an engincer who helped
him in his excavations, was sometimes able to discover a catacomb by deter-
mining where it ought to be, that is, where the soil and the lay of the land was
favorable.

The character of the burial chambers (crypts, cubicula) is shown well
enough in plates 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9. The word crypr is used for the larger
chambers or for groups of them, especially for such as were later enlarged
and adorned for the commemoration of martyrs (pl. 4b, 7a). Lucinaria (pl.
4b, 53, 72) were shafts sunk perpendicularly from the surface to provide some
light, some ventilation, and to serve for hoisting the soil and stone which had
been dug out.

It will be seen that the ceiling (pl. 2, 4, §5) presented the principal field for
decoration, the only field not in danger of being destroyed by a new Joculus—
a danger which has overtaken many of the wall pictures.

Evidently such vast works were not constructed haphazard. They re-
quired skilled direction, not only for the selection of the sites but for the
constant extension of the excavations. In fact, the fossores (excavators) con-
stituted a kind of guild. To them was committed the preparation of the dead
for burial, as well as their interment. But to their office there attached none of
the ignominy which made contemptible the vespillones who performed such
functions in the pagan community. On the contrary, they were proud of their
title and inscribed it upon their tombs as a mark of dignity and merit. In the
third century they were counted among the clergy as the lowest grade. In
S. Callisto, the official catacomb of the Church, the fossores had a cubiculum
of their own; and from several inscripions it appears that in the fourth cen-
tury they had in their hands the management of the cemeteries under the
control of the superior clexgy. The Liber Pontificalis reports thar at the begin-
ning of the fourth century Marcellus “instituted twenty-five ‘titles’ as parishes
(the word is dioceses) for the baptism and penitence of the multitudes who
were converted from paganism and for the burial of the martves.” This sugr-
gests that the cemeteries stood in some relation to the titles or were in some
sense parochial cemeteries. There were at that time thirty-two Christian ceme-
teries on all sides of Rome, and this number corresponds precisely to the
twenty-five titles and the seven diaconal churches, '

_ Although the catacombs were not expressly designed for public worship,
it 1s_evident that from the earliest times the Fucharist was celebrated there by
family groups who came to bury their dead or to remember them a month
later and on their anniversaries; for both the “month’s mind” and the annual
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remembrance were observed even by the pagans. The so-called Cappella greca
(pl. 32) seems to have been designed for such a use, and the picture above the
arcosolium represents a family group using the tombstone as an altar for the
breaking of bread. There are other crypts even more evidently designed as
chapels. The papal crypt (pl. 7a) was furnished in the fourth century with
an altar and an episcopal chair. Nine of the popes, from Pontianus to Euty-
chianus (with the sole exception of Callistus), were buried there. But more
numerous gatherings for the celebration of the funeral agape or love feast
were accommodated in buildings erected above the catacombs. Such celebra-
tions were but half in imitation of an apostolic custom, and half in conformity
with pagan usage. They were called refrigeria, and because they were likely to
be roisterous they were eventually discountenanced. It is evident that in the
so-called Triclia recently discovered under S. Sebastiano there was a good deal
of drinking in honor of Peter and Paul, who for a while were buried near this
spot. The twenty-second of February was an annual festival dear to the
Romans which was known by the name of Caristiz ox Cara cognatio, or simply
Cathedra, because a vacant seat at the banquet was left for the departed. The
numerous stone chairs in the Coemetarium Maius (or Ostrianum) perhaps
have some reference to this custom. But the Church knew how to sublimate it
by associating the cathedra with the cpiscopate. The festival of the Cathedra
Petri was celebrated in Rome precisely on this date. The first reference to it is
in the year 354, but Hans Lictzmann supposes that it was introduced early in
the fourth century for the sake of counteracting the pagan festival at a time
when multitudes were thronging into the Church. The date had nothing to do
with any event in Peter’s life cither at Antioch or at Rome. It had been cus-
tomary for the bishops of Rome to celebrate the anniversary (natalis) of their
consccration. As no record had been kept of the dates on which the earlier
bishops had been consccrated, they were lumped together on the twenty-
sccond of February. By the fifth century this festival, strangely enough, was
forgotten in Rome; but it was obscrved in Gaul, where for some reason it was
transposed to February 18th, and it kept this date when in the ninth century
it found its way back to Rome.

After the Peace of the Church the martyrs were zealously commemorated,
not only in the memorial basilicas built above the catacombs, but in the crypts
themselves, which were cnlarged and decorated for this purpose. Conse-
quently the latest pictures in the catacombs are found where the most famous
martyrs were venerated, and, ironically enough, the early excavators avoided
precisely those regions because of such indications of a late date.
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The catacombs were not much used for burial after the devastations b
Alaric in 410, and subsequent invasions not only rendered the Campagna
unsafe but left only too much room within the city for the burial of the dead.
Yet pious pilgrims from all lands continued to visit the tombs of the martyrs,
and the itinerarics prepared for their use proved a precious aid to De Rossi in
his search for the catacombs, which were completely neglected when the relics
of the saints had been brought during the ninth century within the city and
were venerated in the basilicas.

INSCRIPTIONS

To give an adequate account of carly Christian epigraphy within the limits
of a half dozen pages is, of course, an impossible task; it amounts simply to
dismissing the subject in the fewest possible words, It is proposed to give here
an account—only in the most general terms, and with but few examples—of
the distinctive characteristics of Christian sepulchral inseriptions, of the several
classes into which they may be divided, and of the sort of information one
may expect to derive from their study. For further and more derailed informa-
tion one may convenicntly consult Marucchi’s Eléments o' archéologie chréti-
enne, the first volume of which devotes a disproportionately long section to
this subject.

The first distinction which must be marked is that between the original
titles and epitaphs, and the later metrical inscriptions with which Damasus and
his imitators adorned the tombs of the martyrs and signalized their deeds. Of
the first class it is convenient to distinguish between such as present only the
simplest data, a name, a date, or some merely conventional formula; and such
s, with richer content and more characteristic form, throw light upon dogma,
or upon the conditions of the civil and religious life. ‘The carliest Christian
epitaphs are very bricf, and one can seldom derive from them important infer-
ences about ecclesiastical dogma or custom. This characteristic brevity detracts
considerably from their importance as sources of inf ormation; and the student
needs to be warned that carly Christian cpitaphs are commonly appealed to far
too loosely in proof of the prevalence of this or that doctrine or custom, as
though it made no substantial difference whether they were proved for the
second, the third, or the fourth century. We have to rely upon the inscriptions
f)f.the early period for the proof of the existence of certain customs; but when
It 1s a question of dogma or ritual the very point at issuc is usually the ascer-
tamment of the earliest date to which they may be ascribed within this period,
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and epitaphs which cannot be securely assigned even to an approximate date
ought not to be used except in mere illustration of doctrines and practices
which are otherwise attested for the age in question.

Most of the more elaborate inscriptions are late, but it does not follow that
all simple inscriptions are early, for brevity was the rule throughout the history
of the catacombs. It has already been mentioned that many tombs were with-
out name, and were distinguished only by the familiar possessions of the de-
ceased which were pressed into the fresh plaster. It was also in the fresh plaster
that the friends sometimes scratched the date of the “deposition” of the body.

This custom of indicating the day of the month upon which burial took
place, and this name for the act of burial—depositio, depositus (xotadeois),
contracted, D., D.P., etc.—are peculiar to Christian inscriptions, and character-
ize all but the very earliest. The word “deposition” expresses the hope which
illuminated the Christian burial; it indicates the committal to the earth of a
treasure which shall be restored. The term of life of the defunct was indicated
according to pagan custom: Vixit ammis . .., mensibus . . ., diebus . . .
(V.A...M...D...). From the third century this datum was often given
with less precision: Vixit annis plus minus . .. (Q . VIX. AN.P.M.XXX).
The name was commonly accompanied by these formulas only; or also by the
name of the person dedicating the monument, by some affectionate epithet
(filio dulcissimo), or by some exclamation denoting the Christian hope for the
departed—in pace (&v gigiivn), in Deo, in Cristo. Such exclamations were the
carlicst adjunct to the mere name which alone marks the tombs of the most
primitive period. They were expressed also by the symbols of the dove, the
anchor, the fish, and later by the so-called Constantinian monogram.

The three names which were characteristic of Roman citizenship (pre-
nomen, gentilitium, and cognonen) had begun to fall into disuse with the end
of the first century, and their presence upon Christian monuments denotes a
very high antiquity. The prenomen was generally dropped, and still more
commonly 2 single name appears, sometimes of a strictly Roman character,
sometimes of Eastern, or barbarian derivation, denoting a Jewish or perhaps
servile origin. Some of them are evidently names taken in baptism, with a
Christian signification or association. Petrus occurs several times in Rome in
the second century, Petromilla is associated by tradition with the first, Paulus
also occurs, and later Maria. Such names as Martyrius, Adeodatus, Evangelius,
arc evidently of Christian formation; so also are a considerable number of
names expressing humility—as Projecticius, Fimus, Stercorius—which one en-
counters already by the end of the third century. The names Fides, Spes,
Agape, Eirene, ctc., arc very ancient; and the name Lucina—which probably
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denotes the illumination reccived in baptism—is associated with the burial place
of St. Paul and with the carliest nucleus of the cemetery of Callistus.

How much historical significance may lie in the simplest inscriptions—cven
in a mere name—one can judge fairly only by consulting De Rossi's own mi-
nute studies, which, for all their subtlety, approve themselves anything but
rash. It is especially for the carly period, in the case of purely Roman names,
and by reason of the rigorous system of personal and family nomenclature
which the Romans used, that such arguments can be securely drawn. “The very
title of the cemetery of Domitilla is sufficient to conneet it with the imperial
Flavian family. Domitilla (feminine diminutive) was a common cognomen
in this family; it corresponded to the masculine Domitianus. It is known that
in the first century a vast estate (predia amarantiana~now corrupted to Tor
Marancia), in which this cemetery is situated, belonged to a branch of this
family. The cemetery itself brings the proof that it was, as a matter of face,
to the Christian branch of the family it belonged. A pagan stele was found
there which records that the family tomb which it marked was obtained EX
INDULGENTIA FLAVIA DOMITILLA. Another reads: FLAVIA
DOMITILLe divi VESPASIANI NEPIIS FIVS BENEFICIO HOC
SEPVLCHRVm MEIS LIBERTIS LIBERTABVS POsui. Among the

Christian epitaphs of the cemetery there are a number of names of the Flavian
gens; for cxample:—

®A. CABEINOC KAI TITIANH AAEAGOI.

That is, “Flavius Sabinus and Titiana, brother and sister.” All of this renders
plausible the form in which De Rossi completes a mere fragment which ap-

pears to have belonged to the inscription placed over the entrance of the
cemetery:—

Sepule R V' M
Flavi O R V M

At all events, there is no doubt that a carly as the first century this was the
burial place of the Christian members of the imperial Flavian house. These
mere names suffice to conncet this cemetery with the illustrious converts of
the gens Flavia whom the Church could already count within the Apostolic
age. It has been suspected, from the langruage in which Tacirus deseribes him
(mitem virum abborrentem a sanguine et ceedibus), thar Titus Flavius Sabinus,
elder brother of the Emperor T. Flavius Vespasianus, was the first of the
family to be converted to Christianity. He was for the first time Praetor in 64
under Nero, and it is certain that as a duty of his office he must have examined
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into the causes of the Christians who were executed for their religion. During
the thirty years of absolute peace and tranquillity which the Church enjoyed
after the death of Nero there is no mention of Christians of this name. The
relation of the family to Christianity becomes first publicly known by reason
of the persecution of Domitian, and it is attested by pagan as well as by Chris-
tian historians. The first to fall a victim was the Consul Titus Flavius Clemens,
son of the above-mentioned T. Flavius Sabinus and first cousin of the Em-~
peror. While Clemens was beheaded, his wife, Flavia Domitilla, niece of
Domitian, and another Flavia Domitilla, who was a niece of Clemens, were
exiled to the islands of Pandataria and Ponza. In explanation of these harsh
measures, it must be supposed that Domitian considered the profession of this
strange religion by members of his own family a proof of political disaffection.
It suggests food for the imagination to reflect that but for this outbreak of
suspicion a Christian emperor might have occupied the throne of the Cesars
before the end of the first century; for it was the two sons of Clemens and
Domitilla whom Domitian had adopted as his succesors, changing their names
to Vespasianus and Domitianus.

The memory of the Flavian converts and martyrs has been preserved in
the Church and hardly nceded the confirmation of the monuments. But an-
other illustrious convert and martyr of the first century is known as such only
through inscriptions discovered in the cemetery of Priscilla. Manius Acilius
Glabrio, Consul in 91 with Trajan and head of one of the noblest Roman
families, was also put to death by Domitian. He was made to fight with a bear
or a lion, and, proving victorious in this contest, was beheaded. Though no
memory was preserved in the Church that he died a Christian, yet the terms in
which Suctonius records the charge which was brought against him and other
members of consular and senatorial rank who suffered with him (molitores
rerum movarum) has led several historians to suspect that they were martyrs
for the Faith. That the Acilii Glabriones were Christians was put beyond a
doubt in 1889 when, in the central and primitive region of the cemetery of
Priscilla, there was discovered an extensive and richly ornamented hypogeum
which contained fifteen inscriptions in Latin and Greek of members of this
family. Originally there must have been more, for the epitaph of the Consul
himself is missing; the very richness of the marble decoration specially marked
this crypt for destruction, and only fragments of the sarcophagi and their in-
scriptions remain. One of them reads:—

oKIAIOC POTRINOC
THCHC EN OEQ
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Acilius Rufinus live in God—a sure sign of the Christian character of the
sepulchre. Another reads:—

M ACILIUS V - -
C-V-
et PRISCILLA € - -

Manius Acilius vir clarissimus (¢t) Priscilla clarissima (femnina). The title
clarissimus vir Jeaves no doubt that this personage of scnatorial rank belonged
to the family of the consul who was put to death under Domitian. The name
Priscilla suggests a relationship with the family of the senator Pudens from
whose wife Priscilla the cemetery took its name. In this cemetery were like-
wise buried that Aquila and Priscilla (Prisca) who were companions of St
Paul, and the site of whose house upon the Aventine is marked by the church
of S. Prisca (comtraction for Priscilla). Their common use of the name Pris-
cilla, together with the facr that both families were buried in the same ceme-
tery, suggests some close tie beeween the family of the tentmaker upon the
Aventine and the senatorial family of the Fsquiline.

There is something to be learned from the very brevity of the carly
inscriptions; there is argument to be drawn from their silence. During the firse
four centurics of the Church no single mention is made of a slave, and but
rarely of a freedman, among the thousands of inscriptions of the catacombs—
justifying the Christian boast that master and slave recognized their equality
in the Church. In a later time the inseriptions oceasionally record the manu-
mission of slaves in suffrage of the departed.

In contrast to the pagan custom, even the noblest of the Christians re-
counted none of the honors of their offices and rank, exeept thar the initials
V. C. (vir clarissimus), C. F. (clarissima femina), were not uncommonly in-
scribed to indicate membership in the senatorial order. “The Christian attitude
was that of looking forward beyond the tomb, rather than back over the
course of earthly honor and success: recessit a seculo became a familiar for-
mula in the fourth century. In the third and fourth centuries the profession of
the defunct was often mentioned in the inscription or indicated by picturing
the tools of his trade. We have in general in the catacombs a thorough vindi-
Cation of Tertullian’s boast (Apol. 37) that the Christians were to be found
In every rank and in every profession.

Nothing could be more simple than the epitaphs of the Roman bishops in
the papal crypt at St. Callistus. The earlicst which have been preserved in this
crypt are those of Anteros (236) and Fabianus (250):—
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ANTEPQC - EIII (Anteros, bishop).
®ABIANOC - EIII - MP (Fabianus, bishop, martyr).

The inscriptions of this crypt prove that Greek was still the official language
of the Roman Church.

The next pope, Cornelius, was buried in a distant region of the same ceme-
tery, the very region, in fact, which scems in origin to have been the property
of the Cornelii and the Cecilii. This probably explains the fact that the
epitaph of this pope is not in the official language of the Church, but in
Latin:—

CORNELIVS - MARTYR
EP

The word “martyr” here is original; on the epitaph of Fabianus, however, it
was a subscquent addition.

Most of the very early inscriptions in the Roman catacombs were in
Greek, and the same language persisted here and there to a comparatively late
period. Greek inscriptions were sometimes written in Latin characters, and
Latin sometimes in Greek. The very gencral traits of Christian epigraphy
which can here be noticed serve as well for the Greek as for the Latin, for
the East as for the West. It scems not unlikely, however, that early inscrip-
tions in the Orient may have been more claborate than those of the same
period which we know in Rome.

The usc of the stele or cippus was not altogether rare in the Church,
although the vast majority of inscriptions are upon plaques of stone. Despite
their pagan significance, the initials D - M - (Dis muanibus) are sometimes
found upon Christian tombs; partly because the plaques were thus inscribed
as they were bought at the shops, and partly, perhaps, because they were so
much the ordinary sign of a tomb that their more specific significance was
forgotten. B. M. (bone memorie) was sometimes substituted in a later age.

In point of orthography De Rossi distinguishes two classes of the primitive
Roman inscriptions: those painted in red (in Pompeian fashion), which are
characteristic of S. Priscilla; and those cut in the stone, which are elsewhere
almost universal. The orthography is for the most part careless, and after the
second century there begin to appear frequent mistakes which reflect the
popular pronunciation and the popular idiom.

Even in the concise terms of the early epitaphs there sometimes lies a clear
testimony to carly dogma. In the third century a greater fullness and variety
appears. There are a number of prayers, particularly in Greek, which suggest
a liturgical origin. Metrical inscriptions are rare until the fourth century; the
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earliest examples of them are commonly bricf, and show a dependence upon,
if not an actual quotation from, the Classical pocts. But there are also mscrip-
tions in quasi versus, a varicty of verse invented by Commodian, a Christian
poet of the third century. It is not of much interest to record thar the inscrip-
tions, carly and late, testify to belicf in God, in Christ as God, in the Holy
Spirit, and in the Resurrection; it would be a matter of startling consequence
if they did not. Of more importance are the references to baptism, particularly
the baptism of infants; and to the widows and virgins of the Church.

Of all the dogmatic notices which the inscriptions furnish, none have so
sympathetic an interest, and non¢ may be accounted of such importance, as
those which illustrate the custom of prayer to and for the departed. We ma
distinguish three classes: those containing a praver for the peace of the de-
parted; those petitioning the prayers of the departed in behalf of those who
remain below—these two often being combined; and those calling upon all
who read the inscription to pray for the person it commemorates, Such forms
are fairly frequent after the middle of the second century:,

To another class belong the appeals for the intercesion of the Maryrs,
It was hardly before the fourth century that the martyrs were regarded as
advocates before God for the souls of the departed. For this period, however,
the popularity of the view is proved, not only by inseriptions, but by some of
the paintings of the catacombs which represent the soul introduced into
heaven by the saints, and the same theme appears later in the mosaies of the
basilicas. It is in this cult of the martyrs that we find the roots of the Jater
doctrine of the saints; in the official recognition of marryrdom, and in the
special efficacy which was attributed to the martyr's intereession, we have the
essential factors of the medizval doctrine. It was this conceprion of the mar-
tyrs as advocates in the Judgment which made burial near them scem so
desirable. The following inscriptions are of the fourth cenrury:--

CVIQVE PRO VITAE SVAF, TFSTIMONIO
SANCTI MARTYRFS APVD DEVM ET CRISTVAL
ERVNT ADVOCATI
(Cemetery of Cyriaca.)

DOMINA BASILLA COM
MANDAMVS TIBI CRES
CENTINVS ET MICINA
FILIA NOSTRA CRESCEN . . .
QVE VIXIT MENS X . ET DFS . .
(Cemetery of Basilla.)
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Domina (dominus) was the title given to martyrs. The latter inscription
reads: “O lady Basilla, we commit to thee Crescentinus, and our tiny daughter
Crescen(tia) who lived 10 months and . . . days.”

Another, from Aquileia,

MARTYRES - SANCTI
IN : MENTE : HAVITE
MARIA

reads, “Holy martyrs, remember Mary.”

But to return to the earlier forms which regard all the faithful departed
without distinction: I have spoken of them as a sympathetic subject of study,
because they are so human, so naive, and spring so promptly from the heart.
The prayer for a place of refreshment, of light and peace, of rest in God, n
behalf of the departed soul, was impossible from the standpoint of the pagan,
simply because the other world was not conceived in such terms. To the
Christian, on the other hand, these were the ideas which were naturally asso-
ciated with the death of the believer; and if there was nothing in the Christian
teaching which positively required such prayers, there could at least be no
more solid objection brought against them than the claim that they were
superfluous. What morc natural, however, than that the Christian hope for the
dead should at the very tomb itsclf be expressed as a prayer? What more
natural than that such prayers should appear upon the tombstones before they
were formulated in the liturgics, and before the doctrine of a purgatory of
pain had turned their glad confidence into a tearful and doubtful supplication?
The simple cxclamations we here record bear evidence of being the fruit, not
of any clear doctrinal conception, but of a popular and natural fantasy.

- vIBAS
IN PACE ET PETE
PRO NOBIS

“Live in peace! and pray for us,” reads an ancient inscription in S. Domi-
tilla. The following, of the fourth century, gives the theological ground which
justifies such a prayer to the dead, “Pray for us because we know that thou
art in Christ”:—

GENTIANVS FIDELIS IN PACE QVI VIX
IT ANNIS XXI MENSS VIII DIES
XVI ET IN ORATIONES TVIS
ROGES PRO NOBIS QVIA SCIMUS TE IN CHRISTUM*

1The name of Christ is represented by the monogram.
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That prayer for the dead was not associated with harrowing doubt about
their fate we see, for example, in an carly Greek inseription in 8. Domitilla,
which at the same time demands the prayer of the departed in behalf of the
surviving friends:—

ZHCAIC - EN - KQ - KAl - EPQTA - TIHEP - HMQN

“Mayest thou live in the Lord! and pray for us.” This is simply the realization
of the communion of saints.
Of the third or fourth century is the following: -

ANATOLIVS FILIO BENEMERENTI FECIT
QVI VIXIT ANNIS VII MENSIS VII DIE
BVS XX ISPIRITVS TVVS BENFE REQVIES
CAT IN DEO PETAS PRO SORORE TVA

“Thy spirit rest in God: pray for thy sister.”

The demand for prayer in behalf of one’s own soul seems to manifest a
too anxious solicitade about one’s fate; but it is found as carly as the end of the
second century in the cpitaph of the Phrygian bishap, Abereius, written by
himself (page 75). The following metrical inscription from 8. Priscilla be-
longs probably to the fourth century:—

EVCHARIS - EST - MATER - PIVS - ET - PATER - EST -+ -
VOS « PRECOR - O FRATRES + ORARFE - HV(C - QVANDO -
VENTs
ET - PRECIBVS - TOTIS « PATREM + NATVMQVE - ROGATIS
SIT - VESTRAE - MENTIS - AGAPFS « CARAF - MFMINISSE
VT - DEVS - OMNIPOTENS - AGAPEN - IN - SAFCVLA -
SERVET

There is unfortunately bue little space lefe to treat of the inseriptions with
vyhmh Damasus adorned the tombs of the martyrs. They deserve more atten-
tion than can here be given them. They are interesting, not only as a type of
Christian poetry which was admired by contemporarics and frequently copicd
in sucszecdmg centurics, and because of the beautiful and characteristic letters
in which they were cut; but for the fact that they reveal several pages of the
history of the martyrs which but for them would be absolurely unknown, that
they teSt_xfy clearly to the character of the cult which was rendered to the
martyrs in the fourth century, and thar they make it possible to identify in
each cemetery the position of the most venerated tombs. There was no ceme-
tery at Rome which had not at least one such inseription, and still others were
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placed in the cemeterial basilicas and chapels. Most of the original inscriptions
have totally perished, many of them at the hands of the Goths; but the text of
about forty of them has been preserved through the copies made by the
pilgrims. In consequence of this lucky preservation a mere fragment of the
original marble suffices for the restoration of the whole inscription and serves
often to fix its original location.

One of them, to cite an instance of the puzzles archzologists must solve,
though the marble slab was broken into one hundred and twenty-five pieces,
has been almost completely restored and put in its original place at the end of
the crypt of the popes in the cemetery of Callistus (pl. 72). I give here the
translation, which must suffice for an example of Damasus’s poems: “Here, if you
inquire, lies crowded together a throng of the righteous, the venerable tombs
hold the bodies of the saints, their lofty spirits the palace of heaven took to
itself. Here the companions of Sixtus who bore trophies from the enemy; here
a number of the leaders who ministered at the altars of Christ; here is placed
the priest who lived in long peace; here the holy confessors whom Greece sent;
here young men and boys, old men and their pure descendants, who chose to
keep their virgin modesty. Here, I confess, I Damasus wished to deposit my
body, but I feared to disturb the holy ashes of the righteous.” It is not unreason-
able to supposc that a “throng” of martyrs were often buried in a single tomb,
particularly such as suffered together in the same persecution. In the case of
such as were burned or thrown to the beasts, often only very small portions of
their bodics could be recovered. Sixtus IT and his companions in martyrdom
are here mentioned, although Damasus set up in this same crypt a special
inscription in his honor. Those “who ministered at the altars of Christ” are
probably unnamed deacons and presbyters; and the “sacerdos” of the next
verse may refer to the Roman bishops who were buried here (using the singular
for the class), though De Rossi understands Miltiades, who was the first pope
to enjoy the peace given by Constantine. The “confessors” from Grecee are
unknown, but they may have been Hippolytus and his companions. The last
lines scem intended as a rebuke to those who disturbed the bodies of the martyrs
in their zeal to be buried near them.

Damasus was in fact buried in a little basilica connected with the cemetery
of Domitilla, in which he prepared also the tombs of his mother and sister. For
himself and for them he composed inscriptions. This chapel has not yet been
discovered, but a small fragment of an inscription found near the church of
SS. Cosma ¢ Damiano was recognized by De Rossi as belonging to Damasus’s
inscription to his sister, the text of which was known. This piece was again
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lost, and has been rediscovered in the course of the excavation of the Forum,
It awakens surprise that it is not inscribed in the customary Damasian letters;
but this is explained by the fact that the sister died before Damasus became
pope and before he had adopted the type of letter which iy associated with
his name.

De Rossi has traced the author of these beautiful letters, which though fre-
quently imitated in a later age were never precisely copied. On the marble
which contains the inscription to St. Fuscbius, discovered in St. Callistus, there
is at cach end 2 line of smaller lerters which read from top w botom: Damasis
Pappe cultor atque amator Furius Dionysius Filocalus scribsit - Purius Diony-
sius Filocalus the reverer and lover of Pope Damasus wrote it "This famous
personage was the sceretary of Damasus. In this inscription one is struck nor
only by the false spelling, but by the character of the letters, which in factare
only a distant imitation of the Damasian. This is explained by the fact that the
original inscription had been broken, and was restored again abour the end of
the sixth century, perhaps by Pope Vigilius; it was then cut on the back of an
inscription of Caracalla.

The interesting inscription which has been translated above is enough to
show that Damasus was not a great poet; his verses are not alwavs regular,
and he shows a lack of invendion in his frequent repetition of favorite words
and phrases, many of them taken from Virgil. But his svle was aceounted
elegant by Jerome (elegans in wersibus seribendis), and he seems to have been
a conscientious historian. The historical researches which he must have made
about the martyrs were doubtless facilitated by the fact that he was archivist
of the Roman church before he was made pope.

In the composition of metrical inscriptions Damasus had imitators among
the popes. Many such inscriptions were in dedication of basilicas; some of them
we shall have occasion to notice in conncetion with the mosaics. Suffice it to
say here that with the end of the sixth century poverty and ignorance had

become so general that hardly any inscriptions were produced, exeepr the rude
epitaphs of popes or of other rulers.



IV

SEPULCHRAL ART

THE EARLIEST Christian art of which we have any knowledge is what I call
here sepulchral art. It is not a very nicc name, but it indicates clearly enough
that this was an art appropriate especially to the tomb, because it expresses the
hope of a survival of bodily death. '

We have seen that early Christian writers, prompted by the fear of idol-
atry, expressed great diffidence about pictorial art, so that the discovery of the
catacombs prescntcd us with a surprise. It scemed almost incredible that while
these good men were writing there actually was being developed in the ceme-
teries just such a religious art as they dreaded and reprobated. There it sprang
up and developed as a spontancous expression of the Christian faith and hope.
If it had not gained so carly a foothold in the cemeteries, the Church, we may
imagine, might have eschewed pictorial art as absolutely as did Judaism and
Islam. What a drcadful possibility to contemplate! Christendom then would
have been cut off from onc of the loftiest expressions of human culture. As a
matter of fact, the decoration of the basilicas, or what I call more generally
monumental art, was encouraged by this precedent and developed so early that
in turn it could exert 2 marked influence upon sepulchral art in its final phase.

The Church entertained a lively hope of everlasting life, expressed con-
cretely by belief in the resurrection of the dead. The art employed in the
cemeterics was oriented, more thoroughly than may at first appear, towards
that hope. Some pagans cherished a hope of immortality, but vaguely, not as
“the sure and certain hope” we are bold cnough to express in the Burial Office,
where we affirm concretely our belief in “the resurrection unto eternal life,
through our Lord Jesus Christ, at whose coming in glorious majesty to judge
the world, the carth and the sca shall give up their dead, and the corruptible
bodics of those who sleep in Him shall be changed and made like unto His
glorious body, according to the mighty working whereby He is able to subdue
all things unto Himsclf.” We shall sce that the sepulchral art of the Church,
in its whole tenor and in every individual instance, affirmed this concrete faith.
Lifc after death, lifc in spite of death, in spite of every presumption to th.e
contrary which the dissolution of the body compels us to face, though it is
evidently not a human possibility, and thercfore is paradoxically called by Karl
Barth “man’s impossibility,” is nevertheless the possibility of God, for “with
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od all things are possible” (Mk. 10:27). This is the foundation of the
wristian hope.

The Platonic hope of immortality, because it took no account of the
ssibility of God, but was recommended only by a non-religious myth which
ggested that the human soul is by its nature indestructible, was held with so
ach diffidence that St. Paul could say of the Gentiles gencrally that they are
vithout hope and without God in the world” (Fphes. 2:12). Indeed it was
oposed by Plato only as a kalon kindynon, “a fair chance.” About the begin-
ng of the Christian cra several pagan cults known as “mysteries” made a
-ong bid for popularity by sccking to substantiate by religious myths the
pe of immortality. But because these were known to be myths this hope was
rdly raised above the plane of wishful thinking. Christianity successfully
1thid all these cults because it appealed not to myths and legends but to what
ere belicved to be historical facts. Myths which vagucly supported the hope
 immortality were depicted upon a small minority of pagan sarcophagi. The
hristian sarcophagi rccounted the mighty acts of God. In the garden of the
wrch where I ministered in Rome stood a pagan sarcophagus which bore
itness to the hope of immortality: the door was unlocked and half open, and
1e genii, guardians of the tomb, held their torches aloft, not dejectedly extin-
nished as custom prescribed. [ often reflected how pallid was that hope com-
ared with the pictures inside our church. By far the greater number of
1¢ pagan sarcophagi had no reference to life beyond death but dwelr upon the
illness of life here below, cxpressed by Bacchic symbols, by scenes of the
hase, by battles with the Amazons, ctc. But sepulchral art of the Grecks
tained its highest expression and its profoundest pathos when it depicted the
»nd farewell of dear ones who were never to meet again.

FRESCOES

Christian art had something totally new to say, and it said it first in the
rescoes of the Roman catacombs. It is obvious that during the centuries of
ersecution it could say it only in the underground chambers where it was
;ustomary to bury the dead. There were many other catacombs besides those
>f Rome, not only in Italy and North Africa, but as far north as € sologne. The
Roman catacombs, however, were incomparably the most extensive, and sinee
i}}e}f are also the carliest we know of, there is a strong presumption that there
Christian art began. The commoner custom of digging graves in the soil (sub
1iv0), as we do, gave no scope for the development of sepulchral art.
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Whatever date is ascribed to the burial chambers in the Roman catacombs,
it is certain that the first intent of the frescoes was simply decorative, an effort
to make the tomb more cheerful. In the cemetery of Priscilla, which is sup-
posed to be the burying-place of the Acilii before the end of the first century,
the subjects are purely ornamental; and in the vestibule of the cemetery of
Domitilla, the Flavian hypogeum of the same date, the only Biblical pictures
are those of Noah and Daniel. There is no evidence that before the middle of
the second century the Christian burial chambers were obviously different
from others, except for the fact that themes connected with pagan religions
were avoided, and that decorative subjects were preferred which, like the
cycle of the four seasons (pl. 5a), had a significant application to human life.
The mosaics in S. Costanza (pl. 55) show that even after the Peace of the
Church this same theme was popular. Such subjects as the Good Shepherd and
the orant could be used decoratively, especially on the ceilings (pl. 4, 92),
without suggesting to the pagans a specifically Christian meaning.

It is a striking fact that many of the earliest pictures in the catacombs were
from the Old Testament. I have mentioned Noah in his ark and Daniel be-
tween two lions as the carliest we happen to know of. It seems likely that the
story of Jonah, which became the most popular subject of all, may have ap-
peared as early, though we have no record of it. In the second century we
have Moses striking the rock, and the companion picture of Moses taking off
his shoes at the burning bush likely emerged at the same time, though we have
no instance of it before the third century. The deliverance of Susanna was one
of the earlicst themes, but it happens that the scene in which Daniel confounds
the clders is not found before the third century. The story of the deliverance
of the Three Children from the fiery furnace was one of the earliest and most
popular. It was associated by the artists with the Magi; for both groups wore
the Persian dress, and it may have been thought naively that when the Three
Children refused to worship the golden image which Nebuchadnezzar had set
up, they forthwith followed the star which led them to Bethlehem, where
they worshipped the Infant Christ. In the third century we have Tobias with
his fish and Job in his affliction. In the fourth century, Moses and Aaron threat-
encd by the Hebrews, the rain of manna, the fall of Adam and Eve, David
with his sling, and (on the sarcophagi) Isaac saved from sacrifice and Elijah
carried up to heaven. As carly as the second century we have the following
New Testament subjects, to mention only those which denote deliverance:
the raising of Lazarus, the healing of the woman with an issue of blood, the
paralytic carrying his bed, and the Samaritan woman. After the beginning of
the third century, the raising of Jairus' daughter, the healing of a blind man
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and of a leper and a demoniac. It will be noticed that Old "Festament subjects
predominated. This will not seem strange when we refleer that until the New
Testament Canon was definitely formed about the middle of the second cen-
tury the Church had no Bible but the Old Testament. The New Testament
writings were read in the Church and esteemed as apostolic, but until the
were canonized they did not cnjoy the same reverent estimation as Hol
Scripture. It was a matter of course that themes from the New Testament
were multiplied after it had been raised to the same level as the Old.

The subjects enumerated above may seem at first to have little or no con-
nection with one another. The seeret was in part divulged when 1 spoke of
several of these subjects as signal instances of deliverance. The connection was
more concretely explained by Fdmund Ie Blant in the Introduction to his
Sarcophages de la ville & Arles, where he drew attention to a prayer which is
still used in the Roman Church: Ordo conmendationis aninne quando infirmus
est in extrernis. After a long litany we find the following supplications:

Receive, O Lord, thy scrvant into the place of salvation which e may hope
of thy mercy.

Deliver, O Lord, the soul of thy servant from the pains of hell, ete.

Deliver, O Lord, his soul as thow didst deliver Enoch and Elijab from the
conmmon death of the world.

Deliver, O Lord, bis soul as thou didst deliver Noab from the dehuge.

Deliver, O Lord, bis soul as thou didst deliver Isaac from sacrifice amd from
the hand of his father Abrabam.

And so the prayer continues with the same formula, mentioning the deliv-
erance of Danicl from the den of lions, of the Three Children from the
burning fiery furnace and from the hand of the wicked king, Abraham from
Ur of the Chaldees, Job from his sufferings, Lot from Sodom and from the
flame of fire, Moscs from the hand of Pharaoh, king of the Egyptians, Susanna
from false accusation, David from the hand of King Saul and from the hand of
Goliath, Peter and Paul from prison, and Theela from horrible torture.

It is remarkable that among these examples of signal divine deliverance
there are very few subjects which are not represented in carly Christian art,
and they are such as did not lend themselves to pictorial treatment—as the
deliverance of Enoch and the departure of Abraham from Ur. On the other
hand, this list includes almost all of the Old Testament subjects which were
employed in sepulchral art. Many of these subjects are repeated in other
prayers which are connected with the Roman funeral liturgics, and it is to be
remark'ed that Laz.arus and Jonah, omitted here, are elsewhere added o the list.

This explanation was promptly welcomed, and it is aceepted gratefully
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by all who seck any significance in the sepulchral art of the early Church. It
needed only the support of a broader basis, and this was provided by Victor
Schultze who pointed to analogies in early Churistian literature, noting that
the Bible itself encourages us to regard some of these instances as typical of the
deliverance of the soul from death, and that the miracles of Christ, which soon
were added to the Old Testament cycle, are properly regarded as manifesta-
tions of the divine power which is able to save to the uttermost. Although the
Roman prayer is not ncarly as old as the pictures in the catacombs, the same
argument is cxemplified by Jewish prayers which are contemporary with
them, and which appear as early as the fourth century in the Apostolic Con-
stitutions (V, 7); that is, in a Christian context, with the addition of Churist’s
miracles: “He who raised Lazarus on the fourth day and the daughter of
Jairus and the son of the widow, and rose also Himself; who after three days
brought forth Jonah living and unharmed from the belly of the whale, and
the Three Children from the furnace of Babylon, and Daniel from the mouths
of lions, shall not lack power to raise us also. He who raised the paralytic,
and healed him who had the withered hand, and restored the lacking faculty
to him who was born blind, the same shall raise us also. He who with five
loaves and two fishes fed five thousand and had twelve baskets over, and who
changed the water into wine, and who sent the stater which he took out of
the mouth of the fish to thosc who demanded tribute by the hand of me Peter,
the same shall also raise the dead.”

Clearly we here have the thread which connects such various subjects as I
have enumerated and explains how appropriate they were in the Christian
cemeterics. They were a demonstration of God’s omnipotence, a confirma-
tion of the faith that “with God all things are possible” (Mk. 10:27). The
miracles of the Old and of the New Testament combined to prove this
principal article of the Christian faith. Jesus Himself ascribed all His miracles
of healing to the power of God when He said, “If I by the finger of God cast
out devils, then is the kingdom of God come unto you” (Lk. 11:20).

The most notable instance of God’s deliverance of His people was the
passage of the Red Sea. This theme presented insuperable obstacles to the artists
who painted in the catacombs, but it was carved upon several of the
sarcophagi.

Many of the favorite subjects in the catacombs I have hitherto omitted to
mention because they do not belong strictly to the line of thought we have
been following. As carly as the second century we find the allegorical figure
of the Good Shepherd, which subsequently was embellished with various
bucolic additions. In the third century Orpheus was sometimes depicted as the
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mythological expression of the same idea. For, like Orpheus, the Good Shep-
herd was one who delivers souls from death. This thought was suggested by
the twenty-third Psalm.

“Themes so important as the symbols of Baptism and of the Eucharist will
be dealt with later, and here it is enough to say that they emerged in the
second century. Pictures of the celestial banquet, of the souls of the deceased
entering paradisc and being presented to Christ are not found carlier than the
third century. In the fourth century the shepherds appear along with the
Magi at the manger. Incidentally we have in the second century the Annun-
ciation. Balaam pointing to a star above the Mother and Child (pl. 18¢), the
baptism of Christ, 2 single picture of His crowning with thorns (pl. 15a),
His appearance as Judge, and the parable of the wise and foolish virgins. Not
till the fourth century, and presumably as a reflection of the art of the basili-
cas, did Christ appear as the Teacher of the world, seated in the midst of
His apostles, and as the Lamb of God upon a mountain from which flow four
rivers. Personifications of Love and Peace, of sun and moon, of rivers and seas,
were early adopted from classical art, as were dolphins, doves and peacocks,
the latter, a bird which among pagans has a reference to life beyond death.
This is a bare enumeration, and though it does not prerend to be complete, 1
mention finally the fact that the proprictors of some of the tombs had their
professions depicted—as fossores, as provision merchants, ete.

The predominance of Old Testament subjects in the ecatliest art of the
Church gives some countenance to the precarious contention that Christian
art in its first stage was in a measure dependent upon the illustrated Bibles
of the Jews. There is no evidence of such Bibles. But it is barely possible that
the Jews, under the influence of such an environment as Alexandria, were so
far able to forget their scruples against pictorial arr. ‘There is no evidence of
it. But recently the presumption to the contrary was somewhar weakened by
the discovery at Dura, a remote outpost of the Fmpire on the Persian border,
of a synagogue (pl. 51) which was completely decorated with Biblical seenes
before or shortly after the middle of the chird century. The subjects, so far
as they can be identified, were as follows: Moses was conspicuous on the west
wall, immediately above the niche which enshrined the Torah (the books of
the Law), under which was a majestic seat for the rabbi who presided. Moses
was there depicted before the burning bush and in the act of recciving the
Law. The pictures on cither side of this central theme and on the other walls
are arranged in three zones. In the uppermost zone on one side is the crossing
of the Red Sea in three scenes. In the lowest zone we have the infancy of
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Moses. Flanking one side of the niche are Esther and Mordecai, and opposite
them Samuel in the act of anointing David. Other subjects which can be
identified are the Temple, the Ark of the Covenant, and Miriam’s well. On
the side walls, which have been half destroyed, we can identify Jacob’s dream,
the capture of the Ark by the Philistines and its return to Zion (?). A long
section is devoted to Elijah: the widow’s cruse, the sacrifice on Carmel (1
Kings 18), and the slaughter of the priests of Baal. But the raising of the
widow’s son is on the west wall, and on the east Elijah is fed by ravens. One
can discover no principle upon which these many subjects were selected and
arranged. This is the more surprising because Christian art, whether in the
catacombs or in the churches, was obviously purposeful in the choice of sub-
jects and in their arrangements, and it may be observed that the pictures in
the baptistery at Dura were appropriately chosen. The decoration of such a
synagogue could not have served as a model for the Christian house of wor-
ship, even if it had been early cnough to affect the development of Christian
art; and the discoverers of Dura present evidence to show that in this instance
the scruple which restrained the Jews from the production of pictorial art had
been overcome gradually, and not completely overcome in that community
until the middle of the third century. For it seems that shortly before that
time they had ventured to depict only the figure of Moses, and that until
then it had no pictorial decoration. This meant the tardy triumph of a liberal
faction, and it cannot be assumed that many Jewish communities were equally
emancipated. But even if frescocs like these were abundant, they were far too
late to influence the beginnings of Christian art in the catacombs. It may be
surmised that the Biblical storics could not have been depicted so well with-
out a long period of preparatory exercisc employed in illustrating the texts of
Biblical manuscripts; but as yet there is no proof that the Jews ever engaged
in such an activity. If anywhere, it must have been in Alexandria, a liberal
center of learning where such a radical innovation might have been possible.
But the frescoes at Dura exhibit none of the peculiarities of Alexandrian art.
They are, of course, decidedly “Eastern”; but nothing more definite can be
said about their style.

After the Peace of the Church, when New Testament themes became pre-
dominant, a few subjects were added to the Old Testament cycle, like Danicl
killing the dragon, but they were not popular enough to be often repeated.
That the miracles of the Old and the New Testaments were regarded as an
assurance of the hope of personal deliverance from death is shown by the fact
that sometimes in the place of Noah in the Ark or of Danicl amongst the lions
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appeared a picture of the deceased, who in this case was clothed in his ordi-
nary dress and in the attitude of praycr, i.c., as an orant.

THE ORANT

Orant (or orans) is a word invented by archazologists to describe once of the
carlicst symbols used in the catacombs. In general it is to be understood as a
symbol of the soul, the disembodied soul. In its most abstract use it was a
female figure, even on the tomb of a man. For this reason the word orant is
preferable, and in English it is more convenient than orans because the “s”
can be added to indicate the plural. Thus we can speak of two orants which
alternate with the Good Shepherd in the decoration of a ceiling (pl. 4a). It is
commonly said that the outstretched hands reflect the commen attitude of
prayer. It would be more correct to say that this is the characteristic artitude
of the Christian in prayer. “Lifting up holy hands” is a Biblical expression,
but it docs not indicate how high the hands were lifted. Presumably the Jews
raised them as high as the cars, and there spread them oue, as they do now to
express deprecation. The pagans raised them higher, stretching them towards
heaven, in the attitude exemplified by the beautiful statue of the praying boy
in the Lateran Museum, who, moved by the élan of a naive religion of im-
manence, is happily unconscious of the paradox of prayer, unaware that it
might be presumptuous for man to speak to God. The Christians adopted a
very significant attitudc in prayer, which carly writers (among them Tertul-
lian, De orat. 14) described as the attitude of Christ on the eross. Modern
pictures of the Crucifixion suggest o us thar this must mean that the arms
were stretched out horizontally—an artitude which the American Indians
learned from the Spaniards. But no, whar was meant is clearly indicared by
one of the earliest representations of the Crucifixion, which is illustrated on
plate ro3b. This was the attitude of the orant (pl. 18b, d), and it is still the
attitude of the pricst at the altar.

Not all the Old Testament characters who were depicted as examples of
divine deliverance were represented in the attitude of prayer, 1.¢., as an orant.
We may reflect that Moses had something else to do with his hands, whether
he was taking off his shoes, or receiving the Law, or striking the rock. Jonah,
who had prayed in the belly of the whale, could not be depicred as an orant
at the moment when he was spewed out; Abraham held in his hand the knife,
and Isaac’s hands were bound. Noah, Daniel, Susanna, and the Three Children
were the only Biblical figures depicted in the attitude of an orant. The New
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Testament figures who were healed by Christ were naturally employed in
supplicating Him for help.

The orant in its most frequent use, whether in frescoes or on the sar-
cophagi, represented the soul of the deceased, either abstractly or conceived
as a spirit portrait (pl. 123, 16, 18b, 23¢, 24b, 25b).

This attitude expresses the belief that the soul in question had entered into
blessedness. The inscriptions, in pace, in peace, in Christ, with the martyrs,
were declarative, not precative, although prayers for the dead, ejaculatory
prayers, were as common as they were natural, and they were inscribed on
many tombs.

But what was the fundamental significance of the orant? About this there
is no unanimity. Many opinions have been advanced. Wilpert in his last book
said rather presumptuously, “It is incredible these various suggestions should
be made, sceing that the right interpretation was given by me thirty-eight
years ago.” Wilpert understands the orant to mean that the deceased are pray-
ing for the loved oncs who survive them on earth. This is a consolatory
reflection, and in fact many of the inscriptions addressed to the departed (and
not only to eminent saints) ask for their prayers: Pete pro nobis. But this is
not the only meaning of prayer. I have the impression that Wilpert insists
upon this onc meaning because he is intent to make out that the Virgin Mary,
when she is depicted in this attitude (as she never is in sepulchral art, and not
in any art before the Peace of the Church), is to be regarded as the Intercessor
for mankind. Deesis is the word he uses for this notion. But certainly this
notion cannot be attached to the figures of the Old Testament heroes, Noah,
Daniel, ctc., nor docs it apply to the gencric figure of the orant which was
conspicuous in the carlicst art of the Church. If the abstract figure of the
orant may be associated with anything concrete, it must be with the Church.
The orant in the catacombs is cvidently praying for bimself, supplicating
God for deliverance or giving thanks to him for it. In any case the attitude of
the orant expresscs faith, for prayer is an expression of faith. To the eye of the
beholder it is an assurance that the individual depicted in that attitude is
saved, that his prayer has been heard, and that he has entered into paradise,
for the essence of prayer is faith. I say like Wilpert, “it is incredible” that
modern archzologists propose so many explanations of the orant, and fail to
recognize that to the carly Christians it was first of all a symbol of faith. Hope
had its symbol in the anchor, love (agape) in the Lord’s Supper, and if we
do not find the symbol of faith in the orant, there is no other place we can
look for it. Yet the Church must have had a symbol for faith, which was the
distinctive quality of the Christian.
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So distinctive of the New Covenant, it may be objected, that the Old
Testament has almost nothing to say about it. St. Paul (Rom. 4:9, 17, 22; Gal.
3:6, 11) exploits the only two passages which exalt faith: “Abraham believed
God” (Gen. 15:6); and “The just shall live by faith” (Hab. 2:4). Yet no one
will venture to say that the author of the Fpistle to the Hebrews was guilty
of an anachronism when in the eleventh chapter he regarded all the heroes of
the Old Testament as examples of faith: “By faith Abel,” ete. This notion
was not strange to the Jews; for in the Septuagint it is said of Daniel (6:23)
that he was delivered from the lions because he “believed in his God”; and the
faith of Jonah is assumed when it is said (3:5) that as a consequence of his
preaching the people of Nineveh believed God. The divine acts of deliverance
as they are depicted in the sepulchral art of the Church are so closely parallel
to that list of the heroes of faith which we find in the Fpistle to the Hebrews
that they too must have been thought of as examples of faith. The fact that
the objects of Christ’s mercy are not represented in the attitude of the orant
does not separate them from the other group, for Jesus Himself said to them,
“Thy faith hath saved thee.”

Understanding faith as “the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of
things not seen,” the Epistle to the Hebrews rightly ateributes such a faith to
the heroes of the Old Covenant: “By faith Abel .. . |, by faith Fnoch . . .
by faith Noah . . . , by faith Abraham . . ., by faith Isaac . . . , by faith
Moses . . .” In this list David is expressly included, and though Danicl is not
mentioned by name, nor the Three Children, Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-
nego, they are embraced by the phrase, “who stopped the mouths of lions,
quenched the powers of fire.” So all the Old Testament examples of deliver-
ance which were depicted in the early art of the Church are included here
among the heroes of faith, excepting only Job, Jonah and Susanna. For this
reason they were depicted as orants. I do not know how it could be made
plainer that fundamentally the orant was understood to be the svmbol of faich.
W}}en this symbol was used generically and with no relation to a particular
individual it must have been understood to mean the faith of the Church, or
the Church itself, the Church which manifested its faich by praver.

It may be remarked here incidentally, for it must be said somewhere, that
the appeal to history which is made by depicting these many instances of
God's gracious intervention to deliver Hlis people is characteristic of the
Jc_:wmh—Christian tradition as a whole. The Greeks had no such interest in
history as such; they were interested in stories, and this interest could be
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satisfied by myths. The Christians appealed to historical facts and founded
upon them an irrefragable argument: Such things God has done in the past;
we can therefore trust Him to save to the uttermost. This was the fulcrum
which enabled the Church to overturn the pagan world. Early Christian
writers were keenly aware of their advantage, and they pressed it trium-
phantly. To them history was significant because it registered the acts of God,
who because He was one God might be assumed to have one constant pur-
pose. Many gods means no history of any real importance. On the assumption
that there is no god at all history becomes the grim proof of determinism
which not only Karl Marx has made of it. The ancient pagan world was won
over to the Christian view of history—but not easily; for Gnosticism stoutly
withstood it, rejecting not only the history of the Old Testament but repudi-
ating its God. The Christian view of history can be impugned only if it can
be shown to be fallacious as a whole. It is not overthrown by the consideration
that particular stories, like that of Daniel, are not historical, and that the
stories of Job and Jonah did not pretend to be. Such stories have argumenta-
tive value insofar as they are believed to be historical, and they may be true,
significantly true, even though they are not factual.

On the other hand, the art of the catacombs exhibits no interest in nar-
rative for its own sake. The stories which it brings to mind are not told in
detail, for they were familiar to all and needed only to be indicated by con-
ventional formulas which resembled hieroglyphs. If they were told at all, it
was without any of the scenic embellishments characteristic of Hellenistic art
in its romantic phase which testifies to the Greek interest in story telling.
Only one picture which has the character of a landscape has been discovered
in the catacombs. In picturing the miracles of Jesus, even He, the agent, might
be left out, if the story could easily be identified without introducing Him as
the healer. A man carrying a bed on his back sufficed to recall the whole story
of the paralytic, or rather the two stories, both of them rich in picturesque
details, with which this unusual act was associated.

From this it is evident that Christian sepulchral art was not meant to be
didactic, as the art employed for the decoration of the churches very properly
was. In didactic art the picturesque details in the two stories of the paralytic
were supplied as far as could be (pl. 8ob, 81a). In the tombs men had only to
be reminded of what they well knew. Fundamentally the sepulchral art of the
Church was argumentative, presenting “the evidence of things not seen,” and
only in a limited way was it meant to be pedagogically edifying. “Dare to
be a Daniel!” might in times of persecution serve as exhortation and encour-
agement.
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To return to the orant—it cannot be said that this is the only symbol of
the Church, for the ship, a ship in peril miraculously”plfcsqrvcd, was com-
monly used to symbolize “the ark of Christ"s Church in its cxtcr_nal, one
might say its negative, aspect. It was used to 1llustFate ic dictum umvgsally
accepted in early times, and not even by John Calvin {cyzctcd, that outside the
Church there is no safety or salvation, extra ecclesiarn nulla salus. But the
orant exhibited it in its essential character, as “in God,” “in Christ,” the be-
lieving and praying Church. For this reason among others the generic figure
of the orant had to be 2 woman, for the word ecclesia (church) is a feminine
noun. A mosaic of the fifth century in S. Sabina (pl. 63a) uscs two female
figures to distinguish “the Church from among the Gentiles” and “the
Church from the Circumcision.” The former holds a Bible written in Greck
characters, the other has one with Hebrew letters. Because the inscriptions
indicate here how these figures are to be understood, we must interpret in the
same sense an earlier mosaic in S. Pudenziana, where two women place gar-
lands (corone) upon the heads of the two Apostles Peter and Paul, who
represent respectively the mission to the Jews and to the Gentiles. These
personifications of the Church are not depicted in the posture of the orant,
for in both cases they have something else to do with their hands. But there
is a panel on the wooden doors of S. Sabina (pl. r04a) dating from the same
period, in which a woman in the attitude of the orant stands between Peter
and Paul, looking up with them where the cross points, beyond the firmament
of heaven to Christ in glory. Although Wilpert and many others interpret
this figure as the Mother of the Lord, the carly artists were never guilty of
the anachronism of placing her alongside of St. Paul, and therefore this figure
must be understood as the personification of the Church. Faith as “the sub-

stance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen” was never more
perfectly represented in art

This interpretation of the orant as a symbol of the Church triumphant
through }‘alth is in a measure confirmed by the frequent juxtaposition of this
figure w%th that of the Good Shepherd, especially where both oceur in the
Symmetrical patterns used for the decoration of ceilings (pl. 4a). This com-

bination is meaningful when we understand that the Good Shepherd is paired
with the Church which he saves.

1See pP- 179.
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THE GOOD SHEPHERD

Everyone knows that the Good Shepherd was a favorite symbol in the
catacombs and on the sarcophagi (see index s5.2.). The appropriateness of this
symbol in sepulchral art is plain enough. The shepherd of the twenty-third
Psalm leads his sheep “through the valley of the shadow of death”; in the
Synoptic Gospels the shepherd of the parable (Lk. 15:4-6) finds the lost
sheep and “layeth it upon his shoulders rejoicing”; and when the parable is
interpreted allegorically in Jn. 10:1-18, Christ Himself is “the Good Shepherd
who giveth his life for the sheep,” the point is clearly eschatological. From
the parable of the lost sheep the artists derived the familiar figure of the
youthful shepherd carrying the sheep upon his shoulders, either holding the
four fect in one hand in front of his breast, or two feet in each hand—
the modes in which shepherds were commonly seen carrying their wounded
sheep. The artists found a model ready to hand in the pagan statues of Hermes
Criophoros. For this reason the Good Shepherd sometimes carries a kid or a

goat. Hence in these pictures there was in fact no such pathos as Matthew
Arnold discovered in his famous line,

And on bis shoulders not a lamb—a kid.

Later the Good Shepherd was depicted in the performance of the multifarious
activities of his idyllic profession. After the middle of the fourth century this
figure sometimes was given the features conventionally attributed to St. Peter
(pl. 25¢, d). We must remember that every bishop was regarded as a “pastor,”
and Peter in particular had received from the Lord the charge, “Feed my
sheep” (Jn. 21:16, 17). But it is to be understood that Peter did not carry the
sheep to paradise, like the Good Shepherd, but back to the Church.

The figure of the Good Shepherd, though in the first place it was used in
sepulchral art, had obviously a broader interest, and Eusebius in his Life of
Constantine records that the Emperor used this and the figure of Daniel
between the lions to adorn fountains in Constantinople. They were likely
bronze statues. It is significant that this is the only theme in Christian art
which was often presented as a statue. The Church frowned upon carving
in the round, because it might casily lead to idolatry. The Good Shepherd
was so plainly a symbol that it was not liable to be abused. But portrait statues
were rare, cven those of emperors, and the only statue of 2 martyr we know
is that of St. Hippolytus (pl. r0oc). The use of statues in the churches can
claim no sanction in early tradition. In the Eastern Church they were never
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used, and there the violence of the iconoclasts was aimed only at the reverence
paid to pictures.

THE CELESTIAL BANQUET

No subject in early Christian art had a more obvious reference to life
beyond the grave than the celestial banquet, a picture of the refrigerium in
paradise. It is commonly remarked that this subject was suggested by one
particular saying of Jesus: “They shall come from the east and from the west
and from the north and the south and recline at table in the kingdom of God”
(Lk. 13:29). But in fact this same notion emerges more often in the Gospels
than we commonly observe. Matthew’s version of this saying (8:11), “recline
with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob,” taken together with the saying about Laza-
rus lying “in Abraham’s bosom” (Lk. 16:22, 23; cf. Jn. 13:23), suggests that
this was a notion familiar to the Jews. Jesus led His disciples to expect such
heavenly refreshment when at the Last Supper He said (Mk. 14:25), “Verily
I say unto you, I will no more drink of the fruit of the vine until that day
when I drink it new in the kingdom of God.” The implication is that He will
then drink again with them, and the word “new,” which significs the heav-
enly change which everything must undergo in the kingdom of God, relieves
this conception of all grossness. In my understanding of the improvised ban-
quet near Bethesda (the feeding of the multitude, Mk. 6: 32-45 and the
duplicates) it was primarily a pledge that the disciples who ate with Him
there would be His guests at the celestial banquet.!

_ But these intimations in the Gospels are so slight that we commonl
ignore them—even mistranslate them. It can hardly be thought that they alone
fmhed the suggestion which prompted the artists in the catacombs to
d'ep1ct the celestial banquet. One might say rather that they furnished a Chris-
tian sanction for adopting a pagan symbol for the peace, abundance and
refr_eshment to be expected in the life beyond death. Refreshment, refri-
gerium, meant not only drink but substantial food. Many pagan sarcophagi
lc:ep1c.'c the traveller who has said farewell to his dear ones and, accompanied
hi}; 212 nf:ltlt?lilrﬂ tiog, reacheshFhe Place of rest and plenty where the dog too has
dreamod of bs e p}:ligan_s this was wishful thinking. Many savage tribes have

PPy hunting grounds. The Christian pictures are quite like the
P;gan, CXCCpt.that the d.og Is austerely excluded, and that the fish (which
OTten appears in pagan pictures) is the only viand presented on the table. In

1See my Short Story of Jesus, pp. 107£%,
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both cases bread was served as a matter of course, and the petits pains bear the
mark of the cross, inasmuch as they were customarily folded in that fashion.
The Christians, no doubt, saw a special significance in this. In one instance
such breads are carved on a sarcophagus (pl. 11¢c) with the monogram of
Christ, and are thus distinguished as Eucharistic bread. The number of guests
at the celestial banquet is invariably seven, and by this it is distinguished from
pictures of the funeral feast, which also was celebrated by Christians and
pagans alike. But seven was also the number depicted in the symbols of the
Eucharist. It seems to have been prescribed by the consideration that six dis-
ciples ate with the risen Lord on the shore of the Sea of Tiberias (Jn. 21:1-
14). The celestial banquet is distinguished by the fact that servants are on
hand to serve the wine (pl. 11). Wine was commonly drunk warm, and it
always was mixed with water because it must have a high alcoholic content
in order to keep for any time in “bottles” of skin or clay. Plate 11 furnishes
fair examples of the celestial banquet, where, as in the Eucharistic symbol, the
guests recline upon a semicircular sofa (cline) about a table called a sigma
because of its resemblance to the Greek letter “s.” In this instance the servants
are named Peace and Love. One of the guests cries, “Peace, mix me wine”;
another, “Love, give me warm wine.” The picture on plate 12a represents a
Jady named Vencranda who is introduced into paradise by her “good angel”;
and there she is seen seated at table. The place of honor was at the “right cor-
ner” (which is the left as viewed by the beholder), and accordingly it is there
Christ is placed in pictures of the Last Supper. The place next i importance
was at the other corner.

Except for its association with the Eucharist and with an appearance with
the risen Lord, the picture of the cclestial banquet is not sublime. Yet it rep-
resents the desire for rest, peace and refreshment which is encouraged by the
Bible. Our activistic age, not satisfied with this ideal, demands an opportunity
for “service” in heaven, and to satisfy this we have revised the Book of Com-
mon Prayer. The revisers, I take it, must have been young men, exuberant
exponents of muscular Christianity and the strenuous life, to whom it might
seem better to serve in hell than reign in heaven. At my age, after a laborious
life, T long for rest, and in these times especially it is consoling to think that
in heaven there will be someone to serve me.

The word “celestial” is not exactly appropriate in this connection; for
these early Christians were in one respect not so naive as we; they did not
ignore the consideration that the perfect consummation of bliss is not to be
attained until the Last Day, with the resurrection of the dead. But encouraged
by Christ’s word to the dying thief (Lk. 23:43), they dared to believe that
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after death their souls would be in paradisc. It has been said that scenic art
was rare in the catacombs; but it was used, very sparingly, it is true, to depict
the delights of paradise. For heaven itself a very diffcrent glory was imagined,
yet not arbitrarily imagined, for it reflected in every detail the Revelation of
St. John.

Jl“he celestial banquet is a theme which did not emerge in the catacombs
till the third century, at a time when the Church had grown less fearful of
following pagan precedents. It therefore did not influence the form in which
a distinctively Christian theme, the Eucharistic feast, was presented a century
earlier. Although the Eucharist cannot be reckoned among the proofs of im-
mortality which were furnished by the mighty acts of God recounted in the
Old and New Testaments, it is nonetheless evidently appropriate in sepulchral
art; for both Baptism and the Eucharist were more than proofs, they were
the pledge of eternal life.

THE EUCHARIST

Although baptism was represented realistically as well as symbolically in
the frescoes of the catacombs, the Eucharist could be represented only by
symbols, for the reason that the ccremony was surrounded by so much mys-
tery that outsiders were not permitted to behold it, and the carly Christian
writers were chary about describing it. Not ill the Middle Ages did any
artist venture to depict the Eucharist as it was actually celebrated in the
Church (pl. 76, 126, 128). It seems to us that by maintaining such sccrecy
the Church exposed itself needlessly to the horrible suspicions which were
current among pagans, that in this sacrament the Christians murdered infants
In order to drink their blood. The only picture which is in a certain degree
realistic is a fresco in the Cappella greca (pl. 132), where we sec a little group
gathered- in this very crypt to celebrate the sacrament in memory of their
dead, using the tombstone for an altar. The number of persons present is
seven, as at.the celestial banquet; but the veiled woman in the midst suggests
2 different interpretation, and this is borne out by the striking gesture of the
man who is breaking the loaf, for “the breaking of bread,” fractio panis, was
so characteristic of the Fucharist that it was often denoted by this name, and
50 far as we know the phrase was never used in any other connection. The
meaning 15 made perfectly clear (in spite of some archxologists who are

Sll{l;lmed to be contentious) by the seven baskets which are ranged on cither
e.
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This picture, without the realistic traits to which I have called attention,
was often repeated in the catacombs. It seems to have been the earliest symbol
of the Eucharist; and it is supposed that the more concise symbols, the baskets,
the loaf, and the fish, were abbreviations of it. In its fullest form it depicted
seven men seated in a half circle (sigma) about a round table or a tripod on
which is displayed the principal viand, a fish, the symbol of Christ (pl. 12¢),
and on cither side are ranged the seven baskets. I have already intimated that
the number of persons was determined by the story (Jn. 21:1-14) of the
appearance of the risen Lord to six disciples on the shore of the Sea of
Tiberias, where He gave them bread and fish to eat. In one picture (pl. 14a)
the disciples, being fishermen just landed from their boats, are properly rep-
resented with very scanty clothing, which is what the Gospel means by
“naked” (Jn. 21:7). The scven baskets refer more obviously to the feeding
of the four thousand (Mk. 8:8), and the two fishes which are commonly seen
on the table arc mentioned in the other story of this miracle (Mk. 6:41). On
plate 13 we sce the “two fishes,” and alongside of them two baskets containing
the fragments of bread which were left over. In this case, to make the refer-
ence to the Eucharist more abundantly clear, a glass of red wine can be
discerned through the mesh of the baskets. Originally these figures flanked a
picture of the Eucharistic feast, which was destroyed to make place for a new
grave. .

We were ill-prepared to understand that there could be a relation between
the feeding of the multitude and the sacrament of the Eucharist such as is
expressed by the carlicst art of the catacombs, and even now many are disposed
to regard it as a vain conceit. For, in fact, the Synoptic Gospels give no hint
that this miracle had any connection whatever with the Last Supper or with
the Eucharistic sacrament; and, strangely cnough, no one was ready to take
at its face valuc the sixth chapter of St. John which assumes the closest con-
nection. St. John, who for rcasons of his own, did not mention the Last
Supper, brings the feeding of the multitude into an immediate relation with
Christ’s Eucharistic discourse about the true bread from heaven which giveth
life. In St. John’s Gospel the eschatological implications of the sacrament are
expressed as strongly as they were by the artists of the catacombs and by
writers of the same period: “He that eateth My flesh and drinketh My blood
hath cternal life, and I will raise him up at the last day.” The short liturgy in
the Didache regards the Eucharist as the nourishment of eternal life; St. Igna-
tius called it “the medicament of immortality, the antidote of death”; and St.
Clement of Alexandria, “the provender of cternal life.” In Protestantism this
range of thought has vanished completely, and in Catholicism it is only

73



SEPULCHRAL ART

vaguely apprehended. The Roman and the Protestant.liturgics are alike' in
seeing not much more in the Eucharist than the memorial of Ch.nst’s atoning
death, Hardly a trace is left of the forward-looking, eschatological emphasis
which was predominant in early Catholic thought. In spite of St. John, no
one before Albert Schweitzer perceived the eschatological implication of the
Synoptic account of the miracle. In my Short Life of Jesus (pp. x1o ff.) 1
sought to justify St. John as well as the carly Christian artists, and more
recently I have said more to the same effect in my book on Essential Action
in the Liturgy. The fact that this thought emerged in the earliest art of the
catacombs, and appears to have been well established by the middle of the
second century, raises the presumption that it was cntertained earlier, and
perhaps bears witness to a tradition which antedates the Fourth Gospel.

THE FISH

I have already remarked that the choice of the fish as a symbol of Christ
seems in the first instance to have been due to the mere fact that two fishes
were included in the repast near Bethsaida. The most summary abbreviation
of that story is the picture of two fishes. Commonly they flank the anchor,
symbol of hope (pl. 32d). Perhaps the earliest use of the single fish is on the
sarcophagus of Livia Primitiva (pl. 7b), where it is paired with the anchor,
the Good Shepherd being in the middle. This is a hicroglyph for the common
epitaph spes in Christo.

But it is certain that this symbol owed its great popularity to the invention
of the famous acrostic which discerns in IXOTZ, the word for fish, the
initial letters of the Lord’s full title: *Incotc Xouotéc Ozot “Tiée Sawp, i.c.,
Jesus Christ Son of God, Saviour. This in a way deepened the meaning of the
fish symbol in its relation to the Eucharist, emphasizing the fact that the food
there pffered is Christ Himself, and at the same time it freed it from this
ex_cluswe association, so that it might be used with reference to baptism, and
still more broadly as the symbol of Christ in whatever connection He was
thought of. Prosper of Aquitaine speaks of Christ as “giving Himsclf as food
to the disciples by the seashore, and offering Himself to the whole world as
Ic{otbys.” Irenzus affirms (4dv. her. 1v, 18:5) that “bodies when they re-
tc};e;jve E,he Eucharist no longer belong to corruption but have hope of immor-

ty.

The fish appears from the second to the fourth century and well beyond
t1in a great variety of connections and upon all sorts of monuments, upon

tha
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amulets, carved stones and rings. Clement of Alexandria counselled Christians,
if they were to wear rings at all, to wear them on the little finger of the left
hand where they would be no impediment to labor, and to engrave upon
them Christian symbols, the fish and the dove, the anchor, the lyre and the
ship. That his advice was followed we see from several seals which are illus-
trated here (pl. 32d, e, 332). I leave it to the reader to decipher them. The
game is worth the candle. The dolphin was, of course, thought of as a fish,
and because it was reputed to be friendly to man it was the more commonly
used in decorative art. It gained a sepulchral significance from the fable that
it carried the souls of the departed to the islands of the blest. Fishing scenes.
were common in classical art where the interest was purely decorative; but in
Christian art (sce index s.v. fisherman) a profound significance was attached
to them. The fisherman represented the apostolic “fishers of men,” for not
only was Christ a fish, but His disciples as well. Tertullian says: “We little
fish, after the image of our Ichthys Jesus Christ, are born in the water, nor
otherwise than swimming in the water are we safe.” This, of course, refers to
baptism.

This symbolism is summed up in the epitaph of the third or fourth cen-
tury written for a certain Pectorius of Autun. It is an acrostic, the first letter
of each linc forming the word ichthys: “Divine progeny of the heavenly
Ichthys, receive with pious heart among mortals the immortal spring of
divinely cleansing watcrs; refresh thy soul, my friend, with the perennial
waters of the wisdom which maketh rich; receive the delicious food of the
Saviour of saints; cat, hungry one, holding Ichthys in thy two hands.”

Of far higher importance for the whole character of early Christian sym-
bolism is the famous metrical epitaph of Abercius, discovered by Dr. Ramsay
and now in the Vatican (pl. 9d). Abercius has been plausibly identified
as the bishop of Hicropolis, a small town in Phrygia. He lived in the latter
part of the second century, and presumably made his visit to Rome in the
time of the Antonines. The inscription was known only from manuscripts
until Dr. Ramsay discovered large fragments of the sepulchral szele. It reads
as follows:

“I, a citizen of an elect city, have in my lifetime erected this monument,
to have a place to put my body when time shall require it.

“My name is Abercius, a disciple of the holy Shepherd who feeds His sheep
upon the hills and plains, who has great eyes which see through all, who
taught me the sure learning of life, and sent me to Rome to see the royal city
and the queen clad in a golden robe and with golden shoes. There I saw a
people who had the gleaming seal. I saw also the plains of Syria and all cities,
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Nisibis, beyond the Euphrates. Everywhere I found fellow believers, Paul
. . . ; everywhere Faith was my guide, and gave me everywhere for food the
Ichthys from the spring, the great, the pure, which the spotless Virgin caughe
and ever puts before the Friends to eat. She has also delicious wine, and she
proffers wine mixed with water along with bread. I, Abercius, dictated this
to be written in my presence when I was seventy-two ycars old. Let everyone
who shares my confession and understands this inscription pray for Abercius.

“No man may lay another body in my grave. But if it be done, he must
pay to the Roman treasury two thousand gold picces, and to my dear native
city Hieropolis one thousand gold pieces.”

It is implied here that the mystic symbolism of this inscription would be
understood only by fellow believers. The enigmatical language is due partly
to the consideration that baptism and the Eucharist were seerets jealously
guarded by the Church. Yet the Eucharist, as we have scen, is appropriately
mentioned in a sepulchral inscription, and in the account of such a journey it
belongs essentially as the customary expression of communion with a visiting
bishop. Abercius speaks mysteriously of Christ as “the Fish,” and having
begun in this vein, he proceeds rather fantastically to speak of the Virgin
Mother as the one who “caught” the fish. He says also, strangely cnough, that
it is she who offers this food to the Friends. The queen clad in gold must
mean the Church in Rome, and the “gleaming scal” is, of course, the sacra-
ment of baptism. So it was commonly called. This was suggested by Rev. 7:4
ff., and in the baptismal ceremony the last act was marking the sign of the
cross with oil upon the forehead of the neophyte—a rite which in the West
was subsequently deferred and regarded as a separate sacrament of confirma-

tion. Faith was his guide, for everywhere he found fellow believers, and
everywhere substantial uniformity in ritual.

BAPTISM

. Not only the Eucharist but also the seal of baptism was a pledge of
tmmortality. For this reason baptism figures frequently in the art of the
catacombs. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catechesis, r11:11) says that “by baptism the
itmg .of QCath is destroyed,” and (in his Imtroductory Catechism, 16) that
bapqsm is 2 holy and unbreakable seal, the chariot to heaven, the rapture of
paradise, the title to heavenly citizenship,” and Irenzus (Adv. her. iv, 18:5)
calls it “the bath which insures incorruptibility” (cf. Hermas: Vision, ix, 16).
Although various sacred acts were commonly called #ysteria, or in Latin
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sacraments, baptism and the Eucharist, because they were instituted by Christ,
were in a class by themselves, and the effort to discover pictures of other
sacraments in the so-called sacrament chapels of the cemetery of Callistus is
an anachronism. One might think that the picture of the paralytic carrying
his bed was meant as a symbol of the sacrament of penance, seeing that Jesus
in healing the paralytic at Capernaum had said with challenging emphasis,
“Thy sins be forgiven thee” (Mk. 2:1-12). But in fact the solemn reconcilia-
tion to the Church of members who had lapsed during the Decian persecution,
though it was an important precedent, had not yet become a customary
sacrament for the discipline and edification of believers. And although this
figure often appears in early Christian art (see index s.v. paralytic), it appears
probable that the artists of the catacombs had in mind rather the other case of
a man who was told to take up his bed and walk (Jn. 5:8), the impotent man
by the pool of Bethesda (Bethsaida in the Vulgate), and that it was associated
with baptism because of the angel which descended and “troubled the waters”
(Jn. 5:4)-

Many of the allusions to baptism were as farfetched as this. Tertullian
(De bapt.) enumerated as symbols of baptism: the creation of the world when
“the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters,” the healing of the
impotent man by the side of the pool, the deliverance of Noah from the
Flood, the passage of the Red Sea, the waters of Marah (Ex. 15:23-25), and
the water struck by Moses from the rock. Cyprian (Epist. 63:8) adds to these
the Samaritan woman at the well, which was in fact a favorite theme in the
catacombs and in later art, partly because it is an instance of Jesus interest in
persons who were not Jews, and perhaps chiefly because of the saying, “Who-
soever drinketh of the water that I shall give him shall never thirst, but the
water that I shall give him shall become in him a well of water springing up
unto eternal life” (Jn. 4:14; cf. 7:38). But it would seem that water which
enters into a man, or “proceeds out of his belly,” has not much to do with
baptism. Cyprian reduces to an absurdity the symbolical method of interpre-
tation when he affirms that “as often as water is mentioned in the Holy
Scriptures baptism is meant.” Because of such licentious use of symbolism
sober-minded men are disposed to make no use of it at all, and will not even
recognize a symbol when they see it. But from what has already been said it
is evident that the art of the catacombs was in fact symbolical in several senses
of the word. The cxtravagant use of symbolism by Churistian writers leads us
to expect it. Visitors to the cemeteries might be inclined to attach a variety of
meanings to the pictures they saw there; but we, if we are sober, will be
content with the primary symbolism.
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It is certain that the figure of a fisherman was regarded as a symbol of
baptism. It occurs frequently on the sarcophagi but only four umes in fresco,
In one of the sacrament chambers the fisherman has thrown his line into the
waters which Moses strikes from the rock, and close to him is a picture of the
meal of the disciples by the Sea of Tiberias. In another case 'thc fisherman is
close to the impotent man who was healed as he lay beside thc. pool of
Bethesda. But this perhaps is not very significant, inasmuch as the artists prac-
ticed economy by making use of any water that happencd to be available.
On the sarcophagi the fishermen take advantage of the watcr supplied by the
Flood on which the ark of Noah floats, or of the sea where Jonah is swallowed
by the monster (pl. 222, b, 25b).

Pictures of the baptism of Jesus arc fairly frequent in the catacombs, and
may be distinguished from ordinary baptisms by the descent of the dove. It
seems to us a matter of course that this subject should occur; but pictures of
Christ’s infancy, of His “life,” and of His suffering are rare in the catacombs,
and it is likely that the pictures of His baptism werc prized as a support for
the sacrament which was practiced by the Church. The lack of such themes
is the more striking because they were prominent in the decoration of the
churches and even on the sarcophagi. We must remember that before the
Peace of the Church pictures illustrating distinctively Christian themes could
not be carved in the shops or publicly displayed. The elaborate sarcophagi
were made after the Peace, but the greater part of the frescocs in the cata-
combs antedated it, and was therefore in a sense pre-theological. It reflected
the popular understanding of Christianity at a time when the Trinitarian and
Christological questions which agitated the fourth and fifth centurics had
hardly been broached. A growing apprchension of the importance of these
questions is manifested by the pictures which were chosen to decorate the
churches. This art was reflected in the later pictures of the catacombs, and
still more clearly by the sarcophagi. It is significant that pictures of Adam and
Eve, illustrating the fall of our first parents, came into vogue after the Peace—
as a sign that the problem of sin and redemption had begun to replace the
problem of natural death with which the eaclier art had been exclusively con-
cerned. Hence the Incarnation and the Passion acquired immense significance,
not only with a view to the forgiveness of sin, but for life itself, if it is
profoundly conceived. Athanasius concluded his book De incarnatione with
the affirmation that the Logos “became human that we might become divine;
and He manifested Himself through the body that we might receive an idea
of the invisible Father; and He suffered the insolence of men that we might
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inherit immortality.” From this point of view, which was that of the Church
Fathers, the Incarnation, the Passion and the Resurrection of Christ were abso-
lutely the most appropriate themes for sepulchral art, being the most eviden-
tial support of the hope of eternal life. :

In his Dogmengeschichte (ii, p. 155) Adolf Harnack says: “Natural
theology as devcloped by the Greeks covered the ground so thoroughly that
it could be challenged only by an historical fact of eminent uniqueness. Such
a fact—'the newest of the new, yea, the only new thing under the sun’—was
known to the Greek Fathers: the Incarnation of the Son of God. This of itself
countcrbalanced the whole system (so far as it was counterbalanced) and
exercised upon it a decisive influence. But it applied with perfect clarity to
one particular point, the fact of death, which appeared all the more irrational
in proportion as a higher worth was attached to it. Death, the dreadful para-
dox, is resolved by the most paradoxical fact conceivable: that God became
man.” 1 rub my eyes; for this is the voice of Kierkegaard, though the hand is
the hand of Harnack!

Doubtless the more refined points of the theological controversy were not
perfectly understood by the people in the fourth century; but all were inter-
ested, and all were aware that vere Deus et vere homo expressed the gist of it.
Accordingly, the pictures in the churches, though they did zot imply any
biographical interest in what we call “the life of Jesus,” emphasized the In-
carnation, the Passion and the Resurrection. This corresponded with the
liturgical cmphasis upon Christmas, Holy Week and Easter. Though this
cmphasis is reflected in the sarcophagi, the frescoes of the catacombs were
for the most part too carly to be affected by this new and profounder train
of thought. The Peace of the Church, though with worldly triumph it
brought worldly corruption, coincided nevertheless with a profounder con-
ception of Christianity, which gradually had resulted from the study of the
Old and New Testament Scriptures. Without this background of Hebraic
tradition the teaching of St. Paul could not be rightly understood, nor could
the potent influence of Greek philosophy be offset.

In spite of the fact that since the middle of the second century the Roman
baptismal creed (the Apostles’ Creed, as we call it) emphasized the faith that
Jesus was born of the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary, that He was crucified
under Pontius Pilate, and was buried, and rose again the third day, these
themes, which were duly stressed in the baptisteries and the basilicas, were,
as we have scen, hardly depicted at all in the catacombs. In sepulchral art
there is no picturc of the Annunciation, and of the Visitation there is only
onc instance (on a sarcophagus in Ravenna). The adoration of the shepherds
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was not depicted before the Peace, though the angels telling them the good
news emerged earlier. Pictures of the Mother and Ch.ild are tk‘xe more interest-
ing because they are rare. The oldest and most significant picture represents
Balaam pointing to a star above the head of the Infant (pl. 18c), an allusion
to his prophecy (Num. 24:17): “I see Him, but not now; I behold Him, but
not nigh: there shall come forth a star out of Jacob, and a scepter shall rise
out of Israel.” In another instance (pl. 16) the Mother and Child arc intro-
duced as an example of virginal continence, in a scene in which a bishop gives
the veil to a consecrated virgin who was buried in the tomb below and appears
in the center of the picture in the posture of an orant.

The catacombs give evidence of a strong reluctance on the part of Chris-
tians to portray the Saviour realistically, and as great a reluctance to depict His
passion. It is well known that the Crucifixion was not represented realistically
before the fifth century (pl. 103b, 111c). There is only one picture in the
catacombs which depicts the crowning with thorns (pl. 152), and when it
appears on the sarcophagi it is a wreath (coroma) a soldier places daintily
upon His head (pl. 27b). For all that, it is astonishing to observe thar the
catacombs contain no scenes of the Resurrection of Christ, though this theme
is evidently more pertinent to the hope of life beyond dcath than is the rais-
ing of Lazarus and the widow’s son at Nain. In the catacombs it is sometimes
disconcerting to find that pictures which strike us as peculiarly congenial
belong to the latest period, such, for example, as the very modern figure of
Christ illustrated on plate x7b. All of the pictures which represent Christ
seated in the midst of the apostles are at least as late as the fourth century.
This theme appears more commonly on the sarcophagi (pl. zob, 26b, 30, 31),
but there too it was a reflection from the apsidal mosaics (pl. 6z, 64b).* In
this scene Christ is not only Teacher but Judge, the judge of all mankind. But
sepulchral art had in mind, not the universal judgment, but the individual
scrutiny every soul must be prepared to undergo upon departing from the
body. The deceased is brought personally into the presence of Christ. For
example, a handsome sarcophagus illustrated on plate 26b, although it was
bought to bury the body of a bishop, was intended for a married couple, and

the man and wife at either end are introduced humbly into the presence of
Christ and His apostles.

1See p. 13.
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THE MAGI

In view of what has been said above about the dearth of pictures in the
catacombs which have to do with the infancy of Jesus, it is surprising that
the adoration of the Magi was a favorite theme (see index s.v. Magi). There
may have been more than one reason for this preference, and perhaps it was
not at first prompted by a dogmatic interest. The Church from among the
Gentiles showed a predilection for stories which illustrated the attraction
which Christ exercised upon individuals outside the pale of Judaism. The
Magi presented a case of peculiar interest; for they were not simply “wise
men from the East” but as priests of Zoroastrianism they represented the
ancient religion of Persia which in old times had made a profound impression
upon the Jews during their exile, and in its latest phase as Mithraism, a cult
disseminated throughout the Empire, especially among the soldiers, became
in the third century the chief rival of Christianity. We must also take into
account the fact that the festival of the Epiphany, the manifestation of Christ
to the Gentiles, celebrated on the sixth of January, enjoyed unrivalled popu-
larity until, near the middle of the fourth century, Christmas was celebrated
on the twenty-fifth of December, the winter solstice as it was then, and the
pagan festival solis invicti, of the unconquered sun. This is one of the indica-
tions that Constantine confused Christianity with sun worship, especially with
that form of it which was exemplified by Mithraism. Some of his coins bear
the Mithraic motto Soli invicto comiti (pl. 32b), the gist of which Kipling in
his hymn to Mithras expressed very well in the refrain, “For he was a soldier
too.” Although we find no mention of the festival of Christmas before the
time of Constans, it is plausible to suppose that Constantine established it."
The earlier festival, because it celebrated the manifestation of Christ to the
Gentiles, involved, of course, the Magi—and for the same reason it did not
involve the shepherds, who were Jews, nor the ox, nor the ass. In Italy this
festival, Befana, is still the more popular of the two.

But there is reason to believe that what attracted the Magi into the cycle
of sepulchral art was a more trivial circamstance, namely, a formal likeness
to the Three Children in the fiery furnace, which was one of the earliest
subjects in the catacombs. The Magi, of course, were Persians; and in repre-
senting the Three Children (see index) the artists faithfully followed the
Biblical description (Dan. 3:21): “in their mantels, their hosen, and their hats,
and their other garments.” That is to say, they wore the dress which in

1For Constantine’s interest in the sun see pp. 115, 129.
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Roman art was conventionally attributed to Persians: the Phrygian cap, a
short fluttering cape fastened above the right shoulder, a short girded tunic,
and tight-fitting pants. With better reason the Magi were drc.ssccfl in thg same
way (pl. 14¢), and ultimately their number (which is not indicated in the
Bible) was fixed at three, to correspond with Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-
nego. The fact that the gifts they brought were of three sorts was not under-
stood to imply that there were just so many givers; and in the third century a
liking for symmetry led the artists to depict two Magi or four. Not till the
Middle Ages did they acquire the names of Balthazar, Mclchior and Casper,
three kings of Orient, representing the three principal races of mankind.

We are not told in the third chapter of Danicl whether the golden image
Nebuchadnezzar set up was the image of himsclf or of his god. But the Chris-
tians preferred the former and less plausible altcrnative because the refusal of
the Three Children to worship the image of a king had profound pathos for
them, who might at any time be thrown to the lions or burnt at the stake for
refusal to worship the image of an emperor. The scenc of their brave refusal
resembled closely the picture of the Magi before Herod. The carliest form in
which the Three Children were presented in the catacombs was standing in
the furnace where a stoker is engaged in heating it seven times more than
usual. The fact that they were saved nevertheless is indicated by their attitude
as orants, and also by the presence among them of a fourth figure “like a son
of the gods.” When the story was told more claboratcly, the likeness with
the Magi was so close that the two subjects were often depicted side by side,
and sometimes they were merged by placing the star above the Three Chil-
dren. It looks as if the artists may have been naive enough to think of this as
a real sequence—as though the Three Children, refusing to worship the image,
were guided by a star to Bethlehem where they worshipped the divine Infant.
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