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“l would never have traveled to Greece
simply to observe the relations of
the buildings and their parts with the
subdivisions of our foot,” the French
architect Julien-David Le Roy declared
in the second edition of his The Ruins
of the Most Beautiful Monuments of
Greece. Rather he had gone to discover
the relations of classical Greek build-
ings to one another and also to the
buildings of other times and peoples.
Published in 1770, the second edition
presented his conclusions through
sixty-one splendid plans and views of
antique ruins and two provocative
theoretical essays on the develop-
ment and aesthetics of architectural
forms. Newly translated into English,
Le Roy’s Ruins is here framed by
Robin Middleton’s sweeping exposition
of both the intellectual milieu out of
which Le Roy’s work emerged and
the controversies it generated.
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Foreword

ulien-David Le Roy’s The Ruins of the Most Beautiful Monuments of
J Greece (1758; 2d ed., 1770) forms part of a trilogy of books relating to the
eighteenth-century Graeco-Roman debate translated and published in the
Getty Research Institute’s Texts & Documents series. It accompanies Johann
Joachim Winckelmann’s masterpiece, History of the Art of Antiquity (1764),
and Giovanni Battista Piranesi’s three-part polemic, Observations on the
Letter of Monsieur Mariette (1765). Together, these works decisively changed
the course of Western art and architecture.

By the time Piranesi rose to defend the genius of ancient Roman architec-
ture against the distinctive Greek forms depicted by Le Roy and the superior-
ity of early Greek art argued by Winckelmann, in many respects the matter had
already been decided. European artists were in a state of rapture over Greece,
a Graecomania owing everything to the easing of diplomatic relations with
the Ottoman Empire in the 1740s. This had allowed the slight opening of the
road to Athens, which had been more or less closed to Europeans for cen-
turies, save for a few years of Venetian rule in the seventeenth century. The
Englishmen James Stuart and Nicholas Revett were among the first to avail
themselves of this possibility, with their well-publicized trip to Attica, where
they conducted an impressive survey of Greek architecture. When Stuart left
Athens toward the end of 1753, Le Roy, then a pensionnaire at the Académie
de France 4 Rome, was only beginning to make preparations for his trip. He
did not actually begin measuring and sketching the buildings of Athens until
the first months of 1755. But Stuart and Revett’s delay in publishing their
findings created a window of opportunity, and Le Roy responded. Assisted by
the comte de Caylus and several skilled artists and engravers, the young French
architect rushed his sketches and observations into print. In 1758 the Western
world was presented for the first time with striking images of works such as the
Parthenon and the Erechtheion. Overnight, Greece became the rage.

The greatly expanded, second edition of the Ruins, which appeared in
1770, is much more than an annotated archaeological survey, however —as
Robin Middleton’s wide-ranging introduction makes clear. Reflecting Le Roy’s
historiographic considerations of the 1760s, his developing fascination with
the perceptual and psychological effects of experiencing a building, and his
varied response to Winckelmann’s insights and Stuart’s harsh critiques, Ruins
rises to the level of a historical and aesthetic tour de force. It is in fact one of
the great books of the eighteenth century.

—Harry F. Mallgrave
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Introduction
Robin Middleton

In Quest of an Architecture

Julien-David Le Roy’s Les ruines des plus beaux monuments de la Grece
has long been disparaged in favor of James Stuart and Nicholas Revett’s The
Antiquities of Athens (1762-1816), and this from the start. Reviewing the first
volume of the Antiquities in April 1763, the Monthly Review judged that

Mr. Le Roy’s work, it is true, is greatly superior in point of scenery; his views are
beautifully picturesque; the drawings executed with taste, and the engraving mas-
terly. In this respect, the present work is most defective; the general views are stiff,
and indifferently designed: Mr. Stuart, indeed, seems to apologize for this....

In the capital and most essential parts of this undertaking, however, our English
Artists indisputably bear away the palm. In the preservation of the due proportions
in the architectural parts of the work, Le Roy can hardly be named in the compari-
son; his shameful negligence in taking his measures, or carelessness in laying them

down, being evident on sight, to those who have any knowledge of architecture.!

This rude assessment is accepted still, and not, one must admit, without some
justice. But the harsh verdict fails in its understanding of Le Roy’s aims and
his achievement. The Ruines, both in the first edition of 1758 and even more
in the second of 1770, marked the emergence of a new sensibility in the grasp
of architectural experience, as we shall find.

The Ruines and the Antiquities must needs first be considered together,
however.2 Le Roy was probably inspired to publish the buildings of Greece by
Stuart and Revett’s book proposals, which were circulating and widely dis-
cussed, especially in Italy, from 1749 onward. The first full account of their
intentions was apparently included in a letter, dated 6 January 1749, sent by
Revett to his father, but this letter is lost and known only from a summary
that appeared in 1816 in the fourth volume of the Antiquities. Stuart pub-
lished an account of their initial proposal, which he dated to 1748, in a lengthy
footnote to the preface to the first volume of the Antiquities, issued in
December 1762, but he was then intent to show that Le Roy had usurped their
scheme. Thomas Hollis, an antiquarian from Dorset, wrote a long and cir-
cumstantial letter from Venice, dated 26 February 1751, in which he described
Stuart and Revett’s proposal to his friend, John Ward, professor at Gresham
College in London, in a way that shows that a three-volume work had by then
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been planned in some detail.3 In any case, there is little doubt that Stuart and
Revett had been toying with the Grecian enterprise since spring 1748, when
they conceived the project, together with the painter Gavin Hamilton, while
on a walking tour to Naples.

The idea of traveling to the Levant was taken up by a surprising number of
gentlemen around this time. James Caulfeild, first earl of Charlemont, was
organizing an expedition to Greece and Asia Minor in Rome in winter 1748.4
He hoped to take Giovanni Battista Borra as his draftsman, but Borra changed
his mind at the last minute. When Charlemont embarked from Livorno in
April 1749 he was without a draftsman, and only in Malta did he manage
to persuade Richard Dalton, an artist and dealer then traveling in Italy and
the nearby islands, to accompany him to the east. Robert Wood and James
Dawkins, who had been to Greece in 1742 and in 1743, were in Rome in
winter 1749, together with James Bouverie and their draftsman, none other
than Borra, planning a wondrously well-organized expedition to the Levant
that would embark from Naples in May 1750.5 They gave both advice and
support to Stuart and Revett. By March 1750 the latter two had moved to
Venice, hoping to find berths on one of the ships plying the currant trade with
Zante (Zéakinthos), off the west coast of Greece, but they missed them — or so
Stuart later claimed. They seem to have been waiting for more subscriptions
to come in. They journeyed to the Istrian Peninsula to measure the temples at
Pola (Pula) that Andrea Palladio, Sebastiano Serlio, and Scipione Maffei had
studied earlier.6 Returning to Venice in November 1750, they drew up a
revised proposal — probably that reported by Hollis — taking advice from
Charlemont and Dalton, by then back from their expedition. Stuart and
Revett sailed from Venice on 19 January 1751. They would reach Athens on
18 March, where they were joined two months later by Wood and Dawkins
(and presumably Borra, but Bouverie had died in Turkey, at Magnesia ad
Maeandrum), then returning from the Levant.

In Athens Stuart and Revett realized that their proposal would have to be
redrawn yet again. A new version was printed in London in 1752, but no copy
survives; the proposal published by Stuart in 1762 in the first volume of the
Antiquities may represent this variant. Initially unable to gain access to the
Acropolis, they began their survey with buildings in the town —the Tower of
the Winds (also known as the Horologion of Andronicus Cyrrhestes) and the
choragic Monument of Lysikrates (also known as the Lantern of Demos-
thenes) —where they were free to scramble and climb. They even persuaded
the chief of the dervishes, who were using the Tower of the Winds as a tekke
(sanctuary), to permit extensive excavation of the soil concealing the lower
part of the building outside as well as removal of the wooden floor, concealing
even more dirt, within. Only in summer 1753, after two years in Athens, were
Stuart and Revett allowed to busy themselves measuring the buildings on the
Acropolis. A local rebellion caused more difficulties and danger. Stuart caused
even further difficulties by knocking down the British consul—a Greek—and
being obliged to travel to Constantinople to present his case to the British
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ambassador. Stuart departed from Athens on 20 September 1753, leaving
Revett to continue with the work. But in January 1754 Revett too left, to join
Stuart in northern Greece, at Thessaloniki. Plague broke out in Athens, and
they decided to avoid further risk and return forthwith to England. They were
back in London in summer 1754, intending to publish the Tower of the Winds
and Monument of Lysikrates in their first volume and to take up their work in
Athens at a later date. Some plates were engraved in that same year and soon
after circulated both in England and on the Continent to encourage subscribers.
But though there were prints, there was no text. This was Stuart’s responsibil-
ity. He was notoriously dilatory and was, in any case, already embarked on an
architectural career. Not much had been done when Le Roy’s book was pub-
lished in August 1758.

Julien-David Le Roy (1724-1803) was the third of the four sons of the
famous clockmaker to the French king, Julien Le Roy.” Le Roy studied archi-
tecture first at the Ecole des arts of Jacques-Frangois Blondel, later with
Philippe de La Guépiére and Jean-Laurent Legeay. He completed his studies at
the Académie royale d’architecture under Denis Jossenay and Louis-Adam
Loriot, winning second prize in the Grand Prix de Rome d’Architecture com-
petition of 1749 (registered as a pupil of Philippe Le Dreux) with a design
entitled Un temple de la paix, isolé, dans le goust des temples antiques (A
temple of peace, freestanding, in the style of the ancient temples), the elevation
and section drawings of which survive at the Ecole nationale supérieure des
beaux-arts in Paris (figs. 1, 2).8 In the following year, at the age of twenty-six,
Le Roy won the prize with a design for an orangery; Pierre-Louis Moreau-
Desproux and Charles de Wailly were the runners-up on this occasion. Though
the brevet (certificate) confirming the award was to be issued only on 22
October 1751, Le Roy reached Rome much earlier, on 28 June,® missing Abel-
Frangois Poisson de Vandiéres (marquis de Marigny as of 4 September 1754) —
the future directeur-général des bitiments, jardins, arts, académies et manu-
factures du roi—and his entourage by a few months, though Jérome-Charles
Bellicard, winner of the Grand Prix in 1747, who had been a late addition to
that company, had returned to Rome by June 1751. Another young pension-
naire at the Académie de France 2 Rome, Charles-Louis Clérisseau, who had
arrived in June 1749, was established there, and others were soon to join
them, including Frangois-Dominique Barreau de Chefdeville in October 1751
and Marie-Joseph Peyre in May 1753. Peyre, like Le Roy, had been a pupil at
Blondel’s Ecole des arts, as had another young architect, an Englishman,
William Chambers, who had arrived in Rome in December 1750 to spend
much of the next four years there.l Though Chambers was to emerge as a
staunch opponent of go#it grec—which he termed gusto greco—he remained
throughout his life closely attached to Le Roy. Le Roy not only subscribed to
the publication of Chambers’s Treatise on Civil Architecture (1759) but also
was introduced into the newly formed Royal Academy of Arts and liberally
entertained by Chambers when he visited London in 1769.

Le Roy’s activities in Rome between July 1751 and April 1754 are none
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Fig. 1. Julien-David Le Roy

Entry for the Grand Prix de Rome d’Architecture: Un
temple de la paix, isolé, dans le goust des temples antiques
(elevation), 1749, drawing

Paris, Ecole Nationale Supérieure des Beaux-Arts
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Fig. 2. Julien-David Le Roy

Entry for the Grand Prix de Rome d’Architecture: Un
temple de la paix, isolé, dans le goust des temples antiques
(section), 1749, drawing

Paris, Ecole Nationale Supérieure des Beaux-Arts
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too well documented. From remarks in the Ruines it is clear that he looked
intelligently at church buildings. He was struck in particular by the arrange-
ment of the drum and the dome in Cardinal Guillaume d’Estouteville’s church
of Sant’Agostino. Designed by Jacopo da Pietrasanta and completed between
1479 and 1483, this dome was the first, Le Roy thought, to be supported on
transverse arches and pendentives. It was being rebuilt by Luigi Vanvitelli
when Le Roy returned to Rome in 1755, prompting him to describe it later as
destroyed.!! From the correspondence between Charles Natoire, director of
the Académie de France 2 Rome, and, Vandiéres, who had assumed the post
of directeur-général des batiments du roi in November 1751, it is evident that
Le Roy was both something of a rebel (he was, for instance, closely involved
with Clérisseau in the student revolt against the pensionnaires having to sub-
mit Easter communion certificates as proof of religious orthodoxy)2 and
somewhat high-minded.

Le Roy informed Natoire of his intention to travel to Greece in February
1754, only after he had formulated his plans and ensured considerable sup-
port. He later claimed that he had conceived the project in 1753. Even if he
had been unaware before then of the several expeditions planned for the
Levant—which is altogether unlikely —he could hardly have failed to see a
copy of Stuart and Revett’s first printed proposal of 1752 (issued by Samuel
Ball) or the extensive summary of it published in the Journal britannique of
January-February 1753. Moreover, the first fruits of this wave of exploration
were already in evidence. Though Charlemont seems not to have contem-
plated a publication, remaining in Italy for another three years after his return
from Asia Minor, Dalton traveled straightaway to England and by April 1751
had issued twenty-one prints of plans, views, and details of the Parthenon
(fig. 3), Erechtheion (fig. 4), Hephaisteion, Monument of Lysikrates, and
Tower of the Winds, to be followed in February 1752 by twenty assorted
views of Etna in Sicily, Pompey’s Pillar at Alexandria, and other sites in Egypt
and Greece, and also Constantinople.!3 Though another set of prints depict-
ing life in Egypt was added in 1781, the complete work was never issued. What
had appeared was judged by Robert Adam in Rome in 1756 to be “so infa-
mously stupid and ill done that it quite knocked him on the head and entitled
him to the name of Dulton which is generally given him.”#

Wood and Dawkins’s The Ruins of Palmyra, Otherwise Tedmor, in the
Desart (1753), issued in London in both English and French, had a far differ-
ent reception. It brought instant acclaim to the authors and set new standards
of classical scholarship and accuracy of representation for such works—
though they had spent no more than five full days at the site. “[T]he principle
merit of works of this kind,” Wood opened his preface, “is truth.” And it was
at once apparent that the previous exemplar of archaeological exactitude,
Antoine Babuty Desgodets’s sumptuous Les édifices antiques de Rome, des-
sinés et mesurés trés exactement (1682), had been quite overtaken. The English
had snatched the laurels from the French. By the time Louis Jean Marie
de Bourbon, duc de Penthiévre, presented a copy of the Ruins of Palmyra
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Fig. 3. Edward Rooker, after Richard Dalton
A View of the Parthenion or Temple of Minerva at Athens, 1751, engraving
Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute

Fig. 4. Richard Dalton
The Principal Parts of the Temple of Erictheus, in Large, 1751, engraving
Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute
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(originally intended for the pope, but he already had one) to the students of
the Académie de France 2 Rome in December 1754, it was already well known
in Italy.

“I believe this student has further developed his talents,” Natoire wrote
to Vandiéres on 27 February 1754, when informing him of Le Roy’s newly
revealed plans. “I would simply have preferred that he had been a little more
sociable with me, more communicative and less moody; I have seldom seen
him since the Clérisseau affair, even though he was my student in Paris and I
always considered his family to be very respectable people. I find that certain
of these gentlemen, once they have been in Rome for some time, acquire a
ridiculous way of thinking as a result of their arrogance.”’s Le Roy seems to
have had little humility in soliciting support. He had by then induced Frangois-
Claude de Montboissier, abbé de Canillac, and Frangois-Charles Le Clerc de
La Bruére, two of the French chargés d’affaires in Rome, to persuade Antonio
Dona, the Venetian ambassador to the Sublime Porte, to allow him to travel
in his suite. He had already obtained letters of introduction to the French
ambassador in Constantinople, Roland Puchot, comte Des Alleurs, and his
wife, Federica Costanza de’ Principi Lubomirski, not only from the abbé de
Canillac but also from Paris, from Marie-Louise Jablonowska, princesse de
Talmont, and Louis-Philogéne Brulart de Sillery, marquis de Puisieux, the
French minister of foreign affairs from 1747 to 1751. Le Roy picked up yet
another letter of introduction in Venice, from Francgois-Joachim de Pierre de
Bernis, the French ambassador there from September 1752 to September
1753. All these grandees were to be proudly listed in the preface to the Ruines
of 1758, though their names were omitted from the Ruines of 1770.

When Le Roy departed from the Académie de France a2 Rome, then in the
Palazzo Mancini, in April 1754, Natoire was well pleased to be rid of him. “I
am not sorry,” he wrote to Vandiéres on 23 April, “that this pensionnaire is
no longer at the academy; his haughty temperament and his less than docile
character set a bad example for his fellow students. Had it not been for him,
the Easter affair would not have been so acrimonious.”1¢ Le Roy reached
Venice on 15 April; and by 5 May he was embarked on the ambassador’s ship,
the Saint Charles, an eighty-gun boat, which first moved to the Istrian coast
to arm. Le Roy took advantage of the delay to travel to Pola, together with
marchese (Giambattista?) Spolverini of Verona and Priuli, a grandee of
Venice (there had been three doges in his family), to draw the remains of the
temples there, as Stuart and Revett had done earlier. The Saint Charles then
sailed down the Adriatic Sea to Corfu, where the party stayed a fortnight, and
thence to Zante —sadly without catching even a glimpse of Homer’s Ithaca,
set between Leucadia (Levkas) and Cephalonia. By 23 June they were passing
the Strophades—the two small islands where Virgil sited the Harpies—and
proceeding swiftly round Taenarum (Cape Matapan or Akra Tainaron), past
Cythera (Kithira) — “an arid, desert island, unworthy to be, as the poets called
it, the haunt of the goddess of beauty” (p. 238).17 Scarcely a day later they
anchored off the ancient ruins at Sunium (Cape Colonna or Akra Sotinion).
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They expected to be at the island of Tenedos (Bozcaada), just south of the
Dardanelles, two days later, and in Constantinople soon after. But the wind
turned, and they had to seek shelter on the east coast of Attica, landing at
Thorikos, where they found ruins that Le Roy drew after clearing the site with
the help of the ambassador’s Slavonian soldiers.

It took three weeks to get to Tenedos where, Venetian boats not being
permitted to enter the Sea of Marmara, they had to transship to a Turkish
galley. Contrary winds continued to delay their journey, and it was only on
13 September, fifty-two days after they had sighted Sunium, that they reached
their destination. “Constantinople has the air of being the capital of the
whole world,” Le Roy judged on first sight, though once ashore he found the
city less agreeable. But the Venetian ambassador took him to an audience
with Sultan Mahmud I. “I shall not speak,” Le Roy wrote, “of all the dia-
monds, all the rubies, all the pearls on the throne or of the carpets woven with
gold and silk that cover the paving of the hall and its vestibules” (p. 242).18
Three months were spent in Constantinople, during which period the sultan
died, providing occasion for Le Roy to witness yet more pomp. From there
he sailed back through the Dardanelles and south along the Turkish coast to
Smyrna (izmir) and thence westward to the Cyclades, to Mykonos and to
Delos, where he measured and drew the ruins. He landed at Porto Raphti on
the east coast of Attica (where Stuart and Revett had gone to meet Wood and
Dawkins in May 1751) and finally reached Athens at the beginning of Feb-
ruary 1755, a year after Revett’s departure.

Le Roy at once presented himself to the French consul, Etienne Léoson,??
with whom he was invited to stay and through whom he obtained all the per-
mits needed to draw and set up ladders and scaffolds, even on the Acropolis,
though he was asked to give warning when he climbed the Parthenon, so that
the women walking in the streets might be advised to keep their distance and
their cover. Léoson also provided a janissary to accompany Le Roy during his
stay. Le Roy at once began work on the buildings of the Acropolis, then moved
on to those of the town below. He traveled thence to Sunium and to Piraeus,
where he surveyed the harbors. His work in Athens more or less complete, he
left for Sparta, via Eleusis, Corinth, and Napoli di Romania (N4vplion), trav-
eling with two janissaries, a muleteer, and a servant. At Corinth he drew the
temple, at Sparta he surveyed the site, as Michel Fourmont and his nephew
Claude-Louis had done twenty-five years before. Le Roy returned to Athens
from the Peloponnese via Lessa—which Pausanias (Description of Greece
2.25.10-2.26.1) said marked the junction between the territories of Argos
and Epidauros —and then Corinth. After three more weeks in Athens, he took
a boat at the end of April from Oropos (Skala Oropoti), on the Southern Gulf
of Euboea, for Italy. He had been in Greece somewhat less than three months.

By June 1755 Le Roy was in Bologna, where he was enrolled as a member
of the Accademia Clementino; by July he was back in Rome. On 30 July,
Natoire informed Marigny of Le Roy’s return, remarking “full of conceit
about his new veneer, [he] showed a few studies of that country, as if he were
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bestowing a special favor.”2 During this sojourn Le Roy encountered Peyre
once again, and no doubt Moreau-Desproux, de Wailly, and Louis-Frangois
Trouard, all of whom had arrived in November 1754. Clérisseau was also
back, serving as drawing instructor to Robert Adam, so Le Roy is likely to
have met Adam, though there is no mention in Adam’s letters of either Le Roy
or his drawings from Athens. He is likely as well to have seen Nicolas Henri
Jardin’s drawings for his initial design for a great domed building for the
Frederikskirke in Copenhagen, then on display at the Académie de France a
Rome.2! At this time Le Roy drew the capitals and fragments then in the nave
of San Pietro in Vincoli and on the steps of Santa Trinita dei Monti —architec-
tural elements to be incorporated into the Ruines and incorporated already,
one might note, in the second volume of Richard Pococke’s A Description of
the East and Some Other Countries (1743-45). Le Roy might also have trav-
eled then to Naples and Paestum (Pesto) —if he had not already done so, as he
intended, before his hasty departure for Venice in 1754.22 But Le Roy was
eager to return to Paris. Before the month was out he had set off, without pay-
ing his respects to Natoire, for which he was to be severely reprimanded by
Marigny. Le Roy’s immediate concern was to stake a claim as the first to pub-
lish the monuments of Athens in full. His spur was the comte de Caylus.

Anne-Claude-Philippe de Tubiéres, comte de Caylus, had long been a fer-
vent admirer of classical antiquity, that of Greece in particular.23 As a young
man he had set out in 1716 in search of the site of Troy and had spent almost
a year wandering in Asia Minor, visiting the Artemision at Ephesus, but
returning home, recalled by his mother, before exploring Athens itself —
though he did reach Piraeus, the great harbor complex of Athens. His inspi-
ration, as for so many early-eighteenth-century travelers, was probably the
painter Cornelis de Bruyn’s Reizen door de vermaardste deelen van Klein
Asia, die eylanden Scio, Rhodus, Cyprus, Metelino, Stanchio, etc., mitsgaders
de voornaamste steden van Aegypten, Syrien en Palestina (1698), which was
translated into French in 1700 as Voyage au Levant. One cannot be sure when
Caylus first encountered Le Roy, but he was certainly in contact with Le Roy
while the latter was in Constantinople, requesting that Le Roy survey the
harbors of Piraeus.2* On 7 April 1755, before leaving Athens, Le Roy wrote
to confirm that he had completed the task, though most of his letter to Caylus
was given over to an account of his journey to Sparta, later to be incorporated
in the Ruines. He noted, at the end, “Foreigners who travel here are indebted
to Messieurs Stuart and Revett. They have revealed treasures hidden under-
ground or in thick walls in Athens, and I have no doubt that their work is very
precise and very beautiful ”2

Whether Caylus spurred and underwrote Le Roy’s expedition is not clear.
Le Roy credited his father with all such support. Notwithstanding, Caylus
was eager always both to assist young artists and to assert French authority in
matters archaeological. For instance, he thought at the end of 1755 to further
the publication of the drawings of Paestum that Jacques-Germain Soufflot
and Gabriel-Pierre-Martin Dumont had made in June 1750 but was warned
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off by Jean-Jacques Barthélemy lest he appear to act dishonorably with
respect to conte Felice Gazzola (who had in fact learned of the matter through
a letter from Le Roy passed on by Caylus to Barthélemy and thus to Gazzola).
Gazzola had long been known to be working on a publication and had gener-
ously shared his knowledge with all and sundry, Soufflot included. When
Soufflot’s drawings were published by Dumont in 1764, Caylus was appalled
at the lack of a proper introduction and wrote to Paolo Maria Paciaudi, an
antiquarian and Caylus’s agent in Rome, asking that he supply one for any
future edition.26 Nothing came of this; Caylus died the following year.

There can be no doubt, however, that once Le Roy returned to Paris, Caylus
took a very active interest in his book. The testimony of Charles-Nicolas II
Cochin is unequivocal. He wrote in his Mémoires,

Monsieur Le Roy, an architect-pensionnaire of the king, had the opportunity to
travel to Greece. He sketched the antiquities he found there, but his drawings were
so crude that when we saw them in Paris, we had trouble imagining anyone could
get anything out of them. Monsieur de Caylus, a warm admirer of Greece as well as
Egypt, had them redone by Le Lorrain, who, though a very mediocre and unsuc-
cessful painter despite his fine natural abilities, nevertheless drew in an agreeable
and tasteful manner. He succeeded in making the drawings that were engraved;
thereby one can judge their degree of fidelity and how reliable the details of that
work are.

The plates were to be engraved; that expense was beyond the means of Mon-
sieur Le Roy, unless they could be done very cheaply; nevertheless, there was a
desire to have them engraved well. No better choice could have been made than
that made by Monsieur de Caylus when he turned to Monsieur Le Bas; but he had
also to use all his persuasive eloquence to convince Le Bas to engrave them for half
what the job was worth, by making him anticipate yet more recompense if the book
was a success. The book sold well, but no bonus was forthcoming — something that
Monsieur Le Bas, who can count perfectly well and is hardly indifferent to his own

interests, has always complained about.2”

Jacques-Philippe Le Bas was at the time accounted the finest engraver in
France for views. Louis-Joseph Le Lorrain, a painter and printmaker, had
made a name for himself while a student in Rome with his designs for the
annual Festa della Chinea of 1745, 1746, and 1747; these drawings were
engraved in the elegant, elegiac style he cultivated, establishing a new fashion
in design, known as goiit grec, which was advanced after Le Lorrain’s return
to Paris by Caylus, on whose recommendation Le Lorrain designed a suite of
furniture for Ange Laurent La Live de Jully, master of ceremonies at court.
Executed in ebony-veneered oak with heavy gilt bronze mounts, this suite &
la grecque consisting of a clock (the works were by Le Roy’s father) with a
combined cabinet and writing table (1756-58; Chantilly, Musée Condé) was
at once acclaimed as of authentic Greek inspiration.28 In fact, there is noth-
ing Greek about the furniture, even though Le Lorrain must have had the
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drawings Le Roy made in Greece to hand. One of Le Lorrain’s drawings, La
vue du temple de Jupiter Olympien a Athénes—no doubt Le Roy’s ruins in
the bazaar, now identified as Hadrian’s Library — was later in La Live de
Jully’s collection.?? Concerning Le Roy’s text, Caylus no doubt took part in its
organization, but Camille Falconet, doctor to the king, owner of one of the
largest private libraries in Paris (about forty thousand volumes), and a mem-
ber of the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres, seems to have
been called upon for authentic scholarship. “Immersed in that ocean of litera-
ture,” Falconet’s obituarist wrote in 1762, “he knew all of it perfectly well.”30
Both Falconet and Le Bas were thanked by Le Roy in the preface to the Ruines
of 1758.

All concerned must have worked very hard. Less than six months after Le
Roy’s return from Athens, Barthélemy, then in Rome, was apprised of the
intended publication. “Accept my compliments upon the work of Mr. Le Roy,”
he wrote on 10 December 1755 to Caylus,

I long as much as you for its appearance; but I could wish, that you would let the
English work [by Stuart and Revett] appear first. Is it not probable, that many per-
sons might have seen better than one? These English are not those of Palmyra, but
another company of travelers, who resided a long time in Athens, and whose work
will soon be out. I have heard it very well spoken of by men who could not be preju-
diced; and if it should chance to be better than Mr. Le Roy’s, that lofty nation would

exult. You know the force of this objection, and I submit it to your judgment.3!

Ten days later he wrote again to report that he had actually seen the prints
that Stuart and Revett were circulating: “I have seen the first proofs of the
ruins of Athens by the English. They appear to be very well executed, and
confirm me in the sentiment, which I imparted to you formerly.”32 But the
pressure on Le Roy to publish seems to have remained intense, and by March
1756, his proposal had been issued (see this volume, pp. 518-21).

Le Roy thought to divide his book into two parts. The first, preceded by an
essay on the history of architecture in general, was to provide a survey of the
classical architecture of Greece, illustrated by plans of the Acropolis, the town
and ports of Athens, and the plain of Sparta and by twenty-five views of build-
ings in their settings. The second, preceded by an essay on the principles of
architecture, was to analyze the evolution, in three phases, of the Doric order,
with comparative studies of the Tuscan order in Rome, followed by accounts
of the Ionic, Caryatid, and Corinthian orders, illustrated by thirty-two plates
of plans, elevations, and details of selected buildings. Stuart and Revett, in
their earliest proposal, had thought to divide their work into three volumes,
the first illustrated by views of buildings, the second by measured drawings,
the last by sculptures and reliefs. Only after they reached Athens did they rec-
ognize the need to reshape their proposal, deciding then to devote each volume
to a different group of buildings — views and measured drawings to be inter-
mingled — the first to be given over to those on the Acropolis, the second to
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those of the town of Athens, the last to those of Eleusis, Megara, and Sunium.
Le Roy’s arrangement was thus closer to their initial proposal, though he
aimed rather more than they did to instruct. Like them he was in no doubt
that the source of architectural excellence lay in Greece, not in Rome and still
less in the architecture of the Renaissance, but he made clear from the start
that he was not providing a survey of Greek architecture. He aimed at selec-
tivity — “Not everything will be described in detail,” he wrote of the buildings
to be included, “because it seems there are only two reasons that would make
necessary the rendering of the details— first, that they are sufficiently beauti-
ful to be imitated by artists; second, that they might serve the history of art.
The elements of architecture that fulfill these aims of curiosity and use will be
discussed at length and in detail; the others will not be considered at such
length.”33 To be issued before the end of the year, the book was available at
fifty-four livres to subscribers, seventy-two livres after publication.

The proposal was at once summarized and trumpeted in L'année littéraire,
Journal des scavans, Journal encyclopédique, and Mémoires de Trévoux —in
the first at greatest length, in the last with the best informed comment.34 “The
comte de Caylus and Monsieur [Pierre-Jean] Mariette,” the editors noted,
“have taken a strong interest in this enterprise, which they are overseeing as
enthusiasts and connoisseurs: that is enough to speed up the subscription, the
purpose of which is merely to defray the principal costs, since the work is to
be a monument of glory for France, not a matter of private interest for the
artist and those who wish to support him.”35

In the event, the Ruines was not issued until nearly two years later, in
August 1758, though much as planned in its arrangement. The volume was
divided into two parts and opened with a dedication to Marigny, a preface in
which Le Roy thanked those who had assisted him in his enterprise (though,
notably, not Caylus), and a discourse on the history of architecture. The first
part continued with an account of the journey from Venice to Athens, via
Constantinople, including descriptions of the temples at Pola and Thorikos.
A very brief history of Athens prefaced the account of the buildings of the
Acropolis —the Parthenon (called the Temple of Minerva in Le Roy’s text),
Erechtheion, Propylaia, the Odeion of Herodes Atticus (identified by Le Roy
as the Theater of Bacchus, now called the Theater of Dionysos and placed
farther to the east on the southern slope of the Acropolis), and the choragic
Monument of Thrasyllus. Next came the history of the buildings of the town
of Athens: Hadrian’s Library (Le Roy’s “ruins in the bazaar,” which he identi-
fied as the Temple of Jupiter Olympius) and the Tower of the Winds, both
north of the Acropolis, near the Roman Agora; the Hephaisteion (called the
Temple of Theseus by Le Roy), northwest of the Acropolis, in the Greek Agora;
the Pnyx (identified by Le Roy as the Odeion of Pericles, now placed next to
the Theater of Dionysos), west of the Acropolis; the Monument of Lysikrates,
east of the Acropolis; and two buildings erected under the Romans: the Doric
portico of the Roman Agora (described by Le Roy as a temple to Augustus,
now identified as the Gate of Athena Archegetis), and the Monument of
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Philopappos, on the Mouseion hill, southwest of the Acropolis. Next came Le
Roy’s observations on the Temple of Minerva Sunias at Sunium and the har-
bors of Athens. Accounts of the buildings of Athens concluded with four of the
buildings in the Hadrianic suburb to the east of the Acropolis—the Arch of
Hadrian, the so-called Columns of Hadrian (identified by Le Roy as Hadrian’s
Pantheon, now known as the Temple of Zeus Olympios), the Stadium of
Herodes Atticus, and the Roman cistern (dexamené) at the foot of Mount
Lykabettos. These were followed by an account of Le Roy’s journey to Sparta,
via Corinth; a dissertation on the Greek foot that he had read to the Académie
royale des sciences on 31 August 1757; and two pages of inscriptions.

The second part was prefaced by a discourse on the principles of architec-
ture, followed by sections on Doric in its first state (the temple at Thorikos,
the Temple of Apollo at Delos, and the temple at Corinth) considered in rela-
tion to the Tuscan order; Doric in its second state (the Parthenon, and the
Propylaia); Doric in its third state (the Doric portico, now known as the Gate
of Athena Archegetis, but identified by Le Roy as a temple to Augustus);
the Ionic and Caryatid orders (the Erechtheion); and the Corinthian order
(Hadrian’s Library, Le Roy’s ruins in the bazaar, there identified as the Temple
of Jupiter Olympius; and the Temple of Zeus Olympios, the so-called
Columns of Hadrian, identified by Le Roy as Hadrian’s Pantheon). To end
there were remarks on a group of circular buildings (the Monument of Lysi-
krates, and the Tower of the Winds), some assorted buildings (the temples at
Pola, and the Arch of Hadrian), and various fragments (capitals from Delos
and Rome).

The work was announced at once in the Journal encyclopédique and
enthusiastically reviewed in L’année littéraire, Mémoires de Trévoux, and
Mercure de France —in the last, it was, in addition, summarized in four issues
from December 1758 to March 1759.36 The reviewers all accepted without
demur Le Roy’s premise that the art of architecture had been perfected first in
Greece. “Whatever role is granted to the Egyptians in the arts of Greece,” the
Mémoires de Trévoux opined, “one must nonetheless recognize that architec-
ture is, strictly speaking, Greek in origin —that is, in terms of beautiful forms
and exact proportions, the Greeks outstrip Egypt, the Greeks are the founders
in this domain.”37

The book was a triumph, even by the standards set by Wood and Dawkins,
who had themselves furthered their reputation only a few months earlier in
issuing the second of their books, The Ruins of Balbec, Otherwise Heliopolis,
in Coelosyria (1757). “Hence you will find this collection,” L'année littéraire
wrote of Le Roy’s book, “not only as interesting and accurate as The Ruins of
Palmyra and [The Ruins] of Balbec, which I recommended to you, but also
more knowledgeable, tasteful, well organized, and lucid. Monsieur Le Roy
combines proficiency in his art with knowledge of mathematics, history, lit-
erature, and so on, and his work sets the tone for the English enterprise to
follow.”38 The Mercure de France summarized Le Roy’s achievement even
more expansively: “The historical part is treated with the learning of a scholar
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and the taste of a man of letters. The part on art leaves nothing to be desired,
either from the observer or from the draftsman. The details are marvelously
clear; the engraving is of a beauty worthy of the drawings. Monsieur Le Roy
has forever saved from the ravages of time the mutilated but precious relics of
Greece, now half deserted and half barbaric.”3°

In November 1758, as these assessments began to appear, Jacques-Frangois
Blondel reviewed a copy of the book, presented to him by Le Roy, for the
members of the Académie royale d’architecture, once again with the highest
approbation. His report prompted Le Roy’s election, forthwith, to the acad-
emy —much to Marigny’s satisfaction.#® No less approving were the reviews
that appeared in learned magazines published in Leipzig in the two years fol-
lowing.#! Johann Joachim Winckelmann, not altogether surprisingly, struck
the first critical note, mild enough; writing to Barthélemy in September 1760,
he remarked that Le Roy should have included the temples at Paestum and
Cora (Cori a Valle) in the third phase of Doric.#2 Even in England the book
was received with real interest. The main distributor of Wood and Dawkins’s
books, Andrew Millar, announced in the Public Advertiser of 1 May 1759
that he had the Ruines for sale; by the month following another publisher in
London, Robert Sayer, had for sale a plagiarized version, entitled Ruins of
Athens, with Remains and Other Valuable Antiquities in Greece, for one
pound ten shillings, half the price of the French original. This version—for
which Le Roy’s plates were combined, rearranged, and entirely re-engraved,
his text much reduced and crudely translated, with the history of Athens
taken from George Wheler’s A Journey into Greece (1682) —was condemned
in the Critical Review of July 1759. The public was advised “that Le Roy’s
plans are far from being correct; that his imagination in some places has
run riot; that, in others, his drawings are faulty, his proportions false.”43
Buyers were advised to wait for a work drawn on the spot by an English
artist. Another rip-off was attempted in the Royal Magazine; or, Gentleman’s
Monthly Companion of 1760, in the form of a summary of Le Roy’s descrip-
tions, illustrated by three plates, each combining, willy-nilly, two of Le Roy’s
images.#4 But four years later, in 1764, Millar was still anxious to get hold of
copies of the Ruines. He asked David Hume, then in Paris, to procure a copy
for Wood and noted that Wood was willing to exchange up to forty copies of
The Ruins of Balbec for an equal number of Le Roy’s book, if Le Roy and his
publisher were amenable.*s

The publication of Le Roy’s volume galvanized Stuart, but though his text
was more or less complete by the end of 1758, he decided to revise it yet again
to call attention to Le Roy’s mistakes. Revett was by then quite exasperated
by the delays; he sold his interest in the undertaking to Stuart, who set to work
at once to expose their rival. The first volume of The Antiquities of Athens—
containing no more than the Doric portico (the Gate of Athena Archegetis,
thought by Jacob Spon and George Wheler and subsequent visitors to have
been part of a temple to Rome and Augustus, though correctly identified by
Stuart as a gateway and not a part of a temple), the Ionic temple by the Ilissos
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Fig. 5. Anthony Walker

A View of the Choragic Monument of Lysicrates in Its Present Condition, Taken from the
Farther End of the Garden Belonging to the Hospitium of the Capuchins

From James Stuart and Nicholas Revett, The Antiquities of Athens (London: printed by
John Haberkorn, 1762-1816), vol. 1, chap. 4, pl. |
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(the Temple of Diana Agrotera, overlooked, to all intents, by Le Roy), Tower
of the Winds, Monument of Lysikrates (fig. 5), and Hadrian’s Library (identi-
fied by Jacques-Paul Babin, Spon and Wheler, and Le Roy, though not Stuart,
as the Temple of Jupiter Olympius) —was to be published only in December
1762.46 Dedicated to the king, its measured drawings and details were magnif-
icently done, the text sharp and to the point. All too often, however, Stuart’s
point was to disparage Le Roy, and his obsession undermined the value of his
own work. At the end of each chapter, Stuart painstakingly itemized Le Roy’s
misunderstandings and faults. He railed against Le Roy for publishing inscrip-
tions and even descriptions taken from Spon and Wheler rather than from
direct observation, for myriad inaccuracies of measurement and representa-
tion, for failing to recognize the dedication on the Monument of Lysikrates, for
overlooking the temple by the Ilissos, and so on, reaching a crescendo of vitu-
peration (nine closely printed pages) over the ruins in the bazaar (Hadrian’s
Library), which Stuart had come to realize were certainly not the Temple of
Jupiter Olympius, though what they might be he would not venture. Le Roy, at
any rate, was more inaccurate in his surmise and in his drawings in this
instance, Stuart stressed, than in all others. Le Roy had sketched a temple in
the center of the stoa where there was no vestige of one. “If it appears of any
importance to the study of architecture,” Stuart concluded,

and to the reputation of ancient Greece, that these errors be detected, and that the
false opinions concerning these Athenian antiquities, after having subsisted so long,
be at length confuted, it must appear still of greater consequence, that the negli-
gences of Mons. Le Roy should not escape our notice; the study of architecture
which he professes, the critical knowledge which he affects to display in that art,
the appearance of precision in his measures, and the pompous circumstances of his
publication, give an air of authenticity to his errors, which seems perfectly calcu-
lated to impose them on us for so many accurate truths. The strictures therefore
which in the course of our work have been so freely bestowed on his performance,

will not, we imagine, surprise any of our readers.*’

The appearance of the first volume of the Antiquities in December 1762
must have been something of an embarrassment to Le Roy, especially as just
the month before Marigny had appointed Le Roy historiographer to the Aca-
démie royale d’architecture and assistant and successor to Blondel as profes-
sor of architecture.*8 The world of scholars and connoisseurs was abuzz with
the attack. Most acknowledged that in terms of accuracy Stuart and Revett’s
work was far superior. Nonetheless, as Winckelmann would remark to Henry
Fuseli in a letter dated 22 September 1764, their volume offered only the
minor buildings of Athens and inflated their presentation out of all propor-
tion. “Monstrum horrendum ingens, cui lumen adem[p]tum” (a monster
awful, shapeless, bereft of light), he rudely remembered Virgil’s description
of the Cyclops Polyphemus.#® But not until 1767 did Le Roy make a public
response, in his Observations sur les édifices des anciens peuples, which was
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published together with another study designed to bolster his scholarly status,
“Dissertation sur la longueur de la carriére d’Olympie,” read earlier in the
year to the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres.

In the “Reflexions préliminaires” of the Observations, Le Roy wrote
scathingly of Sayer’s plagiarism, in particular, the English publisher’s amal-
gamation of views, often unrelated, on one plate. The whole operation, he
suggested, seemed expressly designed to undermine his own. But his main
concern was with Stuart. He doubted, whatever Stuart’s protestations, that
Stuart’s prime motivation was the defense of truth, for if that were so, Le Roy
pointed out, how could Stuart have announced a book that he was not in a
position to produce, not yet having measured even half the monuments of
Athens? Le Roy himself had not promised a full survey, as the very title of his
work made clear; nor, as his prospectus made clear, had he undertaken to
illustrate the buildings in equal detail, but rather in accord with their histori-
cal interest or usefulness as exemplars. He wanted no superfluity of moldings
and cornices, and whatever license he might have taken with the views, he
had aimed to convey the essential effect of each building on the onlooker.
“This entails,” Le Roy averred, “introducing into the souls of those who see
the image all the admiration that would strike them upon seeing the building
itself”S0—and also introducing, on occasion, as with the Albanians he had
shown dancing in the street alongside the Monument of Lysikrates (see vol. 1,
pl. 10), something of the continuities of history, for could not their dance be
construed as a distant memory of that invented by Theseus, the dancers’
handkerchief as a representation of the thread of Ariadne?5! In any case, Le
Roy had no doubts about whose views were better. But his sharpest riposte
concerned the divergence of aims. Stuart thought that the only point was
accuracy; Le Roy was intent on understanding the nature of Greek architec-
ture. “I had very different ideas as to my journey,” he wrote, “and I was cer-
tainly not in Greece simply to observe the relationship of the buildings and
their parts to the divisions of our foot.... It was principally to understand the
relationship of the monuments of Greece to one another, and to those of the
peoples who preceded or followed them in a knowledge of the arts, and to
those described by Vitruvius, that I measured them.”s2

While yet in Athens, it is important to note, Le Roy had managed to cor-
rect his first measurement of the Parthenon frieze, increasing it by two inches,
to ninety-five feet six inches. He had done this by procuring a ruler from
Canivet, a leading instrument maker in Paris who was soon to be appointed
instrument maker to the Académie royale des sciences. The post had been left
vacant in 1756 by the death of Canivet’s uncle, Claude Langlois, who in 1735
had made the two new toise standards taken to Peru and Lapland on expedi-
tions sponsored by the academy. In 1766 Canivet would make eighty copies of
Langlois’s Peru toise, also known as the toise de I’Académie, to be distributed
to the provincial parlements of France in an effort to standardize measures.3
Notwithstanding his lifelong obsession with measuring, Le Roy’s claim about
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his attitude toward measurement was no more than a statement of fact, nicely
summarizing the difference between French and English attitudes to the study
of the architecture of the past—the French, if they admired it, sought to cap-
ture the spirit of that architecture, the better to infuse it into their own tradi-
tion; the English sought a model to adopt or adapt.

But most of Le Roy’s response to Stuart focused on the real subject of their
dispute —the ruins in the bazaar. Given the emphasis on history in the first
edition of the Ruines, it is not surprising that Le Roy sought in the Obser-
vations to consider the matter from a historical point of view. He thus began
by declaring himself concerned not with the endless minutiae of history but
rather with those undertakings and events that conferred real distinction
on architecture. Some things scarcely mattered; others, seemingly secondary,
were of the highest import, such as the forms of the stones erected by the
Phoenicians on the graves of their heroes, or the idea of the primitive hut as
described by Vitruvius, or the enclosing court that Agrus and Agronerus had
first erected around it.5* These were primal forms. In time, the Phoenician
stones became obelisks, then pyramids, which gave rise to the oldest known
pyramidal building in history, the eight-tiered ziggurat of the Babylonian
Temple of Belus (the Tower of Babel of the Temple of Marduk, or the Eteme-
nanki of the Esagila), which like the primitive hut was set, according to
Herodotus (History 1.181), in a square court. These forms were taken up by
the legendary ruler Sesostris after his return from Babylonia to Egypt,55 where,
to commemorate his conquests, he erected temples dedicated to the local deity
in the principal cities. Each of these new temples consisted of a series of
colonnaded courts separated by giant doorways. The greatest of these temples,
that to the goddess Bubastis (Artemis) in the city Bubastis (Tall Bastah, near
modern Az-Zaqaziq, in the eastern Nile delta), was described by Herodotus
(History 2.137-38) as a vast square enclosure sheltering a sacred wood with
a tiered temple in the middle. Le Roy confidently assumed that the temple at
Bubastis was adorned both inside and out with colonnades, though these fea-
tures were not specified by Herodotus. This temple gave rise in turn to the
Tabernacle of the Israelites, which was singular only in that it had five col-
umns on the front facade—an irregularity found, Le Roy wrongly believed,
only in three other temples, all of “the greatest antiquity,”5¢ one in Egypt, one
on the island Aegina, and the last at Paestum. The Tabernacle’s surrounding
court was lined with columns, ten on the shorter sides, twenty on the flanks,
with piers behind to create a peristyle, cloth or skins suspended in between to
serve as curtains that could be closed or opened as desired.5”

And so to the Temple of Jupiter Olympius at Athens, described both by
Pausanias (Description of Greece 1.18.6-9) and, according to Le Roy, by
Thucydides (History of the Peloponnesian War 2.15.4). Le Roy narrated the
complex history of the building of this temple, not altogether inaccurately,
though without compunction he endowed it with the sacred wood and the
colonnaded court that he had conjectured for the temple at Bubastis and the
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colonnaded court he had described for the Tabernacle. The historical pedigree
of the temple thus established, he turned to its siting. As in the Ruines, Le Roy
relied in the Observations largely on Pausanias’s description of the buildings
of Athens in order to locate the temple, attempting at considerable length to
determine the exact route the Greek geographer took through the city in the
middle of the second century. But nothing was certain.’8 Le Roy was prepared
to concede that he might have been incorrect in identifying the ruins in the
bazaar as the Temple of Jupiter Olympius, but if it was not to be sited there,
where else could it have stood? For the ruins known as the Columns of
Hadrian identified by Stuart— correctly, as it turned out—as the Temple of
Jupiter Olympius could not possibly be regarded as such, Le Roy argued,
because Vitruvius (De architectura 2.8) had described the temple as having
two rows of eight columns in the front and no more than seventeen columns
on each side. Le Roy had located and measured the seventeen columns extant
at the site and had drawn a temple with three rows of ten columns at the front
and rear and two rows of twenty on each side. As this corresponded with
some of the details of the description of Hadrian’s Pantheon in Pausanias
(Description of Greece 1.18.9), Le Roy saw no alternative but to identify
the Columns of Hadrian as Hadrian’s Pantheon, and he forcefully reiterated
his earlier claim that they were not the remains of the Temple of Jupiter
Olympius.

The second edition of the Ruines, of 1770 (though Le Roy was able to
send copies to Chambers in November 1769), provided a final riposte to
Stuart. The material of the first edition was thoroughly rearranged. The divi-
sion between history, illustrated by views, and theory, illustrated by measured
drawings, remained. The essays on history and theory, greatly extended, were
set, as before, at the head of each of the two volumes that now made up the
Ruines, but the monuments themselves were divided between the volumes, and
in each volume the monuments were considered in terms of history (part 1)
and theory (part 2). The first volume included the chief buildings of the
Acropolis —the Parthenon, Erechtheion, and Propylaia —and those of its
surrounds that were considered to have been built before the end of the age
of Pericles (late fifth century B.C.) —the Theater of Dionysos, Hephaisteion,
Odeion of Pericles, and Monument of Lysikrates. These were analyzed in the
theoretical section of the book under the heads of Doric in its first and second
states (the Parthenon, and the Propylaia), the Ionic (the Erechtheion), Cary-
atid (the Erechtheion), and Corinthian orders (a page on the Monument of
Lysikrates). The second volume covered post-Periclean buildings — the Monu-
ment of Thrasyllus, Tower of the Winds, Doric portico (now identified by Le
Roy as part of a temple to Minerva and Augustus), Monument of Philopappos,
ruins in the bazaar (now identified by Le Roy as a temple to Juno Lucina),
Arch of Hadrian, Columns of Hadrian (identified still as Hadrian’s Pantheon),
Stadium of Herodes Atticus, and the remains of the Roman cistern. These were
dealt with, as before, in two parts, as history, with views, and as theory, with
measured drawings. But the balance of the second volume was none too satis-
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factory. Far too much of Le Roy’s text was devoted to the matter of Pausanias’s
route through Athens and to the ongoing arguments with Stuart— for what-
ever Le Roy’s conclusions, the identity of two major ruins (the Columns
of Hadrian, and the ruins in the bazaar) remained in doubt. The unevenness
of the second volume was furthered by the inclusion in it of the journey to
Sparta via Corinth, which meant that the Doric of the temple at Corinth,
though early, had to be considered in the theoretical part of this volume
along with an odd assortment of much later buildings. The ostensible purpose
of all this juggling, Le Roy declared in his preface, was “to make clear the dif-
ference between the buildings erected by a free people ... and those produced
by the same people when, under the yoke of Rome, they had lost part of their
former pride and genius” (p. 205).5° But the more vital aim, one might judge,
was to embarrass Stuart and to relegate, as far as might be, to the very end of
the first volume, and better still to the age of decline of the second volume, the
two monuments that Stuart and Revett had measured with such painstaking
care and had illustrated so beautifully in the only volume of their work to
have appeared —the Monument of Lysikrates, and the Tower of the Winds.
To cast the Tower of the Winds even further into obscurity, Le Roy’s two
plates of its plans, section, and elevation —revealed by Stuart to be altogether
inadequate — were omitted from the second edition of the Ruines, the only
plates to be removed.

For the rest, the Ruines was greatly enlarged. The text increased by as
much as one-third, mainly through the absorption of the two short books
that Le Roy had written in the interval between the two editions: Histoire de
la disposition et des formes différentes que les chrétiens ont données a leurs
temples depuis le régne de Constantin le Grand, jusqu’a nous (1764), pub-
lished to coincide with the laying of the foundation stone of Soufflot’s Sainte-
Genevieve (now the Panthéon); and Observations sur les édifices des anciens
peuples, précédées de Réflexions préliminaires sur la critique des Ruines de la
Grece, publiée dans un ouvrage anglois, intitulé Les antiquités d’Athénes, et
suivies de Recherches sur les mesures anciennes (1767). Three-quarters of the
Histoire was included in the essays on history and theory in the Ruines. The
substance, if not always the exact text, of about one-third of the “Reflexions
préliminaires” of the Observations was incorporated into the new preface,
though no more than one-tenth of the main text, but as the Observations
constituted Le Roy’s first response to Stuart, most of the information it con-
tained served as the basis for his further reply. The “Recherches sur les mesures
anciennes,” the essay on Greek stadia concluding the Observations, was taken
in full.

Much of the added matter, however, was in the form of footnotes. Le Roy
was determined to display himself a scholar this time around. Lengthy quota-
tions in Greek and Latin were added. Variations in the translation of Vitru-
vius’s De architectura were discussed to tedium, Claude Perrault’s rendering
into French, first published in 1673, being pitted against marchese Berardo
Galiani’s Italian version, which had appeared in 1758, with Le Roy often
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offering translations of his own. Sources throughout were cited with a new
precision — passing references to works by Antonio Labacco and Sebastiano
Serlio in the first edition, for instance, are pinpointed in the second. “What
will particularly distinguish this edition from its predecessor,” Le Roy noted in
the preface, “is the wealth of quotations that I have added” (p. 206).60

Of the hundred-odd pages of text in the first edition, no more than about
twelve were omitted, among them the two-page dedication to Marigny and
the three pages of the preface largely given over to Le Roy’s acknowledg-
ments. Much of the text was rewritten, as might be imagined, in response to
Stuart, but so also were the accounts of the Parthenon and the Erechtheion,
which remained an enigma to the end, as Le Roy could not comprehend the
architecture or decide whether the ruins on the Acropolis to the north of the
Parthenon were the “combined temples of Minerva Polias and Pandrosos” or
the “double temple” of Erechtheus (p. 253).6!

The sixty plates of the first edition (four maps, twenty-four views, and
thirty-two measured drawings) were reused for the second edition (minus the
two plates of the Tower of the Winds) but were, of necessity, rearranged and
renumbered. Captions on four were altered in response to the dispute with
Stuart, but only two were adjusted internally: the dimensioning at the base of
the column of the Doric portico was reduced by two inches (Le Roy noted the
faultiness of his ruler), and the three porticoes that had been shown on the
plan of the “temple enclosure” in the bazaar were reduced to one. Three
plates were added: a revised version of the comparative diagram of temples
and churches that had illustrated the Histoire (see vol. 1, pl. 1); an enlarged
version of the plans of stadia that had been included in the Observations as
an illustration to “Recherches sur les mesures anciennes” (see vol. 2, pl. 15);
and a new assemblage of plans and elevations of temple fronts and circular
or octagonal buildings (see vol. 2, pl. 25), which included the Tower of the
Winds, in miniature. Costs of engraving were, clearly, being kept to a mini-
mum. The paper of the second edition, one might note, was considerably less
costly than that of the first.

The problem of the Temple of Jupiter Olympius, more correctly the Temple
of Zeus Olympios, was not to be resolved until many years later. Stuart had
not himself measured the so-called Columns of Hadrian, but he had in his
possession Revett’s drawings, done after Stuart’s departure from Athens, and
these, like Le Roy’s, indicated a temple with twenty columns on the flanks.
Studying William Newton’s English translation of 1771 of the first five books
of Vitruvius,52 Stuart found that he, following Galiani’s Latin and Italian
edition of 1758, had introduced an ampersand into the text that allowed the
octastyle temple at Athens and the Temple of Zeus Olympios to be regarded
as two different buildings, the latter a decastyle. This offered Stuart a way
out of the impasse and almost confirmed his identification — though not
quite, for if the temple were indeed a true decastyle, it should have twenty-one
columns on the flanks. Stuart, unabashed, added a row of columns in red
chalk to Revett’s drawings. This was a matter with which later editors of The

22



Introduction

Antiquities of Athens had to contend — the second volume was issued only in
1790, two years after Stuart’s death, and the third did not appear until 1794.
Only in 1884, when the site was excavated by the architect Francis Cranmer
Penrose, was the Temple of Zeus Olympios found to be an octastyle with
twenty columns on its flanks — something altogether exceptional.63

Stuart and Revett’s and Le Roy’s surveys are marked by other divergences,
but only one—related to the matter of measurements, yet quite distinct —
need be noted here. The reader will have remarked already that Stuart and
Revett offered the antiquities, Le Roy the ruins. Stuart and Revett presented
their views as the start in a process of reconstructing each building, in the
form of finely finished measured drawings; Le Roy grouped his views together
as part of the process of history. Stuart and Revett saw in the picturesque
remains evidence of a glory that had passed, where Le Roy, one might hazard,
found objects of wonder and beauty. Ruins revealed the poetry of architecture
to Le Roy.

Ruins have not always been admired, of course. In classical times they
were thought of as evidence of a fallen grandeur. In the Middle Ages the ruins
of Rome were referred to, if at all, in much the same way as those of Troy or
Carthage (the most often noted of antique sites), in terms of moral oppro-
brium. They were lessons to the decline of human achievement and the folly
of human pride. Petrarch was among the first to look upon them with respect,
most movingly in his letter to Giovanni Colonna, of 1341 or 1342, recalling
their wanderings in the ruins of Rome,$* and he was followed by the humanist
scholars and artists of the Renaissance, who inspected the remains of antiq-
uity to learn of the forms and the rules of classical architecture. Ruins were
recast as objects that spoke of the splendor of the past and from which one
might learn, but they were probably not much appreciated as things of beauty
in themselves. Not until the end of the fifteenth century were their artistic
possibilities to be exploited, in an illustration in the Hypnerotomachia Poli-
phili (Dream of Poliphilo), printed in Venice in 1499. As an indication of how
differently ruins were viewed, even then, by Italians and Frenchmen, one
might note that when a French edition of the work was published in 1546,
the informally composed Italian woodcut was replaced with a more for-
mally composed French image.65 Even the poet Joachim du Bellay, though
greatly moved by the ruins of ancient Rome, and intent in Les antiquités de
Rome (1556) to conjure the same emotions they had aroused in him for his
countrymen, found no charm in the spectacle of their decay. Maerten van
Heemskerck’s sketchbooks of 1532 and 1536 bear witness nonetheless to the
thoroughness and painstaking care with which the ruins of Rome were being
observed in the sixteenth century.66 The recently discovered Fantastic Land-
scape with Ruins (Tempus Edax Rerum) by Hermannus Posthumus, also of
1536, demonstrates just how intriguing a painter could find those remnants of
the past.6” In 1575 Etienne Du Pérac, an architect, published a book on the
ruins of Rome, I vestigi dell’antichita di Roma, showing them both in their
ruined state and imaginatively restored, but his enthusiasms were none too
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widely shared. When Michel de Montaigne visited Rome in 1580, he declared
himself disgusted by the ruins; they were to him unworthy of their original
grandeur. Many others thought as he did.

The evocative magic of the ruins was to be celebrated only in the following
century, first in the paintings of French artists such as Nicolas Poussin, Jean
Lemaire, and Claude Lorrain, and soon after by artists from Holland and
Flanders who adapted their native topographical traditions to the landscape
of Rome. Pietro Santo Bartoli, Domenico de Rossi, and other engravers pub-
lished an array of books on the ruins of Rome in the late seventeenth century.
Desgodets famously recorded the buildings of classical Rome, restored, in his
Les édifices antiques de Rome (1682), the spur to almost all the archaeologi-
cal surveys of the following century. Attitudes were clearly being reconsidered
and thought out anew. Ruins were providing lessons for architects as never
before; they were also being rediscovered and clearly seen and understood as
mnemonic symbols.

By the middle of the eighteenth century a new note had been struck, some-
thing quite without precedent. A fragment was upheld as more wonderful by
far than the original entire. Describing the single standing column of the
Temple of Peace (the Basilica of Maxentius, in the Roman Forum)—by then
adorning the piazza outside Santa Maria Maggiore — Charles de Brosses wrote,
“I cannot tell you what that temple was, but only that that isolated column is
the most beautiful thing in architecture in the whole world, and that seeing it
gives me as much and perhaps more satisfaction than the view of any com-
plete building, ancient or modern, by presenting to me the idea of the highest
degree of perfection art has ever achieved.”68 This undated letter was probably
written soon after 1750. De Brosses’s letters circulated freely among his friends
in the decades before his death in 1777, but they were published only in 1799,
at the behest of the historian Antoine Sérieys, as Lettres historiques et cri-
tiques sur I'Italie. While a student in Rome in the 1750s, Le Roy might well
have been privy to de Brosses’s new viewpoint. And Chambers, with whom
Le Roy was in close contact, early gave imaginative architectural expression
to this attitude: in 1751, after hearing of the death of his patron, Frederick,
Prince of Wales, Chambers composed a design for a mausoleum in his honor,
a grand domed and colonnaded affair; the following year, while yet in Rome,
he drew a section of the prince’s mausoleum in ruins. Even earlier, in 1748,
one might note, the French designer Gilles-Marie Oppenord had engraved a
design for a new building—a grotto and salon—for Clemens August, elector
of Cologne, in the form of a ruin, and this was published about 1750 in the
so-called Grand Oppenord.® But exercises of this sort, though later quite
common, were still unusual.

The next twist in the reaction to ruins occurred some twenty years later.
They were viewed, quite suddenly, not only as symbols of the past but also as
uneasy portents of the future. Reviewing one of Hubert Robert’s composi-
tions, Ruine d’un arc de triompbe, et autres monuments, at the Salon of 1767,
Denis Diderot wrote,
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The effect of these compositions, good or bad, is to leave you in a state of sweet
melancholy. Our glance lingers over the debris of a triumphal arch, a portico, a
pyramid, a temple, a palace, and we retreat into ourselves; we contemplate the rav-
ages of time, and in our imagination we scatter the rubble of the very buildings in
which we live over the ground; in that moment solitude and silence prevail around
us, we are the sole survivors of an entire nation that is no more. Such is the first

tenet of the poetics of ruins.”0

Within a few years, or perhaps in that very year, René Louis, marquis de
Girardin, erected the Temple of Modern Philosophy overlooking the lake at
Ermenonville—a ruin it would seem, similar to the temple at Tivoli, but in
fact a building yet incomplete, its six standing columns dedicated to René
Descartes, Isaac Newton, Montesquieu, Voltaire, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and
William Penn, with additional columns lying on the ground, one inscribed
“Qui ’achevera?” (Who will finish this?).

The challenging issue of ruins, fragments, and unformed architecture is
key to understanding not only the form of Le Roy’s great folio but also his
theories of architecture. His book, in contrast to that of Stuart and Revett,
can be seen as a reflection of newly emerging attitudes to ruins. This introduc-
tion could, indeed, have been written around that theme—a subject so vast
and so enthralling that I have determined to resist its lure, lest it get quite out
of hand. I offer no more than this summary and turn instead to a survey of
some of the less frequently studied cultural forces that affected the making of
Les ruines des plus beaux monuments de la Grece.

The Early Exploration of Greece

The inspiration and even the form of Le Roy’s Ruines was greatly influenced
by Stuart and Revett’s Antiquities, but there were other motivating forces,
more determining yet. Ultimately, rivalries, whether personal or national,
were of little account in relation to the very real desire to unravel the myster-
ies of Greek architecture. For Le Roy and his contemporaries, classical Greek
architecture was understood almost entirely on the basis of the writings of the
first-century B.C. Roman architect Vitruvius. According to the fourth book of
his De architectura, the beginnings of Doric were discernable in the Temple
of Hera, near Argos, though the rules of harmony were as yet unformulated.
These were to evolve only in the Athenian colonies in Ionia, but once estab-
lished they provided the model for all proper architecture. There was no ques-
tion but that true architecture had emerged and reached its fulfillment in
Greece or in Greek lands. All this was readily accepted by Renaissance com-
mentators on Vitruvius, but it remained no more than a literary trope, for
there was no real knowledge of the architecture of Greece.”! Athens and the
mainland of Greece were visited twice by the great Italian traveler Ciriaco
d’Ancona, in 1436 and 1444; but though he eagerly inspected the antiquities
and recorded what he saw in notes and drawings, he could evoke no more
than the crudest approximation of the originals. Nonetheless, his drawing of
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Fig. 6. Ciriaco d’Ancona
West facade of the Parthenon, ca. 1435, MS Hamilton 254, fol. 85r
Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, Handschriftenabteilung
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the west front of the Parthenon (fig. 6) shows the Doric columns fluted and
without bases, as described by Vitruvius—marks of authenticity lost when
the drawing was copied some sixty years later by Giuliano da Sangallo.”2 For
almost two centuries these two drawings remained the only images of the
Parthenon available to architects in Europe, and Le Roy was sufficiently curi-
ous to view Sangallo’s manuscript, then in the Barberini library in Rome.

After the fall of Constantinople in 1453 and the Turkish conquest of
Greece a few years later, Athens, and the Acropolis in particular, became vir-
tually inaccessible to foreigners. For inspiration and examples from the classi-
cal past, the architects of the Renaissance thus relied on Roman ruins, which,
though regarded as mere imitations of the Greek originals, were readily visible
throughout Europe, and most particularly in Rome. The rich vocabulary of
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century architecture was developed without refer-
ence to the actual architecture of Greece; over time, the glories of Rome
were accepted by many as the real source of inspiration for contemporary
architecture and extolled as such. In his Cours d’architecture (1691), Charles-
Augustin d’Aviler expressed the common belief that “Rome...still contains
that which is most precious and from which the best principles of this art have
been drawn, since it is difficult to believe that the Greeks, who invented the
orders, elevated them to the same level of perfection as the Romans.”73

But this was a pragmatic stance. Connoisseurs and theorists who aimed to
purify architecture were all too willing to reject the richness of Roman form.
Most notable among these was Roland Fréart, sieur de Chambray, author of
the Paralléle de Parchitecture antique avec la moderne (1650), which was trans-
lated into English in 1664 by none other than John Evelyn. Fréart, together
with his brothers Jean and Paul, and their cousin Frangois Sublet de Noyers,
who was surintendant des batiments du roi from 1638 to 1643, concerted to
institute a state-supported policy of renewed classicism in France. In 1640
they succeeded in bringing Nicolas Poussin back from Rome to Paris, where he
worked for two years on a set of friezelike, severely classical designs for the
Grande galerie of the Palais du Louvre, but when Sublet de Noyers was dis-
missed in 1643, they lost their base in official power. The Paralléle thus became
their chief instrument of propaganda. Fréart was intent to do away with all
Roman and Renaissance elaboration. He upheld the Greek orders alone.

I willingly communicate the thoughts which I have had of separating in two
branches the five Orders of Architecture, and forming a body a part of the Three
which are deriv’d to us from the Greeks; to wit, the Dorique, Ionique, and the
Corinthian, which one may with reason call the very flower and perfection of the
Orders; since they not onely contain whatsoever is excellent, but likewise all that is
necessary of Architecture; there being but three manners of Building, the Solid, the
Mean, and the Delicate; all of them accurately express’d in these three Orders bere,
that have therefore no need of the other two (Tuscan, and Composita) which being
purely of Latine extraction, and but forrainers in respect to them, seem as it were of

another species; so as being mingl’d, they do never well together.”#
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But determined though he might be to revert to the Greek orders alone, Fréart
knew nothing of authentic Greek architecture. His baseless Doric was that of
the Theater of Marcellus, in Rome, a Tuscan order.

Even Claude Perrault, who abjured all blind adoration of the ancients (the
Greeks), unwaveringly accepted the Vitruvian position in Les dix livres d’ar-
chitecture de Vitruve (1673), his translation of De architectura. Following an
illustration in Serlio’s Il terzo libro, de la antiquita (1540), Perrault showed
the Doric order fluted and without a base, though he was not prepared to
recommend its use in this form for other than theatrical sets or ephemeral dis-
plays. Subsequently, in his Ordonnance des cing espéces de colonnes selon la
meéthode des anciens (1683), Perrault stressed even more forcefully his deter-
mination to reject all later accretions and distortions and to revert to the sim-
plicity of the Grecian originals —but, like Fréart, he was without any real
knowledge of that architecture, and he was, moreover, willing and even eager
to accommodate to his contemporaries’ architectural practices. More radical
in his respect for the originals was Perrault’s follower, the Cistercian abbé
Jean-Louis de Cordemoy. In his Nouveau traité de toute I'architecture (1706),
Cordemoy not only discounted the Roman orders, upholding the three Greek
orders alone, with even simpler proportions than usual, but also envisaged, in
his later letters defending his ideas, the general use of the baseless Doric.

Such severity cannot have been too seriously intended, however. The posi-
tion maintained by theorists in France in the early years of the eighteenth cen-
tury was rather more flexible, that of Fréart and Perrault. Even Cordemoy’s
strongest critic, Amédée-Francois Frézier, declared in his Dissertation sur les
ordres d’architecture (1738), “for the finest models of architecture, we are
beholden, first to the Greeks, and then to the Romans, who imitated them.”75
Similar sentiments were expressed in the same years by Jacques-Frangois
Blondel, Le Roy’s master. But disparagement of the Roman achievement had
already emerged, as we shall see, in the writings of Nicolas Gedoyn and of
Caylus. A stand dismissive of the arts of Rome is perhaps something of a sur-
prise when firsthand acquaintance with the arts of Greece was so restricted.
Literature and philosophy were within the grasp of most readers, pottery and
vases were to be seen in a handful of curiosity cabinets, including Caylus’s
own, but very few works of sculpture in the collections of the rulers of Europe
could be claimed, with any confidence, to be the work of Greek artists, while
the great monuments of Greek architecture had been viewed by only a hand-
ful of travelers, not one of them an architect, and no adequate records were
available.

Yet knowledge of Greek art was being accumulated, extremely slowly.
After the French king Frances I signed a trade treaty with the Ottoman sultan
Siileyman I in 1536, diplomats, merchants, missionaries and even adventurers
were able to enter the lands of the Levant.”¢ The focus of their attention was
Constantinople, however, and those with antiquarian interests concentrated
on the acquisition of manuscripts and coins, sculpture and reliefs, and per-
haps the recording of inscriptions, not on architecture. A succession of French
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ambassadors to the Sublime Porte — Jean Hurault, seigneur de Boistaillé;
Francois Savary, comte de Bréves; and Achille de Harlay de Sancy —set the
tone by acquiring manuscripts for their own collections, and soon they were
being required to buy on behalf of the king. But only in the reign of Louis XIV
did such acquisition become systematic: Cardinal Jules Mazarin and the French
chancellor Pierre Séguier initiated a policy of actively pursuing antiquities and
manuscripts —mainly for themselves though, rather than the king—largely
through the offices of the ambassador Jean de La Haye, but also through the
appointment of special agents, notably the Cypriot priest Athanasius Rhetor.
Between 1643 and 1663, the latter purchased over three hundred manuscripts,
mostly from the monastic community at Mount Athos, in Greece. This policy,
as might be imagined, was taken up and greatly furthered by Jean-Baptiste
Colbert, who not only coerced on the king’s behalf successive ambassadors
and the growing number of French consuls scattered throughout the Levant
but also recruited and instructed a succession of agents on his own account.
Notable among these representatives were de Monceaux and Laisné, about
whom almost nothing is known except that between 1667 and 1675 they
journeyed, together and separately, to the Levant on behalf of the Biblio-
théque du roi; Johann Michael Wansleben, son of a Lutheran pastor, who had
entered the Dominican order in Rome and later moved to the Levant (1671-76);
Antoine Galland, the orientalist who was to become famous for Les mille et
une nuits: Contes arabes (1704-17), who traveled three times to the east
(1670-75, 1676, 1679-89); and Pierre Besnier, a Jesuit, who took rather too
active an interest in diplomatic affairs and was quickly recalled (1679). Charles
Perrault, brother of Claude and Colbert’s right-hand man from 1663 to 1683,
was in charge of all these agents. They were given detailed instructions con-
cerning the manuscripts they were to seek —sometimes information about
specific manuscripts in specific monasteries —and general guidance as to
medals and coins, but they were also advised to travel with Pausanias to hand
and to make sketches and measurements of the significant monuments they
encountered. Wansleben was directed to visit Baalbek. His instructions, dated
17 March 1671, give evidence of a real interest in architecture:

He will observe and describe as accurately as he can the principal palaces and
buildings, both ancient and modern, located in the places he will pass through, and
he will try to deduce and reconstitute the plans and sections of those that are in
ruins; and, if he cannot do all the buildings completely, he will at least do the prin-
cipal parts that have remained, such as columns, capitals, cornices, and so forth;
and, as for the modern ones, in describing them he will indicate the principal func-

tions of each of their parts.””

Whatever their instructions, none of these agents was equipped to record
architecture with any degree of finesse, and all knew only too well that what
mattered most were the manuscripts. De Monceaux in fact visited Baalbek
and made a tolerable survey of the temples there that was to serve as the basis
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for a sheaf of engravings by Jean Marot, issued around 1670 and perhaps
used by the Perrault brothers as a justification for their design for the pro-
jected reconstruction of Sainte-Geneviéve, Paris, of soon after. Laisné stopped
at Ankara on his way to Persia and made some notes and a crude sketch of the
cella (body) of the Temple of Augustus there that would serve as the basis of
some learned comment in Claude Perrault’s Vitruvius, but that was all.”8
These men revealed nothing of the art and architecture of Greece.

This last was to be the particular province of Charles-Frangois Olier, mar-
quis de Nointel, who was dispatched as ambassador to Constantinople in
August 1670, to renew France’s trade treaties with the Sublime Porte. He was
accompanied by Galland, then on the first of his journeys, who was charged
to take attestations from the elders of the Greek church in relation to the reli-
gious dispute with the Jansenist Antoine Arnauld.”® Nointel adopted a high
and arrogant manner, which served him well. By September 1673, agreements
seemed to have been reached with the Ottoman ruler, so the ambassador set
out to visit Egypt, taking a considerable and costly train, about forty in all,
including Galland; a French gentleman, Antoine Des Barres, and an Italian
one, Cornelio Magni, both of whom were later to publish books relating to
their trip; and two artists in Nointel’s employ, Rombaut Fayd’herbe, a Fleming,
and Jacques Carrey, of Troyes, a pupil of Charles Lebrun. They visited Delos,
a long description of which is to be found in Galland’s journal. On Naxos, in
December 1673, Fayd’herbe died. While Nointel was in Jerusalem, the Otto-
man grand vizier recalled him to Constantinople. Nointel was prepared to
relinquish Egypt, but he determined to visit Athens on his way back. He
reached Piraeus on 14 November 1674 and departed thirty-four or thirty-five
days later. Two weeks of this period were spent in Boeotia, though he was
mainly in Athens, where unlike de Monceaux and Laisné, as he noted in his dis-
patch of 17 December 1674, he was allowed free access to the Acropolis. The
upper part of the south wing of the Propylaia was occupied by the aga, while
his harem was in the Erechtheion. Nointel saw these edifices but made no
observations. The Temple of Athena Nike was intact (in 1686 it would be dis-
mantled and its stones used to strengthen the fortifications; it was to be rebuilt
only in 1836). It too was left unrecorded. Nointel focused his attention on the
Parthenon, on its sculpture in particular. The building was then largely intact.
The cella had been converted into a church in the fifth century, and an apse
constructed at the east end, occasioning the collapse of the central portion of
the pediment. The rest of the sculpture in the pediments was untouched, as
were the friezes, apart from six slots for windows. The metopes on the north,
west, and east sides had been systematically defaced; those on the south
survived still. For two weeks Nointel’s artist, almost certainly Jacques Carrey,
worked with a rare intensity to record the sculpture in the pediments (fig. 7)
and the friezes, as well as the metopes extant on the south side. Not all his
drawings survive, but the thirty-five that do provide an unparalleled archaeo-
logical survey of the Parthenon’s classical sculpture. Nointel was systematic
and comprehensive in his aims. He noted of the drawings in his dispatch, “I

30



Introduction

am persuaded that they will be particularly well received in that, in addition
to their accuracy, they are also commendable for their rarity, which makes
them unique.”8? The representation of the capitals and columns under the
pediments, as of the so-called Columns of Hadrian and other ruins in Athens
sketched by Carrey, is altogether inept, however, and no measured drawings
were made. By 21 February 1675 Nointel was back in Constantinople, and it
was there, one must assume, that the vast panorama of himself and his retinue
seen against the background of Athens (fig. 8) was painted. The trade treaty
was successfully concluded, but the merchants of Marseille, who were expected
to pay for the embassy, balked at the cost. Nointel was recalled in 1677. He
retreated upon his return to his chiteau at Bercy, intending to write an account
of his journey, but it was never forthcoming.

However, one of Nointel’s train, the abbé Pecoil, meeting in Constantinople
a Jesuit missionary, Jacques-Paul Babin,8! who had five times traveled to
Athens, encouraged him to record something of the state of that town. From
Smyrna, Babin sent some notes to Pecoil, returned by then to Lyon. These
notes Pecoil passed on to a local doctor and antiquarian, Jacob Spon, who
edited, enlarged, and finally published them in 1674 as Relation de I’état
présent de la ville d’Athénes. Spon was so stirred by Babin’s report that he
decided to embark on a voyage of exploration of his own. In Rome he encoun-
tered George Wheler, from Oxford, an enthusiastic botanist and fellow
Protestant. They decided to travel to Greece together, Wheler giving some
financial aid to Spon. By the time they embarked from Venice on 20 June
1675, they had been joined by two more Englishmen, Sir Giles Eastcourt
and the mathematician Francis Vernon, a friend of the Italian ambassador to
the Sublime Porte, on whose ship they all traveled. The party split up at
Zante, Eastcourt and Vernon moving via Patras to the Gulf of Corinth,
Domvrena, and Athens, Spon and Wheler continuing on to Constantinople.
Eastcourt and Vernon spent no more than a week in Athens before going
to the Peloponnese and then north again via Patras to Lepanto (Navpaktos),
where Eastcourt died. Vernon traveled on to Delphi and then back to Athens,
where two months were spent, in part, in measuring the Parthenon. He
decided then to make for Persia (Iran). By the new year he was in Smyrna,
from which he wrote a short but extremely judicious account of his obser-
vations on Greece, published on 24 April 1676 in the Philosophical Trans-
actions of the Royal Society of London. He saw at once that the Hephaisteion
was “much less” than the Parthenon, which he judged the equivalent, at least,
of the most esteemed building to have survived from antiquity, the Pantheon
in Rome — “The Temple of Minerva is as entire as the Rotunda. I was three
times at it, and took all the dimensions, with what exactness I could” The
Erechtheion, he thought, “most fine, and all the ornaments most accurately
engraven,” the Monument of Lysikrates “neat architecture.”82 Within a year
Vernon was dead, killed outside Ispahan (Egfahan, Iran) in a dispute over his
knife. Spon and Wheler, meanwhile, had reached Constantinople, where they
were received by Nointel, shown all his drawings, and allowed to copy his
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Fig. 7. Attributed to Jacques Carrey Fig. 8. Attributed to Jacques Carrey

Left half of the west pediment of the Parthenon, 1674, The Marquis de Nointel’s Arrival at Athens, 1675, oil
drawing Athens, National Art Gallery and Alexandros Soutzos
Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale de France Museum
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inscriptions. They traveled thence to Smyrna, where they were welcomed by
the fifty-odd English residents there, and then to Ephesus. At the end of
November 1675, they sailed from Smyrna to Zante and from there, by the
same route as Eastcourt and Vernon, to Athens, which they reached finally
at the end of January 1676. They spent almost a month in Athens, making
excursions to Eleusis and Corinth. They set out then for Mount Athos, but
finding their way blocked by snow, they separated, Spon making his way back
to Zante and Venice, and thus to Lyon, where he published his Voyage d’Italie,
de Dalmatie, de Grece et du Levant in 1678, Wheler returning to England via
Athens, reaching home in November 1676, some months later than Spon. In
1682 he published A Journey into Greece, in part no more than a translation
of Spon’s work, to which was added some comment and observations of his
own on plants. Spon’s book was published in German in 1681; it was abridged
and translated into Italian by Casimiro Freschot in 1688.83

Spon’s book was surprisingly comprehensive and precise but, inevitably,
descriptive rather than interpretative. He knew what to aim for— “We has-
tened to go to see the large mosque, which had once been the Temple of
Minerva, and was the largest building on the citadel. The sight of it roused a
certain awe in us, and we stood considering it for a long time, without tiring
our eyes.”84 A long, factual account follows, providing little enough to inspire,
though Spon did note that “The Order is Doric, and the columns are fluted
and stand without base.”85 And that was how it was illustrated in a miserable
engraving (fig. 9) that was to serve as the standard image of the Parthenon
for over sixty years. He also illustrated the Doric portico, Hephaisteion,
Tower of the Winds, and Monument of Lysikrates, in which the Capuchins
had installed their library in 1669. These monks had drawn up a plan of
Athens between 1669 and 1671, which had served as a guide to Spon.

A fictitious account of a journey to Greece, Athénes ancienne et nouvelle
(1675), based on Capuchin missionaries’ maps and notes, had followed Spon’s
publication of Babin’s notes on Athens. This composition was by Georges
Guillet de Saint-Georges, writing under the name La Guilletiére. The book
was extraordinarily successful, running to at least four printings in the first
year, and an English translation in the year following. Spon himself had
received a copy in Venice, on his way to Greece, but detected its falsity soon
enough. He engaged in a lively controversy on his return, abetted by Galland,
thus ensuring considerable publicity for Spon’s own work. Des Barres pub-
lished L’estat present de I'archipel in Paris in 1678, and Magni issued Relazione
della citta d’Athene, colle provincie dell’Attica, Focia, Beozia, e Negroponte
in Parma in 1688, but these were racy, unreliable journals of their travels while
in Nointel’s entourage, intended to excite, not to inform.

By then the form of the Acropolis had been changed irrevocably. When the
sultan’s armies failed to capture Vienna in 1683, the Austrians and Venetians
formed an alliance intending to recover some parts of the Ottoman Empire. A
motley expeditionary force made up of mercenaries, under the command of
Francesco Morosini, a Venetian, took control of the Peloponnese almost at
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Fig. 9. The Parthenon

From Jacob Spon, Voyage d’ltalie, de Dalmatie, de Gréce et
du Levant, fait és années 1675 et 1676 (Lyon: Antoine
Cellier le fils, 1678), vol. 2, facing p. 188
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once, but not until summer 1687 did they move on Athens. The Turkish forces
abandoned the lower areas of the town, moving to the Acropolis. For eight
days Morosini directed his mortars and canons against them, then on the
evening of 26 September a shell landed on the roof of the Parthenon, in which
gunpowder had been stored. The explosion that followed ripped the center
of the structure apart; the fire that burned for two days after compounded the
damage, as did Morosini’s attempt, after the surrender, to remove the horses
from the center of the west pediment, which resulted in their utter destruc-
tion.8¢ When the Turks recaptured the town in 1688 they erected a small
mosque in the center of the Parthenon, and thus it remained until the removals
of Thomas Bruce, seventh earl of Elgin, in 1802.

French agents continued to be sent out to scour the east in Louis XIV’s last
years, most notably Paul Lucas, a goldsmith’s son from Rouen, who had
served in the Venetian army besieging Turkish-held Chalkis, in Euboea, in
1688. He thus was familiar with the Levant before he set out in 1700 on the
first of his three celebrated journeys of exploration, commemorated in his
three books, Voyage du sieur Paul Lucas au Levant (1704); Voyage du sieur
Paul Lucas fait par ordre du roy dans la Gréce, I’'Asie Mineure, la Macédoine
et PAfrique (1712); and Troisiéme voyage du sieur Paul Lucas, fait en 1714
etc. par ordre de Louis XIV dans la Turquie, I’Asie, la Sourie, la Palestine, la
Haute et la Basse Egypte (1719). These accounts yielded no new evidence for
an assessment of the architecture of Greece, however. Nor did the journeys of
the two orientalists, Frangois Sévin and Michel Fourmont, who were carefully
instructed by Jean-Paul Bignon, known as the abbé Bignon, librarian to the
king from 1719 to 1741, as to the manuscripts and books they should seek
out. Sévin spent most of the year 1729 and the first four months of that fol-
lowing trying in vain to discover whether any of the books of the Byzantine
emperors remained in the sultan’s libraries, a failure offset by the purchase of
about four hundred oriental and twenty-five Greek manuscripts, including a
magnificent copy of Strabo’s Geography.

Michel Fourmont and his nephew Claude-Louis made for the Pelopon-
nese, hoping to find remnants of the Byzantine emperors’ libraries in the
monasteries on the peninsula. Through most of 1729 and on to the middle of
1730 they crisscrossed the land, driven by hints of treasures and fears of
plague, but there were virtually no manuscripts to be found. The elder Four-
mont concentrated on inscriptions. In Athens alone he recorded four hundred
that Spon and Wheler had missed. By the time he reached Sparta he was in a
frenzy of accumulation. He had fifty or more workmen tearing down walls
and remains, searching for antique fragments with inscriptions, which he
would record and then destroy, it was later rumored, lest anyone else should
profit from his labors. “For more than a month, though ill,” he wrote to
Bignon on 20 April 1730 from Sparta, “I’ve been working with thirty laborers
on the complete destruction of Sparta; there is not a day when I don’t find
something, and some have yielded me as many as twenty inscriptions.” He
continued,
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If I could have made of Tegea and Antigonia, of Nemea and one or two other cities
what I have made of Hermione, Troezen, and Sparta, there would be no need to
send anyone to this land; there would be nothing left. I was unable to unearth the
relics from the former cities because of the plague; otherwise, they would be totally
destroyed. These destructions were, lacking books, the only means to bring renown

to a journey that has caused such a stir.87

He was on his way to Olympia when he was recalled. He took back records of
twenty-six hundred inscriptions and three hundred bas-reliefs, but they were
not to be published, though they were carefully cataloged by his nephew, who
would travel to the east again, to Egypt, in 1747. Sévin and Michel Fourmont
were both members of the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres,
and an account of their mission was read to the members on 14 November
1730 and published in 1733 in the academy’s Mémoires. Caylus was in con-
tact with Sévin while the latter was still in Constantinople3® and no doubt
continued the connection on his return to Paris, but other than the plans of
Athens and Sparta the Fourmonts had drawn up, there was not much of use
from either Sévin or the Fourmonts that could have been transmitted to Le
Roy. The Fourmonts did measure the temple platform at Sunium, inspect the
ruins of the two temples on Aegina, and explore the remains of Mycenae,
remarking the Lion Gate and the tomb of Agamemnon, but their energies
were not diverted to architecture.

Various other French agents had been active in the east earlier, in the
second half of the seventeenth century and the early years of the eighteenth
century — Laurent d’Arvieux, who first traveled to the Levant in 1653; Jean
de Thévenot, who made the journey initially in 1655; and Joseph Pitton de
Tournefort, the great botanist, there from 1700 to 1702, each of whom wrote
books on their travels. Other travelers from Europe had visited Athens even
before, as carefully recorded by Léon, marquis de Laborde, in his Athénes
aux XVe, XVIe et XVIIe siécles (1854). Nonetheless, when the great Bene-
dictine historian Bernard de Montfaucon began publication in 1719 of his
suffocating compendium of knowledge on classical antiquities, L'antiquité
expliquée et représentée en figures, in ten folio volumes, with five more to
follow, he was able to illustrate the monuments of Athens—indeed of all
Greece —with no more than copies of Spon’s miserable woodcuts of the
Hephaisteion and the Parthenon, along with engravings of figures from two
of the Parthenon’s metopes based on the drawings done for Nointel$? (almost
the only eighteenth-century response, one might note, to that extraordinary
repository; Caylus searched for the drawings in 1764, but they were to be
rediscovered only in the 1780s by the architect Léon Dufourny). The temples
at Baalbek were fully illustrated, on the basis of Marot’s engravings;*° though
thought to be Greek, these temples were rich and elaborate Roman works,
readily assimilable to the tastes of the times. Montfaucon had thought to
travel to the east in 1701, when on a literary voyage in Italy, but had changed
his mind. Later he was involved in the writing of instructions for Bignon’s
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Fig. 10. The Temple of Minerva at Athens
From Richard Pococke, A Description of the East and Some Other

Countries (London: printed for the author, by W. Bowyer, 1743-45),
vol. 2, pt. 2, pl. Lxvii
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Fig. 11. The Temple Erechtheion at Athens

From Richard Pococke, A Description of the East and Some Other
Countries (London: printed for the author, by W. Bowyer, 1743-45),
vol. 2, pt. 2, pl. Lxviil
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agents, laying stress, of course, on the acquisition of manuscripts and coins,
though he did suggest that Olympia might repay a visit. In any case, however
strongly he or others believed in the primacy, even the perfection of Greek
architecture, clearly it had not yet captured the imagination of the scholars
and adventurers of Europe. It could not command attention. It could not, in
effect, even be seen. And this was evidently still the case two decades later,
when the first measured drawings of the Parthenon were published in the
third volume of Pococke’s A Description of the East and Some Other
Countries (1743-435; French translation, 1772-73).

Pococke was a great traveler;”! he toured Europe with his cousin Jeremiah
Milles, later dean of Exeter, between 1733 and 1736, then decided to go
east. He landed in Alexandria on 29 September 1737, searched for the site of
Memphis, visited Lake Moeris (Lake Qarun or Birket Qaran), and explored
the Nile as far as Philae (here he passed his Danish counterpart, Frederik
Ludvig Norden, in the night, unremarked). From Egypt he went to Jerusalem,
Syria (visiting Baalbek), Cyprus, and Greece, returning to Sicily in November
1740, and thence through Italy, Switzerland, and Germany to reach England
in 1742. By the next year the first volume of his book, on Egypt, had been
published in London. The second volume, in two parts, was issued in 1745.
All the buildings of Athens that Le Roy was to include were described and
illustrated in the latter. Though the elevation of the Parthenon was hideously
distorted (fig. 10), the perspective of the Erechtheion ungainly, its capitals
quite false (fig. 11), Pococke’s illustrations of these, and other, famous build-
ings of Athens were the best available until Dalton’s twenty-one engravings of
the same buildings were offered in 1751. Whatever Adam’s opinion of Dalton’s
representations, they were far closer to the form and spirit of the originals
than anything else to be seen, and Le Roy was clearly responsive to them. He
was to illustrate one of the capitals of the Erechtheion in a half drawing, in
the manner of Dalton (see fig. 4). Nonetheless, there was little of authenticity
in Dalton’s images, nothing of the sculptural splendor of Doric. An apprecia-
tion of Doric was to emerge, albeit slowly, from a glimmering but growing
understanding of the Greece of antiquity.

Coming to Terms with Homer

Marseille might have been founded by Greeks, Charlemagne might have
induced scholars of Greek to travel from Ireland to France, but by the end of
the fifteenth century there was little enough of Greek culture in France —some
esteem for Aristotle, or rather pseudo-Aristotle, apart.92 The sixteenth cen-
tury marked a change. The first books to be printed in Greek appeared in the
early years of the century, scholars were invited from Italy to teach Greek in
the schools, and by 1521 the first Greek grammar to be written by a French-
man, Grammatica isagogica by Jean Chéradame, had been published. By
1530 Jehan Samxon’s Les Iliades de Homére had appeared. This version of
the Iliad was something of a hybrid, however; it was set in Gothic typeface,
illustrated with woodblocks of knights in medieval armor, and translated
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from the Latin. This last was to remain a limiting condition in Greek studies
in France throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and even
beyond. The language of education was Latin. Montaigne knew only Latin,
not French, up to his seventh year. Instruction at schools and at the Collége de
France was in Latin, and students were expected to respond and converse in
Latin. Greek works were, almost without exception, translated into French, if
at all, from Latin. Yet knowledge of Greek language and literature was greatly
advanced in these years, in particular at the Collége de France, sustained by
the learning and enthusiasm of classical scholars such as Petrus Ramus and
Guillaume Budé, librarian to the king from 1522 to 1540. The best translator
to emerge was Jacques Amyot, admired especially for his folio edition of
Plutarch’s Lives, done direct from the Greek and published in 1559. Others
soon translated the key works of Aristotle, Herodotus, Hesiod, Plato, and
Thucydides, for this upsurge of learning was to be sustained and diffused
throughout France through the medium of books. The greatest propagators
of the classics were the Estiennes, a French family of bookdealers and printers,
starting with Henri, who began as early as 1502 with an abridgement of
Aristotle’s Ethics in Latin and was to be abetted by his sons Frangois, Robert,
and Charles, and, eventually, by Robert’s son, another Henri. By 1588 they
had published both of Homer’s epics in Greek and Latin en face; in addition,
Hugues Salel and Amadis Jamyn, beginning in 1542, had rendered the Iliad
part by part into French, and their work had been published, together with
Jacques Peletier’s older translations of the first two cantos of the Odyssey, in
1577. This interest in Homer survived into the early years of the seventeenth
century. Salomon Certon published a French translation of the Odyssey, in
alexandrines, in 1604, and the Iliad in 1615. The year before, Fran¢ois Du
Souhait had offered the latter in prose, and this version, unlike Certon’s, was
to be reprinted no fewer than five times before 1634. An Odyssey, translated,
it was claimed from the Greek, by Claude Boitel appeared in 1617, to be
reprinted twice before 1638. Between 1622 and 1624 the Estiennes’ Greek and
Latin version was twice reprinted, but after 1617 there were no new transla-
tions of Homer’s great works, in full, before the end of the century, when, in
1681, La Valterie published translations of the Iliad and the Odyssey, both
reprinted in 1699 and 1709.

This might be thought a rich enough harvest of Homer, but the transla-
tions were clumsy and leaden, events and descriptions were transposed into
contemporary terms with little attempt to represent or understand the world
of Homer. There was labored scholarship, of a kind, in the commentaries
offered, but it was largely inaccurate. In other countries of Europe, in Holland
and Switzerland, but especially in England, there is evidence of a more eager
attack by translators and scholars on the world of the ancient Greeks, a
certain liveliness of approach and a sharpness of comment, notably in the
Cambridge edition of the Iliad and the Odyssey, in Greek, of 1689.

The leaden translations of Homer in France ensured that they were not
much read for pleasure; for sheer storytelling, there were available later, more
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popular accounts of the wars of Troy, such as Dictys Cretensis’s De bello
Trojano and Dares Phrygius’s De excidio Trojae historiae. But the Iliad and
the Odyssey did begin to provide a repertoire of the principal postures and
responses of the cultivated world that gradually came to sustain the literary
and cultural landscape of France—one sailed a wine dark sea, one steered a
course between Scylla and Charybdis, one’s faithful dog recognized one’s
homecoming even if one’s wife did not. The travails of Odysseus were depicted
in tapestries, paintings, and prints thoughout the seventeenth century, though
nothing rivaled in scale or in wonder the Chiteau de Fontainebleau’s great
Galerie d’Ulysse, painted in the middle years of sixteenth century by Francesco
Primaticcio and his pupils.®3> Most such works were the outcome not of a
reading of Homer entire but rather of Homer as presented in the schools,
where his works served to introduce the classics and to provide models and
precepts, notions of courage and endurance, boldness and daring. The publi-
cation of Homer in the seventeenth century was made up principally of issues
of single cantos, sometimes two, occasionally four, never more, issued year
after year, clearly labeled “ad usum studiosae juventatis” (for the use of the
young student). Homer served largely as an instrument of basic instruction.
As might be imagined, the Iliad, with its wars and passions, was always more
popular than the Odyssey. But Homer was never to rise to the stature of Virgil
in general esteem; he seemed far too unruly, even uncouth, with no more than
occasional flashes of genius.

Henri IV read Greek (though he read Plutarch in Amyot’s translation) and
was pleased to accept the dedication of Certon’s translation of the Odyssey.
His son Louis XIII likewise studied Greek seriously and was to publish a trans-
lation of his own, Préceptes d’Agapétus a Justinien, in 1612, but Louis XIV
had no interest in Greek and achieved no proficiency, nor indeed did his son,
the Grand Dauphin, though tutored by Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet (a great
admirer of Homer), or even his son, the duc de Bourgogne, tutored by Frangois
de Salignac de la Mothe-Fénelon (an even more fervent adherent of Homer).
This slackening of royal interest is a reflection of the decline in Greek studies
in the seventeenth century. The statutes that were promulgated for the uni-
versity in 1600 under Henri IV’s direction required that the students have
some knowledge of Homer, Hesiod, Theocritus, Plato, and other Greek
works, and in the schools of philosophy Aristotle remained pre-eminent (until
dethroned in the later years of the century by Descartes), but these authors
continued to be studied in translations from the Latin and to be analyzed in
Latin. As the century progressed, less and less time was devoted to these
works in the original, other than for medical or theological studies. No pro-
fessors of any real ability in Greek instruction were to emerge before the eigh-
teenth century.

There were, of course, centers of learning where Greek was cultivated: the
Jesuit Collége de Quimper, the Jesuit Collége de Clermont, and, especially, the
school at the Jansenist Port-Royal des Champs, where Claude Lancelot initi-
ated the instruction of Greek in French. This might be judged as no more than
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a part of the breakup of the culture of Latinity throughout Europe, pursued
as an active policy by Louis XIV and Colbert in their drive not only to unify
France by the imposition of a standard language — the great project of the Aca-
démie francaise was the compilation of the official French dictionary — but
also to make French the language of European diplomacy, reflecting France’s
cultural and political dominance. Whether or not Lancelot was inspired by
such aims, which is doubtful, his initiative and state policy compounded to
enable Greek studies to be separated from the study of Latin. This change of
vision was slow to achieve focus, but the implications were profound, even
from the start. Athens was to be clearly distinguished from Rome.

The greatest of Lancelot’s pupils, Jean-Baptiste Racine, not only read Greek
from his earliest youth but also grasped with unusual clarity the symbolic
and mythical force of the Greek poets. At the age of twenty-two he wrote
“Remarques sur ’Odyssée” (first published in 1825) in which he analyzed at
some length and with vivid delight the way in which Homer combined the
matter-of-fact description of the objects and events of everyday life with the
noblest of aspirations and ideals, even if these be failing.** And in the astrin-
gent plays of his later years he demonstrated how closely he could identify
with the world of the Greek poets and tragedians; he recognized unflinchingly
its unique dignity. The Greeks had for him attained to the summit of the
human spirit. In the preface to Iphigénie he expressed the hope that the
response of audiences to his borrowings from Homer and Euripides might
show that the taste of Paris was as one with that of Athens, that reason and
good sense were shared through the ages.

Racine’s world was a closed and confined one. His joy in the Greek spirit
was by no means generally shared. Other writers, such as Jean de La Fontaine,
might have prized Homer above all other poets. Other critics, such as the
austere ecclesiastic Claude Fleury —remembered by literary historians, if at
all, for his Traité du choix et de la méthode des études (1686), but author
also of a youthful study, “Remarques sur Homeére” (16635), first published in
1970 —might have tried to appreciate, despite the confusion and irregulari-
ties of Homer’s style, a grand design and nobility of concept in his epics —and
in this Fleury is of particular note for his association of Homer with archi-
tecture: “One can excuse what at first appears shocking in it,” he wrote of

the Iliad,

and forgive it on the grounds of its great age and his boldness in being the first to
undertake, at least as far as we know, a work of that nature, just as one would
not cease to hold in esteem an ancient building that had no ornaments or the
stones of which were rude, provided that the mass as a whole had a regular and
beautiful form, that the site was well laid out, and that it was well suited to the
uses for which it had been designed. But, in examining somewhat more closely the
so-called defects of Homer, we find that most of them are either matters of no

import or perfections.®’
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Such individuals remained rare indeed, however. When the gquerelle des
anciens et des modernes erupted in the final years of the seventeenth century —
another reflection of the policy of French cultural superiority — the reputation
of Homer, along with that of all the other Greek poets, was severely battered.
His works were seen as crudely composed, his style as rough and irregular.
His gods were all too easily ridiculed. Though some of the surpassing heroes
of literature that Charles Perrault proposed instead — Jean Louis Guez de
Balzac, Francois de Malherbe, and Vincent Voiture —make for a somewhat
ludicrous array, Perrault’s chief opponent, the poet and critic Nicolas Boileau-
Despréaux, was so inhibited by the rules of decorum and convention that he
could make no proper riposte or defense. Homer and the Greeks, it was all
too readily accepted, could not really stand up to the moderns —though, it
is important to note, Sophocles was translated into French for the first time
in just these years, with André Dacier’s L’Oedipe et I’Electre de Sophocle
appearing in 1692. However, it was not a more authentic experience of the
literature of ancient Greece itself that opened it up to general responsiveness
but a pastiche concocted by Fénelon, Les aventures de Télémaque. It was this
amalgam of Homer, Virgil, and Sophocles that would provide an altogether
new and popular entrance to the potent originals.

Fénelon had been appointed tutor to the duc de Bourgogne, Louis XIV’s
grandson, in August 1689, and in the following month Fleury was appointed
to assist him. The tutors had much in common in their high moral prob-
ings. Fleury had published Les moeurs des Israelites in 1681, Les moeurs
des chrestiens in 1682; Fénelon had written “Réfutation du systéme du pére
Malebranche sur la nature et la grace” in 1687. They shared also a knowledge
of Greek and a deep fondness for Homer. Like Fleury, Fénelon had involved
himself early with Homer and had even begun a translation of the Odyssey
for the prince. In 1694 he took this up once again, composing a manual of
moral and political instruction for his young charge in the form of a tale
of adventure, ostensibly a continuation of the fourth book of the Odyssey,
recounting the travels of Telemachus in search of his father, Odysseus.
Accompanied by the goddess Minerva, in the guise of the old Ithacan
Mentor (a play on sexual ambivalence that runs throughout), Telemachus
lands on Ogygie, the isle of Calypso, soon after his father’s departure.
Calypso is overjoyed by this instant replacement of the object of her affections
and promises Telemachus immortality if he will remain with her. This is the
first of his temptations.

Calypso’s isle serves as the base for the first six of the eighteen chapters of
Fénelon’s book. Telemachus begins as a young man full of faults and passions
but is slowly transformed by experience. To ward off Calypso, and also to
establish his manhood, Telemachus recounts his travels to Sicily, Egypt, Tyre,
Cyprus, and Crete, where he has observed different forms of rule, different
religions and customs. He is tempted by demons of desire when he falls in love
with Eucharis, one of Calypso’s maidens, rousing his hostess’s jealousy and
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wrath and imperiling his quest. Mentor gets them off the isle, onto a passing
boat, but they are not ready to return to Ithaca, as there is still too much to be
learned. The captain tells them of Boetica, a rustic paradise where the nomads
have neither houses nor much in the way of possessions but live in a state
of frugal bliss. Next Telemachus and Mentor are thrown up once again on
Crete, where they become involved with wars and disputes and the reorgani-
zation and rebuilding of the state of Salenta and the transformation of its
ruler, Idomeneus. Telemachus’s courage and wisdom, perseverance and toler-
ance are then put to the test. He descends alone into the underworld to obtain
news of Odysseus and there meets an array of good and bad rulers who rouse
in him deep pity. Upon his return he is tempted by demons of ambition when
he is offered a crown, along with a sensible, though loving, marriage to
Idomeneus’s daughter. The amorous intrigues are as involved as the negotia-
tions of state. Eventually Telemachus returns to Ithaca, a man, wiser and bet-
ter, and a wiser and better man, it is suggested, than Odysseus, though the end
of the tale is left up in the air.

The tale was not intended for publication, though more than Fénelon’s pupil
saw it in manuscript, a copy of which passed from Fénelon’s secretary to a
printer in Paris, who published the work in April 1699 under the cumber-
some title Suite du quatriéme livre de I'Odyssée d’Homére; ou, Les avantures
de Télémaque fils d’Ulysse. Fénelon promptly expressed his dismay, for un-
questionably the work was a veiled attack on the policies of Louis XIV and
Madame de Maintenon, with whom Fénelon was already in dispute on reli-
gious matters, which no doubt had occasioned his appointment as archbishop
of Cambrai in February 16935, to secure his distance from the court. Scandal
made for instant success. The response was electric; six hundred copies of
the first printing are said to have been sold in one day. The privilege to pub-
lish was withdrawn, and Fénelon ordered to remain in his diocese. But by
autumn 1699, a new edition, tidied up it would seem by Fénelon himself and
more briskly titled Les avantures de Télémaque, had been published in the
Netherlands. Swiftly it became the most successful novel of the new century,
appearing in sixteen editions before the year was out, published in every year
thereafter, often in more than one edition, right through the the Terror,
excepting only the years 1747 and 1789. The first edition in English appeared
in 1700, and the work soon became, paradoxically enough, the standard
text for English schoolboys learning French. Over eight hundred editions
and translations can be identified, but no doubt there were other pirated edi-
tions, and the work inspired countless imitations, parodies, and interpretative
parallels, from allusive responses such as Charles-Louis de Secondat, baron
de Montesquieu’s Le temple de Gnide (1725) and Voltaire’s Candide; ou,
L’optimisme (1759) to such overt representations as Bignon’s Les avantures
d’Abdalla, fils d’Hanif (1712), Les voyages de Cyrus (1727) by Fénelon’s dis-
ciple Andrew Michael Ramsay, or Jean Terrasson’s Sethos: Histoire ou vie
tireé des monumens anecdotes de I'ancienne Egypte (1731)—the latter so
inspiring to both Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart and Claude-Nicolas Ledoux —
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and more, on to Louis Aragon’s forthright rewriting, Les aventures de
Télémaque (1922), in which the episode on Calypso’s isle is retold in raw
sexual terms: Telemachus, a virgin, keeping lovemaking at bay with his story-
telling but seduced soon enough by Eucharis; the aged Mentor enthralling
Calypso with his sexual prowess; both Telemachus and Mentor ending up
dead. In Fénelon’s original, though there was much of amorous encounter, the
book was safe enough to be put into anyone’s hands —though not in the judg-
ment of Fénelon’s Jansenist antagonists.

Fénelon was undisturbed by the perceived impropriety of projecting Chris-
tian values in the guise of ancient mythology. He saw the antique world of
Homer as closer to nature, and the heroes, whatever their failings, as aiming
always at virtue and nobility. This easy assimilation of the pagan realm marks
his thinking from his earliest days. In 1675, at age twenty-four, he wrote a
well-known letter in which he described his desire to become a missionary in
the Levant:

I feel myself transported to those beautiful places and among those precious ruins,
to recover, along with the most curious monuments, the very spirit of antiquity. I
seek out the Areopagus where Saint Paul announced the unknown God to the
world’s sages; but since the profane follows the sacred, I have no compunction
about descending to the Piraeus where Socrates drew up the plan for his republic.
climb to the double summit of Mount Parnassus. I gather the laurels of Delphi and
experience the delights of the Vale of Tempe.?6

In the guise of Minerva, Venus, and Cupid he could deal with matters of
religion, life and death, love and desire. He could condemn war, fulminate
against luxury and all excess. His ideal society —no more than an ideal, as he
freely admitted —is presented in the description of Boetica, an archaic realm
peopled by nomads who have no need of houses, no possessions other than
their animals and the practical objects they make themselves. This is a pre-
figuration of the world celebrated by Rousseau and by the Physiocrats. Féne-
lon hated cities and towns. Nonetheless his work later offers a more viable
utopia in the form of Salenta’s capital, largely remade under the direction of
Minerva-as-Mentor. Only the temples are ornamented; the houses are sensi-
bly organized, nicely spaced out, well built, plain, simple and clean: “Mentor,
like a skillful gardener who cuts back the useless wood from his fruit trees,
thus attempted to cut away the useless ostentation that was corrupting morals.
He returned all things to a noble and frugal simplicity.”” The vision through-
out is that of Poussin, rather than any more authentic recreation of antiquity.
The straightforward architecture serves always to teach a lesson, often more
than one. When Telemachus and Mentor first land on Calypso’s isle, they are
taken to her grotto, where “Telemachus was surprised to see, in its rustically
simple appearance, everything that can charm the eyes. There was neither
gold nor silver nor marble nor columns nor paintings nor statues; this grotto
was carved into the rock, vaulted with rocks and shells, adorned with a young
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vine that spread its flexible branches equally in all directions.”?8 This opens
out to a mass of plants and flowers and to views of the hill and the sea.
Clichés abound. A fire is lit, and robes are laid out for Telemachus, one of fine
white wool, another of purple fringed with gold. This last is not to be read
simply as a symbol of luxury and ostentation; it can also be taken as a sign of
proper authority. Telemachus has not yet earned this. Mentor advises him to
put on the white robes.

The rocks and shells and the clinging vine are an intimation, almost, of the
rococo style to which the austere aesthetic of ancient Greece was later to be
so strongly opposed, by Caylus among others. Architecture, as a rule of a
practical and simple kind, is a recurring theme throughout Fénelon’s writings.
It appears thus in tales such as “Les aventures d’Aristonoiis” (1699)% or in
fundamental texts of theology such as the Demonstration de I'existence de
Dieu (1712).190 More than once in Fénelon’s work, architecture serves as a
marker for the proof of God—a clock proves the existence of the clockmaker,
a well-designed house proves the existence of the architect, the wonder of the
universe proves the existence of God.1%! In the second of his Dialogues sur
I’éloquence, perhaps written as early as 1679, though published only in 1718,
Fénelon upheld the noble simplicity of Greek architecture, as opposed to the
complexity and intricate detail of Gothic: “Greek architecture is much more
simple, it allows only majestic and natural ornaments; one sees nothing but
the great, the proportionate, the correctly placed.”102 He took up this compar-
ison again, at far greater length, adding a thrust at the moderns, in his famous
Lettre a I'académie of 1714, which he revised at the request of André Dacier
and which was published in 1716, posthumously, as Réflexions sur la gram-
maire, la rhétorique, la poétique et ’bistoire; ou, Mémoire sur les travaux de
I’Académie francaise @ M. Dacier:

It is natural that the moderns, who have great elegance and ingenious devices,
flatter themselves that they have surpassed the ancients, who had only simple
nature. But I ask for leave to make a kind of apologia; the inventors of what is
called Gothic architecture, and which, they say, is that of the Arabs, undoubtedly
believed they had surpassed the Greek architects. A Greek edifice has no ornament
other than that serving to adorn the work; the elements needed to support it or to
enclose it, such as the columns and the cornice, achieve their grace solely by their
proportions. Everything is simple, everything is measured, everything is reduced to
its function. Neither boldness nor caprice imposes on the eye. The proportions are
so correct that nothing looks too big, though it might be. Everything is restricted
to satisfying true reason: in contrast, the Gothic architect erects on very slender
pillars an immense vault that rises to the clouds. One thinks everything is going
to fall, but everything lasts for many centuries. Everywhere there are windows,
rose windows, and spires. The stone seems to be cut up like cardboard. There
are openings everywhere, everything is in the air. Is it not natural that the first
Gothic architects flattered themselves that by their vain refinement, they had sur-

passed Greek simplicity?103
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In these same pages Fénelon sums up the greatness of Homer thus: “He
painted with naiveté, grace, force, majesty, passion. What more can one
want?”104

Fénelon’s Les avantures de Télémaque opened responsiveness to the world
of Homer, but the writings of Homer were to be rendered beguiling and famil-
iar throughout France by another scholar, Anne Dacier.15 Born in Saumur in
1651, she was the daughter of Tannegui Le Feévre, an early enthusiast of Greek
who had taught himself the language and established himself as an earnest
scholar of antiquity in general, and of Homer in particular, with the publica-
tion of Les poeétes grecs (1664). He, in turn, instructed his children in Greek;
his son had read the Iliad twice by the age of fourteen, claimed Le Fevre, but
only when she was twenty-one did he begin the classical education of his
daughter. She took up Greek and Latin with rare aptitude. After her father’s
death in 1672, she moved to Paris to work with his close friend Pierre-Daniel
Huet, another dedicated scholar who would soon publish De optimo genere
interpretandi (1680), one of the fullest and most intelligent texts to appear
on the aims and methods of translation—a subject of special import in the
years of the political promotion of French as the cultural language of Europe.
Huet’s advice was sensible and practical and was taken to heart by Anne Le
Fevre. She helped him with his translations. She also published an annotated
edition of Dictys Cretensis’s De bello Trojano and Dares Phrygius’s De exci-
dio Trojae historiae in 1680. But already she had embarked on translations of
her own—XKallimachos’s works were issued in Latin in 1675, the poems of
Sappho and the Anacreontea in French in 1681, with more to follow. In 1683
she married André Dacier, later a member of both the Académie francaise and
the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres, whom she had already
encountered in Saumur as a pupil of her father.196 She worked with him on
translations, in particular on his rendering into French of Plutarch’s Lives,
which began appearing in 1695, but she was soon publishing again on her own
account, producing not only translations but also studies such as the Philo-
sophie de Platon (1699), in which she sought to demonstrate Pythagoras’s and
Plato’s borrowings from the Bible.

Her great achievement though was her translation of Homer into French.
L’lliade d’Homére appeared in 1711, L’Odyssée d’Homére between 1708 and
1716. These were aimed unashamedly at the widest possible audience. The
prose was clear and easy, and the translation not altogether faithful to the
original, for Dacier was intent to avoid coarseness and violence. She was less
prudish than her predecessors, but she avoided bodily descriptions as best
she could. Inevitably she imposed contemporary mores and beliefs on her
characters. Undeniably she softened Homer. She flinched from his energy.
As Voltaire was to remark, “Anyone who has read only Madame Dacier has
not read Homer.”107 Voltaire, however, could not read Greek. Dacier man-
aged nonetheless to conjure up an archaic world of directness and simplicity,
peopled by heroes of independence and spirit.

The publication of the Iliad catapulted her to fame. Dacier became a
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celebrity, the first fashionable translator ever, courted in the salons, the talk
also, altogether surprisingly, of the cafés and the boulevards, for in the early
months of 1715 there was a final bright flaring of the quarrel of the ancients
and the moderns, the quarrel of Homer. This was provoked by the publication
in Amsterdam, in 1714, of L’lliade, poéme avec un discours sur Homére, by
the dramatist Antoine Houdar de La Motte.108 This version of the Iliad com-
prised La Motte’s previously published translation of the first book, which
had appeared in 1701 with a dedication to the duc de Bourgogne; free transla-
tions of the second, third, and fourth books (from the Latin, as he too did not
read Greek) accompanied by adaptations of his own; and even freer interpre-
tations and amalgamations of the remaining twenty books. In his preface, La
Motte made clear that there might be something of greatness in Homer but it
was almost a matter of chance, for the original was in most respects coarse,
lacking in proper morality, clumsy, and repetitive. La Motte offered a contem-
porary variant all his own of the ancient work —as he had happily acknowl-
edged in letters exchanged on the subject, in 1713 and 1714, with Fénelon.10?

Dacier, correctly, regarded the publication as a personal challenge. Though
she had not directed her translation of the Iliad to scholars, and though she
had nowhere brashly displayed her erudition, it was clear from the notes she
had offered that she was very well versed indeed in classical literature and
commentaries. She now emerged as the pedant. Her reply to La Motte, Des
causes de la corruption du goust (1714), issued in Paris in February 1715,
answered his attack point by point but scarcely rose to a proper defense of
Homer. La Motte replied at once, with verve, issuing Réflexions sur la cri-
tique in parts, as a series of broadsides. Others entered the fray: the Oratorian
Jean-Francois de Pons with Lettre a Monsieur *** sur I'lliade de Monsieur de
La Motte (1714), which acknowledged that Madame Dacier’s elegant trans-
lation had nothing of the force and confusion of Homer; the Jesuit Claude
Buffier with Homeére en arbitrage (1715), a silly attempt to satisfy all sides;
Terrasson with Dissertation critique sur I'lliade de Homeére (1715), a sternly
rational analysis of Homer’s work by an expert in Greek, inevitably to its
detriment (though Terrasson saw at once that Dacier’s Homer was grounded
in Fénelon); Boscheron with the publication of Conjectures académiques; ou,
Dissertation sur I'lliade (1715), a long-suppressed manuscript completed
before 1664 by Frangois Hédelin, abbé d’Aubignac, isolating some felicities in
the assemblage represented by Homer but adding little to the controversy;
and Jean Boivin and Etienne Fourmont, two members of the Académie royale
des inscriptions et belles-lettres. Jean Boivin,!10 professor of Greek at the
College Royal and garde des manuscrits at the Bibliothéque du roi, was a fer-
vent supporter of Homer (despite having learned Greek the hard way, by
being locked up by his elder brother each day until he translated a set number
of lines). He had put forward a proposal in 1708 to the Académie royale des
inscriptions et médailles to publish an authoritative edition of Homer in
Greek and Latin, nothing of the sort, he considered, having yet emerged in
France, but he could not find a publisher even later, despite the support of the
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abbé Bignon of the Bibliothéque du roi. Boivin’s Apologie d’Homere et
bouclier d’Achille (1715) was a polite but firm response to La Motte that
included an analysis of Achilles’ shield, with an engraving by Charles-Nicolas I
Cochin (fig. 12), after a drawing by Nicolas Vleughels, designed to prove that
all the scenes described by Homer (Iliad 18.475-615) could fit on such an
object. Writing voluminously and not always to the point, Etienne Fourmont—
newly promoted professor of Arabic at the Collége de France, member of the
Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres in succession to Galland, and
the elder brother of Michel Fourmont, who was to be dispatched to Sparta by
Bignon —though a savant of the most austere sort, embracing not only Greek
and Arabic but also Chinese,!!! offered in his Examen pacifique de la querelle
de Madame Dacier et de Monsieur de La Motte sur Homére (1716) a surpris-
ingly sharp appraisal of Homer as the greatest of all possible poets (surpassing,
he believed, even Fénelon). Homer’s work, Fourmont argued, was to be judged
not in terms of what it represented of current morality but rather in terms of
what it represented of the creative spirit. This was a note struck for the future.

Another late contribution to the controversy was Apologie d’Homére, ou
Pon explique le véritable dessein de son Iliade et sa théomythologie (1716),
by another Jesuit, Jean Hardouin, who argued that the gods in Homer rep-
resented Earth, the Sun, the Moon, and the planets. This work elicited
yet another pedantic response from Dacier, Homeére défendu contre I’Apo-
logie du R. P. Hardouin (1716). Other pamphlets, other articles were pub-
lished. Learned journals and newspapers encouraged the debate. It was taken
up in the theater: Pierre Marivaux offered L’Homeére travesti; ou, L’lliade
en vers burlesque in 1716, and strolling players poked fun at the argument.
While it lasted, the quarrel of Homer was a cause célébre, an entertainment
for all. And then it was over. Dacier and La Motte were reconciled at a dinner
on 5 April 1716.

To all appearances, the moderns had won the battle of Homer. In the
terms advanced by the ancients, those of rational analysis and academic
rules, Homer could not be defended. The moderns were more confident
and livelier in their thrusts. Homer could be parodied all too easily. Dacier,
an ancient by inclination, herself considered that her vital contribution to
Homer studies was to have imposed order on the great epics, and this vision
of order was undoubtedly one of the reasons her versions were so popular.
When Alexander Pope published an English translation of the Iliad starting
in 1715, his work, like Dacier’s, was not that of Homer. He had grasped the
sinewy force of the original and described its poetry, in his preface, as that of
a “wild paradise” (rendered in the French edition of Pope’s preface, issued
between 1718 and 1719, as “paradis brut”). Dacier could see nothing of the
sort. In the preface to the second edition of her translation, issued in 1719,
she rejected the notion brusquely. Having rendered Pope’s simile as “jardin
brut” —she readily admitted to not understanding English very well —Dacier
wrote of Homer’s work, “It is the most regular and symmetrical garden ever.
Monsieur le Nostre, who was the best in the world at his art, never observed a
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more perfect and admirable symmetry in his gardens than that which Homer
observed in his poetry.”112

Dacier imposed a grand design on Homer, one readily acceptable to her
contemporaries. Her translations were reprinted again and again until 1826.
There were many who still regarded Homer as uncouth and slightly ridicu-
lous, but Dacier had provided the means of seeing him whole. She had ren-
dered him consistent and coherent, simple and powerful, and had provided
thus a framework of thought to approach the world of antiquity entire.113

Coming to Terms with Feeling

Though Madame Dacier might seem to have ordered Homer, there was more
at stake than a call to order. The acceptance of Homer was equally part of a
new responsiveness to natural feeling and passion, and no single individual
set the tone and style for this new sensibility more effectively —it is not alto-
gether surprising to find —than Fénelon.

To the ancients, Fénelon seemed the equal of Homer; to the moderns, he
had surpassed Homer, particularly in the matter of morality. Either way, he
won. Fénelon himself, as we have seen, found the moderns too ingenious, too
clever. He was by inclination an ancient. He believed in the privileges of birth,
in an aristocratic caste (in reformed Salenta, the ranks of the citizens are dis-
tinguished by seven types of dress), in social structures and traditions rooted
in the past, and he proclaimed above all the return to an order than had been
eroded by luxury and war, by neglect of the ideals of family and nation, by an
absence of the love of God — “’amour pur.” His rustic ideal was no more than
an earlier manifestation, simpler and more direct, and thus closer to nature, of
this structure of order. Again and again, he argued calmly and in rational
terms for the reinstatement of a life of sobriety, piety, and authentic well-
being. Yet he knew well enough that the human spirit could not be controlled
by reason alone; there was, as he explained in Traité de Pexistence de Dieu
(1713), another reason, that of the self, which may be wayward and uncertain
but must, if there were to be any recovery of order, be impelled by a deep
and instinctual desire for order’s attainment. Individual feeling thus became
the determinant of all true action as well as the ultimate guarantee of all
true order.14

Individual feeling and passion, individual perception and vision had long
been features at odds with the rules of classical literary composition so
thoughtfully and painstakingly established in the early seventeenth century.1ts
Even before the publication in 1674 of Le traité du sublime; ou, Du mer-
veilleux dans le discours, Boileau’s translation of a treatise attributed to
Longinus, those most rigorous of critics, Dominique Bouhours and René
Rapin, as Théodore Litman has shown, had read the work, no doubt in
Tannegui Le Fevre’s Latin translation of 1663, and were grappling with the
very real difficulties it raised for those intent to set literary standards amen-
able to rule alone. They were determined to explain genius itself. Bouhours
was a fervent upholder of common sense and clarity, simplicity and sobriety —
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style, he thought, should be “a pure, clean water, that has no taste at
all.”116 Nonetheless, in his Les entretiens d’Ariste et d’Eugéne (1671), one of
those popular seventeenth-century theoretical texts presented, in the Socratic
manner, in the form of a dialogue, he felt impelled to accept and consider
the effect of sheer inspiration. “Genius,” he acknowledged, “is independent
of chance and fortune; it is a gift from heaven in which the earth plays no
part at all; it is the je ne sais quoi of the divine.”117 This marks the entry into
French literary criticism of the tormenting concept of the inexpressible “je
ne sais quoi.” But Bouhours, though he recognized it, and recognized it as
an aspect of “le style sublime,” was no more able to explain and define it
than his successors, who worried at it at length. Bouhours could simply
describe its impact.

Rapin, though often considered far more dogmatic a classicist than Bou-
hours, tackled the issue head on. In his two most famous critical works,
Réflexions sur I'usage de I’éloquence de ce temps (1671) and Réflexions sur
la Poétique d’Arioste et sur les ouvrages des poeétes anciens et modernes
(1674) — the latter published the same year as Boileau’s Le traité du sublime —
Rapin showed himself both fully familiar with Longinus and essentially in
accord with the idea that great literature required genius and inspiration rather
than rules, for though literature must stimulate the mind, it must, even more,
touch the spirit: “But just as judgment without genius is cold and listless,” he
argued, “genius without judgment is extravagant and blind.”118 His thought
evolved rapidly over the years; at first he preferred Cicero to Demosthenes,
Virgil to Homer, but he came soon enough to esteem Homer above all other
ancient authors — “He was the only one who found the secret of combining
purity of style with all the loftiness and grandeur of which heroic poetry is
capable.”1® In Les comparaisons des grands hommes de I'antiquité qui ont le
plus excellé dans les belles-lettres (1684), he was yet more expansive and cir-
cumstantial: “I would have no trouble agreeing, first, that Homer has a much
vaster plan and a more noble manner than Virgil, that he has a greater
breadth of character, that he has a grander air and a more sublime je ne sais
quoi, that he describes things much better; that even his images are more
accomplished.” 120 Rapin’s unembarrassed acceptance of Homer was perhaps
made easier in that none of the moderns, who kept to the rules, could be com-
pared to him; Rapin dismissed them all.

With the publication of Boileau’s translation of Longinus in 1674, the sub-
lime emerged as a major element in literature, whether ancient or modern.
Boileau’s rendering was of the freest kind. He aimed, he said, to provide no
more than a useful introduction to the subject. Though he skirmished more
than once with definitions, he relied rather on examples —supremely on one
adduced by Longinus himself: “God said, ‘Let there be light, and there was
light”121 But Boileau did make clear the distinction between a “sublime style”
and the “sublime” itself. “One must know,” he wrote, “that, by sublime,
Longinus did not mean what orators call the sublime style, but rather the
extraordinary and wondrous thing that strikes you in discourse and that
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makes a work sweep you away, enrapture you, transport you. The sublime
style relies merely on lofty words.”122 Bold and enterprising though Boileau
might have seemed in thus broaching the sublime, he hedged his bets, pub-
lishing his influential L’art poétique (1674), a didactic treatise setting forth
the rules for the composition of poetry in the classical tradition, in the same
year as his translation of Longinus. The sublime could not, he stressed, be
explained; it could only be felt, and felt by those of refined sensibility alone.

Pierre-Daniel Huet, bishop of Avranches, with whom Anne Le Févre
worked after her father’s death, was outraged that words from Genesis should
be subject to literary analysis. Huet responded to Boileau in his Demonstratio
Evangelica ad Serenissimum Delphinum (1679) by defining four categories of
the sublime, not one of which could encompass the Fiat lux of Genesis.
Bouhours and Rapin likewise felt bound to respond to Boileau. In La maniere
de bien penser dans les ouvrages de I'esprit (1687), another set of dialogues,
on this occasion between one Eudoxe and one Philanthe, Bouhours tried yet
again to reconcile the sublime with the rules, in particular the rules relating to
fine and delicate writing. Bouhours liked the light and witty poems of Voiture.
Eudoxe, Bouhours’s protagonist, preferred Virgil to Homer. In effect, Bou-
hours favored a subverted and sapped sublime.

Rapin, as aggressive and audacious as ever, made no mention of Boileau in
Du grand ou du sublime dans les moeurs et dans les différentes conditions des
hommes (1686), and with intent, for Boileau had offered the sublime as no
more than an artistic concept, whereas for Rapin it had become a moral issue:
“the idea of the sublime is always so linked with literature that one finds it
difficult to shift it elsewhere. But since all things can contain something of the
great and the wondrous, I decided that one might be able also to conceive of
the sublime in that way: this led me to imagine it in all life’s different condi-
tions. Each of these conditions is capable of assuming a degree of perfection
that can inspire in its realm the same admiration that literature can inspire in
its own.”123 He was categoric that this sublime was not to be accommodated
to any system of rules: “it is an idea of perfection above all ideas and in a lofty
place of excellence, about which art and nature know nothing because it
stands above their rules.”124 The sublime, for Rapin, partook of the divine.

The reaction of those thinkers who had adopted a Cartesian mode of rea-
soning — which played no part in the system of thought and structures of rule
that classicists had formulated in the early years of the seventeenth century —
can be readily imagined. The moderns would have no truck with the sub-
lime, it being to all accounts inexplicable. The quarrel of the ancients and
the moderns could thus be (and indeed has been) construed as a debate as
to the nature and the value of the sublime. But even before that battle was
joined in 1687, after the delivery of Charles Perrault’s poem “Le siécle de
Louis le Grand” before the Académie frangaise on 27 January, the flurry
of terms that had been invoked to denote the sublime — “je ne sais quoi,”
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“génie,” “feu divin,” “enthousiasme,” “passion” —was rudely rejected in the

name of rationalism by Charles de Marguetel de Saint-Denis, seigneur de
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Saint-Evremond, an exile in London from 1661 until his death in 1703, but
for an interval in the Netherlands (1665-70), and thus something of an
onlooker to the French literary debate, and one subject, moreover, to English
influence. He offered no comprehensive work of analysis or criticism, but in
occasional papers and articles he made clear his pragmatic attitude toward
the authors of classical antiquity and his belief that what was required was a
literature reflecting the advances in knowledge, philosophy, and morality of
the present. He liked best the French classical tragedies of Pierre Corneille.
“One must love the rule,” he wrote in “De la comédie anglaise” (1677), “to
avoid confusion; one must love good sense, which tempers the ardor of a fired
imagination.” “But,” he continued, “one must remove from rule all trouble-
some constraint and banish a punctilious reason that, through too great an
attachment to exactitude, leaves nothing free and natural.”’125 He too would
have no truck with the sublime.

Nonetheless Saint-Evremond served to introduce into the arguments over
the sublime the concepts of vastness and terror that were to assume such
significance in the development of romanticism during the second half of
the eighteenth century. About 1681 he would address “Dissertation sur le
mot vaste” to the Académie frangaise. Occasioned by a dispute in which he
was engaged with Hortense Mancini, duchesse de Mazarin, as to the precise
meaning of vaste, he wrote, spurred by his distaste for the sublime,

The vast and the frightful are closely related, vast things belong to what astonishes
us, they do not belong to those things that make an agreeable impression on us....
Vast gardens cannot provide the pleasures that come from art, nor the graces that
nature may give. Vast forests frighten us, our faculty of sight wanders and loses
focus when we look at vast countrysides. Rivers of a reasonable size allow us to see
pleasant banks and imperceptibly inspire us with the gentleness of their peaceful
course. Overly wide rivers, overflowing banks, and floods displease us with their

turmoil, and our eyes cannot bear their vast expanse.126

Longinus himself had invoked the awe aroused by the sight of great rivers and
views from mountain peaks as examples of the sublime, but such references
were not to be taken as positive features of the sublime before 1757, when
Edmund Burke published A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our
Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful. Vastness and terror then became experi-
ences to relish, albeit from a position of safety.

Once the battle between the ancients and the moderns was fully engaged
with the appearance of the first volume of Charles Perrault’s Paralléle des
anciens et des modernes, en ce qui regarde les arts et les sciences (1688), yet
another critical harangue against Boileau couched in the form of a dialogue, it
became apparent that the issue of the sublime was the real bugbear of the new
rationalists. It seemed to the moderns a spur to incomprehension and illusion.
Moreover, it was quite simply old-fashioned. What else could it be when
Homer himself was to be regarded as little more than a representative of the
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world in its early formation? “I have no difficulty in acknowledging,” Perrault
wrote in the second volume of the Paralléle (1690), “that, however great the
genius he received from nature, for he is perhaps the most expansive and the
finest mind that ever was, he nevertheless committed a very great number of
errors, which the poets who followed him, though inferior in the power of
their genius, corrected in themselves over time.”127 There was no doubt in
Perrault’s mind that the literature of the seventeenth century far surpassed
that of the poets of antiquity: “They spoke naturally, tenderly, passionately,
but they did not speak with the refined, delicate, and witty tone found in. the
works of Voiture, [ Jean-Francois] Sarasin, [[saac de] Benserade, and a hundred
others.”128 Perrault’s tastes were other than that of the wild and the rugged.
Like Saint-Evremond he recoiled from the untrammeled grandeur of nature.
“That wild nature,” he warned, “would spoil everything if we allowed it; it
would fill every path with weeds and brambles, every fountain and canal with
reeds and silt; hence gardeners do nothing but battle it constantly.”12°

One begins to comprehend something of Perrault’s real fear for a loss of
civility in the face of emerging tastes for the force and irregularity of Homer
or the chasms and mountain peaks of Switzerland. He is unlikely to have
experienced the rapt absorption that Thomas Burnet, a fellow of Christ’s
College, felt for the Alps and Apennines when he traveled to Italy in 1671
and recorded, greatly elaborated, in 1681 in his Telluris Theoria Sacra:... de
Diluvio et Paradiso, rendered three years later into English as The Theory of
the Earth:... concerning the Deluge, and concerning Paradise. Burnet viewed
the earth itself as a vast and wild ruin, a broken hulk left by the Deluge.13¢
Joseph Addison discovered Burnet’s work in his youth, and traveling near
Mont Cenis in 1702, he could write of “the Alps, which are broken into so
many steeps and precipices, that they fill the mind with an agreeable kind of
horror.” 131 In France, however, the raw splendor of the mountains was not
to be fully embraced until 1761, with Rousseau’s Lettres de deux amans, habi-
tans d’une petite ville au pied des Alpes—known to modern readers as La
nouvelle Héloise.132

The quarrel of the ancients and the moderns has been often enough
recounted; little by way of summary is needed here. The first nine of Boileau’s
Réflexions critiques sur quelques passages de Longin, an extended response
to Perrault’s earlier writings, were included, immediately following the
Traité du sublime, in the edition of 1694 of his Oeuvres diverses. Perrault and
Boileau were then uneasily reconciled, on 30 August 1694, in a gathering at
the Académie francaise; but they continued to spar. The fourth and last vol-
ume of Perrault’s Paralléle was published in 1697. The Réflexions were again
included in Boileau’s Oeuvres diverses of 1701, in which he added a para-
graph at the end of the preface to the Traité du sublime offering, quite unex-
pectedly, a new and instantly acclaimed exemplar of the sublime from modern
literature: the elder Horatius’s famous reply, in act 3 of Pierre Corneille’s
Horace, after being told that the third of his sons had fled once the two others
had been slain, bringing, Horatius judged, everlasting shame on the family
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name; upon being asked, “Que vouliez-vous qu’il fit contre trois?” (What
would you have him do against three?), he answered, “Qu’il mourfit” (That
he die).133 Boileau had too keen a taste for turns of speech to deny the attain-
ments of his contemporaries. Ultimately he was more interested in the sublime
than the felicities of Homer even. He adduced Homer a hundred times and
more in his writings, most often in the Traité du sublime and the Réflexions,
but he had little enough to say as to the nature of Homer’s distinction. Simply
to name Homer, along with Virgil, seemed to Boileau to suffice. Homer’s epi-
thets and images Boileau thought the best part of him.134 Perrault’s praise of
Homer, he noted —and he quoted the phrase from the second volume of the
Paralléle earlier referred to—was patently false. “One might say,” he wrote,
“that forced praise of this sort is like the flowers with which one crowns a vic-
tim before sacrificing him.”135 The last three of his Réflexions, aimed at Huet
and La Motte rather than Perrault and written after 1710, were to be pub-
lished only after Boileau’s death, in the Oeuvres complétes of 1713.

Perrault was firmly convinced that the world of the seventeenth century
was more enlightened and more advanced than that of antiquity, but his writ-
ings reveal a complacency of spirit, a smallness of mind, no breadth of under-
standing. The figure to emerge as the towering defender of the moderns was
Bernard Le Bovier de Fontenelle, a mathematician and physicist, permanent
secretary (secrétaire perpétuel) of the Académie royale des sciences, and the
author of a spate of clear-cut works designed to make comprehensible the
intricacies of science. He was an arrant Cartesian. The workings of nature he
saw as no more than a play of physical forces— “a game of ropes, pulleys, and
levers.”136 Reason, he believed, must be employed to eliminate outmoded
beliefs and prejudices. Nonetheless, he saw clearly enough that the sciences
and the arts were different, that an increase in knowledge must lead, inevi-
tably, to an increase in understanding in the sciences, whereas in the arts
knowledge was not the issue, so that themes might be taken up and explored
to perfection only to be replaced in time by others. The literature and poetry
of the past served merely to perpetuate error, however, and the source of this
error was human passion and sentiment. Poetry should be the result of con-
trolled endeavor, not of mysterious inspiration and inexplicable insight. All
flights of the imagination were suspect. The sublime was irrational and dan-
gerous. Yet in a memorable passage in “Sur la poésie en général,” of about
1678, his thoughts rose majestically above all the bluster and the posturing
of his companions, to set forth the notion of a modern sublime, one based
on reason and science: “Above the most noble or acute images capable of rep-
resenting the feelings and the passions, there are still other, more spiritual
images, located in a region into which the human mind launches itself only
with difficulty; these are the images of the universal order of the cosmos,
space, time, spirits, the divine; they are metaphysical, and their mere name
announces the high rank they hold.”137

Though the science and reason of the moderns might seem to have risen
finally in triumph, the new sensibility to be explored in the years that fol-
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lowed was based on the notions of the older sublime of the direct represen-
tation of fine ideals and morals that the ancients had steadfastly fought to
uphold, whatever their doubts and misgivings; and it was, as already
remarked, Fénelon, that ancient by inclination, who first demonstrated clearly,
without fuss and argument, that the whole encumbering system of rules that
both ancients and moderns had accepted was well-nigh irrelevant in the face
of the outpourings of the true human spirit. In his Dialogues sur I’éloquence,
Fénelon upheld an art that no longer imitated nature but rather re-created its
spirit as faithfully as possible. Nature herself, he argued, was neither ordered
nor regular, art therefore might be rough and with unpredictable sallies, pro-
vided always that it be truthful. Words and figures, expressions and gestures
were to be conditioned by no more than the need to provide an honest and
direct representation of fine ideas and morals. The concept of the sublime was
integral to this pattern of thinking, and Fénelon referred again and again to
Longinus in his Dialogues sur I’éloquence. Homer too loomed large in the
discussion, though it was the Bible, inevitably, that became the model for an
art of direct impact.

Such themes were even more fully explored, and to greater resulting effect,
in Fénelon’s Lettre a I’académie. The analysis there was largely concerned
with literature, and it was in the detailed criticism of authors and texts that
Fénelon made most apparent the nature of his beliefs, his likes and dislikes.
Demosthenes replaced Cicero as the orator to be preferred. “He thunders,
he fulminates,” Fénelon wrote. “It is a torrent that sweeps everything away.
We cannot criticize him because we are captivated. We think about the things
he is saying and not about his words.”138 So determined was Fénelon to do
away with needless rules that he rejected even the need for verse and rhyme
in poetry —at one here, surprisingly, with that zealous upholder of rules,
Fontenelle’s faithful disciple, La Motte. “The Book of Job,” Fénelon decreed,
“is a poem full of the boldest and the most majestic figures.... All Scripture
is full of poetry in the very places where no trace of versification is to be
found.”13% The tone and outlook is strikingly different from all those cited
earlier. His Lettre served to establish new forms of criticsm in which feeling
rather than rational analysis played the prime role in the assessment of litera-
ture. This feeling, he believed, should spring naturally from a well of inner
goodness, though he was not altogether hopeful. “I want a sublime,” he
wrote, “so familiar, so sweet, and so simple that everyone will at first be
tempted to believe he could have found it without difficulty, even though few
are capable of finding it.” 140

The claims of the natural response to critical esteem had already been
staked out in the world of painting. In 1708 the connoisseur and amateur
artist Roger de Piles had published a small manual, Cours de peinture par
principes,’! in which he carefully analyzed the relative merits of drawing and
color, the elements of composition, the effects of chiarascuro, matters such as
invention and expression, and other established aspects of fine painting. But
he also insisted that the deciding factor in the assessment of each work of art
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was the impact it made at first sight—in the “clin d’oeil” in which one took
in the whole at a glance. An entire section of his treatise was given over to
“The effect of the whole together; where I shall occasionally speak of har-
mony and enthusiasm.”1#2 The quality of enthusiasm, not surprisingly, was
defined entirely in terms of the sublime. “Enthusiasm,” de Piles explained, “is
a transport of the mind, which makes us conceive things after a sublime, sur-
prising, and probable manner.”1*3 The origin of this concept can be discerned
even earlier, in 1686, in Rapin’s Du grand ou du sublime. There, in dealing
with the notion of a sublime of which one was not fully aware, Rapin wrote,
“there is a hidden sublime that reveals itself to the heart on its own, independ-
ent of words, when it says more than the terms and expressions signify; like
the works of that painter, which suggested that there was more to understand
than they expressed” 144 —a reference, as he noted, to Pliny the Elder’s discus-
sion of paintings or portrait busts of great men, specifically Homer, fabricated
to match an established image (Naturalis historia 35.10).

The great work of criticism that compounded most of the discussion sum-
marized here on poetry and verse, tragedy and comedy, with a great deal more
on painting and music was the Réflexions critiques sur la poésie et sur la
peinture, published anonymously in 1719, three years after Fénelon’s letter
to the Académie frangaise.!*S The author was Jean-Baptiste Dubos, who had
spent the first years of the century in London, in the circle of John Locke, by
whom he was greatly influenced. Dubos’s work finally brought an end to the
bickerings of the ancients and the moderns, for he upheld, unequivocally, the
role of passion and feeling in fixing the quality of any work of art. “The
heart,” he wrote, “is agitated of itself, by a motion previous to all delibera-
tion, when the object presented is really affecting; whether this object has
received its being from nature, or from an imitation made by art. Our heart is
made and organized for this very purpose: Its operation therefore runs before
our reasoning, as the action of the eye and ear precedes it in their sensa-
tions.” 146 Or, more pithily, “Do we ever reason, in order to know whether a
ragoo be good or bad”1¥7 (just as Fénelon had remarked in a letter of May
1714, “I state my taste for the record —like a man at a meal who simply says
he likes one ragout better than another”).1*8 Dubos could encompass Homer
and Fénelon, Perrault and Fontenelle, and point out the particular merits of
each. He could even concede that the great discoveries of the modern era—
which he listed as knowledge of the weight of Earth’s atmosphere and the
invention of the compass, the printing press, and the telescope —might stir
new responses. But, he warned, old scientific books become obsolete, whereas
antique literature does not. Homer retained his wonder. The Bible was even
better. The established rules might have their merit in ordering “le feu” or “le
fureur poétique,” “le génie” or “Ienthousiasme divin,” but in the end they
could provide no more than useful guidance. “Those beauties in which its [lit-
erature’s| greatest merit consists, are better felt than found out by rule and
compass.”1¥? But Dubos was equally convinced that it was not only individual
response but also a long-standing tradition of acceptance that established the
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ultimate merit of a work of art. A public reaction was needed —though it
must needs be that of an informed public. “In fine,” he wrote, “in things
which belong to the jurisdiction of the sense, such as the merit of a poem; the
emotion of all men who have and still do read it, as well as their veneration
for the work, amount to as strong a proof as a demonstration in geometry.”150

There is not much of architecture in Dubos’s voluminous study, but when
he broached it, it was on exactly the same terms as the other arts: “the mind
resigns itself without any wandering, to whatever moves it. A person skilled
in architecture does not examine a pillar or inspect into a particular part of
a palace, ’till after having given a glance [coup d’oeil] over the whole pile of
building, and settled in his imagination a distinct idea of the edifice.”15!
Dubos far preferred Latin to French. He read Aristotle in Latin. He knew little
Greek, though he berated Perrault for his lack of knowledge of Greek. He was
nonetheless taken up at once as the spokesman for the new sensibility of sen-
timent. His book ran to nine editions in France in the eighteenth century; it
was translated into six other languages. The year after its publication, he was
elected to the Académie francgaise, and three years later he replaced André
Dacier as its permanent secretary.

By the third decade of the eighteenth century, Fénelon’s pastiche, Anne
Dacier’s decorous versions of Homer, and Dubos’s handbook on the new
sensibility had together suffused the cultural landscape of France, irrevocably
transforming the image of Greek antiquity and providing a framework for
approaching it. Télémaque had been apostrophized as having “a pure and
sublime je ne sais quoi.” 152 Montesquieu could note, “The divine work of this
century, Télémaque, in which Homer seems to breathe again, is incontrovert-
ible proof of the excellence of that ancient poet.”153 What had seemed gross
and shapeless in Homer had been given an order of its own, what had seemed
uncouth and barbarous had become an expression of energy and genius.
Homer and ancient Greece had even been given a moral sanctity. The critical
stance, even the critical vocabulary that Winckelmann was later to advance in
formulating his theory on the rise and decline of Greek art was in place. But
before any comprehensive view of that kind could be articulated, something
of the reality of the art of ancient Greece had needs be established. The first
view was put together tentatively, piecemeal and usually inaccurately and
more often that not in illusory fashion, by the members of the Académie
royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres, many of whom we have already
encountered.

Constructing an Image of Greek Antiquity

The informal gathering of scholars versed in history and antiquity assembled
together as the “petite Académie” in 1663 by Colbert was directed to write
the official history of Louis XIV’s reign and to ensure that the French
monarch was properly glorified in all works of art and in all inscriptions that
adorned his structures. This body was first given official standing in 1701,
when it was designated the Académie royale des inscriptions et médailles, but
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only in 1716, after the death of Louis XIV, was it relieved of its tiresome offi-
cial duties and established as a cultural institution, the Académie royale des
inscriptions et belles-lettres.154 The men directly responsible for this trans-
formation were Louis Phélypeaux, comte de Pontchartrain, chancellor from
1699 to 1714; his son Jérome Phélypeaux, comte de Pontchartrain; and his
son Jean-Frédéric Phélypeaux, comte de Maurepas; together with the abbé
Bignon and his brother’s son Armand-Jéréme Bignon.'55 The first three admin-
istered the king’s household, including royal patronage of the cultural and
scientific establishment, in succession, from 1690 to 1775; while the last two
in effect ruled the king’s library, almost in succession, from 1719 to 1772,156
controlling much of the cultural activity in eighteenth-century France, includ-
ing the Journal des s¢avans.

In point of fact, the abbé Bignon’s control of cultural activities began even
earlier. In 1684 his uncle, the chancellor to be, Pontchartrain, hoped that the
abbé, then twenty-two years of age, might be appointed the king’s librarian,
in succession to three earlier Bignons. The position was given instead, nomi-
nally at first, to Camille Le Tellier de Louvois, then nine years of age, at the
behest of his father, Francois Michel Le Tellier, marquis de Louvois, who from
the death of Colbert in 1683 until his own death in 1691 was the most power-
ful of Louis XIV’s ministers. However, Pontchartrain was able to ensure the
abbé Bignon’s nomination to the Académie royale des sciences in 1691; to the
Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres in 1692 (which he at once
reformed and of which he took control with Claude Gros de Boze, garde des
médailles du Cabinet du roi, who became the permanent secretary of this
academy in 1706); and to the Académie francaise in 1693 (where his control-
ling hand was firmly rebuffed). In 1701 the abbé was made conseiller d’Etat
d’Eglise, a position normally reserved for the highest ranking clergy. His con-
trol of the world of books began in 1699, when he was given the direction de
la librairie, which meant that he headed the administration in charge of the
censorship and circulation of books throughout France. There he worked
hand in glove with Marc-René de Voyer de Paulmy, marquis d’Argenson,
Louis XIV’s famous lieutenant of police. In 1701 the abbé was put in control
of the Journal des s¢avans, though he lost this position, along with the direc-
tion de la librairie in 1714, when chancellor Pontchartrain resigned; however
he regained his control of the journal in 1723 and remained its editor until
1739. His eventual appointment as bibliothécaire du roi, in September 1719,
was at the behest of his cousin, Maurepas, as were his appointments, in 1720,
as garde du cabinet of the king’s personal libraries at Versailles and at Fon-
tainebleau. The abbé Bignon’s installation as king’s librarian marked the
beginning of the period of the greatest and most spectacular expansion of
the Bibliothéque du roi.

Though Sévin and Michel Fourmont were sent out to the Levant under
his auspices, the abbé Bignon does not seem to have instigated any policies
focused on the study of Greek art as such. This new endeavor was furthered
within the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres by others, includ-
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ing Claude-Frangois Fraguier,157 a royal censor and close companion to
Bignon. He had probed the history of antique painting as early as 1709 but
soon shifted to working with Pierre-Jean Burette, another censor and another
of the abbé’s scholars at the king’s library, on reconstructing the music of
ancient Greece.158 By the 1730s, Burette felt sufficiently confident in his
understanding to assure the academicians that the music of antiquity was bet-
ter than that of the present. Classical painting and sculpture were brought
before the academy in the ensuing years by Nicolas Gedoyn,!? a canon at
Sainte-Chapelle, whose translation Pausanias; ou, Voyage historique de la
Grece (1731) accompanied Le Roy on his travels. In October 1725, Gedoyn
tried to conjure up for the members of the academy the appearance of one of
Polygnotus of Thasos’s two famous paintings in the Lesche (clubhouse) of the
Knidians at Delphi on the basis of no more than Pausanias’s Description of
Greece (10.25-31).160 Some seven years later, he gave a paper on the works of
the sculptor Pheidias.’6! These were, inevitably, insubstantial pieces, but in
1736 he offered a paper of sharper interest, pertinent to the polemics of the
preceding years, in which he discussed “Whether the ancients were more
knowledgeable than the moderns, and how one can assess the merits of the
one and the other.”162 His position was much the same as that of Fénelon, to
whom he referred more than once, and also of Dubos. The literature of antig-
uity, whether Greek or Roman, was far preferable to that of the modern age.
Corneille, Moliére, Racine, and Philippe Quinault could be compared only to
their embarrassment to Homer, Virgil, Demosthenes, and Cicero. The music
of antiquity was likewise better than that of the present. Though Gedoyn
allowed that “as for the speculative sciences, that is another thing entirely,”163
where he thought his contemporaries excelled was in the richness and com-
plexity of their knowledge and understanding, and in their morality. Plato
himself could not stand comparison: “As for his morals, are they comparable
to those of Télémagque, by the illustrious archbishop of Cambrai, Monsieur de
Fénelon? If that book had been written in Greece, and if it were two thousand
years old, we would regard it as a masterpiece of antiquity.”164 In assessing the
fine arts, Gedoyn made harder, clear-cut distinctions, censuring the Romans
unconditionally. Their achievements, he made plain, owed everything to those
of the Greeks:

As for the fine arts such as architecture, painting, and sculpture, one must admit
that these were the weak spot of the Romans. In vain they decorated Rome with the
masterpieces of Greece, that is, with the most beautiful statues and the most excel-
lent paintings in all the world, for they were never able to approach those great
models. Vitruvius had profound insight into the science of proportions and archi-
tecture, but he had more theory than practice. The Greeks, who had sharp and

refined minds, were well suited for it; the Romans were not.165

When this assessment was republished in 1743, the year after Gedoyn’s death,
in his Oeuvres diverses, a further sentence had been added, just before the
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last, giving evidence of yet other emerging sensibilities: “I would be happy to
believe,” Gedoyn wrote, “that to excel in these arts, it is not enough to form
oneself on the originals—one must also capture the true, the natural; even
that is not enough, one must capture nature itself.” 166

Other upholders of the Greek cause may be adduced — Nicolas Fréret,167
for example, who from 1736 onward was drafting a new chronology and
analysis of Greek history; or Claude Sallier,168 a remarkable linguist and fer-
vent admirer of Plato who worked with Sévin at the Bibliothéque du roi, and
who presented an early paper on the issue of perspective in antique painting
and sculpture, and another, unusually levelheaded one in March 1756 on
the terms employed in Homer for the tools and materials of construction and
the elements of buildings. However, the most conspicuous and effective
spokesman, by far, was the comte de Caylus.

The scion of an old and distinguished family, Caylus was intended by his
mother, a woman of mettle and close companion to Madame de Maintenon,
for a military career, but he resigned his commission soon enough and set off
in 1714, at the age of twenty-two, for Italy (to avoid, it is said, his mother’s
plans for his marriage), where he stayed a year, traveling as far south as
Sicily and Malta. Eight months after his return to Paris, he set off on a longer
and more adventurous expedition, to the Levant, in the company of the new
ambassador to the Sublime Porte, Jean Louis d’Usson, marquis de Bonac,
with whom he embarked from Toulon in July 1716.16° He took advantage of a
stopover in Smyrna to visit the ruins of the Artemision at Ephesus. From
Constantinople he traveled northwest to the province of Adrianople (Edirne)
and also southwest to the Troad, searching for the site of Troy, but his mother
called him home before he was able to explore Athens. He was back in France
by February 1717. Settling in Paris in 1719, he took up a social life, becoming
friendly with Pierre Crozat, whose exceptional collection of old master draw-
ings he began to engrave; with Pierre-Jean Mariette,!70 another celebrated if
far less wealthy collector of drawings and prints; and also with Maurepas,
already, in 1718, at the age of seventeen, secrétaire d’Etat de la Maison de la
roi and secrétaire d’Etat de la Marine, though it was only in 1723 that he was
able to take up these charges, who was to be the staunchest of Caylus’s friends
through life and, even after, executor of his will.1”! Some of Caylus’s circle
were to gather later at the Monday salons of Marie-Thérése Rodet Geoffrin.172
Her Wednesday salons were reserved for the philosophes, all of whom, to a
man, loathed Caylus —whether for his frivolity (he wrote hundreds of extremely
lightweight, sometimes altogether lewd occasional pieces) or for his obsessive
antiquarianism. He is said to have been the butt of Diderot’s “L’antico-
manie,” 173 though this was concerned largely with the craze for classical liter-
ature. He was possibly known as “la Czarine de Paris,”174 for he and his close
friend Antonio Conti, a radical thinker from Venice settled in Paris from 1718
to 1726, who was soon to serve as his mentor, were conspicuous members
of a gay group, the Académie de ces messieurs,!7s which was attached to the
salon of Anne Charlotte Crussol, duchesse d’Aiguillon. This group centered
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about Maurepas and, in addition to Caylus, Conti, and Montesquieu, its
members included René-Louis de Voyer de Paulmy, marquis d’Argenson; the
sculptor Edmé Bouchardon; the novelist Claude Prosper Jolyot de Crébillon;
and, on occasion, Voltaire. Together they published Recueil de ces messieurs
(1745), a collection of racy short stories that Jean Le Rond d’Alembert judged
to be “crap rather than a debauchery of the mind.”176

When Caylus’s mother died in 1729 he moved to a house of his own,
alongside the Tuileries, and there he began to install an ever-expanding col-
lection of antiquities and miscellaneous objects. He collected almost without
discrimination, buying from here, there, and everywhere (Maurepas was very
useful in expediting his purchases), though the bulk came from Italy, through
the agency of Paciaudi, to whom Barthélemy had introduced him in 1756.
Caylus filled his house three times over, donating each collection in turn to the
king. After his death in 1765 his obituarist, Charles Le Beau, declared,

Nothing antique was indifferent to him; from the gods to reptiles, from the richest
metals and the most beautiful marbles to fragments of glass and terra-cotta jars,
everything found a place in his collection. The entrance hall to his house announced
ancient Egypt: you were welcomed into it by a beautiful Egyptian statue, five pieds
five pounces tall. The staircase was covered with medallions and with curiosities
from China and America. In the antique room, you found yourself surrounded by
gods, priests, magistrates — Egyptian, Etruscan, Greek, Roman, in whose midst a

few Gallic figures seemed ashamed to reveal themselves.17”

The vast assemblage was recorded in the seven volumes of the Recueil d’antig-
uités égyptiennes, étrusques, grecques et romaines (the word gauloises was
added to the title after the second volume) issued from 1752 to 1767. This
work featured over eight hundred closely packed plates, a handful engraved
by Bouchardon and Louis-Claude Vassé, some by other artists, most by Caylus
himself. There was little system in the arrangement, other than that provided
by the categories of the title; items were simply added to the catalog, almost,
it seems, as they were acquired.

Though the short introduction in each volume revealed something of
Caylus’s concerns, these were more effectively outlined in the papers he pre-
sented at the Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture, of which he became
an honorary member in November 1731 with the support of Charles-Antoine
Coypel. Caylus presented his first paper there in 1732, but the session was
so poorly attended that he withdrew, offended, to take up an active role only
after 1747, when Coypel became director; then Caylus became very active,
instituting prizes and presenting a succession of mémoires, at least eighteen
on the lives of French painters and sculptors, others on matters of taste
in painting, composition and color. His “Discours sur I’harmonie et sur la
couleur,” read in November 1747 and again in June 1762, indicates a ready
grasp of new aesthetic theories springing from the writings of Locke and those
of Etienne Bonnet de Condillac, Locke’s leading advocate in France. “It is
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certain,” Caylus wrote, “that we have no innate ideas, and that the gifts of
nature consist only in a greater aptitude, in a predisposition of fibers more
sensitive in one area than in another to receiving an impression and making
it germinate.” 178

His interests in antiquity were to be focussed rather at the Académie royale
des inscriptions et belles-lettres, to which he was elected in February 1742. He
presented about sixty papers there over the years, once again on a wide range
of subjects. Those on the arts of Greece were clearly inspired by Gedoyn. In
June 1747 Caylus read “De ’amour des beaux-arts, et de ’extréme considéra-
tion que le Grecs avoient pour ceux qui les cultivoient avec succés,” based
entirely on literary sources, in which he ended with a thrust, now familiar, at
the Romans: “Moreover, Gentlemen, I will not speak to you of the Romans.
We know they had little taste for the arts; they liked them only for appearance
and magnificence, following the tastes of others; they had more than one
Mummius.”17® Lucius Mummius was the Roman consul who stripped and
destroyed Corinth in 146 B.C. In March 1756, Caylus attempted ambitious
reconstructions of the shields of Achilles, Herakles, and Aeneas based on the
descriptions in Homer (Iliad 18.475-615), Hesiod (Shield of Herakles 139-
302), and Virgil (Aeneid 8.611-832). Achilles’ shield was illustrated by a copy
of the drawing Vleughels had prepared for Boivin’s Apologie d’Homere, et
bouclier d’Achille, and the shields of Herakles and Aeneas were drawn under
Caylus’s own direction by Le Lorrain;!80 all three drawings were eventually
engraved and published in the academy’s Histoire (figs. 13-15).18! Caylus
did not hesitate to judge Homer’s the best; the others he thought less well
composed and overly detailed. The year following, in 1757, he tackled the
reconstruction of Polygnotus’s two paintings at Delphi —one depicting the
embarcation of the Greeks after the fall of Troy, the other Odysseus’s descent
into the Underworld — once more with drawings prepared by Le Lorrain that
were engraved and published in the academy’s Histoire (figs. 16, 17).182 As
before, Caylus made bold to criticize the compositions as if he had the origi-
nals to hand, even comparing his reconstructions with the paintings of Paolo
Veronese. These exercises must be seen as part of Caylus’s attempt to encour-
age painters to take up subjects from antique texts, a project that provoked
several sarcastic chapters in Gotthold Ephraim Lessing’s Laokoon (1766),
not, as one might suppose, because such exercises in reconstruction could be
thought to be fatuous in themselves but because Caylus was judged to be fail-
ing in poetic imagining.183 :

The most famous of Caylus’s attempts to resurrect the arts of Greece was
the result of years of experimentation with the encaustic process, based on
Pliny the Elder’s account (Naturalis historia 35.39), in collaboration with the
physician Michel Joseph Majault. Their “Mémoire sur la peinture a Pencaus-
tique et sur la peinture A la cire” was presented to the Académie royale des
inscriptions et belles-lettres in its first form on 15 November 1754 and in its
final form in July 1755. By then, Caylus was able to show a painting, Téte de
Minerve casquée by Joseph Marie Vien (fig. 18), executed in the revived wax
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Fig. 13. Martin Marvye, after Nicolas Vleughels

Bouclier d’Achille, Homere, Liv. XVill

From Anne-Claude-Philippe de Tubiéres, comte de Caylus, “Des boucliers d’Achille,
d’Hercule et d’Enée; suivant les descriptions d’Homeére, d’Hésiode et de Virgile,”
Histoire de I’Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres ... 27 (1761): Histoire,
after p. 20, pl. |
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Fig. 14. Louis-Joseph Le Lorrain

Bouclier d’Hercule, tel qu'’il est décrit dans le fragment d’'Hésiode

From Anne-Claude-Philippe de Tubiéres, comte de Caylus, “Des boucliers d’Achille,
d’Hercule et d’Enée; suivant les descriptions d’Homére, d’Hésiode et de Virgile,”
Histoire de I’Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres ... 27 (1761): Histoire, after
p. 20, pl. 1l
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Bouclier d’Enée, tel qu'il est décrit le 8e livre de Virgile

From Anne-Claude-Philippe de Tubiéres, comte de Caylus, “Des boucliers d’Achille,
d'Hercule et d’Enée; suivant les descriptions d’'Homeére, d'Hésiode et de Virgile,
Histoire de I'Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres ... 27 (1761): Histoire,
after p. 20, pl. 11
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Premier tableau: L'embarquement des Grecs apreés la prise de Troye

From Anne-Claude-Philippe de Tubiéres, comte de Caylus, “Description de deux
tableaux de Polygnote, donnée par Pausanias,” Histoire de I’Académie royale des
inscriptions et belles-lettres ... 27 (1761): Histoire, after p. 34, pl. |
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Fig. 17. Louis-Joseph Le Lorrain

Second tableau: La descente d’Ulysse aux enfers pour consulter I'ame de Tyresias
From Anne-Claude-Philippe de Tubiéres, comte de Caylus, “Description de deux
tableaux de Polygnote, donnée par Pausanias,” Histoire de I’Académie royale des
inscriptions et belles-lettres ... 27 (1761): Histoire, after p. 34, pl. il
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process. Vien’s painting was exhibited at Madame Geoffrin’s salon and at
the Salon itself in 1755 and was bought by La Live de Jully for the consider-
able sum of twelve hundred livres. 8¢ Caylus and Majault’s essay provoked
Diderot’s bitter attack, L’histoire et le secret de la peinture en cire, issued in
April 1755, in which he accused them of having plagiarized the discoveries of
the painter Jean-Jacques Bachelier.

Though such writings caused great stir, the paper most pertinent to
Caylus’s engagement with the arts of ancient Greece was “De |’architecture
ancienne,” read on 17 January 1749.185 Like much of Caylus’s writing, it is
unstructured and rambling, but from the plethora of references —Herodotus,
Pausanias, and Strabo from antiquity; John Durant Breval, John Chardin,
de Bruyn, Thomas Dempster, Antonio Francesco Gori, Norden, and Spon
and Wheler among the moderns (only later was Pococke introduced to Caylus
by Barthélemy)—there emerges a history of the formation of a magnificent
architecture in Egypt, which gave rise in turn to Solomon’s temple in Jeru-
salem and to the glories of Persepolis in Persia, and also to the distinctive
architecture of the Etruscans. According to Caylus, the architecture of Egypt
had its effect also on that of the Greeks, but Greek sensibility raised the arts
of both sculpture and architecture to a new distinction: “they took both
[arts] to the ultimate degree of the sublime through the taste, delicacy, feeling,
and lightness they added to them.”186 Surprisingly Caylus thought the Greeks’
highest achievement might not be the Parthenon (restored by Hadrian, accord-
ing to Spon) but rather the Hephaisteion, “built to the same proportions.”187
In any case, the greatest period of Greek architecture was, without demur, the
age of Pericles, and the Romans represented a great falling off. “One can say,
with confidence,” Caylus wrote, “that the Romans, in the place and situation
of the Greeks, would not have left behind even the slightest of monuments or
made a single step toward the culture and the progress of the arts; it seems, in
short, that they worked in that area, or rather instituted work, only according
to the ideas of others.”188

Caylus contended firmly that as architecture was not an art of imitation,
its distinction was greater than that of the other arts, achieved by a slow
process of the refinement of forms, and here the Greeks had triumphed. “If
we set aside the totality of a piece of architecture, which indicates its intended
purpose and suitably informs the beholder as to its purpose,” he wrote,

the most beautiful column is a cylinder, a tree, a ninepin, what have you—1 say this
not for the vulgar but for an infinity of those most vocal in judgment — whereas in
fact, in its proportions, its swelling, its tapering, its base, and its capital, all of which
appear absolutely arbitrary, and no doubt were for a long time, that column, I say,
is for a man gifted with genius and filled with knowledge and a feeling for the arts
one of the most beautiful of creations. To be brought to its perfection, then, archi-
tecture did not require a genius different from that of the other arts, since it is every-
where the same, but a finer sense, inasmuch as its expression emanates uniquely

and absolutely from the mind, from a correct balance and the purest of taste.18?
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Fig. 18. Joseph Marie Vien
Minerva, ca. 1754-55, oil and wax on canvas
Saint Petersburg, State Hermitage Museum
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But though architecture might require a rare refinement of spirit, it was also
an art grounded in common sense and a firmness of appearance, to be appre-
hended at first glance —and here Caylus invoked the east front of the Louvre.
It was based, he believed, on the example of Greek architecture: “To take one
example of that truth, Monsieur [Claude] Perrault’s facade, which one sees
with renewed admiration each day, and which is executed according to the
principles and fine points invented by the Greeks, is as perfect and as pleasing
as it is because it strikes both at first glance and upon reflection, while pre-
senting us with only a single order in which we delight without distraction.”1%0
Opinions of this sort were to emerge also in the writings of Le Roy.

Caylus presented many more mémoires touching on the arts of ancient
Greece. Among those directly concerned with architecture was “Dissertation
sur le tombeau de Mausole” of August 1753, which once again presented
an image of a full restoration, this one drawn by Ennemond Alexandre Petitot,
engraved by Bellicard (fig. 19), and based not only on the celebrated descrip-
tion in Pliny the Elder’s Naturalis historia (36.4.30-32) but also on recent
drawings, albeit of the Medracen, the tomb of a Numidian king, standing to
the south of Constantine, Algeria, which had been carefully recorded in 1725
by Jean-André Peyssonnel, a doctor and naturalist sent by Maurepas and the
abbé Bignon to explore the Barbary Coast. Peyssonnel was established on
Guadaloupe from 1727 until his death in 1759, but his drawings were in Paris
and readily available to Caylus through Maurepas. There were well over one
hundred drawings in all, mostly of Roman monuments on the north coast of
Africa, that Caylus considered worthy of publication, though he made no effort
to ensure this. Bellicard’s engraving of the Medracen, an edifice Caylus thought
of as Greek, was published in 1759 in the academy’s Mémoires (fig. 20).12
In 1762 Caylus conjured up the funeral pyre designed for Hephaestion,
Alexander the Great’s intimate friend, and Alexander’s own funeral chariot
(fig. 21), both based on Diodorus Siculus’s history (Library of History 17.115,
18.26-28).193 But these representations were no more revealing of real under-
standing of the arts of ancient Greece than those enumerated earlier.

The members of the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres care-
fully cultivated an image of themselves as interpreters of antiquity, and not
only in their gatherings at the Louvre but also in the small dinner parties that
Gros de Boze, the academy’s permanent secretary, held on Tuesday and
Wednesday evenings. They considered themselves an exclusive and extremely
learned circle, and they were undoubtedly dedicated and serious. But the only
really significant contributions to knowledge to emerge from their delib-
erations were those of Barthélemy, who from his arrival in Paris in 1744
worked with Gros de Boze and who was to succeed him as royal numismatist
in 1754. Barthélemy laid down a proper basis for the classification of coins
with his “Essai d’une paléographie numismatique,” presented in January
1750. His first revelation was the decipherment of the Palmyrene alphabet,
based on an inscription published the year before by Wood and Dawkins—
“Réflexions sur I’alphabet et sur la langue dont on se servait autrefois a
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Palmyre,” presented on 12 February 1754. Barthélemy’s second and far more
important decipherment was that of the Phoenician alphabet — “Reflexions
sur quelques monuments phéneciens, et sur les alphabets qui en résultent,”
read on 12 April 1758.194 Neither Caylus nor any of the other academicians
could provide revelations of this kind. All in all, Diderot’s very public disdain
for Caylus is easy to understand. Diderot scorned the obsessive accumulation
of bric-a-brac, the gathering of undifferentiated information. To him, Caylus’s
relentless activity was without discrimination, and when Caylus died, Diderot
wrote a rude epitaph to be set under the urn containing his remains: “Ci-git
un antiquaire acariatre et brusque: / Ah! qu’il est bien logé dans cette cruche
étrusque!” (Here lies an antiquarian bitter and brusque: / Ah! How well he is
lodged in this jug étrusque!).1s

Clearly, there was something risible about Caylus’s obsessions. Even his
friends Barthélemy and Paciaudi sniggered at his inability to decipher inscrip-
tions (he had no Greek, no more than a smattering of Latin), but underlying
his endeavors was an altogether original understanding of the role of such
activities. In his short preface to the fifth volume, of 1762, of his Recueil
d’antiquités, he responded with some dignity to the jibes to which he had
been subjected. He himself, he wrote, would smile at someone interested in
broken pots if there were no more to it, but the careful inspection of all sur-
viving evidence from the past, even the rubbish, he claimed, could serve to
provide knowledge of cultures and societies long forgotten, and knowledge
not only of their material world but also of their spiritual state. The process
was painstaking and slow, the antiquarian’s lot was not always rewarding—
“he will decipher only with difficulty a few atoms in the immensity of the
void” 196 —yet it was necessary if men were to understand one another. Caylus
wrote thus little more than thirty years after Michel Fourmont had laid waste
the antiquities of Sparta.

Nonetheless Caylus mistrusted all attempts at systematizing and theory.
When Paciaudi introduced him to Francesco de Ficoroni’s Gemmae Antique
Litteratae, Aliaequae Rariores (1757), Caylus replied, on 20 November 1763,
“There is no general thesis on monuments, and a shot at random can contra-
dict the propositions of all the antiquarians, present, past, and future.”17 He
had nothing to say of Winckelmann’s Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums,
published in 1764. The book was to be translated into French two years later,
but Caylus died without having read it— he seems not to have read German.
Though Caylus thought Winckelmann too heavy, and Winckelmann thought
Caylus too lightweight, Winckelmann was generous —and quite early —in
assessing Caylus’s contribution. “He has the honor,” he wrote to Ludovico
Bianconi on 22 July 1758, “of being the first to have set out to study the
essence of the style of the art of classical civilizations. But to wish to do so in
Paris is an endeavor above all expectation.”198

Caylus’s more ephemeral contribution to Greek tastes was his advocacy of
the goiit grec, already alluded to, now seen as part of a general stirring of
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interest in antiquity. This classicizing style coincided with the return of Le
Roy to Paris with firsthand evidence of the general appearance and details of
the ancient remains of Athens, though such details were in fact to play no part
in the fashion: the motifs taken up by Le Lorrain for La Live de Jully’s furni-
ture and in the handful of interiors that followed were the key pattern and the
Vitruvian scroll. Not until de Wailly introduced the authentic Ionic of the
Erechtheion into the portico of the house he erected for Marc-René, marquis
de Voyer d’Argenson, in the Palais-Royal in Paris between 1762 and 1770,
and Jean-Denis Antoine used something of the same kind for the south facade
of the Chiteau d’Herces in Eure-et-Loir a few years later, was the impact of
Le Roy’s recording made evident. However, there can be little doubt that his
expedition and his findings were regarded as grist for the new fashion, and
the one full-scale restoration study offered in Le Roy’s book, the view of
the Propylaia (see vol. 1, pl. 26), may be seen as the climax to Caylus’s sus-
tained fabrication of a lofty image for the arts of ancient Greece. The extent
to which the image of the Propylaia was fabricated may be judged from Le
Roy’s in situ view (see vol. 1, pl. 6) or from the more accurate one taken in
1765 by the English painter William Pars (London, British Museum).1%?
Likewise, Cochin’s Mémoires made clear the extent to which the néo-grec
revival was a return to the weight and grandeur of Louis XIV’s reign rather
than a reference to any notion of Greek antiquity:

Finally everyone returned, or rather worked to return, to the path of good taste of
the previous century. And since in Paris everything must have a nickname, this was
called architecture a la grecque, and soon even braid and ribbons were being made
a la grecque; it remained good taste only in the hands of a small number of people
and became a folly in the hands of the others.

Our old architects, who had never been outside Paris, wanted to show they
could also cope with the go#it grec; it was the same with apprentices and even the
master masons. All those good people misplaced antique details, deformed them,
decorated the corbels of the transepts with very heavy guilloche, and committed a
thousand other blunders. The painter Le Lorrain provided very clumsy drawings
for the ornaments in the apartment of Monsieur de la Live, a rich art lover who
produced scrawls from time to time. They made quite a stir, particularly since
Monsieur de Caylus praised them enthusiastically; that is how garlands came to
take the form of coiled well-ropes, and jars, formerly used to contain liqueurs, were
transformed into windup clocks. These beautiful inventions were imitated by every
ignoramus and flooded Paris with the craze a la grecque. It followed from there
what always will, given that the number of good things will always be very small in
any style and that ignorance will always find a way to blight architecture; but,
though many bad things are still being made, they are at least closer to good taste
than to the bad taste that preceded them, and anyone with natural taste will be
closer to the path leading to the good than previously, provided that this taste does
not become (through the mistakes of those who parody it) so degraded that no one

can bear it any longer.200
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An essential element in the elevation of the Greeks was the disparagement
of the Romans’ achievement. Gedoyn’s dismissal was published first, in the
Histoire of the Academie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres in 1740;
Caylus’s did not appear until 1754,201 but Caylus had by then sharpened his
views on the Etruscans’ position in the history of art and architecture. The
propaganda of the Accademia etrusca had wrought its effect.202 The society
had emerged, fully fledged almost, in 1726 with the completion of the publica-
tion in Florence, for political aims, of Thomas Dempster’s early-seventeenth-
century manuscript De Etruria regali. Known at first as the Societa erudita
degli occulti, it was transformed into the Accademia etrusca delle antichita ed
inscrizioni and established in Cortona. Its members, Marcello Venuti and
Antonio Francesco Gori foremost among them, feverishly scoured the sur-
rounding countryside in search of Etruscan remains. They set up a museum as
well and published their findings not only in the Saggi di dissertazioni accade-
miche pubblicamente lette nella nobile Accademia etrusca dell’antichissima
citta di Cortona, initiated in 17335, but also in a spate of pamphlets and books
published from as early as 1727 until the early 1750s, when their interests
turned suddenly to botany. By 1754 the Accademia etrusca had ceased to
study the Etruscans.

In the first volume, of 1752, of his Recueil d’antiquitiés, Caylus summa-
rized the revisionist history of the arts. “These were formed in Egypt with a
real grandeur of character; from there they moved to Etruria, where they
acquired some detail, but at the expense of the grandeur; to be transported to
Greece, where knowledge combined with the most noble elegance brought
them to their highest perfection; after which, in the end, to Rome, where, con-
tinuing to shine only with the aid of foreigners, after struggling for some time
against barbarism, they were buried in the debris of the empire.”293 The pref-
ace to the section on Greek antiquities in this same volume recapitulated this
history, but laid even greater emphasis on the supreme excellence of the
Greeks:

The Greeks distanced themselves from the taste for the grand and prodigious,
whose example had been provided by the Egyptians. They reduced the masses to
add elegance and refinement to the detail. They added to these beautiful features of
the art the grace and knowledgeable freedom that can be achieved only at a level of
superiority rarely granted by nature, but which was fairly commonly to be found in
Greece over the course of some centuries. Finally, the Greeks brought to perfection
those arts whose aim is to please through the imitation of nature. Their works bring
focus to so many aspects in which they excelled that the study of them goes hand in
hand, as it were, with the study of nature.204

No more than one of the objects offered as representative of Greek art in this
volume of the Recueil d’antiquitiés would now be accepted as such. But
Caylus’s beliefs were widely shared in France. They were, inevitably, paral-
leled in the Recueil de pierres gravées antiques (1732-37), published by
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Caylus’s friend Pierre-Jean Mariette, who is usually considered to have writ-
ten the preface to the first volume, which begins, “I will not attempt here to
write the history of engraved stones; we know that, like all the fine arts, they
come from the Egyptians, that from there they were passed to the Greeks,
who took this art to its highest degree of perfection: the Romans in the end
adopted them from these last; but the Greeks always remained superior in
taste and workmanship.”295 By 1750, when the revised and more famous edi-
tion of this work was published, the history offered was more complex. The
Etruscans, Mariette believed, had learned the arts directly from the Egyptians
and the Phoenicians: “the beginning of the arts was no different in Greece
from what it had been in Etruria. It was once again the Egyptians who placed
the instruments of art in the hands of the Greeks.”2% The Romans, he thought,
had found their first inspiration in the arts of the Etruscans only to be over-
taken in time by the example of the Greeks. Marc-Antoine Laugier advanced
this notion in his Essai sur I'architecture (1753), and Le Roy accepted such
ideas without demur. But in Italy they provoked an angry rebuttal.

Giovanni Battista Piranesi’s celebrated attack on Le Roy and Mariette has
often been recounted, most notably by Rudolf Wittkower in the Journal of the
Warburg Institute in 1938, and requires no more than the briefest outline
here.207 Piranesi was in a buoyant and combative mood in the late 1750s. He
had invested his wife’s dowry in copper plates and obtained papal permission
to import two hundred bales of paper, tax exempt, and had issued the four
volumes of the magnificent Antichita romane in May 1756. Charlemont’s
reluctance to pay, as agreed, for the dedication plates of these folios goaded
Piranesi into a fury. In February 1758 he published his unanswered letters to
Charlemont, together with small-scale replicas of the dedication plates, now
defaced and gouged, as Lettere di giustificazione scritte a Milord Charlemont
e a di lui agenti di Roma. Piranesi required a great deal of further support
from the Vatican to avoid a term in prison. He remained, however, in mettle-
some mood. In 1761 he issued the lengthiest of his polemical works, Della
magnificenza ed architecttura de’ romani, ninety-eight pages of text in Latin,
the same in Italian, and thirty-eight plates directed against both a pamphlet
published anonymously in London in 1755 and Le Roy’s Ruines of 1758. The
pamphlet, The Investigator, Number 332, was the work of the painter Allan
Ramsay, who had arrived in Rome, on his second visit, in February 1755 and
had formed a circle of friends with Wood, Adam, Peter Grant (the Scottish
Catholic agent in Rome who had tried to intercede between Charlemont and
Piranesi in their dispute), and Piranesi himself. Ramsay left Rome in May
1757, and Piranesi may well not have known that Ramsay was the author of
the provoking pamphlet; he referred to its author throughout as “I’Investiga-
tore.” The pamphlet was in the form of a dialogue between Colonel Freeman
and Lord Modish, with occasional reference to Lady Modish and her sister
Lady Harriot, and its principal theme was that there could be no absolute
standard of taste, that in the end taste was a matter of individual preference.
Ramsay was clearly in agreement here with his friend and compatriot Hume,
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with whose essay “Of the Standard of Taste,” of 1755, Ramsey was familiar
even before it was published in 1757 in Hume’s Four Dissertations. Ramsay
ranged over a number of issues, such as the neglect of Gothic architecture and
the creative genius of the Greeks as opposed to the Romans, who were skilled
only in the arts of war before they conquered and plundered Greece (as Horace
himself had described). Ramsay also thundered against the medieval church
for its suppression of free inquiry and its restriction of the arts.

Piranesi condemned this attack as blasphemous, but the real thrust of his
response was a defense of the artistic achievements of the Romans —namely,
they had founded their civilization on that of the Etruscans, whose simple
style was to be preferred by far to the overdecorated style of the Greeks. He
cited surviving Etruscan roads, aqueducts, and sewers, in particular the Cloaca
Maxima, as examples of an appropriately functional architecture, concerned
with majesty rather than show. He exposed flaws in Laugier’s theory about
the evolution from wooden to stone architecture by mocking the supposed
timber origins of Greek temples. Evidently worried by the new interest in
Greece that Le Roy’s book had aroused, Piranesi was determined to denigrate
Greek architecture in any way he could. And there were clearly others who
felt as he did. He had been greatly abetted in mounting the scholarly appara-
tus to attack Le Roy.298 There was a great deal of it, quite niggling, in Della
magnificenza, for Piranesi was incensed by Le Roy’s easy rejection of Rome in
favor of Greece, by his disdain for the Tuscan and Composite orders. He pil-
loried Le Roy as best he could. In one notable engraving (fig. 22), Piranesi
assembled a group of buildings illustrated by Le Roy, some in thin line draw-
ings, with the Ionic capital of the Erechtheion conspicuous, and flanked this
composite with an array of the more complex and varied Ionic capitals to be
found in Rome (Piranesi, whatever claims he made for simplicity, favored a
highly elaborated architecture). Inserted in the composition was La Bocca
della Verita (Mouth of Truth), an ancient circular relief from Rome’s Santa
Maria in Cosmedin; this was said to bite off the hands of any who lied.

Piranesi’s attack of 1761 was probably not directed against Ramsay and
Le Roy alone, for though he made no mention of him, Winckelmann had
already emerged as a conspicuous upholder of the glories of Greece. His
Gedanken iiber die Nachahmung der griechischen Wercke in der Mahlerey
und Bildhauer-Kunst had been published in Friedrichstadt in 1755, the year
before his arrival in Rome, and in 1759 he had published an essay on the
Greek temples of Sicily, Anmerkungen iiber die Baukunst der alten Tempel
zu Girgenti in Sicilien, based on the drawings he commissioned from the archi-
tect Robert Mylne. Mariette’s reply to Piranesi, published in the Gazette
littéraire de ’Europe of 4 November 1764, likewise failed to mention Winckel-
mann, though it unquestionably reflects his influence. Mariette claimed that
the Etruscans were no more than Greek colonists from whom the Romans
might indeed have learned something, though it was evident that the Romans
had simply plundered Greece (and he cited Mummius’s actions at Corinth yet
again) and debased its arts with a profusion of ornament and other disgusting

79



Middleton

Ler chapitesis Tonign,

PLVS BEAVX MONVMENTS DE LA GREC

Fig. 22. Giovanni Battista Piranesi

Various Roman lonic capitals compared with Greek
examples from Julien-David Le Roy’s Les ruines des plus
beaux monuments de la Grece (1758)

From Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Della magnificenza ed
architettura de’ romani. .. (Rome: n.p., 1761), pl. 20
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Fig. 23. Giovanni Battista Piranesi

Vué des restes de la celle du temple de Neptune

From Giovanni Battista Piranesi and Francesco Piranesi, Différentes
vues de quelques restes de trois grands édifices qui subsistent encore
dans le milieu de I'ancienne ville de Pesto, autrement Possidonia qui
est situee dans la Lucanie (Rome: n.p., 1778), pl. 17
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liberties; they lost all sense of the essential “belle et noble simplicité” (beau-
tiful and noble simplicity) of the Greeks—a catchphrase made famous by
Winckelmann.

Within a year Piranesi had rushed his three-part response to Mariette into
print: “Osservazioni di Gio. Battista Piranesi sopra la lettre de Monsieur
Mariette,” a defense of Della magnificenza that, with the help of additional
ironical comment in the form of illustrations, contrasted Mariette’s scholarly
pedantry to the creative freedom of the architect; “Parere su ’architettura,” a
dialogue between Protopiro, a novice upholding a rational theory, and Dida-
scolo, the true learner open to artistic adventure; and “Della introduzione e
del progresso delle belle arti in Europa ne’ tempi antichi,” the opening salvo
of a treatise, never to be completed, reiterating the superiority of Rome to
Greece. By then Winckelmann’s Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums had
been published in Dresden, but, in truth, Piranesi had lost any vital interest in
the Graeco-Roman argument, believing that the artist should take inspiration
from any source he liked and make of it something his own. He thus illus-
trated the Osservazioni with some of the most bizarre, oddly scaled, and over-
crowded designs of the century. His final thrust at the antiquarians was
Diverse maniere d’adornare i cammini ed ogni altra parte degli edifizj
(1769). This folio comprised a short text, printed in Italian, English, and
French, upholding Egyptian and Etruscan art (the text’s tailpiece was a turd
as a mound on an archaeological site) followed by sixty-six plates of alto-
gether extraordinary designs, mostly for chimneypieces but also for furniture,
clocks, and other miscellaneous items, with many details culled from Caylus’s
Recueil d’antiquités. Nonetheless, it was not Le Roy’s Ruines or even Stuart
and Revett’s Antiquities that opened the eyes of Europe to the weight and true
splendor of Greek architecture, but the last of Piranesi’s works, the twenty
staggering plates (two signed by his son Francesco) of the Différentes vues de
quelques restes de trois grands édifices qui subsistent encore dans le milieu de
Pancienne ville de Pesto, autrement Possidonia qui est situee dans la Lucanie,
issued in November 1778, within a few months of Piranesi’s death. In the
descriptive captions, in French, to the plates (fig. 23), he tacitly acknowledged
the temples as Greek, but they were more beautiful by far, he explained, than
those of Greece itself or even Sicily. They were on Italian soil. |

Le Roy’s Ruines and Other Works

Pococke and Dalton had provided crude images of the architecture of ancient
Greece in the decade or so before the appearance of Le Roy’s Ruines in 1758,
but their works made little enough impact in eighteenth-century France. Nor
indeed did Stuart and Revett’s hard-edged measurements, whether in the first
volume of 1762 or in the second and third of the 1790s, though their work
was to be taken up seriously in the nineteenth century. Le Roy’s, or rather Le
Lorrain’s, depictions of the monuments of ancient Greece provided the first
altogether satisfying focus for those French enthusiasms and sensibilities that
we have thus far explored —the desire to assimilate an ideal of the rude and
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noble grandeur of Greece, to endow it with a moral dimension, and to give to
it a form that could be admired and upheld. For twenty or thirty years, per-
haps more, Le Roy’s Ruines provided the requisite images for this ideal, to be
overtaken, as we have seen, only by Piranesi’s more robust and forceful sculp-
tural representations of the temples at Paestum. But despite the very real suc-
cess of Le Roy’s book, whether in its 1758 or in its 1770 edition, the vital
impact of the work was not its expression of an image of a Greek ideal but
rather its unraveling of that ideal. Le Roy wanted no fixed ideal. Having made
his voyage of discovery, having returned with his prize, he rejected from the
start any attempt to hold the architecture of ancient Greece up as a model
for emulation. He neither used his newfound knowledge to establish a canon
for the proportioning of the Doric, the Ionic, or even the Corinthian order
nor sought to purify the classical tradition with reference to the example of
ancient Greece. As he had scornfully replied to Stuart, he had not traveled to
Greece simply to measure the buildings. He was concerned rather to penetrate
to the essential spirit that had conferred upon the architecture of ancient
Greece its supreme distinction, the better to understand not only that archi-
tecture but also the very nature of all architecture that mattered.

His analysis of architecture in the Ruines of 1758, as previously indicated,
was presented in two forms, a discourse on history, another on theory. These
forms might be considered separate and distinct, even opposed, but they were
no more than two facets of a single intellectual enterprise. The belief that
emerged in the seventeenth century, more forcefully in France than anywhere
else in Europe, that the entire universe, together with all understanding and
experience, was susceptible to rational analysis, assessment, and systematic
tabulation — most precisely in the language of mathematics —occasioned a
profound change in response. All the mysteries of the cosmos were to be
endowed with a new order. Time, for instance, was seen, as never before, as
part of a progress toward perfection. The past was no longer to be regarded as
a paradigm of order but rather as a succession of phases moving steadily from
origins and primitive beginnings to some future utopia. The goal was perfec-
tion. Each phase was thus to be isolated and carefully assessed to determine
its particular value in the train of events. The study of history became no more
than an ordering device. Traditional knowledge and skills were, similarly, to
be subjected to analysis and categorization that rendered them explicable and
meaningful in intellectual and theoretical terms. The ends of historical study
and theory were as one.

The seventeenth century saw the rise of academies and other institutes
of learning, which became in time more and more specialized.20® This was
the world of Le Roy. His father, Julien, despite his mechanical innovations
in the field of horology, was considered to be in commerce and an artisan
and hence ineligible for election to the Académie royale des sciences, even
after his appointment in 1739 as horloger ordinaire du roi. He thus took an
active part in both the formation and the discussions of a mixed group of
artists, artisans, and scientists who gathered informally at first and then at the
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Petit Luxembourg after being formally constituted in 1728 as the Société des
arts under the protection of Louis de Bourbon-Condé, comte de Clermont,
later grand master of the Masonic Grande Loge de Paris.210 For a time Julien
Le Roy presided over the society, which included not only makers of watches
and instruments such as Henry Sully, Pierre Gaudron, and Jacques Lemaire
but also the composer Jean-Philippe Rameau and the architects Jean Aubert,
Germain Boffrand, and Jean-Michel Chevotet. However, it was the prominent
scientists among its members who threatened the prestige of the Académie
royale des sciences: the astronomer Jean-Paul Grandjean de Fouchy; the
physicist Jean-Antoine Nollet, later to become a minor celebrity for his pub-
lic demonstrations of static electricity; the mathematician Jean-Paul de Gua
de Malves; the naturalist Charles-Marie de La Condamine,2!! who traveled
along the north coast of Africa and up to Constantinople in 1731 and 1732
and, more famously, joined the mission sent to equatorial Peru in 1735 to
measure the length of a degree of the meridian in order to settle the dispute
stirred by the theories of Isaac Newton as to the shape of Earth (was it a man-
darin or a cucumber?); and the mathematician Alexis-Claude Clairaut, who
traveled with the astronomer Pierre-Louis Moreau de Maupertuis?? to
Lapland in the following year, to the same end, earning them the nickname of
Argonauts. Four of these five were to be elected to the Académie royale des
sciences between 1729 and 1731 (Fouchy had to wait until 1741). The Société
des arts had more or less been forced out of existence by the late 1730s, while
Le Roy was still a child. His elder brother Pierre,23 born in 1717, knew some-
thing of its struggle for survival, however. Pierre followed his father’s pro-
fession, training with his father and with Sully, who had moved to Paris in
1712. Pierre first made a name for himself with a striking clock with a single
cogwheel, but soon he was celebrated for producing the first effective French
marine chronometer for determining longitudes, to be tested out on the
Channel in May 1767, though Ferdinand Berthoud, a Swiss clockmaker
settled in France (and formerly at Julien Le Roy’s workshop), disputed both
its priority and its effectiveness. Pierre was nonetheless awarded prizes for his
marine clocks by the Académie royale des sciences in 1769 and 1773.

The next of Julien’s sons, Jean-Baptiste, born in 1720, was admitted to the
Académie royale des sciences in 1751, as adjoint géometre.24 His principal
field of inquiry was electricity. By 1753 he was in conflict with Nollet, defend-
ing the theories of Benjamin Franklin, with whom he became friendly. Nollet
believed there were two separate streams of electric fluid, the one outflowing,
the other inflowing. Franklin believed there was only one. Jean-Baptiste was
the author of innumerable papers on the theory and practical application of
electricity, in particular lightning rods, published for the most part in the
Histoire de I’Académie royale des sciences, avec les Mémoires de mathéma-
tique et de physique. In 1773 he was made director of the Académie royale
des sciences and also elected to both the Royal Society of London and the
American Philosophical Society. Having defended Jean-Paul Marat’s attacks
against Newton’s theories of color in 1779,255 he felt sufficiently confident
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after the Convention abolished all state-supported academies in 1793 to
attempt to sustain something of the Académie royale des science’s activity in
the Société philomatique de Paris, but he met with little success. However, in
1795 he was made a member of the newly constituted Institut national des sci-
ences et arts (now the Institut de France), in the Section des arts mécanique of
the Classe des sciences mathématiques et physiques.

Le Roy’s third and youngest brother, Charles,216 born in 1726, was edu-
cated, as no doubt were his brothers, at the Colléege des Quatre-Nations and
the College de Harcourt. He began his medical studies in Paris but finished
them in Montpellier, which he chose principally on account of his fragile
health. He traveled to Italy in 1750, a year before Le Roy, venturing south to
Naples where he investigated the asphyxiating gases in the Grotto del Cane
and the phosphorescence of the Mediterranean Sea. He returned briefly to
Paris, attending the sessions of the Académie royale des sciences, of which he
was soon to be made a corresponding member, for by 1752 he was back in
Montpellier, established first as a doctor and then, after 1759, as a professor
of medicine as well. He lived in the south until 1777, when he returned to
Paris, where he died of a duodenal ulcer or tumor in 1779. He was elected to
the Société royale des sciences de Montpellier in 1751, but resigned in 1764,
owing to a dispute, only to be readmitted in 1775. He was a member also of
the Royal Society of London from 1770. He wrote a great deal, on sicknesses
and fevers, on hearing and optics, on the workings of the eye in adjusting
to distant objects (not altogether convincingly to his contemporaries); but
his real contribution to science was his theory of evaporation, first outlined
in 1751.217 Most of those working on the subject had considered evaporation
in mechanical terms, but all hypotheses were unprovable by the science of
the day, unable as yet to see submicroscopic particles. Charles sought instead
to explain evaporation by analogy; vapors, he thought, might act in relation
to air as dissolved salts to water. And many phenomena could, indeed, be
explained in such terms, though not the phenomenon of evaporation in
vacuo. Notwithstanding, Charles’s notion was extremely significant in chang-
ing the pattern of thinking relating to the problem, thus paving the way for
the theories of the chemists Antoine-Laurent Lavoisier and John Dalton.
Published in full in Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie in 1756, Charles’s
theory was at once taken up by Franklin and, in Scotland, by Henry Home,
Lord Kames.

Most of the men whose names have occurred in the summary of the cul-
ture that occasioned Le Roy’s Ruines offered here were members of more than
one academy —most often the Académie frangaise and the Académie royale
des inscriptions et belles-lettres, sometimes the Académie des beaux-arts,
though some, exceptionally, were members of three, even four of the great
Parisian academies. The abbé Bignon and Fontenelle were members of the
Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres, Académie frangaise, and
Académie royale des sciences, this last the most prestigious of all. Bignon was,
in addition, a member of the Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture.

85



Middleton

These connections, as we shall see, mark precisely the nature of the interests
that are to be followed through in Le Roy’s studies. Le Roy himself, as already
noted, had presented a paper to the Académie royale des sciences on 31 August
1757. But scientific thinking was in no great evidence in the 1758 edition of
the Ruines.

Le Roy’s historical discourse was no more than six pages long, com-
pounded from authors ranging from Herodotus to Pococke but following in
its general thrust the histories already outlined by Mariette, Gedoyn, and
Caylus, uncomplicated as yet by the propaganda of the Accademia etrusca or
by Barthélemy’s interest in the Phoenicians. The focus of the discourse, as one
might expect, was Greece. For Le Roy, as for Vitruvius, architecture emerged
as an object of use. Men built huts for protection, as animals and birds built
shelters and nests. This early history is unknowable. Architecture took form
first in Egypt, where stone was substituted for wood as a means of support.
These stones were, inevitably, of the larger sort. The Egyptians thus learned
early to aim for the grand and stupendous in architecture. They allowed no
time for refinement; instead they embarked with their rudely evolved range of
forms and decoration on the construction of the largest of complexes. The
Greeks, too, began with mere shelters, but they moved with more circum-
spection, learning from Egyptians who had ventured to Greece something of
the art of construction and the possibility of an architecture of grandeur but
devising for themselves the system of orders that was to confer distinction
on their architecture — “they devised a regular system for this art, where
the Egyptians seem to have followed no system at all.”218 There was no ques-
tion in Le Roy’s mind but that, whatever they might have learned from the
Egyptians, the Greeks had invented architecture as such. The column was the
key element in this development. What had begun as a mere support in a
primitive hut was spaced out evenly to distribute the loads of larger buildings.
This modular arrangement was then rhythmically adjusted to satisfy the eye,
resulting in a coherent system of architecture. This system was confined at first
to the interiors of temples, but so satisfying did the serried columns prove, that
they were adopted for the exterior also, to envelop the whole. Colonnades and
porticoes were adopted, eventually, for all kinds of architecture.

Le Roy accepted unquestioningly Vitruvius’s account in book 4 of De
architectura of the evolution of the Greek temple and its orders. After its early
appearance in the southern Peloponnese at Argos, the classical proportioning
system was developed in the Greek colonies of Asia Minor. The Dorians
adapted the proportions of a man to arrive at a column six diameters in height,
a step that Le Roy adjudged “undoubtedly the greatest discovery ever made
regarding the adornment of architecture, and it was the foundation and basis
of all other discoveries of this kind.”2!® The Doric was greatly refined in its
transfer to mainland Greece, slowly attaining to perfection. The Ionic order
soon developed in Ionia, and then the Caryatid order. Taking his cue from
Vitruvius, Le Roy described precisely the perspectival adjustments that also
evolved —the columns at the corners, seen against light, were strengthened; the
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columns of the inner porch, seen against shadow, were slimmed down, so that
all might appear equal —and he was the first to do so. The last of the great dis-
coveries was the Corinthian order, and here, once again, Le Roy took up
Vitruvius’s account, including the tale of its invention by Kallimachos, “in
short, the Greeks discovered all that is beautiful and ingenious in architec-
ture.”220 When the Doric was transferred to Italy, it was impoverished, emerg-
ing there as the Tuscan order. The Romans, whatever they might have learned
directly from the Egyptians of the art of construction, derived their architec-
ture from Greece, whether in the crude form of the Tuscan column or through
direct imitation. Once conquered, Greeks were employed by the Romans to
build not only in Athens but also in Rome and throughout the empire. The
three sites Le Roy named had all been the subject of recent publications:
Cyzicus, on the Sea of Marmara, had been represented by no more than a map
and inscriptions included in the second volume, of 1756, of Caylus’s Recueil
d’antiquités, the information supplied by Charles de Peyssonnel, consul in
Smyrna and brother of the naturalist Jean-André Peyssonnel; but Baalbek and
Palmyra had been illustrated very well in Wood and Dawkins’s volumes of
1753 and 1757.221 The Romans, Le Roy stressed, had invented nothing by way
of form. They used only the rectangular and circular arrangements of the tem-
ples of the Greeks, and the one Roman creation, the Composite order, was no
more than an imperfect mix of the Ionic and the Corinthian.

Even the next discovery of architectural significance, the integration of
rectangular and circular temple forms, together with the introduction of
domes, was owing entirely to Greeks —to Anthemios of Tralles and Isidorus
of Miletus, the sixth-century architects who were responsible for Justinian I’s
Hagia Sophia. Justinian’s jubilant cry, “I have surpassed thee, Solomon,”222
was scarcely to be wondered at, but the achievement was not to be repeated
until, five centuries later, the Venetians, having brought an architect from
Constantinople, attempted something of the sort at the Basicila di San Marco
in Venice. With the revival of the arts in the fifteenth century, however, Filippo
Brunelleschi devised a double-skinned dome of considerable span that was
built on an octagonal drum over the crossing of Florence’s Duomo, Santa
Maria del Fiore. This marked a change. Something similar, Le Roy thought,
was attempted soon after by Domenico Bramante in planning a double-
skinned dome for the Basilica di San Pietro in Vaticano (Saint Peter’s). But the
first dome to be supported on the four arches of a crossing, together with pen-
dentives between, Le Roy claimed, was that of Sant’Agostino in Rome, built
between 1479 and 1483. The magister architector, though not named by Le
Roy, was Jacopo da Pietrasanta. This church Le Roy had measured for him-
self, before its rebuilding by Vanvitelli, and he considered that it had provided
the model for Saint Peter’s— “the masterpiece of the moderns of Europe and
of the Christians.”223 It thus represented yet another moment of perfection in
the evolutionary development of architecture.

In summarizing his history of building, Le Roy noted that the forms of
roofs —flat in Egypt, low pitched in Greece, steeper in Rome and northern

87



Middleton

Europe —were a direct response to climatic conditions, from which he con-
cluded that different principles of architecture pertained in different coun-
tries, though there were some principles accepted by all, he cautioned, as he
intended to demonstrate in his discourse on architectural theory.

The discourse on the principles of architecture required even less than the
six pages allotted to history. The principles were sharply defined. Too few
rules, Le Roy warned, led to capriciousness, too many could cramp the archi-
tectural imagination and reduce “this sublime art to a kind of craft, confined
to the blind copying of a few ancient architects” —a warning that Piranesi was
to traduce to considerable effect in his polemical “Parere su I’architettura.”224
The principles of architecture, said Le Roy, were to be divided into three
classes: the first class comprised universally accepted principles, which thus
may be considered axioms; the second, principles conventionally accepted by
enlightened people; the last, principles accepted only by some people, deter-
mined by climate and geographical conditions, the materials available, power
and customs, perhaps caprice itself (shades of Montesquieu’s “Essai sur le
goit,” as we shall discover).

The axioms were obvious enough. A building must be well sited and
soundly constructed, and its forms related to use. Supports must be vertical,
beams and floors horizontal. The structure was thus to be orthogonal. Much
in this category was subject to the laws of mechanics. The second class of
principles was more problematic, relating largely to a sense of well-being and
aesthetics. Le Roy made clear that though beauty related properly to the
buildings in the classical tradition alone, ideas of nobility and grandeur derived
from the Greeks by enlightened people could nonetheless not possibly be con-
sidered as axiomatic; after all, Gothic architecture had once been preferred to
Greek architecture. But there was no doubt that the general acceptance of
other facets of Greek culture — whether philosophy, literature, or poetry —had
made the assimilation of the Greek criteria of beauty well-nigh axiomatic to
the enlightened peoples of Europe, as the varied expressions of a culture
related integrally. One could make no connection, for example, between the
science of the Greeks and Chinese painting, while the Romans, deriving so
much of their civility from the Greeks, had thus sustained a coherent system
of understanding and discernment, eventually to be taken up throughout
Europe. This wide acceptance of a culture emanating from Greece might be
thought to render the related architectural criteria as well established as any-
thing based on mere opinion could be, but the criteria must, nonetheless, Le
Roy cautioned, be carefully analyzed to determine their validity.

The first in the second class of principles concerned the proportioning of
the orders, that momentous discovery of the Greeks whereby the proportions
of a man (Doric), a woman (Ionic), and a maiden (Corinthian) were transferred
to built form. Though the basis for each order remained constant, propor-
tions might vary considerably over time and across cultures, for individuals,
though equally beautiful, might be very differently built. Thus the proportions
admired at some period or in some country might be rejected in another.
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Nothing was fixed. The second in this class of principles related directly to
the first: the forms of a building must express the same characteristics as the
chosen order, this consistency being a condition of architectural harmony.
This principle might be considered a law of nature —almost —as large animals
have large limbs, large trees have large branches (another knowing reference
to Montesquieu’s “Essai sur le gotit”), and so on. The last of this class of prin-
ciples emerged from the axiom of stability: the elements of a structure should
be clearly expressed. This, however, was not straightforward. The Greeks had
evolved their structures in wood and then transformed them into marble
while retaining the early expressive forms of the architrave, the triglyph and
metope, the mutule and modillion. All other applied details were to be rejected
as bizarre, for they were not part of the system originally established in
timber. Egyptian, Chinese, and Gothic details were all unacceptable.

The third class of principles, though even more variable, were concerned
entirely with the matter of proportioning. As already indicated, nothing was
fixed. Vitruvius could not be regarded as authoritative; he might have read
some Greek treatises, but he had not inspected enough of their buildings.
Moreover, no drawings recording his intentions had survived, and com-
mentators had offered differing interpretations. Roman buildings could not
serve as models, for there was no certainty that the Romans had adopted the
best of the Greek forms — witness the Doric of the Theater of Marcellus, con-
demned even by Vitruvius. The new knowledge of the buildings of Greece
itself might be thought to provide a proper basis for architectural imitation,
but, Le Roy asked, “Are we to imitate them slavishly?”225 His answer was no.
Though many great ruins survived from the age of Pericles, there were not
enough to establish fixed standards. The forms of the orders must needs be
considered afresh, on the basis of all the accumulated knowledge. The matter
was open.

Le Roy’s division of architectural principles into three classes echoes the
threefold division of visual beauty proposed by Yves-Marie André in the first
chapter of his Essai sur le beau (1741) — first, essential beauty, concerned with
order, symmetry, and balance; second, natural beauty, which is just that, con-
cerned with the beauty of nature, colors, and so forth, to be judged by direct
response (“obvious at a mere glance”);226 and third, arbitrary or artificial
beauty, which is a matter of custom and taste, even fashion. André refers
specifically to architecture to illustrate his concepts, but in this field he
adduces no more than two categories. “The first are invariable, like the
science that prescribes them,”227 thus columns must needs be perpendicular,
floors horizontal, and symmetry imposed. The second — “being based only
on observations of the eye, which are always a little uncertain, or on often
equivocal examples, are not entirely essential rules”228 —are concerned
largely with the proportioning of elements, altogether variable. Though there
can be little doubt that Le Roy was familiar with André’s short treatise, it is
evident that he had considered the matter of architectural principles for him-
self, anew.
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By 1764, when Le Roy published his next book, the Histoire, three-quarters
of which was to be incorporated into the second edition of the Ruines, his
understanding of architecture had been greatly enlarged. The Histoire was
made up of four chapters, the first two recounting the same evolutionary his-
tory of church design offered in the Ruines (three pages were quoted direct),
but the history was far more richly detailed. It made reference to Antonio
Zatta’s L’augusta ducale basilica dell’evangelista San Marco nell’inclita domi-
nante di Venezia colle notizie (1761) for Venice’s San Marco, to Bernardo
Sansone Sgrilli’s Descrizione e studi dell’insigne fabbrica di S. Maria del Fiore
(1733) for Florence’s Duomo, and to Filippo Buonanni’s Numismata summo-
rum pontificum templi Vaticani fabricam (1696) for Saint Peter’s, with the
addition of Sir Christopher Wren’s Saint Paul’s in London and Jules Hardouin
Mansart’s Dome des Invalides in Paris, to demonstrate the way in which the
piers of the crossing of these two churches had been successively reduced and
opened up to cross views. There followed a remarkable chapter on the use of
columnar arrangements and their resulting effects. In the concluding chapter,
Le Roy presented three churches that he regarded as the culmination of the
historical development he had charted: Mansart’s royal chapel at Versailles,
Pierre Contant d’Ivry’s Madeleine, and Sainte-Geneviéve, the last two still
being built in Paris. This history was recorded in a single engraving (fig. 24)
illustrating thirteen plans and four sections of the churches described, drawn
more or less to the same scale, though the Madeleine was at a slightly larger
scale and Sainte-Geneviéve was largest of all, at once indicating Le Roy’s pref-
erence, though he carefully avoided any other expression of it.

A comparative diagram of this sort was not altogether new to French
architectural theory. The engineer Jacques Tarade had measured Saint Peter’s
in 1659 and published engravings of his drawings on sixteen plates,2?? includ-
ing one with half-plans of Notre Dame in Paris and Saint Peter’s drawn to the
same scale and set against each other on a common axis (fig. 25); together
with another engraved plate tabulating the dimensions of not only these two
churches but also Strasbourg cathedral (fig. 26). Tarade aimed to make evi-
dent, at a glance, the grandeur of Saint Peter’s. But his surprising unconcern
at the clash of styles gives evidence of an unusual objectivity in the assess-
ment of architectural form. As one of Sébastien Leprestre de Vauban’s engi-
neers, and one responsible chiefly for the construction of the fortified towns
of Belfort, Neuf-Brisach, and Saverne, Tarade was familiar with standardized
layouts, and not only of towns but also of individual buildings, for the French
had taken over from their Spanish adversaries the practice of planning their
barracks to standardized form, to be built of whatever materials were avail-
able. This marks an early acceptance of what was later to be termed a build-
ing type.

Tarade’s book, Desseins de toutes les parties de I’église de Saint Pierre
de Rome, was probably published first in the first decade of the eighteenth
century. The enlarged edition, issued in 1713, offered twenty plates of Saint
Peter’s, the two plates comparing Notre Dame in Paris and Saint Peter’s, and
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Plan des eglises les plus remarquables, béaties depuis I'an 326 jusqu’en 1764
From Julien-David Le Roy, Histoire de la disposition et des formes différentes que
les chrétiens ont données a leurs temples, depuis le réegne de Constantin le
Grand, jusqu'a nous (Paris: Desaint & Sallant, 1764), after p. 90
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Paralelle des eglises de St. Pierre de Rome et de Nre. Dame de Paris
From Jacques Tarade, Desseins de touttes les parties de I'eglise de
Saint Pierre de Rome (Paris: Jombert, 1713)
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an additional comparative plate illustrating the plans and the west fronts of
Notre Dame and Strasbourg cathedral. Juste-Auréle Meissonnier took up the
idea for his Traité sur Parchitecture universelle, to be issued in four volumes,
announced in 1748.230 Two years later Meissonnier was dead, and only two
plates and their preparatory drawings survive to give evidence of the nature
of his enterprise. The buildings may well have been arranged on the plates
not by Meissonnier but by his publisher, Gabriel Huquier, who issued them
under the title Parallele général des edifices les plus considerables depuis les
Egyptiens, les Grecs jusqu’a nos derniers modernes some time between 1749
and 1761, most probably around 1757 (figs. 27, 28). Meissonnier seems to
have been contemplating a history of architecture that included works of his
own, in the manner of Johann Bernhard Fischer von Erlach’s much acclaimed
Entwurff einer historistorischen Architektur. First published in German and
French, in 1721, this consisted largely of plates of architecture, ancient and
modern, ranging from the Temple of Solomon and the Tower of Babel to a
sheaf of Fischer von Erlach’s own designs. He not only provided a historical
survey but also presented an extraordinary range of styles, including Chinese
and Persian buildings and Hagia Sophia. Though Fischer von Erlach’s work
might be regarded as the first comparative history of architecture, there was
no structure to its arrangement.

Meissonnier’s two plates were both less and more wide-ranging. The first
comprises thirty structures, temples and churches for the most part, most
drawn to the same scale, and presented in elevation, though a plan was
provided for the Temple of Mars Ultor in the Forum Augustum and a section
for the Temple of Minerva in the Forum Nervae and for Guarino Guarini’s
Cappela della Santa Sindone (Chapel of the Holy Shroud) of the Cattedrale
di San Giovanni Battista in Turin. Other structures were the Egyptian obelisk
erected on Saint Peter’s piazza in 1585, temple forms derived from Vitruvius
and Palladio, the Pantheon in Rome (with and without its portico), Saint
Peter’s (in both its early and final forms), a handful of Roman churches
(Sant’Andrea della Valle, Sant’Agnese in Agone, Santa Maria della Pace,
Sant’Ivo alla Sapienza), the Cattedrale di San Giovanni Battista in Turin, Saint
Paul’s in London, and Fischer von Erlach’s Karlskirche in Vienna. Also
included on the first plate were two Chinese pagodas, Hagia Sophia, and
three Gothic structures: the cathedrals of Rouen and Strasbourg and Sint-
Romboutstoren at Mechelen in Belgium. The second plate illustrated twelve
buildings, all French, once again in elevation (though the royal chapel at
Versailles was shown in two sections), beginning with Notre Dame in Paris,
with most of the remainder dating from the seventeenth century, secular as
well as ecclesiastical, to end with Meissonnier’s own design for a palace and
church for the Chevaliers du Saint Esprit, taking in the Hotel de Conti, on the
site of the Grands Augustins in Paris.

For his folio, Détails des plus intéressantes parties d’architecture de la
basilique de St. Pierre de Rome (1763), Dumont, Soufflot’s companion at
Paestum, copied both Tarade’s comparative plate of the plans of Notre Dame
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Fig. 27. After Juste-Auréle Meissonnier

First plate of Paralléle général des edifices les plus
considerables depuis les Egyptiens, les Grecs jusqu’a nos
derniers modernes, ca. 1745-50, engraving

Montreal, Collection Centre Canadien
d’Architecture/Canadian Centre for Architecture
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Fig. 28. After Juste-Auréle Meissonnier

Second plate of Paralléle général des edifices les plus
considerables depuis les Egyptiens, les Grecs jusqu’a nos
derniers modernes, ca. 1745-50, engraving

Montreal, Collection Centre Canadien
d’Architecture/Canadian Centre for Architecture
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in Paris and Saint Peter’s (fig. 29) and his plate of engraved dimensions.
Dumont, unabashed, also composed two further plates (figs. 30, 31), titled
Parallele de monumens sur une méme echelle, derived directly from Meisson-
nier. The first plate illustrated the Val-de-Grace in Paris, Sant’Ivo alla Sapienza
in Rome, Notre Dame in Paris, the Sindone chapel in Turin, the Invalides,
Santa Maria della Pace, Sant’Andrea della Valle, and the church of the
Sorbonne; the second plate was made up with Sant’Agnese in Agone, the
Pantheon in Rome in its two variants, Saint Peter’s, the Karlskirche, Saint
Paul’s in London, and Hagia Sophia. There is no obvious sequence or order in
the arrangement. As the plates of Dumont’s work were presented to the mem-
bers of the Académie royale d’architecture on 5 July 1762, and a report made
a month later, on 9 August, they were almost certainly known to Le Roy.
Other such comparative plates appeared in France in the ensuing years,
including a revised version of Le Roy’s own plate in the Ruines of 1770, two
plates of plans of theaters published in 1772 to illustrate Dumont’s article on
theaters for Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie, another comparative
array of recent theater designs (fig. 32) in Victor Louis’s Salle de spectacle de
Bordeaux (1782), and a comparative study of porticoes prepared by Antoine-
Francois Peyre, the son of Marie-Joseph, for the enlarged edition of 1795
of his father’s Oeuvres d’architecture. But the idea was to be exploited fully
only at the very end of the century, when Le Roy’s pupil, Jean-Nicolas-Louis
Durand, took it up as the basis for the plates of his celebrated Recueil et
paralléle des édifices de tout genre, anciens et modernes, remarquables par
leur beauté, par leur grandeur ou par leur singularité, et dessinés sur une
méme échelle, issued between 1799 and 1801.231 Encompassing buildings of
all styles, this work was intended to show not so much historical develop-
ments as the establishment of individual building types—or “genres,” to use
Durand’s term.

Though the emphasis might have changed from Le Roy to Durand, it is
clear that Le Roy’s Histoire first settled the format for such comparative
studies. But his Histoire was to be significant for quite different reasons, for in
that work he established the vocabulary for dealing with the experience of
architecture. Locke’s notion of the way in which all knowledge of the world
arises from the experience of the five senses, first put forward in An Essay
concerning Human Understanding (1690), had long been familiar in France;
the essay had run to seven French editions and printings by the time Le Roy
wrote his Histoire (not counting four abridged versions). Locke’s ideas had
been developed and refined by his follower Condillac, particularly in his most
significant work, Traité des sensations (1754), with its marvelous conceit of
an inert statue slowly endowed with sensation and thus, in time, all the facul-
ties of understanding. The impact of these works on the mediated relation
between the senses and knowledge requires no analysis here, though their
influence on Le Roy was paramount.

In the third chapter of his Histoire, Le Roy explored two visual phenom-
ena: the effect of serried ranks of columns; and the apparent size of buildings,
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Parallele des eglises de S. Pierre de Rome, et de Notre Dame de Paris
From Gabriel-Pierre-Martin Dumont, Détails des plus intéressantes
parties d’architecture de la basilique de St. Pierre de Rome (Paris:
L'auteur & Madame Chereau, 1763)
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in particular internally. He started with the premise that it was our visual
responsiveness to the forms, proportions, and details of architecture that con-
ditioned our vital estimation of it. Our feelings were stirred by what we saw.
A wall, he said, might be articulated in two distinct ways: its surface might be
divided with moldings and details, or it might be broken up with openings of
different shapes and sizes. The end result of such operations, he suggested,
might be a wall adorned with engaged columns and entablatures or simply an
isolated range of columns and lintels. The last he thought far preferable to the
first. Columns might have been evolved initially to act as supports, but it was
evident from the extensive use made of them by both the Egyptians and the
Greeks that they were endowed with a potent visual attraction, far more com-
pelling than mere usefulness might account for. Colonnades invariably aroused
notions of grandeur, stirring souls in much the same way as the vastness of
the sky, the sea, or the earth. But size alone did not always stir the strongest
of sensations. Sometimes the relationship of the parts of a building one to
another was far more effective. The impression made by the Pantheon in
Rome was in great measure owing to its size and scale, but even more impor-
tant was the contrasting effect of the deeply shadowed forms of the portico
followed by the great uncluttered interior, to be taken in at a glance, “un coup
d’0eil.” There was no doubt in Le Roy’s mind that the portico of the Parthe-
non stirred the spirit more effectively than the facade of Saint Peter’s, though
the latter’s columns might be larger. Without its portico, the Pantheon would
indeed be less impressive. There had to be both balance and contrast in the
elements of a composition, and the number of varied elements must be limited.

Like many other eighteenth century critics, Le Roy referred his reader to
Montesquieu’s article on go#it that had been published in 1757 in the seventh
volume of Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie. Montesquieu’s “Essai sur
le gofit dans les choses de la nature et de I’art,” right from the start, with its
recognition of taste as natural and acquired, its division of taste into three
kinds based on three sorts of pleasure, and its subsequent headings for order,
symmetry, variety, contrast, surprise, progression, je ne sais quoi, and so on,
indeed in the whole manner of its composition and expression, 232 lies at the
root of Le Roy’s own theoretical exposition, whether in its first form in the
Ruines of 1758 or, more obviously, in his discussion in the Histoire of 1764.
Here, in full, is the passage from Montesquieu’s discussion of variety to which
Le Roy refers:

There are certain objects, which have the appearance of variety, without the
reality; and others, that seem to be uniform, but are, in effect extremely diversified.

The Gothic architecture appears extremely rich in point of variety, but it’s orna-
ments fatigue the eye by their confusion and minuteness. Hence we cannot easily
distinguish one from the other, nor fix our attention upon any one object, on
account of the multitude that rush at once upon the sight; and thus it happens that
this kind of architecture displeases in the very circumstances that were designed to

render it agreeable.
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A Gothic structure is to the eye what a riddle is to the understanding; in the
contemplation of it’s various parts and ornaments the mind perceives the same per-
plexity and confusion in it’s ideas, that arise from reading an obscure poem.

The Grecian architecture, on the contrary, appears uniform; but as the nature,
and the number also of it’s divisions are precisely such as occupy the mind with-
out fatiguing it, it has consequently that degree of variety, that is pleasing and
delightful.

Greatness in the whole of any production requires of necessity the same quality
in the parts. Gigantic bodies must have bulky members; large trees must have large
branches, etc. Such is the nature of things.

The Grecian architecture, whose divisions are few, but grand and noble, seems
formed after the model of the great and the sublime. The mind perceives a certain
majesty which reigns through all it’s productions.233

This passage reveals at once the extent to which Le Roy’s discussion of
form and formal effects is indebted to Montesquieu. Thus, Le Roy noted,
painters preferred fewer rather than more figures in a composition, musicians
and actors limited the length of their performances, knowing that only a
restricted range of feelings should be aroused at any one time. Form and
surface articulation in architecture was the equivalent of time in the theater:
only so many responses should be stirred by a building, and such sensations
should, as in a play or a poem, be sequential, the better to be savored sepa-
rately. All too often in architecture, as sometimes in painting too, no more
than a single effect was aimed at, thus limiting possibilities. Consider once
again, Le Roy suggested, the two walls he had earlier evoked, first, the richly
adorned wall with engaged columns and moldings standing alone, then the
same wall with the colonnaded variant set in front of it. Far more agreeable
sensations would be aroused by walking the length of the second arrangement
than the first. There would be a constant number of forms involved but an
unending variation in their relationships. And he pursued this comparison to
even bolder effect. Imagine, he said, an arcade with a row of trees set against
it; imagine the same arcade with the row of trees some distance in front of
it. A walk alongside the second arrangement would present to the eye an
ever-changing pattern of branches and trees, arches and broken views visible
through them but without confusion. The forms would be limited in range,
but a marvelous spectacle would result, animated by the movement of the
stroller. The initial arrangement, whatever the movement, would remain more
or less static, however richly decorated the wall might be. But not so Le Roy’s
ranks of trees and arches. He conjures here, one might suggest, the Homeric
beginnings of architecture.

The example he chose to illustrate the transformation of this into contem-
porary architecture was Claude Perrault’s colonnade on the east front of the
Louvre —“the finest piece of architecture in Europe”234 — contrasted, as might
be expected, to Louis Le Vau’s pilastered south front. For three pages and
more Le Roy invoked the marvelous variety of effects experienced in viewing
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Perrault’s colonnade, first from afar, then on approaching, then walking
alongside or under it, whether in bright sunlight or on a clouded day. New
beauties were constantly to be revealed to the spectator. Colonnades were, for
Le Roy, the summit of architectural achievement —an interactive architectural
achievement.

As we come closer, our view alters. The mass of the building as a whole escapes us,
but we are compensated by our closeness to the columns; as we change position, we
create changes of view that are more striking, more rapid, and more varied. But if
we enter beneath the colonnade itself, an entirely new spectacle offers itself to our
eyes: every step adds change and variety to the relation between the positions of the
columns and the scene outside the colonnade, whether this be a landscape, or the

picturesque disposition of the houses of a city, or the magnificence of an interior.235

Columnar interiors, as might be imagined, were extolled. And here once
again Le Roy made bold to suggest that it was not the refinements of architec-
tural form and detailing that mattered but rather the forms themselves and
their relation one to another. “So universal is the beauty derived from such
colonnades,” he wrote, “that it would remain apparent even if their con-
stituent pillars were not superb Corinthian columns but mere trunks of trees,
cut off above the roots and below the springing of the boughs; or if they were
copied from those of the Egyptians or the Chinese; or even if they represented
no more than a confused cluster of diminutive Gothic shafts or the massive,
square piers of our porticoes.”236 Though the interval and proportioning of
these, he warned, might considerably change the effects.

Le Roy’s second exploration of visual effects concerned the apparent size
of interiors. Here he invoked the famous example of the boy, born blind, who
had to learn painstakingly to comprehend depth and distance after an opera-
tion performed by William Cheselden restored his sight.237 In making visual
judgments, one can never be sure of reality, however carefully one might have
learned. The Sun and the Moon, for example, seem larger when viewed on the
horizon than when high in the sky. Objects look different when differently
related to other objects, when patterned, or set in conjunction with others
whose size is known. The size of an interior is even more difficult to assess.
Guidelines based on observation might be formulated, but no rules. Hagia
Sophia, the Pantheon, and Santa Maria degli Angeli in Rome all look larger
than they are in actuality, Saint Peter’s looks smaller —an issue Montesquieu
also addressed in his essay on taste. The nave of Saint Peter’s, Le Roy judged,
was too high in relation to its width.238 But such judgments might change over
time, depending on the size of the piers and the openings into the aisles. Thus
Gothic churches, though often inordinately high, do not always seem so,
because the columns flanking the naves are relatively slender and the space
(le vuide) of the aisles seems to open up between them. Likewise, in the royal
chapel at Versailles, the upper part seems to expand outward but not the
lower level. Once again, it was a matter of the columnar arrangements. And
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these, as already indicated, Le Roy explored at length in his final chapter on
the Versailles chapel and the projects for Sainte-Geneviéve and the Madeleine
in Paris.

There had been much propaganda in France, from the building of the
Louvre colonnade onward, for the use of freestanding columns, the most cele-
brated advocates being Cordemoy, whose Nouveau traité de toute I’archi-
tecture was published in 1706, and his emulator Laugier, whose Essai sur
Parchitecture appeared in 1753.23% These were regarded as tracts of a revo-
lutionary kind, though they were firmly confined within the limits of the
classical tradition. Both men, admittedly, had invoked the effects of Gothic
cathedrals, but they had reinterpreted these entirely in classical terms —
in terms, moreover, of the Greek orders alone. Notwithstanding, Laugier’s
celebrated description of the successive responses aroused on entering Notre
Dame in Paris and then wandering down the length of its nave does represent
a milestone in the sensationalist fervor for the direct experience of archi-
tecture.24® He recorded his feelings plainly, uninhibited by convention. His
description no doubt served as a liberating stimulus for Le Roy, but it was Le
Roy’s Histoire that enabled Laugier in turn to free himself, as never before,
from the restraints of architectural custom and taste. In his Observations sur
Parchitecture (1765), Laugier thought to introduce soaring columns, quite
unclassical in form and proportion, into the naves of new churches. “I imag-
ine,” he wrote, “a church in which all the columns were large palm tree
trunks, the branches spreading right and left, the highest extending across all
the curves of the vault, the effect quite surprising.”24! The columns were to be
closely set, to intensify this effect. And he explored the Gothic analogy further
in suggesting that something of the close-packed, awry arrangement of the
columns in the apses and ambulatories of Gothic cathedrals might be con-
jured up— “Which would produce,” he wrote, “a forest of columns in the
apses, an effect quite magnificent and grand.”242 Elsewhere in the Observa-
tions, Laugier took up Le Roy’s two themes —trees as the formal equivalent of
columns, and the matter of apparent size —together. “Very closely spaced
columns,” he wrote, “increase the apparent size of a nave. They are like trees
placed close to one another on both sides of a pathway.”243 And when he
came to deal with the two great churches of Sainte-Geneviéve and the Made-
leine — he preferred the former unhesitatingly — he referred his readers directly
to Le Roy.244

Laugier was not the only French critic to give a spur to Le Roy’s new mode
of analyzing architecture; that less famous, far more abrasive critic, Etienne
La Font de Saint-Yenne, who had been writing and campaigning for years
for the completion of the Louvre, provided Le Roy with an even more liberat-
ing exemplar of architectural responsiveness in the last of his studies of that
great palace, a Dantesque excursus entitled Le Génie du Louvre aux Champs-
Elysées: Dialogue entre le Louvre, la ville de Paris, 'ombre de Colbert, et
Perrault (1756). Claude Perrault, addressing the Louvre on the state of archi-
tecture, dismisses current convention:
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In our architects’ discussions I saw only enslavement to blind routine and rules that
one must dare to break again and again. But only genius enables one to recognize
such occasions, and that requires a keenness of vision and a superior understanding
of the effect of the whole, to be envisioned before construction, an understanding
not provided by the science of optics, though absolutely necessary to any archi-
tect—since its rules are rendered useless by the infinite variety of positions of the
eye of the beholder, positions that cannot be foreseen. There is yet more knowledge
no less necessary to the great architect, especially for external facades that are well
lit, that is, knowledge of chiaroscuro and the picturesque effects of lighting on the
projections of masses and in their recesses. That is what gives movement to the
parts of a large building and makes the eye of the beholder delight in a satisfaction
that captivates it without knowing why. Large buildings in which such art is neg-
lected always appear cold and flat, though overburdened with projections that
have no positive effect. After all, it is taste alone, that gift of the gods so rare
among men, and which each one nonetheless believes he possesses, which can
determine most certainly such liberties, and which differs from genius (if by that
term one means a rich and fertile inventiveness) in that taste can be acquired

through the study of good works, whereas genius can never be acquired.245

There is more of this kind in La Font de Saint-Yenne, and there can be little
doubt that it was absorbed to great effect by Le Roy.

Le Roy’s critical stance is, in general terms, indebted to the writings of
Dubos, though it might be more specifically related to landscape theory,
or rather descriptions of landscapes. The most memorable was Jean-Denis
Attiret’s account, published in 1749, of the route through the emperor of
China’s Yuan Ming Yuan (Garden of perfect splendor), which drew the visi-
tor from pavilion to pavilion, along zigzag paths and over bridges.246 There is
something of this also in Chambers’s account of moving from scene to scene
in other Chinese gardens — quite specifically not along avenues —in his Designs
of Chinese Buildings, Furniture, Dresses, Machines, and Utensils (1757), a
book published in both English and French, and well known to Le Roy. The
formulation of theories of design in relation to such experience was to emerge
only later, however, beginning in 1770 with Thomas Whately’s Observations
on Modern Gardening, translated in the following year into French, and
swiftly followed by Claude-Henri Watelet’s Essai sur les jardins (1774) and
Jean-Marie Morel’s Théorie des jardins (1776). In these works, movement
was a prime consideration in the laying out of a landscape.

A more obvious spur to Le Roy’s thinking might, perhaps, have been A
Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and Beau-
tiful (1757) by Edmund Burke, another follower of Locke. Burke was in con-
tact with Chambers — publishing parts of Designs of Chinese Buildings in
1758 in the first volume of The Annual Register, Burke’s yearly survey of
world affairs, as support for his notion of terror as a basis of the sublime —
but there is no reason to suppose that Chambers might have forwarded a copy
of Burke’s A Philosophical Enquiry to Le Roy or that Le Roy might have
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understood it. Le Roy can have had no more than a rudimentary grasp of
English; he corresponded with Chambers in French, and later, when required
to render for presentation, in French, a paper by Benjamin Franklin, Le Roy
had it translated, as he made clear. However, despite the unfolding of the
Seven Years’ War, begun in 1756, between England and France, Burke’s book
was reviewed promptly and at some length in the July 1757 issue of the
Journal encyclopédique, published in Liége, Belgium. Much of the review
was mere summary, but Burke was upheld as a navigator who had ventured
into a new realm. “The author of this book,” the reviewer concluded, “seems
to me a man of genius; his ideas are new and bold; his style is vigorous and
sharp.”247 This summary might well have been known to Le Roy. In any event,
Burke’s book made an impact in Paris early, though it was to be fully appreci-
ated only after its translation into French in 1765.

Though Le Roy would have been inspired, indeed fascinated by Burke’s
book, he need not have known it. Burke’s association of the immensity of
the sea and the view from a mountaintop with the sublime, and Burke’s
reference to the blind boy Cheselden had operated upon, suggest that his
work was known to Le Roy, but Le Roy could easily have come to such
knowledge elsewhere. Cheselden described the boy to the Royal Society of
London in 1728 and published a report in the Philosophical Transactions in
the same year.248 The problem that he seemed to resolve was introduced into
philosophical discourse by Locke, in book 2, section 8, of the second edi-
tion, of 1694, of his Essay concerning Human Understanding, as a response
to an objection to Locke’s theories on sight made by William Molyneux,
whence “Molyneux’s Problem,” a standard reference thereafter for this prob-
lem of vision. The question Molyneux posed to Locke was, would a man
on first recovering his sight be able to name, just by looking at them, a cube
and a sphere he had touched when blind? Molyneux and Locke agreed he
would not. It seems not to have occurred to them to ask if he would be able
to see the forms at all. Voltaire first gave prominence to the issue in France
in his Elémens de la philosophie de Newton, mis a la portée de tout le
monde of 1738, in which he explicitly linked Locke and Cheselden’s boy.
Condillac took up the matter in 1746 in his Essai sur l'origine des connais-
sances humaines. Diderot discussed it at length in his Lettre sur les aveugles
a l'usage de ceux qui voyent of 1749; as did George-Louis Leclerc, comte
de Buffon, in the same year in the first volume of the Histoire naturelle,
générale et particuliére. The exemplar of the sea and the mountaintop can
be traced back to Longinus himself, and it was freely invoked in all discus-
sion on the sublime in France, whether in the seventeenth or eighteenth cen-
tury. Le Roy’s interest in the effects of the sublime and in the je ne sais quoi
in architecture is an aspect of that long-standing discussion, already sur-
veyed, in literary criticism. Burke would have served merely to reinforce
ideas already familiar. Nonetheless, the freedom with which Le Roy applied
them to architecture, ignoring all constraints of convention—and only six
years after he had published a canonical survey of the architecture of ancient

107



Middleton

Greece —was to devastating effect. The classical ideal was shattered. For Le
Roy style itself had become a secondary consideration, as Laugier had at
once realized.

Le Roy’s Histoire —which ran to eighty-nine octavo pages but can be
regarded as no more than an essay —made an immediate impact. It was writ-
ten, as must already be apparent, as a justification for the two great columnar
churches being erected in Paris, Soufflot’s Sainte-Geneviéve and Contant
d’Ivry’s Madeleine. In a cermony in the Abbaye Sainte-Geneviéve after the
laying of the foundation stone of the new church, on 6 September 1764, Le
Roy presented a copy of the Histoire to the king, Louis XV, ensuring that
it became an object of attention.24® Its publication was announced in the
Catalogue hébdomadaire on 15 September 1764 and again in the issue for
19 January 17635, in the Gazette littéraire de ’Europe on 26 September 1764,
and in the Journal oeconomique in January 1765. Reviews appeared in Octo-
ber 1764 in the Mémoires de Trévoux and the Mercure de France; both were
approving, the critic of the Mercure admiring in particular the clarity with
which the course of history was presented in a diagram, but it was L'année
littéraire of 1764 that bestowed the most fulsome praise.25 The book was
upheld not just as excellent and well written but as a product, almost, of
genius —and the section most admired was that on colonnades: “the fact that
the author casts a light of genius in this piece proves he has a deep under-
standing of all the arts, of their relationships, of their wholeness, of their out-
come.”25! Long quotations from Le Roy were offered with no objections, no
demur, only more praise. “Everything he tells us about peristyles betokens a
superiority of insight into this art, which identifies the great master.”252 Le
Roy’s final chapter on Soufflot’s and Contant d’Ivry’s projects stirred like
enthusiasm: “His critical comments are accompanied by that delicate respect
owing to great men, whose faults one has the courage to reveal even while rec-
ognizing the supreme ascendancy of their genius. Monsieur Le Roy deserves
the greatest praise, both in his capacity as an architect and in his capacity as
a man of letters. This last piece combines profound knowledge of his art with
a vigor and beauty of style.”253

Le Roy’s final publication before the Ruines of 1770 was the Observations
sur les édifices des anciens peuples. The Observations, as already described,
was largely a response to Robert Sayer’s The Ruins of Athens and to Stuart’s
attack published in 1762 in the first volume of the Antiquities. Le Roy would
incorporate much of the matter of the Observations into the second edition of
the Ruines, in particular that relating to Pausanias’s route through Athens,
though not much was quoted directly. Some general remarks addressed to
Stuart were to be included in the preface of 1770, and the historical excur-
sus, already outlined, dealing with the emergence of generative architectural
concepts that were to be developed and combined with others to provide
the significant progression of architecture, including now the formal dis-
coveries of the Phoenicians (as outlined in Eusebius’s rendering of Sanchunia-
thon) predating those of the Egyptians and Greeks. This account was to be
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absorbed into the “Essai sur ’histoire de I’architecture” of the Ruines of 1770.
The Observations’s “Recherches sur les mesures anciennes,” which included
the dissertation on the Greek foot that had appeared in the first edition of the
Ruines, was taken almost entire into the second edition, but with further ref-
erence to Barthélemy’s analyses of Greek stadia, a subject long debated in the
Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres, beginning in 1723 with a
paper by Nicolas Fréret.254

The Observations was announced in the Catalogue hébdomadaire in
February 1768, Mercure de France in March 1768, and Journal oeconomique
in January 1769, and it was reviewed between January and June 1768 in
L’année littéraire, L’avant coureur, Journal encyclopédique, and Journal des
s¢avans.255 Two of the reviewers, at least, muddled the work of Sayer with
that of Stuart and Revett, but none thought Le Roy required any defense.
He had gone to Athens, they noted, as he himself had made clear, not simply
to measure the buildings but to understand their relationships, one to another
and to those that came before and after. Not that the reviewers were uninter-
ested in measurements. The dissertation on Greek stadia and the matter of
the Greek foot excited them all. But what stirred their interest most was
Le Roy’s notion of the primitive forms that had given rise to the significant
structures of antiquity. Le Roy was quoted at some length on this subject,
and he could scarcely have wished for more favorable responses. “I will not
expound further on this piece of writing,” the reviewer for L'année littéraire
wrote, “it is full of scholarly research, judicious observations, and enlight-
ened analysis.”256 The reviewer for L’avant coureur concluded, “These differ-
ent pieces make up a tract as interesting for its style as for the depth of its
views and the soundness of its ideas.”257 “This entire piece,” the reviewer for
the Journal encyclopédique judged of the theory of forms, “as well as all the
observations in this work do infinite honor to the author’s talents, taste, and
erudition.”258 The reviewer for the Journal des scavans provided more by
way of a factual summary of the work but was no less admiring, looking
forward to further studies by Le Roy: “Occupied since his trip to Greece with
his work on the ancients, with examining and comparing what they have to
say about architecture, about the erection of large buildings, and so forth, he
proposes in his next study to give us his reflections on this subject and its
relation to their machines and their navy.”25? This critic knew what Le Roy
was up to.

The reorganization of the first edition of the Ruines to create the second
has already been summarily described (for a detailed list of where parts of
the first edition, the Histoire, and the Observations appear in the second edi-
tion, see this volume, pp. 522-29). Though the revised Ruines was a scissors-
and-paste operation, Le Roy multiplied the number of footnotes and greatly
extended existing notes with scholarly quotations and references, and there
was as well much rewriting, with new material introduced throughout. The
cost of the new edition was higher, increased from seventy-two to ninety-
six livres.

109



Middleton

In the first part of the first volume, concerned with the history and descrip-
tion of the buildings of Athens to the end of the age of Pericles, there was no
great change from the first edition. The account of the journey and the outline
history of Athens was little altered; indeed it was still quite close to that pro-
vided by Spon and Wheler. In describing the Parthenon, the friezes and sculp-
ture were addressed at greater length, however, and Pheidias given his due.
The arrangement of the Erechtheion was likewise analyzed in more detail,
though Le Roy still hestitated over its identity. The Theater of Dionysos,
though mistakenly identified with the ruins of the Odeion of Herodes
Atticus, was more fully described; as was the Hephaisteion, with particular
reference to its metopes. The Monument of Lysikrates, in view of Stuart’s
jibes, had to be dealt with at greater length, though Le Roy made clear that it
was so richly decorated that it might almost be thought to postdate Pericles.
Even in this volume Le Roy felt impelled to stress the falling off of the later
period. He wrote,

Pericles had given the Athenians a taste for the arts; and this still struck a few
sparks in the century after his death. But fate had a great revolution in store.
Alexander transformed the face of Greece and of all the parts of Asia and Africa
that he conquered; and the arts, which follow in the train of glory and enhance its
luster, departed with him to Alexandria. Athens now declined from her former
superiority to occupy the second rank among celebrated cities. Opulence replaced
the noble simplicity, the masculine and majestic character, of the buildings of
Pheidias, Iktinos, Kallikrates, and Mnesikles (p. 262).260

The section on Sunium and the ports of Athens was little altered, apart from
some new information on the Temple of Minerva Sunias from Pausanias and
on the Long Walls taken from Diodorus Siculus’s history.

The second part of the first volume, largely concerned with the architec-
tural orders, was extensively revised, with new translations and notes pro-
vided, though it was not much changed in its essentials. Perhaps the most
notable changes were the removal of the Doric in its third state and the doubts
Le Roy cast, as he had in describing the Erechtheion, on the caryatids as rep-
resentative of the original form of that order. He also worried again that the
richness of decoration of the Monument of Lysikrates was inconsistent with
the vigor of the age of Pericles.

In the second volume, the description of Athens and its buildings in the
post-Periclean era—the Monument of Thrasyllus, Tower of the Winds, the
Doric portico, Monument of Philopappos, and the ruins in the bazaar, which
Le Roy now identified as a temple to Juno Lucina —though much rewritten
and incorporating a good deal of new political history was based largely on
the first edition. The route taken by Pausanias was revised along the lines first
sketched in the Observations, however, and Le Roy re-identified some of the
buildings in response to Stuart’s scathing attacks.

The account of the Hadrianic buildings to the east of the Acropolis was
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likewise filled out with new historical information and rewritten, but on the
whole it was derived from the first edition and the Observations. The Temple
of Zeus Olympios was identified still as Hadrian’s Pantheon. The account of
the journey to Sparta was little changed. Some alterations were made to the
analysis of the track at Olympia, and a new plate provided (see vol. 2, pl. 15),
to take account of observations and discussions at the Académie royale des
inscriptions et belles-lettres, notably those by Barthélemy.

The second part of the second volume, concerned with the forms and
details of the Hadrianic architecture described in the first part of the volume,
included the Doric temple at Corinth (somewhat misplaced); the Doric por-
tico (the Gate of Athena Archegetis) to represent Doric in its third state;
the temple at Pola, as an example of the Corinthian; together with the ruins
in the bazaar (Hadrian’s Library), Hadrian’s Pantheon (the Temple of Zeus
Olympios), and the Arch of Hadrian—this last considered quite tasteless. At
the end, as before, was an analysis of the engaged columns of Delos, first
noted by Michel Fourmont, and a compounded Corinthian capital lying
against Santa Trinitad dei Monti in Rome, first described and illustrated by
Pococke. What is new to this portion of the Ruines is a commentary and the
associated plate (see vol. 2, pl. 25). The plate appears at first glance to be
another comparative history, illustrating eleven buildings, six rectangular, five
circular, most shown in elevation, though the octagonal Tower of the Winds is
shown also in two plans and section, the Monument of Lysikrates in section,
and Vitruvius’s round peripteral temple in plan. The first six elevations, based
on Vitruvius’s descriptions, depict the standard arrangement of columns in
temple fronts, ranging from the two columns of the temple in antis to the two
rows of ten columns in the hypaethral temple. These are designed to demon-
strate just how changeable was the proportioning required to accommodate
such variety, which was further increased by variants in the spacing of col-
umns and the heights of stylobates. “It follows,” Le Roy wrote, “that the
ancient rectangular temples of any one type were far more varied in their
forms and in the proportions of their facades than could ever have been sup-
posed until we became familiar with the ruins of Greece, Magna Graecia, and
various cities in Asia” (p. 490).261

In assembling images of the Tower of the Winds, the Monument of Lysi-
krates, the temple at Tivoli, and the monopteral and peripteral round temples
described by Vitruvius, Le Roy had a differing aim. He thought to prove that
the roofs of circular buildings were initially pyramidal and topped by a capital
but had been slowly transformed into a low dome finished by a flower. He
was clearly groping for a history of the development of the dome, but the
result, as he must have realized, was inconclusive, lacking in both knowledge
and reflection.

The vital changes that marked the second edition of the Ruines were those
incorporated into the two introductory essays —the discourse on history in
the first volume, the discourse on theory in the second. These are Le Roy’s
culminating statements. The new discourse on history does not, in fact,
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contain much that is new: the essay of the first edition was skillfully inter-
woven with much from the Histoire and a section from the Observations,
and a new plate, revising the comparative history of 1764, was added (see
vol. 1, pl. 1). But the result is a history of ancient architecture more vital,
more dynamic than anything previously attempted. The structure of this dis-
course is provided by the notion of conceptual forms—one is tempted to say
Platonic forms, but they are not quite that — providing the basis for all signifi-
cant developments in architecture, a notion first outlined in his response to
Stuart in 1767. “The history of the arts,” Le Roy begins, “offers us one spec-
tacle that deserves the attention of all who love to trace their progress —
namely, a view of how much the primitive original ideas of some creative
geniuses have influenced the various works subsequently made by men”
(p. 209).262 Phoenician gravestones, he tells his readers, become obelisks,
heaped stones become pyramids, the primitive hut serves as the protype for
the temple. The new plate illustrating the historical evolution of sacred archi-
tecture now has three distinct lines of development: the Phoenicians, the
Egyptians, and Hebrews are in one track; the Greeks and Romans in another;
the Christians in a third. The aim, though unstated, was to separate the
Greeks from the Egyptians and to distinguish the Christians from all the rest.
However, the lines of development do follow on, one from another.
Continuities are indicated. The first column ends with a fake “Phoenician
temple” —in fact a Syrian tomb culled from Pococke263 —creating a link to
the second column in which the Etruscans are subsumed (whatever the role
and position of the Etruscans in the ongoing arguments of scholars, all were
agreed that the Etruscans’ script was based on that of the Phoenicians).
Similarly, the second column ends with the temples at Baalbek, in Syria, and
the third column starts, as might be expected, with the Christian catacombs,
but Christian catacombs in the Levant, in Egypt, derived once again from
Pococke. Much may be teased out from an analysis of the buildings illus-
trated, though it is scarcely necessary, for most of the examples had been cited
or illustrated by Le Roy in earlier works. His only surprise is the removal of
the two great Parisian churches, Sainte-Geneviéve and the Madeleine, that he
had earlier considered to be the spearhead of the architectural renewal in
France. The third column ends with the royal chapel at Versailles. Durand, Le
Roy’s most famous pupil, was later to disapprove strongly of domes on pen-
dentives set over crossings, considering them to be structurally unsound, the
occasion, perhaps, of Le Roy’s removals. His attitude might have sprung from
Le Roy, as so many of Durand’s ideas.

The accompanying text is built around the tripartite division of the plate.
Some of the text in the first section, relating to the Egyptians, is new, though
most is brought in from the Observations; the text of the second section, on
the Greeks and Romans, is taken over, almost unaltered, from the Ruines of
1758; the last section, on Christian churches, is derived in the main from the
Histoire —without the descriptions of Sainte-Geneviéve and the Madeleine
but with a chunk on Hagia Sophia and the concluding paragraphs of the his-

112



Introduction

torical essay of the Ruines of 1758. A few paragraphs and comments are
added to reinforce the evolutionary theme and, to compensate for the loss of
Sainte-Geneviéve and the Madeleine, a new summary is given of the influence
of Gothic construction on contemporary church architecture — “The vaults in
the naves of their churches,” he writes, taking on from his earlier account of
Gothic architecture,

are commonly somewhat lighter and somewhat taller than ours; and, having less
thrust, they do not need such stout piers to sustain them. Thus, by following—in
this respect alone —in the footsteps of the Goths, by searching for the strongest and
at the same time lightest materials for the construction of vaults, and by placing
extremely slender piers at the points where those vaults exert their greatest force,
French architects might endeavor to make the interiors of their churches more
unobstructed than was formerly thought possible, while gracing them with Greek

orders used in the noblest and most comprehensive manner (p. 228).264

Le Roy was as uneasy as ever with Gothic, but he was intent on demonstrat-
ing a lack of prejudice in assessing something of its advantages. This was at
one with his overall approach. He saw that the Gothic cathedral represented a
peak of achievement in architecture, just as the Parthenon in Athens and the
Pantheon in Rome had earlier and, he no doubt still hoped, the two great
churches being built in Paris would prove —a synthesis of all that had gone
before, another moment of supreme harmony in architecture. But he also
saw that nothing could remain perfect, that each achievement was relative
not only to geographical conditions but also to those of religion, politics,
and society, all inevitably changing. The laws of structural stability alone
seemed axiomatic.

Le Roy’s history is erratic and partial, his ideas are not well worked out,
but it is sustained by a conceptual thrust lacking in all other attempts of the
time to compose a history of architecture. The most obvious example is the
history provided the following year as an introduction to the first volume,
of 1771, of the Cours d’architecture; ou, Traité de la décoration, distribu-
tion et construction des bdtiments, by Jacques-Frangois Blondel, Le Roy’s
own superior. Blondel declared at the start, “this introduction will set forth
the origin of architecture, its progress, and the revolutions that have taken
place in it.”265 His aim was to discover the principles of architecture through
a study of its history. Architecture, he argued, arose from the need for pro-
tection. The primitive hut provided the security for societies to form. Settle-
ments led to the first town founded by Cain (Gen. 4:17) and thus to Babylon
and Nineveh, though only when Egypt is reached was Blondel able to provide
anything by way of hard evidence. His prime sources were Herodotus and
Diodorus Siculus. But though the Egyptians built widely and on the grandest
of scales, determining the forms of Greek architecture, they were never able to
confer the highest distinction on their architecture. The Egyptians, Blondel
wrote,
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burning with the desire to immortalize themselves, and involved with problems of
construction, had neglected all delicacy of execution and failed to appreciate the
graces of art; the [Greeks] gave their creations the regularity, correctness, and
refinement that satisfy the soul and that present an admirable composition to
the eyes of the enlightened beholder. In a word, we may regard the Greeks as
the creators of architecture proper and may consider them the first worthy of hav-

ing imitators.266

Blondel in fact deals with the Greeks at less length than the Egyptians, but
the highlights of Greek architecture are noticeably isolated —the Artemision
at Ephesus; Pericles’ Athens, with the focus on the Parthenon of Iktinos and
Kallikrates (Le Roy is referred to here); the Hadrianic Temple of Zeus Olym-
pios in Athens; and the Maussolleion in Halicarnassus. Blondel, it would
seem, had been looking hard at Fischer von Erlach’s Entwurff einer bisto-
rischen Architektur. The Etruscans, like the Egyptians, had never given proper
form to their architecture, Blondel declared, and the Romans had done little
more than imitate the Greeks: “The Romans learned from the Greeks how to
make their buildings regular, how to relate the plan and the ordering; they
worked to surpass their masters, but they succeeded only in becoming their
rivals.”267 Thus, after a survey, the highlights of which were the Pantheon in
Rome, Hagia Sophia, the Pfalzkapelle in Aachen and other Carolingian
works, and the great Gothic cathedrals, Blondel reached Saint Peter’s— “The
foundation of Saint Peter’s basilica in Rome marked the renaissance of fine
architecture.”268 (No mention is made of the Basicila di San Marco in Venice
or of Florence’s Duomo.) And thus onward to end not only with Sainte-
Geneviéve and the Madeleine but also with a host of smaller contemporary
works by Nicolas Le Camus de Méziéres, Moreau-Desproux, Antoine, and
even Blondel’s own additions to Metz. The architecture of the present was
offered as continuous with that of the past.

There is a structure and a chronology to Blondel’s history —architectural
achievements are identified with societies and rulers and, wherever possible,
with architects; dates are furnished as may be—but there is no sense of the
forces, whether social or individual, that occasioned it all. No pattern of
change is described. The account is additive, one building following the next,
recounted briefly or at length, depending on the available information. Even
the opinions offered scarcely provide a slant to the story. It makes for dull
reading. Nonetheless, Blondel’s history was the first attempt to provide a
comprehensive account of the evolution of architecture, and in length and
range it was far superior to Le Roy’s. Le Roy, however, had a point of view,
and that gave his work its edge.

Historical studies had, of course, been greatly advanced in France from the
late seventeenth century onward, 262 but there was no obvious model for Le
Roy’s discourse on architecture. Bossuet’s celebrated Discours sur Pbistoire
universelle (1681), which provided a solid base for much historical writing,
had nothing in it on architecture, nothing much, for that matter, on ancient
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Greece and Rome, no more than a handful of pages, for Bossuet was concerned
with the Christian realm, from the Creation to the reign of Charlemagne. He
stuck, moreover, to a chronology constrained by the Old Testament. Despite
the difficulties and anomalies that this involved, all too soon apparent, even
to Bossuet — he advised readers of the third edition of his Discours to use the
chronology of the Septuagint, rather than the Vulgate, as it gave them an
extra thousand years in which to accommodate the history of the world —the
biblical chronology was staunchly upheld in Le Roy’s time. It was maintained
by Nicolas Lenglet Dufresnoy in his Méthode pour étudier I’histoire, from the
two-volume first edition of 1715 right through to the revised fifteen-volume
edition of 1772 (maps added from 1729 on); in Augustin Calmet’s Histoire
universelle, sacrée et profane, depuis le commencement du monde jusqu’a nos
jours (1735-71); and in Jacques Hardion’s Histoire universelle sacrée et pro-
fane, composée par ordre de Mesdames de France (1754-65). It was followed
even in the outlines for a universal history sketched out around 1751 by the
young and radical Anne-Robert-Jacques Turgot, who aimed to provide a
blueprint for human progress. 270 And Blondel, even later, in the section on
history in his Cours d’architecture, was invoking Isaac Newton’s Chronology
of Ancient Kingdoms, Amended (1728).

Voltaire was the first to pour scorn on Old Testament chronologies, in his
La philosophie de I’bistoire of 1765, but this work was not intended as a
guide for students of ancient history. He introduced the Chinese and the
Indians into general historical consideration, but he focused on the Jews. He
regarded the golden ages of Greece and Rome as peaks of human achieve-
ment, but he had little enough to say about them. He wrote on their con-
cepts of the soul, on sibyls and oracles. He ridiculed Huet’s attempts, in the
Demonstratio Evangelica, to identify the pagan gods with the prophets of the
Jews, though intent himself to find traces of monotheism in all religions.
Voltaire’s work was, in effect, a deist tract. But it served to displace Bossuet’s
approach to the past.

Voltaire never worked out a theory of the forces determining human devel-
opment. That was the achievement of Montesquieu —speculatively in Consi-
dérations sur la grandeur et la décadence des Romains (1734), resolutely and
with passion in L’esprit des loix (1748). Montesquieu explored the nature and
limits of power in the institution of social structures. He ranged on the grand-
est of scales. The sections of L'esprit des loix most often invoked by art his-
torians are chapters 14 through 19, dealing with the relation of cultures to
climate and geography. Montesquieu was deeply concerned with this issue.
He began his analysis, as might be expected, with something of scientific pre-
cision. He thought to account for the differing natures of peoples with refer-
ence to the expansion and contraction of the fibers of the body and the rate of
the flow of blood at different temperatures. People in cold climates were vig-
orous, he thought; those living in the warmth were langorous and timorous.
And thus he continued, accounting for the various characteristics of races and
peoples throughout history as well as for the forms of their social institutions.
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Most of his analysis relates to climate alone. Only in chapter 18 is the quality
of the soil considered: “The goodness of the land, in any country,” Montesquieu
wrote, “naturally establishes subjection and dependence. The husbandmen,
who compose the principal part of the people, are not very jealous of their lib-
erty; they are too busy and too intent on their own private affairs. A country
which overflows with wealth is afraid of pillage; afraid of an army.”27! A
monarchy, he judged, was thus more frequently to be found in a fruitful coun-
try, a republican government in one that was not so. The barrenness of the
soil of Attica had produced the democracy of Athens. Montesquieu’s compara-
tive study of cultures was a critique of political absolutism. He was nowhere
concerned with the things that people made or created. His short section on
temples was included to prove merely that only people who lived in houses
built temples.

Le Roy might have been stirred by Montesquieu’s Lesprit des loix, but
only in the most general terms. Far more pertinent to his investigations was
Dubos’s Reflexions critiques sur la poésie et sur la peinture (1719). In this ear-
lier work, as Montesquieu well knew, sections 13 to 20— 165 of the 529
pages of the second volume—are given over to a consideration of the influ-
ence of climate and geography on artistic expression.2’2 Like Montesquieu
later, Dubos favored a scientific explanation; it was all a matter, he said, of
the air that one breathed. “The air we breathe, communicates to the blood in
our lungs the qualities with which it is impregnated.”273 Hence the differences
that occur throughout history in artistic expression and in the achievements
of the nations of the world. If the Romans and the Dutch might be judged to
have declined in their artistic and other achievements, it was because their air
had changed. The Romans had become prey to the waters stagnating in the
ruins. The Dutch, he explained, had lost their forests. “I conclude therefore
from what has been hitherto set forth,” Dubos wrote, “that as the difference
of the character of nations is attributed to the different qualities of the air
of their respective countries; in like manner the changes which happen in
the manners and genius of the inhabitants of a particular country, must be
imputed to the alterations of the qualities of the air of that same country.”274

Whatever the drawbacks of the compendious histories of Bossuet and his
followers, they saw history as an evolutionary process. Bossuet had invoked
the notion of “enchainement” —now associated as a rule with the ideas of the
liberal, progressive historians of the early nineteenth century—in describing
the course of history, though for him the force behind it was, of course, God:
“that long chain [enchainement] of particular causes that make and unmake
empires,” he wrote, “depends on the secret ordering of divine Providence.”275
History was defined in the early editions of the popular Dictionnaire de
Trévoux as the “a true narrative, connected and linked together [enchainée],
of several memorable events”276 And one can find similar definitions in
Lenglet Dufresnoy and Voltaire. But the histories offered in these books could
not have been much use to Le Roy. Bossuet thought the Egyptians “a grave
and serious nation,”277 as did most of his successors. Lenglet Dufresnoy
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digressed marginally on Egyptian architecture, but only to confirm French
conventional wisdom, quoting still from Bossuet even in his revised edition of
1737: “everywhere architecture manifested the noble simplicity and the
grandeur that fills the soul. Long galleries displayed sculptures, which Greece
took as models. Thebes rivaled the most beautiful cities in the world.”278
Voltaire, unusually, was prepared to concede neither the antiquity nor the
splendor of Egypt. He cast doubt on the veracity of Herodotus’s descriptions
of the works of Sesostris. “They knew the grand,” he concluded reluctantly of
the Egyptians, “but never the beautiful. They taught the early Greeks, but the
Greeks were later their masters in everything.”27?

None of these authors disputed the supremacy of the Greeks, however.
Comparing the Greeks with the Persians, Bossuet wrote, “But what Greece
had that was greater was a firm and farsighted policy that knew when to
retreat, to risk, and to defend what was necessary; and, still greater, a courage
that love of freedom and of the nation made invincible.”280 Bossuet held the
ancient Athenians in high esteem, though, to be fair, he thought the Romans
their equal in their love of liberty. Lenglet Dufresnoy apostrophized Athens
thus: “Athens, the inventor of the arts, the sciences, and the law; the seat of
good manners and knowledge; the theater of merit and eloquence; the public
school of all those who aspired to wisdom; more famous for the minds of its
inhabitants than Rome became for its conquests, owed its beginnings to Egypt
and to the person of Cecrops, a native of the city of Sais in the Nile delta.”28
Voltaire could scarcely do better: “Fine architecture, perfected sculpture,
painting, good music, true poetry, true eloquence, good history writing, and
finally, philosophy itself, though unstructured and obscure, all came to
nations only through the Greeks.”282 The Romans in particular, he confirmed,
had got everything from the Greeks. Perfunctory comment of this sort, as
already indicated, was commonplace in France but was of little real use in
structuring an architectural history.

Only two surveys of architectural history had been attempted in France
when Le Roy began writing: Jean-Frangois Félibien’s long and dense Recueil
historique de la vie et des ouvrages des plus célébres architectes, published in
1687 as a companion volume to his uncle André’s more famous Entretiens sur
les vies et sur les ouvrages des plus excellens peintres anciens et modernes
(1666-88); and the short chapter on “Architecture” that Charles Rollin
included in the section on Greece and Rome in the eleventh volume, of 1737,
of the Histoire ancienne des Egyptiens, des Carthaginois, des Assyriens, des
Babyloniens, des Medes et des Perses, des Macedoniens, des Grecs. Félibien
began with the biblical Cain and moved forward to Arnolfo di Cambio, the
thirteenth-century architect of Florence’s Duomo. There is something of a
chronological sequence in his account, but not much of method and nothing
of purpose. He switches from Incan Cuzco to Renaissance Florence without
pause or cause. Snippets of information are packed one against another to
suffocating effect. Félibien is illuminating when dealing with Gothic architec-
ture, and Athens does emerge, briefly, as the creation of Pericles, with Iktinos
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and Kallikrates named as the designers of the “Temple of Minerva, called
Parthenon, that is, the Temple of the Virgin”283 (Félibien was uncertain as to
whether it was Doric or Ionic) and Mnesikles as architect of the Propylaia. Le
Roy could have learned little more from Félibien.

Rollin’s chapter, by contrast, evidently provided a useful starting point.
Architecture starts, in Rollin’s account, with agriculture, with the building of
simple huts that establish the forms of columns and lintels, which, in time,
are made harmonious through proportioning (Saint Augustine of Hippo is
referred to here). Great towns and buildings emerge, Babylon and Nineveh,
the pyramids and temples of Egypt, the Labyrinth on Lake Moeris,284 the
Tabernacle of the Israelites, and Solomon’s temple. Agrus and Agronerus,
Sesostris, and others to be invoked by Le Roy are named. “Nevertheless,”
Rollin makes clear, “it is neither to Asia nor to Egypt that this art is indebted
for the degree of perfection it achieved. ... it is to Greece that one attributes if
not its invention, then at least its perfection; and it is Greece that prescribed
its rules and provided its models.”285 This is remarkably close to both Le Roy
and Blondel. For Rollin, the great works of Athens are the port and the build-
ings of Pericles, already held up as exemplary in the third volume, of 1728, of
Rollin’s De la maniére d’enseigner et d’étudier les belles-lettres. But the four
principal temples of the Greeks are listed as the Temple of Diana at Ephesus
(the Artemision), that of Apollo at Miletus (the Delphinion), that of Ceres
and Proserpine at Eleusis (the temple in the Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore,
thought by Rollin to be the work of Iktinos), and that of Jupiter Olympius
(Temple of Zeus Olympios) at Athens. The Parthenon is not included. As
always, the Roman contribution is disparaged, and their orders are dismissed
as “very far from the degree of excellence of the other three.”28¢ Roland Fréart
and Claude Perrault, Rollin proudly claimed, were his guides in such matters.

Lenglet Dufresnoy provided annotated bibliographies at the end of each
section of his history; so useful were these bibliographies, updated in succes-
sive editions, that they were later published separately. For basic geographical
information, he later recommended the maps of Jean-Baptiste Bourguignon
d’Anville’s Géographie ancienne abrégée (1768). For the history of ancient
Egypt, he suggested Sir John Marsham’s Chronicus Canon Aegyptiacus,
Ebraicus, Graecus et Disquisitiones (1672) and Jacobus Perizonius’s Origines
Babylonicae et Aegypticae (1736), though, surprisingly, not Benoit de Maillet’s
Description de ’Egypte (1735); however, he thought best, by far, the accounts
of Herodotus and Diodorus Siculus. Likewise, for the study of ancient Greece,
he referred in passing to Temple Stanyan’s The Grecian History (1707-39),
translated by Diderot in 1743 as Histoire de Greéce,287 and to Rollin’s Histoire
ancienne, but recommended Herodotus, Plutarch, and Thucydides for all seri-
ous study. He aimed at something of authenticity. “The first thing I have to do
when starting to write with authority on history,” he announced at the begin-
ning of his study, “is to establish its truth and certainty, to show those who
study it that, in taking it up, they are working on a real foundation, not only
able to improve their minds but also suited to instruct them on the duties of
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civic life, and even to strengthen their religious beliefs.”288 But though truth
and certainty were to be the basis of history, the Bible was never to be doubted,
by Lenglet Dufresnoy at least. Voltaire expressed himself more bluntly, open-
ing the article on history he wrote and rewrote between 1755 and 1758 for
Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie, “History is the narration of facts pre-
sented as true, in contrast to the fable, which is the narration of facts pre-
sented as false.”28% He despised Lenglet Dufresnoy.

Whether he referred to him or not, Le Roy seems to have operated along
the lines suggested by Lenglet Dufresnoy, though not entirely: Le Roy pre-
ferred by far to rely on antique sources, but clearly he was familiar with
Rollin; he, notably, added Pausanias to Lenglet Dufresnoy’s authorities, but
for sharp opinion — prejudice even —Le Roy relied on his mentors at the Aca-
démie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres. The interpretation of history
that he offered in his discourse was thus a compilation, but a compilation of
his own, wayward and inconclusive, held together by a conviction that archi-
tecture springs from the embodiment of an idea that is slowly elaborated and
given significant form. Thus begins a chain of development. The only prece-
dent in architectural histories is, of course, Vitruvius’s notion of the primitive
hut, and this Le Roy seems to have reinterpreted anew, very imaginatively,
to arrive at a whole range of primal concepts and forms, determining thus
the course of architectural history. His performance was a tour de force.

To establish the sequence of development of the great temple precincts, Le
Roy was forced to elaborate somewhat on Herodotus’s descriptions —though
for the temples themselves he kept remarkably close —and likewise in recount-
ing Pausanias’s and (he claimed) Thucydides’ descriptions of the Temple of
Zeus Olympios in Athens. In pursuing an idea, he was clearly prepared to give
a twist to the truth. But the history of the buildings of Athens offered in the
main text was as consistently reliable as his ancient sources allowed. Scarcely
any precise dates are given —though the mythical king Cecrops’s arrival in
Athens from Egypt is firmly dated to 1582 B.C. In attempting to establish the
sequence of architectural development, Le Roy set the buildings relative one
to another in time,2% resorting in part to stylistic criteria — the squatter a col-
umn, the earlier he judged it. He was wrong more than once, but he did better
than might be expected.

Le Roy’s discourse on history was highly provocative; his discourse on
theory was an expansion of the very possibilities of experiencing architecture
and a way of explaining that experience. He gave a new voice to feeling. The
discourse of 1770 is almost three times as long as that of 1758, but only one
section is new. The first page of the earlier essay — setting down the three cat-
egories into which architectural principles may be divided: universal axioms
first, then principles accepted by all enlightened peoples, past or present, and
lastly principles held by particular groups of people, relating to geographical
and social conditions, even caprice —once again serves as the opening. The
five remaining pages of the earlier essay, which analyze some of the principles
of the last two categories, serve, as before, as the conclusion. In between, Le
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Roy set the whole of the third chapter of the Histoire of 1764 —which explored
visual responses to forms and the uncertainties of apprehension of internal
volumes, whether from a fixed position or moving— followed by an entirely
new section on visual illusions and distortions and the grounds of familiarity
in molding our tastes. He goes far beyond Montesquieu here.

A lark in the sky, he begins, disappears from view before an eagle. But
this is not just a matter of size; it relates also to shape, for larger dimensions,
he observed, appear to diminish at a less rapid rate than smaller ones as an
object recedes. Thus a man standing against the horizon seems both taller and
more slender than he is in reality. Columns standing on a mountain top seem
both taller and more slender from a distance than they seem close up. And he
relates this optical phenomenon to another. A man appears slimmer when
dressed in black than when wearing white, yet he does not seem shorter.
Can this be, Le Roy hazards, because black is the most light-absorbent of
colors, so that a black object quite close up begins to act like a distant object,
the greater dimension diminishing less rapidly than the lesser one? Le Roy
adduces no principles from these observations, indicating only that our
responses to the size, distance, and color of forms are far more complex than
might have been thought.

Le Roy then moves to taste. This, he asserts, is determined largely by our
earliest experiences, by our earliest responses to people and places. Childhood
memories give form to our sense of being. A black man from Guinea will
always like best a black face and the fetishes of his upbringing; a Laplander or
Chinese will likewise prefer the images he loved first. How then to find some
universal ground for taste in the rich variety of the world offered by the
spectacle of nature, he writes, echoing Noél Antoine Pluche’s La spectacle de
la nature; ou, Entretiens sur les particularités de I’bistoire naturelle, qui ont
paru les plus propres a rendre les jeunes-gens curieux, et a leur former Iesprit
(1732-35), an eighteenth-century best-seller. Le Roy discerns two radically
opposed principles in nature: a natural attraction to symmetry, another to
striking contrast. The forms of animals, including those of man himself, deter-
mine our liking for symmetry; the star-scattered skies, the mountains and
rivers, the trees, plants, and flowers, in all their infinite variety of color and
shape, lie at the root of our fondness for contrast. The enlightened citizen, no
less than the Hottentot, requires symmetry in the form of the human body
and face. Everyone likes the symmetry of the birds and the fishes. What no
one likes is an element of disparity in either of the opposed compositional
types: the regularly ordered or the boldly picturesque. Instance, Le Roy says,
our taste in clothes. We like best a neat symmetry, pockets and sleeves lined
up, though in theatrical costumes or paintings we will accept a wild disorder
of pleats and drapes; but the two modes cannot be combined. Similarly in gar-
dens, there are those of the regular kind, admired by the French, and those
mirroring the disorder of nature, preferred by the Chinese and the English.
The moment of confusion occurs when some of the trees in an ordered avenue
break the line or are unevenly spaced. The eye is offended, the soul is dis-
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turbed. The intent is in doubt. These deeply grounded reactions, Le Roy
insists, must needs be accepted as having the same certainty as the laws of
mechanics. Look, he remarks, at the natural taste of the good workman in
settling sizes and patterns. Thus, though ideas of beauty may differ in differ-
ent parts of the world, there is a shared and basic responsiveness to forms
throughout, deriving from man’s initial response to nature. When the model
is not provided by nature but invented by man, then notions of beauty are
indeed variable, even in a single nation. Gothic might be preferred to Greek.
Le Roy leaves the momentous implications of his claims unexplored; instead,
fearing that perhaps he has overstepped the mark, he concludes, somewhat
lamely, that once the hallmarks of the thought and arts of the enlightened
nations of antiquity have been accepted by a people, there is no recourse but
for them to accept those precepts from antiquity relating to architecture too.

The tenor of Le Roy’s discussion, as well as his remarks on optical effects
and patterns of response to differing modes of composition, once again sug-
gests a reading of Burke’s A Philosophical Enquiry, published, as noted
already, in French in 1765. There is no reason to doubt that Le Roy was famil-
iar with that work, but he made no reference to it and relied on it in no way.
The two authors use references in altogether different ways — the starry skies
are for Le Roy an exemplar of composition, for Burke they represent magnifi-
cence; habit for Le Roy is the grounding of taste, for Burke it is a promise of
mediocrity and indifference. The catalyst for Le Roy’s thinking was rather
the French ferment, in particular, the concerns of the Académie royale des
sciences. A glance at the Histoire and Mémoires recording the activities of the
academy in the decades preceding the revised edition of the Ruines reveals an
obsession with astronomical observation and with the distortions of vision to
be taken into account when viewing phenomena.2?! The academicians seem,
to a man, to have had access to a telescope. The versatile Pierre Bouguer, it
is worth noting, broached two issues dear to Le Roy. His “Recherches sur la
grandeur apparente des objets” of 1755292 might have influenced Le Roy’s
comments in the Histoire of 1758, but Bouguer, as his posthumously pub-
lished Traité d’optique sur la gradation de la lumiére (1760) made clear,
though as intensely involved as Le Roy with the myriad effects of light and the
distortions and illusions of sight, was intent to analyze them in mathematical
terms alone. However, his “Sur les principaux problémes de la manoeuvre des
vaisseaux” of 1754-55,293 though also focused on mathematical vectors, was
no doubt taken into account, along with Clairaut’s reflections on this subject
in 1760,2°4 when Le Roy turned his attention to the movement of ships.

But it was the interest in sight taken by his brothers Jean-Baptiste and
Charles that seems to have proved most provocative to Le Roy. Jean-Baptiste
performed a celebrated experiment, published in 1784, in which he electri-
cally stimulated the optic nerve of a man rendered blind by an illness, thus
rousing up images in the mind, proving, to Cartesian delight, that it is the
brain that sees, not the eye.2®S Charles, a corresponding member of the Aca-
démie royale des sciences, sent a paper from Montpellier in 1755, finally
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published in 1761; his “Mémoire sur le méchanisme par lequel I'oeil s’acco-
mode aux différentes distances des objets”2% is mainly technical, elaborat-
ing on a discredited belief of the mathematician Philippe de La Hire that no
adjustment occurs in the lens itself when the eye focuses on objects at vary-
ing distances. The eye, Charles thought, functioned as simply as a camera
obscura. He confirmed this conviction, to his own satisfaction if not to that of
all concerned, in a series of eight experiments involving strips of white paper
pasted horizontally and vertically onto black cards. This research was appar-
ently presented to the Académie royale des sciences in 1762 but published
only in his collected papers of 1771.297 Charles’s stand was more rigid than
one might expect in view of the imaginative approach he took to the problem
of evaporation in the early 1750s. Le Roy seems to have been stimulated to
reaction by his brothers’ experiments: he stuck resolutely to a consideration
of what he could see, to the impact of viewing on his mind and his senses,
whether he could explain the effects fully or not. He steadily upheld the verac-
ity of the senses. He championed the vital import of one’s first responses to
the world, further demonstrating his opposition to Descartes, for whom
such learning must forever be in doubt. Le Roy had perhaps read Rousseau’s
account of childhood experience, Emile, issued in May 1762 (and burned in
public the month after).

Le Roy’s remarks on the relative nature of beauty and taste in the different
regions of the world, though passing and swift, are deeply grounded in the
emerging concept of a science of man. The differences between the peoples of
Earth had long been a source of fascination. Christians liked to believe that
everyone was descended from Noah; there was also a tradition that those
descended from Noah’s son Ham were black, as a result of the curse Noah
put upon Ham’s son: “Cursed be Canaan; a servant of servants shall he be
unto his brethren” (Gen. 9:25). This notion was convenient for those who
had black slaves, but there was, in fact, no mention of blackness in Genesis.
Aristotle had thought exposure to the Sun’s rays had made some people black.
Jean Bodin’s Methodus ad Facilem Historiarum Cognitionem (1566) rejected
the notion that blackness was the result of a curse, but he elaborated to some
length on the effects of climate on the physical makeup of man. People from
the tropics were swarthy and densely black as a result of the Sun, at the poles
they were tawny, in between they were graded from ruddy to white to yel-
low and even, as they approached the tropics, to greenish— “when the yellow
bile is mingled with the black,” he declared, “they grow greenish.”2%¢ Bodin
devoted a whole chapter to the characteristics of people, but such characteris-
tics, he thought, might change when men moved from one region to another.

Such beliefs were upheld in France into the eighteenth century and beyond.
In 1737 Maupertuis and Clairaut had returned from their expedition to Lap-
land with two young Lapp women, Christine and Ingueborde Plaiscom, of
whom they grew quite fond.2® Maurepas dispatched the women to a convent,
lest any scandal ensue, but by then Maupertuis had become much interested
in racial characteristics.300 He published Dissertation physique a I'occasion

122



Introduction

du négre blanc in 1744, reporting on an albino who, he thought, confirmed
the notion that blacks were once white. He enlarged on his theories in the
following year in Vénus physique. There he described the wide range of the
peoples of Earth, all too aware of the difficulties of accounting for such vari-
ety in terms of climate alone. He continued nonetheless to believe that all
humans were of a single origin. The parallel beliefs published by Dubos in
1719 and by Montesquieu in 1748 have already been noted. But it was Buffon
who most famously spoke on the subject in 1749 in “Variétés dans P’espéce
humaine,” the last chapter of the third volume of the Histoire naturelle,
générale et particuliere.39 He too ranged far and wide, recording the colors,
heights, shapes, and features of the peoples of Earth, starting his sweep in
Lapland, moving across eastern Europe to China, then south to Malaysia and
Australia and west, once again, through southern India to Arabia, Egypt, and
North Africa. He started a second loop in Kashmir, went west to Europe, then
crossed to Africa, moving south down the western coast and north up the
eastern side. America he dealt with from north to south. Despite the evident
impossibility of unifying this gallimaufry of beings, Buffon continued to
believe that mankind was of common origin but had evolved differently in
different parts of the world.

Voltaire scorned these notions. In 17635, in “Des différents races d’hommes,”
the second chapter of La philosophie de Ibistoire, he declared the Genesis
story to be absurd, the whole notion of a single source for the human race
ridiculous: “Only a blind man could doubt that Whites, Negroes, Albinos,
Hottentots, Laplanders, Chinese, and Americans are of entirely different
race.”302 They were as different as apricots and pears, he had decided even
earlier, in his Traité de métaphysique (1734-35).393 And climate had nothing
to do with it. Blacks do not become whites when they move to Europe —as
most writers from Bodin to Buffon had thought possible.

The concepts of beauty upheld by these various peoples were likewise a
matter of consideration, from the start. Jacques de Vitry, writing in the thir-
teenth century but published only in 1597, had declared, when considering
the question of tolerance, “we consider the black Ethiopians ugly, but among
them the blackest is judged the most beautiful.”304 Irr the eighteenth century,
while discoursing on natural beauty in the first chapter of his Essai sur le beau
(1741), André instanced the natural preference of blacks for those of their
kind, described, he said, by Antoine-Frangois Prévost in Le pour et contre in
1736. “There are black people and there are white people,” André wrote,
“and neither has ever failed to act according to their own interest and sense of
pride. I have just read an account by a black man who, without hesitation,
awards the palm of beauty to the color of his race.”305 Voltaire, as recorded in
the hybrid Dictionnaire philosophique of the great Kehl edition of his works,
under the heading “Monstre,” wrote much the same thing: “The first Negro
was however a monster for white women, and the first of our beauties was a
monster in the eyes of Negroes.”306

Le Roy’s ready knowledge of such opinion, his glib reference to Laplanders,
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Hottentots, and Nigerians, might have sprung direct from a reading of
Maupertuis’s Vénus physique, a short and provocative book. Most of the
ready references are there, though not the Nigerians, but they might easily
have been supplied from another short and spicy work, Charles de Brosses’s
Du culte des dieux fétiches; ou, Paralléle de I'ancienne religion de Egypte
avec la religion actuelle de Nigritie (1760). Buffon has them all, however, and
it is thus to Buffon that Le Roy’s knowledge is most convincingly ascribed.
Buffon, moreover, had chapters on hearing and sight in the same volume of
the Histoire naturelle as his chapter dealing with race. In addition, Buffon’s
conviction that the finest forms of the human race had evolved between the
fortieth and fiftieth parallel, roughly between Madrid and Paris, corresponds
nicely, with some slight extension to the north and the south, to the zone of Le
Roy’s enlightened peoples of Earth. Not, of course, that Le Roy would have
required confirmation for such a conviction.

The Ruines of 1770 prompted the usual notice in a wide range of jour-
nals.307 The review in L’avant coureur of 11 December 1769 was short but to
the point. Le Roy’s alterations to the new edition were noted, with special ref-
erence to the essays on theory and history — “the author has enriched them
with interesting observations, and with principles knowledgeably discussed,
which lead to a theory equally simple, illuminating, and rich.” 308 The views of
the buildings were applauded as still “very picturesque and very satisfying.”309
The review published in the Mercure de France in January 1770 dealt with the
book in much the same manner —the engravings illustrate “very picturesque
and very satisfying parts of the most beautiful monuments remaining of the
architecture of the Greeks, our masters in the fine arts”310—but was more
sharply appreciative of the two essays:

Even more to advantage, he has determined the connection between the basic prin-
ciples of Greek architecture and those, in this art, that have to do with the laws of
mechanics, or that derive from the nature of our souls and our organs, and some-
times from the habits we evolve in seeing objects scattered over the surface of our
globe: Monsieur Le Roy has aimed to examine these also in his two essays —one on
the history of architecture, the other on the theory —that introduce the two vol-
umes of this work. These essays are replete with new reflections on the arts in gen-
eral and on architecture in particular. They are the reflections of an enlightened

artist, of an intelligent observer, and of a man of taste.31

The Journal encyclopédique, as before, offered by far the longest assessment.
Appearing in two parts in March 1770, the review noted the new arrange-
ment of the work, the alterations and additions, referring only briefly to the
dispute with Stuart that was the occasion for so many of Le Roy’s changes, to
conclude with a resounding encomium: “the wisdom Monsieur Le Roy infuses
into his criticism of the travelers who preceded him to Greece, and with whom
he does not always agree, as much honors his heart as his work does his mind
and his zeal for the progress of the arts.”312 But it was the essay on theory that
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stirred the most vital response. “One needs to copy,” the critic wrote, “every-
thing that Monsieur Le Roy says of the effects produced by peristyles; all his
ideas, on this matter, ought to be engraved on the souls of artists.”313

Le Roy lived another thirty-three years after the publication of the Ruines of
1770. Surprisingly little is known of his life. Mention is not often made of him
in contemporary memoirs. The smattering of polite correspondence that
survives consists of no more than fourteen letters or drafts of letters (three
of which are duplicated) dating from 1769 to 17785, seven sent by Le Roy to
William Chambers, seven by Chambers to Le Roy.31* The first two letters, of
12 October and 26 November 1769, were written soon after Le Roy’s autumn
visit to London, where Chambers had entertained him and introduced him
to the members of the Royal Academy of Arts and others —among them the
painters Joshua Reynolds and Joseph Wilton; the author and lexicographer
Giuseppe Marc’Antonio Baretti, who was to write the guide to Somerset
House, Chambers’s chief architectural work; Joseph Damer, Lord Milton, a
client of Chambers; and a former pupil, Edward Stevens.3%5 The second
letter records that Le Roy sent Chambers copies of Laugier’s Observations
and a work on Gothic architecture — probably Louis Avril’s Temples anciens
et modernes; ou, Observations historiques et critiques sur les plus célébres
monumens d’architecture greque et gothique (1774), which contained much
praise of Gothic and also much praise of Le Roy. He also sent copies then of
the new edition of the Ruines not only to Chambers but also to Wood (who
already owned the first edition and the Observations)316 and someone he
named as “Ouri” (in fact the pastelist William Hoare, of Bath, who wrote on
29 May 1770 to thank Chambers for sending the book on),3!7 with yet a
fourth volume for the Royal Academy of Arts, where the copy survives.

“The two essays on the history and the theory of architecture,” Le Roy
told Chambers,

include things that you have already read, but they also contain other things that
you do not know; and as they are on a matter that should interest you, I believe that
you may take some pleasure in reading them. If you have the time, you might also
want to read everything in the second volume relating to plate 25, and, finally, if
you are curious about the main points of my reply to Stuart, you can read from page
six to page twenty-three or twenty-four of the second volume [see pp. 395-423, this

volume].318

There is no record of Chambers’s reply. In a letter of 4 February 1770,
addressed to Charlemont, Chambers took strongly against the gusto greco
of Richard Chandler and Nicholas Revett’s lonian Antiquities (1769), com-
plaining that their sponsor and publisher, the Society of Dilettanti, had acted
with “a degree of madness in sending people abroad to fetch home such stuff.
I am told this curious performance has cost the society near three thousand
pounds; such a sum well applied would be of great use and advance the arts
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considerably, but to expend so much in order to introduce a bad taste is
abominable. However, not a word of this to any dilettanti living.”31® Chambers
himself evidently conveyed nothing of this to Le Roy.

On 4 September 1772 Chambers sent copies of his Dissertation sur le
jardinage de Porient (1772) for Le Roy, Voyer d’Argenson, and the Académie
royale d’architecture. He aimed to send eighty-two additional copies to be
sold in Paris on his own behalf at three livres ten sols each. He had already, one
might note, sent a copy direct to Voltaire on 3 July 1772, his covering letter
in English.320

Soon Chambers and Le Roy were to be involved in an active exchange of
books. Thomas Major, the British engraver who had trained with Le Bas,32
took a consignment from Paris to London, acknowledged by Chambers on
18 September 1772, that included Descrizione delle feste celebrate in Parma
Panno 1769, composed largely of engravings after drawings by Petitot, and
Contant d’Ivry’s Les oeuvres d’architecture (1769), with which Chambers
declared himself unhappy (“nullement content”).322 Le Roy suggested that
Major might act as courier in an exchange of the Ruines for Revett’s book
(presumably the Ionian Antiquities rather than the Antiquities of Athens), but
no more was to be heard of this. By 24 October 1772 Major was back in
Paris, finally delivering the large consignment of Chambers’s Dissertation.
“I have received the box of your books in good condition,” Le Roy wrote
then. “Your book is extremely interesting to me, both on account of the large
number of new ideas it contains, and for the poetic manner in which they are
presented.”323 Le Roy read the work to Marie-Anne Le Page Fiquet, Madame
Du Boccage, who liked it so much that he presented a copy forthwith, on
Chambers’s behalf. Another was set aside for Adrienne-Catherine de Noailles,
comtesse de Tessé.324

The trade in books and other items—a jacket for Chambers, ribbons
for Voyer d’Argenson, a basket of “palachine” (senna pods) for a relative of
Le Roy, obtained by Chambers from Joseph Banks, the naturalist, and Daniel
Carl Solander, the botanist—continued strong during the following years.
On 14 May 1773, Chambers dispatched four copies of his Plans, Elevations,
Sections, and Perspective Views of the Gardens and Buildings at Kew (1763),
together with eighteen more copies of his Dissertation and no less than one
hundred copies of the Discours servant d’explication, par Tan Chet-Qua
De Quang-Cheou-Fou (1773), translated for Chambers by a Monsieur de la
Rochette of Pimlico, London.325 Chambers added a further two copies of the
Dissertation printed in sepia, one for Le Roy, the other for Voyer d’Argenson.
“Your reply to Tan Chetqua,” Le Roy wrote on 15 July, “which I read with
great eagerness, seemed to me quite ingenious. The portrait you draw of
this extraordinary man is very agreeable, and I found parts in his discourse
that were quite poetic and the comparisons sublime.”326 The translation he
thought adequate, “though some expressions are not quite correct.”32” Le Roy
requested further copies of the book on Kew and also Chambers’s A Treatise
on Civil Architecture (1759). These were not forthcoming.
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Six months later, on 8 February 1774, Chambers sent in his reckoning of
their account (together with some arch comment on the stair that de Wailly
had built for Voyer d’Argenson at the Chateau des Ormes, near Tours, in
place of a project to Chambers’s design).328 Le Roy, Chambers calculated, was
1,399 livres in his debt, including the 225 livres Chambers’s had spent on pur-
chases for Voyer d’Argenson. Chambers visited Paris in spring 177432% and no
doubt stayed with Le Roy, as he had intended when planning a visit earlier.
But the debt remained outstanding. Not until 20 July 1775 did Le Roy write
to describe his difficulty in settling it. He offered to send (by Major once
again) two fine drawings that Chambers had admired in Paris, as payment in
part. “I am not too well off,” he explained, “I receive small recompense from
the king for my post, I am paid three years late, and I have found no other
way to convert the extraordinary expenses that I am obliged to incur than to
exchange whatever I can for money for anything not absolutely indispen-
sable.”330 Le Roy also promised an account of the building of the Pont de
Neuilly over the Seine by Jean-Rodolphe Perronet and an éloge of his own
on Jacques-Frangois Blondel. Only on 25 December 1775 was Le Roy able to
settle the matter, sending Domenico Fontana’s Della trasportatione dell’obe-
lisco vaticano (1590), Carlo Fontana’s Il tempio vaticano e sua origine (1694)
and his Utilissimo trattato dell’acque correnti (1696), Cornelis Meijer’s L'arte
di rendere i fiume navigabili (1696), Jean Barbault’s Recueil de divers monu-
mens anciens (1770; a supplement to Barbault’s Les plus beaux monumens de
Rome ancienne of 1761), two books of engravings, Le grand cabinet des
tableaux de I'archiduc Léopold Guillaume...dessinés par David Teniers, dit
le vieux (1755) and the Iconographie; ou, Vies des hommes illustres du X VIIIe
siecle ... avec les portraits peints par le fameux Antoine van Dyck (1759), and
a history in five volumes, René Aubert de Vertot’s Histoire des chevaliers hos-
pitaliers de S. Jean de Jerusalem, appellez ... aujourd’hui les chevaliers de
Malthe (1726). These books are still in the academy’s library.331 In addition,
Le Roy sent four copies of the Ruines, to be sold. He allowed 178 livres in his
billing for the two drawings, now dispatched. The éloge to Blondel was yet
incomplete, though he had presented it the year before at the Académie royale
d’architecture. No more of their correspondence survives, though Le Roy and
Chambers evidently wrote to each other in later years.

Le Roy was a friend of Barthélemy, Buffon, and Franklin, and one might
expect him to have frequented the first salon of Marie de Vichy-Chamrond,
Madame du Deffand, the focus of their social activity and attended also by
Jean-Baptiste Le Roy. But the only record of Le Roy’s social activity in Paris
is provided, once again, through English sources —the diaries of Samuel
Johnson and Hester Lynch Thrale, who visited Paris together in October
1775. Baretti was there too, as Italian tutor to Mrs. Thrale’s daughter. Le
Roy dined with them a few nights after their arrival —“I fancy upon nearer
acquaintance we shall find him very agreeable,’332 Mrs. Thrale recorded on
4 October. He saw them again and again and dined with them often. But their
entrée into Paris society was through Madame Du Boccage, whom they also
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entertained frequently. Le Roy seems to have taken them on 11 October to see
Etienne-Louis Boullée’s Hotels de Monville, on the rue d’Anjou-Saint-Honoré,
described by Dr. Johnson as “furnished with effeminate and minute elegance”
and by Mrs. Thrale as “contrived merely for the purposes of disgusting lewd-
ness.”333 On 14 October, Le Roy took them to de Wailly’s Hétel de Voyer
d’Argenson — “almost wainscotted with looking glasses, and covered with
gold,” Dr. Johnson noted; “all gold and glass,” Mrs. Thrale wrote. They
sneered at the books in the marquise’s “boudoir or pouting room,”334 which
was promptly closed. Le Roy also introduced them to his brother Pierre, with
whom they got on extremely well, talking of clocks and longitudes; “a
good old Mechanick,” Mrs. Thrale judged. When they left Paris on 1 Novem-
ber, Mrs. Thrale recorded, “The people who have pleased me best were 1
think all foreigners, except old Monsr. Le Roy the mechanist and his brother
who has travelled into Greece, Asia, etc. and is a pleasing man enough and
vastly friendly with his brother of whose machines he seems very proud
and confident.”335

Le Roy himself built nothing. He dedicated his later life to the Académie
royale d’architecture and to his teaching there, and also to a final, odd and
unexpected obsession with movement, with ships and their sails. Trained by
members of the academy, sent to Italy under its auspices, and elected to
the second class of that institution immediately upon the appearance of the
Ruines, Le Roy remained an active member from 27 November 1758, when
he first took his seat, to the academy’s dissolution in 1793 —though he was
not present at the last meeting on 5 August.33¢ The academy, one might note,
had continued to meet, seemingly unruffled by the events of the Revolution.
The Bastille was stormed on 14 July 1789; the academy convened on 13 July
to read Vitruvius and on 20 July to grant an extension to the Grand Prix can-
didates. Le Roy himself presented his designs for a maison de plaisance (coun-
try house) for the Russian minister of the admiralty on 22 July 1793 —nine
days after the assassination of Jean-Paul Marat, five days after Charlotte
Corday was guillotined on the place de la Révolution.

Le Roy was involved throughout with the everyday business of the Aca-
démie royale d’architecture. He reported, usually with others, on a wide range
of manuscripts, mémoires, and publications submitted for approval, similarly
on designs and inventions.337 Not surprisingly he presented his own works to
the academy and read chapters from them at meetings.338 He acted as a liai-
son for foreign correspondents, notably Jardin and Chambers, whose elec-
tions he arranged on 29 March 1762.33° He visited the sick members, and
when they died gave the éloge.340 Le Roy was a leading spokesman in the
opposition to Marigny’s arbitrary appointment of de Wailly to the first class
of the academy in 1767; he was one of the four members chosen to present a
petition to the king. Friedrich Melchior, Freiherr von Grimm, writing in his
Correspondance littéraire on 15 July 1768, judged that it was on this account
that the dramatist Michel-Jean Sedaine was chosen in that year to succeed the
mathematician Charles-Etienne-Louis Camus as permanent secretary to the
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academy, though Le Roy was the obvious choice. Le Roy was much disap-
pointed. Grimm thought that Marigny might appease him with an appoint-
ment as “architect-in-charge of some royal building,”341 but Le Roy’s only
application for such a position, for contréleur of the Chateau de Saint-
Germain-en-Laye, made on his behalf by his brother Jean-Baptiste in May
1766, had already been rejected by Marigny, who cited Le Roy’s lack of prac-
tical experience.342 Le Roy was to be promoted to the first class of the acad-
emy only in 1776, after Marigny’s fall.

Inevitably, Le Roy devoted a great deal of time to the assessment of student
drawings, particularly after November 1762, when he was appointed adjunct
to the new professor, Jacques-Frangois Blondel, and even more so once he
succeeded Blondel in January 1774 (without an adjunct until Bellicard was
appointed in 1781, to be succeeded by Mathurin Cherpitel in 1786). Not
much is known about Le Roy’s teaching activities. The minutes of the acad-
emy reveal that he taught on Mondays and Wednesdays from eleven to one
o’clock, that his instruction included history, focusing on celebrated build-
ings, that he surveyed the treatises on the orders, dealing with proportions
especially as well as other matters relating to theory and practice. He evi-
dently composed a cours d’architecture for publication, a chapter of which,
on planning and methods of lighting in antiquity, he read to the academy on
16 May 1791. No trace of this work survives. No more than twenty-two of
the students he instructed in design have been identified; most are little
known today, though they did include Pierre-Jules Delespine, Léon Dufourny,
Durand, and Charles Percier.343 Only two weeks after the sealing of the acad-
emies, the painter Jacques-Louis David, chief instrument of their closure but a
friend to both Sedaine, the permanent secretary, and Le Roy, agreed that Le
Roy might organize classes at his own quarters in the Louvre; thus the Ecole
d’architecture was formed, to sustain the academic tradition, with ateliers run
by Le Roy and Antoine-Laurent-Thomas Vaudoyer, abetted by Louis-Pierre
Baltard, Dufourny, Pierre-Frangois-Léonard Fontaine, and Percier.344 With
the reorganization of the academies as the Institut national des sciences et
arts in 1795, Le Roy’s school was given official status as the Ecole spéciale
d’architecture, and money allocated for its operation. The Prix de Rome was
reinstituted in 1797. But after Le Roy’s death in 1803, the school lagged,
though it was moved from the Louvre into the seat of the Institut national, the
remodeled Collége des Quatre-Nations, and though it was taken over by
Dufourny and Baltard in turn, and staunchly supported throughout by
Vaudoyer. Nonetheless, it would serve as the basis for the Ecole des beaux-
arts, formed in 1816.

When he was appointed adjunct in 1762, Le Roy was nominated also as
historiographer of the Académie royale d’architecture, in response to a proposal
he had made earlier in the year that the papers read to the academy be pub-
lished together with a historical introduction, along the lines of the Histoire
de I’Académie royale des sciences, avec les Mémoires de mathématique et de
physique, published from 1702 onward. This was a project to which Le Roy
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Fig. 33. Catherine Haussard

The evolution from a log raft to an oared vessel

From Julien-David Le Roy, “Premier mémoire sur la marine anciens,’
Histoire de I’Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres ... 38 (1777):
Mémoires, after p. 596, pl. |
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returned again and again, and it was invariably approved, though to no effect,
for money was lacking. The furthest he got was a summary history, written
with Sedaine, which was read to the members on 7 January 1772 to commem-
orate the centenary of the founding of the academy. In recording the changing
enthusiasms of the academicians, he noted the twist that had occurred at the
academy with the advent of Marigny and his circle: “it turned its attention to
the kinds of buildings erected by the Goths, inferior in many respects to those
of fine Greek architecture. It saw that they had perhaps been held in too much
contempt with the revival of the arts, and it applied itself to understanding all
the wonder and lightness of their construction.” He also noted the expansion
of interest in archaeology: “The journeys made to Palmyra, to Baalbek, those
to Greece, Paestum, and Dalmatia, also became worthy of its notice.”345

Le Roy was elected to the Academie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres
in 1770, and it was there, ten days after his election, on 23 February, that he
presented the first of a series of papers that were to define the enthusiasms of
his later years, “Mémoire sur la marine des anciens.”34¢ He read on four more
occasions on this subject in the same year, analyzing the ancient vessels of the
Phoenicians, the Egyptians, and the Greeks. These lectures were put together
in three essays and published, together with four comparative plates showing
an evolution from log rafts to oared vessels (fig. 33) to quinqueremes, in the
Mémoires of the Academie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres in 1777. In
the same year he published a new essay exploring the lessons to be learned
from antiquity for the design of modern ships, La marine des anciens peuples,
expliquée et considérée par rapport aux lumieres qu’on en peut tirer pour per-
fectionner la marine moderne. He referred still to Homer’s account of the
construction of Odysseus’s raft. By the mid-1780s, this interest in ships had
become an obsession. He had experimented with the use of lateen sails on a
bark at Rouen in August 1782 and in Paris in September of that year, and he
was eager to publicize the results. He thought his newly rigged ships far easier
to handle and more maneuverable than those in use. He was also experiment-
ing with balloons to be hoisted by ships in distress. There followed a spate of
mémoires and lettres — the latter part of an exchange with Franklin on the
subject —looking back to precedents in maritime design as much as forward
to the design of the ships of the future. Several of these papers were presented
at the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres. By the middle of 1785
he had another boat on trial, the Calypso, no less— “mon yacht, mon petit
vaisseau long” (my yacht, my little long vessel)347 —though it was not, in fact,
his. He was still looking at local precedents, but he had begun to range further
afield, looking also at Indian dhows and Chinese junks—he referred to the
thirteenth-century humanist Gian Francesco Poggio Bracciolini’s Historiae
de varietate fortunae3*8 as published in 1723 for the former; he consulted
Chambers on the latter in 1784 and 1785. Le Roy’s aim was to design a boat
of shallow draft with swiftly deployed lateen sails that might be used to navi-
gate the channel ports and sail up the Seine to Paris. Paris, he thought, might
thus become a major port, in particular, a major grain port. He was elected
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to the Society of Antiquarians in London in March 1784. He joined the
Académie royale de marine de Brest, in 1786. The next year he built, at
Rouen, his first boat, the Naupotame, which he tried out on the channel and
on which he sailed up the Seine to Paris, carrying a load of lead, dropping
anchor, opposite the Louvre, on 16 October 1787.

“Seated at the base of his mast,” Bon-Joseph Dacier recalled in Le Roy’s
obituary, “the new Argonaut, with his crew of only four men, tacked for
several hours between the Pont-Neuf and the Pont-Royal, in the midst of a
crowd of spectators attracted by the novelty of the spectacle; made tacks; let
out and took in its sails several times, in order to convince even the most
incredulous people of the safety and ease with which the Naupotame (that is
the name he had given his vessel) could execute these different maneuvers.”34?
The boat was thirty-six feet long at the water line, eight feet wide, and drew
no more than three feet, fully loaded. It could carry 30 to 40 metric tons. It
had been paid for by a group of subscribers, ranging from Louis XVI himself
to an Englishman identified only as “K.,” and including, among others, the
archbishop of Sens, Paul d’Albert de Luynes; the governor of Provence,
Francois-Henri, duc d’Harcourt; the directeur-général des batiments du roi,
Charles-Claude Flahaut, comte d’Angiviller; and the structural engineer Jean-
Rodolphe Perronet. Le Roy was in a state of high excitement. He projected
a much larger boat, of 120 metric tons, the Diligent, which might sail to
Boston and Martinique, to Pondicherry, and even to China. Le Roy opened a
subscription of forty thousand livres. His enterprise was brought to a halt by
the French Revolution. It would be satisfying to suggest that his designs fore-
shadowed those of the clipper ships of the nineteenth century, but this was not
so. He was certainly working counter to the merchant ships on which he had
sailed in his youth —the French merchant fleet that sailed from Marseille and
Toulon to the Levant was all square-rigged, and only the largest of the vessels
had a lateen sail or two350 —but his inspiration was the caiques on which he
had sailed along the coast of the Peloponnese, whose rigs were a survival from
the merchantmen of ancient times.

After the Revolution, Le Roy served on the Société du point-central des
arts et metiers, later the Commune des arts, which called successfully for the
abolition of the Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture. He presented
designs for a stupendous Théatre des patriotes (earlier envisaged as a Théitre
du peuple), and he approved a project in June 1797 for the redesign of the
supports of the dome of Sainte-Geneviéve, by then renamed the Panthéon. He
was made a member of the Institut national when it was formed in 1795. He
pursued his plans to make Paris a major port, sitting on commissions review-
ing proposals for linking the capital with the north via a system of canals—
like his ships, part of an enterprise dating from the years preceding the
Revolution — but nothing much came of this. Nor were the essays he pub-
lished, taking up themes of the past such as the length of the stadia of Greece
and the siting and buildings of Lake Moeris, of any vital interest. His teaching
was his real contribution to knowledge in these years.351 When he died on
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Fig. 34. Antoine-Denis Chaudet
Bust of Julien-David Le Roy, 1803, terra-cotta
Paris, Musée du Louvre
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29 January 1803, his students commemorated him in a medallion commis-
sioned from Benjamin Duvivier.352 A bust of Le Roy by Antoine-Denis
Chaudet (fig. 34), a prolific sculptor of portrait busts that combine neoclassi-
cal austerity of format with vigor of characterization, was installed in the Salle
du Laocoon of Napoléon Bonaparte’s new Musée des antiques in the Louvre.

Matter and Movement

Maupertuis opened his Systéme de la nature (1751) with a crude summary of
the contemporary understanding of the cosmos: “Some philosophers have
believed that, with matter and motion, they could explain all nature.”353 But
there was more to it, he stressed, than that. He referred, of course, to both
Descartes’s and Newton’s cosmologies. Descartes maintained that matter
existed within a plenum of particles stirred by the Sun’s rotation into vor-
tices that caused the rotation, in turn, of the planets and Earth. Newton
believed that matter operated in a void and was moved by the forces of grav-
ity, though he had no explanation for how gravity might work. He thought
God responsible for that. There was indeed more to these constructs than
this: the one based on a priori philosophical grounds, the other a system to be
tested by observation and experiment. But whether one takes Descartes’s
Discours de la méthode pour bien conduire sa raison, et chercher la verite
dans les sciences (1637) or Newton’s Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathe-
matica (1687) as the point of no return in an essential understanding and
imaginative grasp of the cosmos, there can be no doubt that elements of belief
that had sustained the societies of the West for centuries receded from con-
sciousness in the late seventeenth century. Newton constructed both a new
heaven and a new Earth.

Nonetheless, Cartesianism continued to color eighteenth-century French
thinking, and more indelibly than might be expected.35 No French editions of
Descartes’s Meditationes de prima philosophia (1641) were published between
1724 and 1824, but Fontenelle provided a bastion for Cartesian thinking
at the Académie royale des sciences, of which he remained director until his
death, at almost a hundred, in 1757. He delivered an éloge on Newton in
1728, but he used the occasion to uphold, yet again, Cartesian vortices against
Newtonian attraction.355 In the same year, Maupertuis traveled to England,
meeting the disciples of Newton, becoming a member of the Royal Society of
London, and returning a staunch supporter of the Newtonian system. He
presented the paper “Sur les loix de l’attraction” at the Académie royale des
sciences in 1732, but Fontenelle remained unmoved. To him Newton’s beliefs
smacked of alchemy.

The popular reception of Newton’s ideas in France was to be ensured by
Voltaire, who was stimulated by the enthusiasm of Maupertuis as well as by
his own alliance with the philosopher and mathematician Gabrielle-Emilie Le
Tonnelier de Breteuil, marquise du Chatelet. One of Voltaire’s Lettres philoso-
phiques (1734) opened up the subject with a study of Newtonian attraction —
soon to become a cult word in France. In Eléments de la philosophie de
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Newton (1738), he explained the remaining Newtonian concepts lucidly for
the first time, to be readily grasped by all. Madame du Chatelet’s translation
of the Principia Mathematica, on which she worked continually between 1745
and her death in 1749, was to appear only in 1759. But by then the mechanist
concept of the cosmos — the notion that everything in nature, whether organic
or inorganic, could be explained in terms of the laws of matter and motion—
was being seriously eroded, overlaid by a more dynamic concept of the world
as a complex system, changeful, with a history of its own. The latter philoso-
phy had as its inspiration Locke’s belief that the observations made through
our senses are the basis of all human knowledge. His disciple Condillac was
the favorite of the encyclopédistes.

Maupertuis remained to the end a mechanist, and Buffon, when he began
his Histoire naturelle in 1749, was intent too to explain nature with the preci-
sion and exactitude of a mathematician, though he found soon enough that
the complexity and variety of the realm of nature could not be encompassed
in mathematical terms —or even in descriptive terms; the project was still
incomplete when Buffon died in 1788. Still, no one of the philosophical sys-
tems for ordering the universe reigned supreme in eighteenth-century France.
Newtonianism was superseded by sensationalism for a time, but at the end
of the century it was revealed intact, once again, in the Traité de mécanique
céleste (1798-1827) by the mathematician Pierre-Simon, marquis de Laplace.

The Newtonian charting of the heavens served as a spur to the mapping of
Earth.356 The great undertaking in France was the creation of a reliable map
of the realm. The astronomer and geodesist César-Frangois Cassini de Thury
was in charge of the triangulation of France as early as 1739, though the sys-
tematic survey began only in 1744, and the first section of the comprehensive
topographical map of the country was issued only in 1750, not to be com-
pleted for another thirty-nine years.357 There was much activity also on the
part of the key ministries, whether for purposes of war or of trade, though
they were disinclined to cooperate. The charting of France and its immediate
neighbors by the Ministére de la guerre had begun early, with Vauban’s
appointment in 1655 as engineer to the king. Strategic sites and positions
were charted piecemeal, and the maps deposited in the Dépot des cartes et
plans, also known as the Dépdt de la guerre.358 The work continued into the
following century, though after Louis XIV’s death in 1715 there was little
activity, excepting the ambitious survey of the Pyrénées by Roussel, chief engi-
neer to the king in the ministry’s mapping office from 1716 to 1719, and
Frangois de La Blottiére, a maréchal de camp. Their survey was largely com-
plete in 1719, but their eight charts were not finished before 1730 and their
mapping was inexact, not being based on triangulation. In 1738 the ministre
de la guerre, Marc Pierre, comte d’Argenson, would complain bitterly that no
suitable maps of strategic areas in Flanders, Germany, Italy, or even Canada
and Brazil, where mapping had been undertaken, were available at Fon-
tainebleau for discussions with the king. Six years later, he attempted to unite
at Versailles all the maps of the Dépot des cartes et plans and the Dépot des
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fortifications, but soon enough the maps were again divided between Versailles
and Paris. Mapmaking, moreover, declined between the end of the War of the
Austrian Succession in 1748 and the start of the Seven Years’ War in 1756.
Only in 1761 were all the maps of the Ministére de la guerre gathered together
in new quarters at Versailles.

The mapping enterprise of the Ministére de la marine ran parallel to that
of the Ministére de la guerre. In the early 1700s, Jérome Phélypeaux, comte
de Pontchartrain, sécretaire d’Etat de la Marine from 1699 to 1715, promoted
the mapping of parts of the coasts of France and also of French possessions
in America.35? A Dépot des cartes et plans et journaux was set up in 1720, but
not until 1750, when its direction was taken over by Roland-Michel Barrin,
marquis de La Galissoniére, a serving officer with the rank of rear admiral who
had spent two and a half years as an interim governor of Canada, was any ini-
tiative taken by the head of the Dépdt des cartes. La Galissoniére organized
expeditions to Nova Scotia, to the Iberian peninsula, and to the Cape of Good
Hope; and the Dépot des cartes began, for the first time, to publish maritime
charts. The plates of the Neptune francois (1693) were acquired, and a revised
edition was issued in 1753. Joseph-Nicolas Delisle (or de I’Isle) was attached as
astronomer, and his large collection of maps purchased. In 1756 the Dépot
des cartes promoted the publication of the Hydrographie francaise, a major
advance on previous sea charts, incorporating the information that had been
collected and collated from naval surveys and ships logs for over three
decades.360 For though there had been little enough initiative on the part of the
early directors of the Dépét des cartes, Maurepas, who served as sécretaire
d’Etat de la Marine from 1723 to 1749, had been greatly interested in charting
the coasts and the seas of the world on France’s behalf.36!

Maurepas’s was a position of great power. Not only was he one of the four
ministers of state, but as secrétaire d’Etat de la Maison du roi from 1715 to
1749 he was responsible also for the civil order of Paris, for the ecclesiastics,
the police, the academies, the theaters, and so forth. He was thought by Jean-
Frangois Marmontel to be frivolous, like Caylus, but Maurepas had an
extremely sharp mind and was able to understand issues with clarity and to
act with determination.362 He visited the ports of France in 1727 (none too
willingly). He reformed the methods of shipbuilding and attached astrono-
mers and cartographers to his ministry. He sent Peyssonnel and La Condamine
to explore the coasts of the Mediterranean in furtherance of knowledge, Sévin
and the Fourmonts to scour the Levant for antiquities and inscriptions. Henri-
Louis Duhamel du Monceau, the botanist, and Buffon inspected timbers for
shipbuilding on his behalf. There were many more. He had a sharp eye for
new endeavors. Alerted by the work Luigi Ferdinando Marsili had done in the
Golfe du Lion, off Marseille, and published in Marsili’s Histoire physique de
la mer (1725), Maurepas considered contour mapping the coasts of the
Mediterranean in 1730. He also grasped at once the supreme importance of
resolving the problem of determining the degrees of latitude. He promoted the
expedition to the equator in Peru in 1735, and when it was realized that this
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would not in itself resolve the issue of the shape of Earth, he straightaway
sponsored a second expedition, which went to Lapland in 1736 —the meeting
between Maurepas and Maupertuis to decide on this was arranged by Caylus.
In 1781, in his éloge for Maurepas, the great Enlightenment reformer Jean-
Antoine-Nicolas de Caritat, marquis de Condorcet, judged that Maurepas
“knew how to make his ministry brilliant even in the midst of peace, by hav-
ing the navy serve the progress of the sciences themselves, and the sciences the
progress of the navy. Charged with the administration of the academies, he
mustered all the authority necessary for the execution of his plans.”363
Condorcet noted as well that Maurepas had closed the gaming houses of Paris
and had broken the coffee monopoly of the Compagnie des Indes, greatly
reducing the price of coffee and making it a popular drink for the first time. In
addition Maurepas stopped the company’s trade in slaves and discontinued
the use of galleys in the eastern Mediterranean.364 All this activity was cur-
tailed abruptly in 1749, when Maurepas was dismissed by the king, the out-
come, it is sometimes said, of a witticism directed against Madame de
Pompadour.36S Exiled to his estate at Pontchartrain, Maurepas settled down
to learn English.

The sécrétariat d’Etat des Affaires étrangeres was less active than the war
office or the navy in charting the world.366 Only in 1772 did the head of the
Dépo6t des archives des affaires étrangéres, Claude-Gérard Sémonin, persuade
the minister in charge, Emmanuel-Armand de Richelieu, duc d’Aiguillon, to
send Charles-Emile Gaulard de Saudray to Holland, Germany, and England
to purchase a proper number of maps; he had assembled twenty-three
hundred by 1774. In 1772 also, the ministry was offered what was then the
greatest collection of maps in France: the well-nigh ten thousand maps
massed by the cartographer Jean-Baptiste Bourguignon d’Anville.367 Only in
1780 were the terms of the acquisition settled, and only after d’Anville’s death
in 1782 was the collection moved to the ministry’s Dépot des archives at
Versailles, where it was carefully cataloged by Jean-Denis Barbié du Bocage,
the one devoted pupil of this hard, self-centered, and ungenerous man.

D’Anville had been interested in geography from his early youth. By the
age of twenty-two, he was geographer to the king, though, unlike his prede-
cessors, such as Jean-Dominique Cassini and Guillaume Delisle, he was not
trained as an astronomer. He was made a member of the Académie royale des
inscriptions et belles-lettres in 1754, but only in 1773 was he admitted to the
Académie royale des sciences. In preparing new maps, he minutely compared
and analyzed existing ones; he read travelers’ accounts and corresponded with
diplomats, merchants, missionaries, and adventurers of all sorts, carefully
assessing their information and adjusting accordingly. He slowly straightened
out the terrible distortions that had resulted from Ptolemy’s miscalculation of
the longitude of the Mediterranean. “Almost all the ancient geographers,”
Dacier declared when d’Anville died in 1782, “had traveled and very often
spoke of what they had seen. Monsieur d’Anville, in contrast, knew the world
without having seen it; he never left Paris, so to speak, and had never traveled
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more than forty leagues from it.”3¢8 D’Anville nonetheless drew hundreds of
maps judged more useful and accurate than those of his predecessors — Africa
(1727), China (1735), Italy (1743), North America (1746), South America
(1748), Africa revised (1749), North America revised (1750), Asia (1751), a
general map of the world in two hemispheres (1761), and so on. He also pub-
lished written commentaries on his maps. In 1740 he began to supply small-
scale maps, ten in all, for the new editions of Rollin’s Histoire ancienne. Thus
when Le Roy went to Greece in 1754, there were available not only a map
of the ancient world but also two new maps of its contemporary state —one
issued by Jacques Nicolas Bellin3¢? and F. Grognard (or Grongnard) in 1738
(fig. 35), the other issued by Grognard alone in 1745; both maps were spon-
sored by Maurepas and, fittingly, dedicated to him. D’Anville’s map of Greece
was issued only in 1756, after Le Roy’s return, and his Analyse de la carte inti-
tulée “Les cétes de la Gréce et I'archipel” followed in 1757. Nonetheless, it
was to d’Anville’s works that Le Roy was to refer in his later books, and
d’Anville himself was to refer to Le Roy’s calculation of the Greek foot in his
Traité des mesures itinéraires anciennes et modernes of 1769 (the length of the
frieze of the Parthenon cited then as 94 feet 10 inches).370

There were other surveyors and mapmakers of import in eighteenth-
century France —among them Alexis-Hubert Jaillot, geographer to the king
as of 1675; Jacques Cassini and his son César-Frangois Cassini de Thury,
who together accomplished the triangulation of France; Guillaume Delisle (or
de I’Isle), made geographer to the king in 1718, and his son-in-law and succes-
sor, Philippe Buache; Pierre Moullart-Sanson, grandson of Nicolas Sanson
d’Abbeville, the seventeenth-century founder of the French school of cartog-
raphy; and, a bit later, Joseph Roux. Together with their lesser known con-
temporaries, these men contributed significant new knowledge to the charts
of the lands and seas of Earth. They succeeded, moreover, in wresting the map
trade from the Dutch, producing exquisitely embellished works based on sci-
entific mapping from exact ground observation. Eighteenth-century French
mapmakers not only imposed, in effect, a new order on the face of Earth but
also opened up the world to travel and exploration as never before. One could
move now with knowledge, positioned to chart ever more knowledge ever
more accurately.

Though some of the practical advances that intersected with the activities
of Le Roy, and also of his brothers, have been invoked here as results of the
Cartesian and Newtonian triumph in giving new order to the world, they
might equally be seen as fundamental to Locke’s inducement to grasp the
world through direct experience and personal contact with the objects about
us. The succession of sensations thus aroused would, according to Locke,
become the basis of knowledge and new trains of thought. Hence the sudden
vogue for travel and movement in the eighteenth century. Hence the delight
even in fantastical travel —whether in Fénelon’s Les aventures de Télémaque
(provided with maps in editions from 1717 on; fig. 36) or in another illusory
but very different exploration of the realms of the antique Mediterranean,37!
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Barthélemy’s Voyage du jeune Anacharsis en Gréece, dans le milieu du qua-
triéme siécle avant ’ére vulgaire (to be given maps by d’Anville’s only real
pupil, Barbié du Bocage, with the plain of Sparta based on a map from Le
Roy), issued in 1788. Read by Barthélemy’s young charge, Marie-Gabriel-
Auguste-Florent, comte de Choiseul-Gouffier, in its earliest drafts, it incited
him to embark at Toulon in March 1776 for a three-year exploration of the
Levant, resulting in the Voyage pittoresque de la Gréce, published between
1782 and 1824.372 Choiseul-Gouffier’s work represents the next stage of.
French exploration of the antique world — historical and anthropological
rather than archaeological —but its connection to Le Roy’s Ruines is at once
evident. Both books explored realms of the mind that were slowly trans-
formed into physical facts.

Maupertuis’s crude summary of the philosophies of Descartes and Newton
in terms of matter and movement might serve, almost, as a précis of Le Roy’s
theoretical achievement: he understood architecture as the unfolding of form
through movement, he opened up awareness of the relation of form and space
(le vuide, which makes him more a Newtonian than a Cartesian, though there
can be little doubt that Locke was his true mentor). Though Le Roy was fas-
cinated by figures and calculations, returning even in his last years to the
conundrum of the Greek foot, he avoided as far as possible the application
of mathematics in assessing the effects or the distinction of architecture.
Measurements were no part of its quality. Even symmetry ceased to be an
axiom for Le Roy. Claude Perrault clung to the orthogonal —or Cartesian —
coordinate system of a fourfold displacement moving around a point (axis
mundi) to produce perfect symmetries. But Perrault’s absolutes of beauty did
not hold sway over Le Roy. He might well have preferred symmetry, but he
accepted that it, along with striking contrast, was no more than a composi-
tional mode.

Paradoxically, the more rigid aspects of Le Roy’s interests were those most
conspicuously commemorated in the works of his most active follower, Jean-
Nicolas-Louis Durand. Durand took up the idea of comparative plates for the
most famous of his books, Recueil et paralléle des édifices. He included in it,
as had Le Roy, buildings of all styles, whether Chinese or Gothic. He also
included Le Roy’s reconstruction of the Temple of Solomon, which he com-
pared to that of the architect and cleric Juan Bautista Villalpando, but he
recorded his debt to Le Roy even more obviously in the frontispiece to the
Recueil et paralléle des édifices showing the restoration study of the Propylaia
from the Ruines (see vol. 1, pl. 26). Durand liked best four-square symmetry —
though, to be fair, he quoted Le Roy at length on the subject of Gothic archi-
tecture and in intoning the effects of colonnades, whether made up of columns
or trunks of trees, in the first volume, of 1813, of his Nouveau précis des
legons d’architecture données a I’Ecole imperiale polytechnique.3”® Le Roy’s
lessons might indeed have been transmitted to future generations more effec-
tively through Durand’s quotation than through Le Roy’s own publications —

141



Middleton

the Histoire, though small, was not readily available; the Ruines of 1770,
large and unwieldy, was not easily read.

Le Roy’s restored Propylaia was a potent image. It inflected the forms of
hundreds of designs, whether in France or the rest of Europe, for public build-
ings in the grand classical manner; it provided the underpinnings for a great
many edifices that were actually built, beginning with the Cour du Mai of the
Palais de Justice in Paris, largely designed around 1780 by Pierre Desmaisons,
and encompassing others in England (Robert II Smirke’s British Museum,
London, 1823-47), Scotland (Thomas Hamilton’s Royal High School on
Carlton Hill, Edinburgh, 1825-29), and elsewhere. But Le Roy’s real contri-
bution to architecture was his attempt to describe it in terms of direct experi-
ence, to give it expression not as the outcome of measures and rules—both
Laugier and Le Roy sought to establish principles, it might be remembered,
not rules—but as a magical harmony seen in ever-changing light and in ever-
changing vistas. In the published discourse on architecture of the eighteenth
century, there is perhaps something of this in the Elements of Criticism (1762)
of Henry Home, Lord Kames, or in the famous footnote on movement added
by Robert Adam to the preface to the first folio, of 1773, of the first volume
of The Works in Architecture of Robert and James Adam, but nothing as
rewarding and deeply revealing as Le Roy’s explorations. The pared-down
forms of the late architecture of Boullée and Ledoux, it might be argued,
were indebted to Le Roy. Boullée’s thinking was certainly colored by Le Roy’s
writings: the rapturous analysis of basiliques or the Métropole in Boullée’s
Architecture, essai sur 'art (circa 1780-99; published posthumously) can be
quoted almost at random to illustrate his debt to Le Roy. The whole is indeed
a paraphrase of much of the Histoire. One excerpt must suffice here:

By extending the sweep of an avenue so that its end is out of sight, the laws of
optics and the effects of perspective give an impression of immensity; at each step,
the objects appear in a new guise and our pleasure is renewed by a succession of dif-
ferent vistas. Finally, by some miracle which in fact is the result of our own move-
ment but which we attribute to the objects around us, the latter seem to move with

us, as if we had imparted Life to them.374

Others in France responded to other aspects of Le Roy’s theories, particu-
larly toward the end of the century, when historical investigations were being
thoughtfully intermingled with myth. The so-called Baron d’Hancarville’s
inquiries into the origin and nature of art itself in the final two volumes, of
1776, of Antiquités etrusques, grecques et romaines tirées dy cabinet de M.
Hamilton, and especially his theory of signs, owe much to Le Roy’s discussion
of the emergence of the architectural impulse in the mounds of stone of the
Phoenicians and Egyptians.375 So too does Jean-Louis Viel de Saint-Maux’s
attempt, in the sixth of his Lettres sur I'architecture des anciens, et celle des
modernes (1787), to trace the origins of architecture to commemorative piles
or other such assemblages of stone, though he was to scoff at Le Roy for not
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going far enough in this respect.37¢ Dufourny, as Le Roy’s pupil and successor
as professor of architecture, took up his ideas throughout his own lectures,
but more determining by far was the influence exerted by Le Roy’s analysis of
the separate origins of Egyptian and Greek architecture on the young Antoine-
Chrysostome Quatremére de Quincy. The essay topic for the Prix Caylus of
the Académie royale des inscriptions et belles-lettres of 1785 —no doubt set by
Le Roy —was “Quel fut ’état de ’architecture chez les Egyptiens, et ce que les
Grecs paroissent en avoir emprunté” (What was the state of architecture
among the Egyptians, and what might the Greeks appear to have borrowed
from them). Quatremére de Quincy’s prize-winning essay, reworked as De
Parchitecture égyptienne, considérée dans son origine, ses principes et son
goit, et comparée sous les mémes rapports a Iarchitecture grecque (1803),
established not only his whole understanding of the formation and distinction
of Greek architecture but also that of most Frenchmen for decades to come.377
Even so lively and radical a thinker as Hippolyte Fortoul unashamedly adhered
to Le Roy’s special pleading on the evolution of Egyptian and Greek architec-
ture in his famous chapter, “De larchitecture curviligne,” in the second vol-
ume, of 1842, of De I’art en Allemagne.378

Le Roy’s Histoire was translated and published, together with a newly
engraved comparative plate, in Leipzig in 1768, along with Laugier’s Obser-
vations sur larchitecture, so the most illuminating of Le Roy’s ideas were
known in Germany. In England these same ideas were noted in the early
1770s by Chambers. “Variety in peristyles,” he jotted down when preparing
a set of lectures on architecture meant to rival the lectures on art Reynolds
was delivering at the newly founded Royal Academy of Arts, “because the
form changes as the spectator removes his Situation or as the sun encreases
or diminishes the shadow.”37 The lectures were never delivered, but much of
their content was to be integrated into Chambers’s Treatise on the Decorative
Part of Civil Architecture (1791), in which, however, no reference is made
to Le Roy.

When Chambers’s pupil John Soane began preparing his lectures for the
Royal Academy of Arts, he started his translations from the French with
Le Roy’s Ruines of 1770, carefully rendering both the historical and theoreti-
cal discourses, entire, into English between 23 November and 3 December
1804.380 He was clearly much intrigued by Le Roy’s investigations. He had
two copies of each edition of the Ruines. In the same year he was making his
translations from Le Roy, Soane designed a colonnade of “mutilated trunks of
ancient columns” leading from his house, Pitzhanger Manor, to the outbuild-
ings in which he hoped to educate his sons to architecture. In his notes of
1807 for the Royal Academy lectures, he adapted Le Roy’s ideas in dealing
with the experience of Egyptian hypostyle halls: “the varied play of shadow
in the different hours of the day: —these bodies at rest seem to move about
the spectator as he advances in the enclosures, in proportion as he advances
because the points of view change each moment — different emotions succeed
and bring into his mind that trouble and uneasiness, whereof the priests knew
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how to profit and make their fables and oracles believed.”38! Among the illus-
trations Soane had prepared for his lectures were a view of a man walking
down an avenue of trees and, also in 1811, a comparative array of religious
buildings. But when it came to lecturing, the only direct reference he made to
Le Roy was in the eleventh lecture, first delivered in March 1815, in which he
criticized Le Roy’s work for its inaccuracies.

Le Roy’s theories emerged from a culture in which science and art were
still intermingled. Enmeshed right to the last, as we have seen, in calculations
of the measures of antiquity, Le Roy invoked Homer throughout, and not just
for information. His brother Pierre did likewise in the last of his works, a
letter of 1785 addressed to Etienne-Claude, baron de Marivetz, a scientist—
and one as obsessed as Le Roy with the problems of navigating the internal
waterways of France.382 In debating whether the Sun’s rays could cause the
planets to move, whether light was to be thought of as moving in great spirals
or in straight lines, whether light rays were continuous or composed of sepa-
rate particles, Pierre referred readily to Virgil and Tasso.383

Similarly, Le Roy took up the traditions of antique art and contemporary
scientific experimentation in attempting to fashion a new understanding of
architecture. Little in this new understanding was to be fixed, beyond the mat-
ter of structural stability. This tenet was to be the determining factor of built
form, but it was to be not so much expressed as represented —a difference
that is of significance. Architecture was to be a striking assemblage of forms
in space, modulated and changing under the influence of light, color, and,
especially, movement, designed to stir endless sensations. Le Roy sought to
identify the je ne sais quoi of architecture. He did not succeed in defining the
ineffable, of course, but for an architect who was raised to esteem the rules
of the classical tradition and who was one of the first Europeans to inspect for
himself the hallowed precincts of that architecture, his freedom from con-
vention was astonishing. He opened up architecture to a new discourse of
experience, a lesson that survived in the architectural memory through to the
twentieth century. “Architecture,” Le Corbusier declared famously in Vers une
architecture (1923), “is the masterly, correct and magnificient play of masses
brought together in light.”384 To which characterization he added in this same
year, in designing the Maison La Roche in Paris, the concept of the “prome-
nade architecturale.” It would be pleasing to think that these notions had a
direct link to Le Roy through the oral tradition of the French atelier. There
is no record of Le Corbusier having studied either Le Roy’s Histoire or the
second edition of the Ruines—or even Durand’s Nouveau précis—during
his stint of reading at the Bibliothéque nationale de France in 1915. He did
take notes on Kurt Cassirer’s pioneering dissertation of 1909 on French archi-
tectural theory, but there is no mention therein of Le Roy. Nonetheless Le
Corbusier was deeply responsive to the themes of Le Roy’s teachings. He saw
his Unité d’habitation in Marseille (1946—52) —a massive concrete apartment
block —as set in the landscape of Homer.385
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