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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

In this thesis I argue that Giovanni Battista Piranesi (1720-1778) composed the first 

volume of Le Antichità Romane (1756) to emphasize his expertise and knowledge of ancient 

Rome’s monuments and topography.  My study questions the objectivity of the volume’s visual 

and textual components.  In Volume I, views of the city, two topographic maps, an explanatory 

index of three hundred and fifteen monuments, trompe-l’œil renderings of fragments of the 

Severan Marble Plan, and passages quoted from Frontinus seemingly verify Piranesi’s 

archaeological conclusions.   I analyze these elements, taking into consideration the role of this 

volume as the reader’s inaugural experience of the work and the reference point for the other 

three volumes.   

I examine Volume I as a crafted construction: I begin my study by describing the 

contents of Volume I, and clarify that contrary to other assessments of the Antichità, the volume 

is not merely a pictorial survey of ancient Rome.   Instead, the imagery of the volume 

coordinates with text to comprehensively describe the city through visual and verbal means.  I 

follow this inventory with an analysis of Piranesi’s use of trompe-l’œil for many of the volume’s 

images.  I connect Piranesi’s use of trompe-l’œil to conventions in antiquarian illustration to 

show that this pictorial tactic was aligned with current anxieties regarding the preservation of the 

remains of antiquity.  I demonstrate that illusion enables Piranesi to imply interaction with the 

antique artifacts, thus underscoring his involvement in contemporary antiquarian activities.  

Additionally, I posit that the use of this pictorial tactic enables Piranesi to blur the distinction 

between artifact and fiction: I show that not all of the artifacts depicted in the volume are 

accurately portrayed, and the distinction between Piranesi’s hypothetical reconstructions and the 

artifacts is often intentionally blurred.  Finally, my thesis concludes with my reconstruction of 

the reading experience of the volume.  I isolate a specific location described through the maps, 

index entries, and a supplementary veduta as a case study for this examination.  By tracing 

Piranesi’s delivery of information about this site through the disparate media contained within 

the volume, I reveal the role that the organization of the volume’s components plays in 

conveying archaeological data and in guiding the reader through the artist’s deductions.   

 x



 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

  

 

In 1756 Giovanni Battista Piranesi (1720-1778) completed Le Antichità Romane, a four-

volume survey of Rome’s antiquities illustrated through over two hundred and fifty etchings.
1
  

Published by Bouchard and Gravier in Rome, the Antichità provided a printed tour of the 

remnants of antiquity left scattered throughout the eighteenth-century city’s topography.
2
  

Piranesi and his Antichità were lauded not only for the detail and depth of archaeological 

investigation within its pages, but also for preserving in print the rapidly disappearing vestiges of 

the past.  The ambitiousness of the work distinguished the artist from other eighteenth-century 

vedutiste in Rome.
3
  Its publication and favorable reception catapulted Piranesi into antiquarian 

societies.
4
  This newfound fame led to two architectural commissions in the 1760s, although 

only one, the renovation of Santa Maria del Priorato on the Aventine Hill, was ever completed.
5

Initiated as an expanded version of his Camere Sepocrali (1750), eleven plates detailing 

Roman tombs and sepulchres, the Antichità grew into a work that was essentially the culmination 

of sixteen years of Piranesi’s archaeological and topographical research in Rome.
6
  The result 

was a veritable printed monument: each volume measures about twenty-one inches long, fifteen 

and a half inches wide, and one and a half inches thick.  The first volume is comprised of prints 

showing features of ancient Roman waterworks as well as several iconic ancient monuments and 

sites.  The second and third volumes concentrate on tombs and other funerary architecture, 

inscriptions, and decoration.  The fourth volume contains diagrams and illustrations of Rome’s 

ancient bridges and theatres.  The type of visual presentation throughout the four volumes is 

diverse: Piranesi includes scenic vedute or views of ruins, detailed dissections of monuments, 

and hypothetical plans and reconstructions calculated from his first-hand observations.
7
  The 

work therefore merged the aesthetic tactics employed in both antiquarian and guidebook 

publications.
8

My thesis argues that the first volume of the Antichità was designed to specifically 

emphasize the artist’s contributions to and involvement in archaeological and antiquarian studies 

of ancient Rome.  By considering the deliberateness of the Volume I’s design, my thesis will 

offer the first consideration of the work as one in which physical composition was an integral 

factor in the delivery of its information.  This counters previous assessments of the Antichità that 

 1



trivialize or disregard the diverse components of the volume, which may have been made based 

on incomplete presentations of the work as a whole.   

 

The Diverse Components of Le Antichità, Volume I 

 

Jonathan Scott and John Wilton-Ely have traced the development of Piranesi’s graphic 

skill and the direction of the artist’s intellectual interests through the pages of the Antichità, 

identifying similarities between several of the large prints from Volumes II through IV to his 

contemporaneous Vedute di Roma.
9
  Other studies identify the influence of earlier antiquarian, 

archeological and guidebook traditions for the work; still others acknowledge its design as a 

major contribution of Piranesi to the medium of book illustration.
10

  Missing from the literature 

on the Antichità is a consideration of how its visual and verbal components are designed and 

organized to convey the archaeological discourse in the first volume.  I argue that as the initial 

experience for the reader of the Antichità, Piranesi’s organization of Volume I is particularly 

significant.  

First, in comparison to the other three volumes, Volume I contains a great degree of 

variety in print size: the reader, in proceeding through the volume, encounters folded prints 

nearly the full size of the paper, small etchings measuring between four and five inches by ten, 

printed two-to-a-page, and three large prints that unfold beyond the folio’s vellum covers.  By 

comparison, the smallest dimension of any single print in Volumes II through IV is never less 

than eight inches by eleven; these always occupy a single leaf instead of sharing the page with 

another print.   

Second, the distribution of text is different in the first volume.  Volume I is the only of 

the four volumes including separate, typeset text.  This text includes a preface, stating Piranesi’s 

ambitions for the work; an explanation and index to the topographical reconstruction of ancient 

Rome; commentaries on Frontinus and on the plates showing the Baths of Caracalla, the Forum, 

Monte Capitolino; and a concluding index listing the ruins represented in the volume. 

Third, Volume I includes two etchings printed on the right-hand half of a full-size sheet, 

both attached to the volume by the left-hand edge of the paper.  This format, in which only the 

outer third of the paper is printed, is not repeated in the other large-format prints found elsewhere 

in the Antichità. 

Finally, Volume I is the only volume that includes vertically-oriented prints requiring the 

reader to turn the book or oneself in order to read its visual information.  These are the three full-

 2



size prints showing the fragments of the Severan Marble Plan.  All other prints throughout the 

Antichità are oriented to be viewed the way the volume is opened. 

Whether the reader reads the work from beginning to end or seeks to investigate 

Piranesi’s writings and illustrations on a particular monument or site, the reception of all of this 

volume’s visual and textual information involves much more than turning the pages one after 

another.  As opposed to a reference book that conveys textual and visual information through a 

consistent format, such as in a modern encyclopedia, Volume I possesses numerous 

“interruptions” that, I assert, call attention to the very process of reading. 

My thesis seeks to understand the role of these “interruptions.”  How does the readable 

component of Volume I coordinate with the physical maneuvering necessary to view its larger 

prints?  How does this coordination affect the reader’s comprehension of its visual and textual 

material?  How conscientious does Piranesi want his readers to be of the physicality of the work?   

I assert that just as Piranesi’s research of the ruins scattered around the city involved scouring 

unexplored areas, alleys, pastures, and tombs, the Antichità’s beholder becomes involved in a 

similar process of discovery: through unfolding, turning, and returning.  Examining a solitary 

and specific site featured in Volume I engages the reader in more than a strict linear or sequential 

progression.  In the scheme of Volume I’s complicated process of reading, viewing, returning, 

and referring, is it possible that the visual accuracy of the image lessens in importance?  My 

thesis, in re-presenting Piranesi as a book editor and assembler, and in re-presenting the 

Antichità as a work in which format coordinates with visual and textual content, demonstrates 

how Piranesi disseminated his own archaeological conclusions in a calculated way.   

 Many of Piranesi’s conclusions and identifications in Volume I of the Antichità have 

been acknowledged and recognized as “logical” mistakes.
11

   Lacking in the scholarship on the 

Antichità is a consideration of the intentionality of some of these mistaken conclusions.  The 

objectivity and reliability of this artist as documentarian of the cityscape should be subjected to 

critical analysis.  As my state of the literature below will show, critical examinations of the 

Antichità are disproportionately few, despite the significance of this work for the artist’s career. 

 

State of the literature 

 

Scholars seemingly cope with the sheer scope of the four-volumed Antichita by 

addressing the work generally, with consideration given only in very broad ways to the pictorial 
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content.  While reproductions of the work exist, none of these indicate the extent to which text 

was a component.  In the single study of the Antichità as a printed object, the alteration of text 

and image and variety of print size in format is trivialized.
12

Piranesi’s career and works have been explored in numerous publications, museum 

exhibitions, conferences, and symposia from his death in the last quarter of the eighteenth 

century to the present.
13

  There exist two Complete Etchings presenting the images of the 

Antichità, one dissertation discussing the theoretical sources for the work, and only two 

investigations treat Piranesi as a book designer.  To date there is no study that merges an 

examination of Piranesi’s approach to book design with a discussion of the Antichità, and none 

of the textual descriptions and visual reproductions of its illustrative material accurately 

expresses its unique format and organization.
14

   

Wilton-Ely demonstrates the coordination between textual and visual material, using the 

example of the explanations and prints treating the Porta S. Lorenzo.
15

  Wilton-Ely later returned 

to these particular plates and their interrelatedness within the scheme of the Antichità in a more 

expanded version, the essay “Piranesi and the Role of Archaeological Investigation,” written for 

an exhibition held in 1979.
16

   

Scott notes that many of the smaller vedute of Volume I may have predated the overall 

project judging from the different print size between the first and other three volumes.
17

  Studies 

by Augusta Monferini and Lola Kantor-Kazovsky elaborate on Scott’s assessment, challenging 

earlier conclusions of its production chronology.
18

  Chapter 2 of Kantor-Kazovsky’s dissertation 

is devoted to the Antichità: in this chapter, Kantor-Kazovsky traces the classical and 

contemporary archaeological sources that influenced Piranesi’s research.
19

   

Only Philip Hofer and Andrew Robison have approached Piranesi specifically as a book 

illustrator/designer.
20

  In the catalogue for the exhibition held by Smith College in 1961, Hofer 

proclaims the exhibition as an opportunity to direct attention to Piranesi’s contributions to this 

arena.
21

  After setting forth criteria for evaluating Piranesi’s works as books, however, Hofer 

leaps from the Prima Parte of the late 1740s to the publications of the 1760s, without mention of 

the Antichità.
22

   

This study remained the only consideration of Piranesi as book illustrator/designer until 

very recently.  Andrew Robison’s paper for a symposium hosted by the Cooper-Hewitt National 

Design Museum in New York City draws attention to works overlooked by Hofer, specifically, 

the Antichità.
23

  Robison identifies Piranesi’s contributions to book design in the eighteenth 
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century and specifies the occurrence of numerous unique pictorial tactics in the Antichità’s first 

volume.  As I will discuss further in Chapter One, however, he trivializes these tactics, 

characterizing them as providing “visual variety” and “pacing” only.
24

  Robison acknowledges 

that many of the topics his paper highlights are in need of further study; my thesis identifies 

many of these areas and seeks to supplement issues that his paper outlines broadly. 

 

Outline of Chapters 

 

Chapter One examines Volume I of the Antichità as a physical object.  In this chapter, I 

first provide an inventory of its components and their organization: this list clarifies the 

dimensions and formatting of the volume’s prints, and indicates the inclusion and page amount 

of the text interspersed throughout.    My observations are based on an original 1756 edition of 

the Antichità found in the Special Collections department of the University of Florida in 

Gainesville.  When necessary, I use modern presentations of the work to clarify details.    

Following this inventory, I assess the composition of the volume.  I conclude the chapter 

with a consideration of the volume’s inclusion of aspects that derive from the artist’s work as a 

vedutiste in Rome prior to the completion of the Antichità.  Overall, my objective in this chapter 

is to present Volume I as the setting for its data, one that is as varied in its physical and visual 

topography as the very cityscape it describes.      

Chapters Two and Three focus on the specific systems of informational conveyance in 

Volume I, and how these systems operate within the context of the volume as described in 

Chapter One.  Chapter Two, “Artifact and Fiction,” focuses on the specific pictorial device of 

trompe-l’œil employed in eleven of the Volume’s prints.  Four of these prints depict fragments of 

the Severan Marble Plan, a gigantic marble plan of the ancient city of Rome created in the third 

century CE.  The beginning of this chapter will provide a history of this plan’s rediscovery up to 

the mid-eighteenth century in order to determine its state and condition at the time of Piranesi’s 

Antichità.  It will compare Piranesi’s depictions to earlier representations, seeking to excavate 

the truthfulness of the artist’s renderings.  Seven of the prints show reconstructions meant to 

appear as fragments or as illustrations; this chapter will examine contemporary precedents for the 

use of trompe-l’œil to convey such hypothetical illustrations. 

Chapter Three regards the interrelationships between text and image in the volume: here, 

I isolate Piranesi’s descriptions of the placement of an ancient road, the Clivus Publicius on the 

Aventine Hill as a case study through which to explore his archaeological methodology.  Piranesi 
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describes the location of this road through diverse media: maps, index entries, a veduta, and 

excerpts from a classical text.  My main objective in this chapter is to analyze how Piranesi 

delivers his conclusions through a complicated inter-referential system that requires the reader to 

refer to disparate parts of the volume.  In this chapter, I will present the diverse media through 

which Piranesi describes this ancient road, and recreate the reading process directed by this 

media.  In my reconstruction of this reading process, I will pay particular attention to the extent 

to which the reader must physically negotiate the pages of the volume.  This chapter will draw 

attention to unexplored issues regarding Piranesi’s coordination of didactic relationships between 

word and image, and finally, will re-present the context of these relationships as integral 

components of a specific and deliberate physical format. 
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Notes 

1.  For comprehensive descriptions of Le Antichità Romane and its place within Piranesi’s career, 

see Jonathan Scott, “The Antiquities and Lord Charlemont” and “Antichità Romane,” Chapters 4 

and 5 in Piranesi (London and New York: Academy Editions, 1975): 105-148, and John Wilton-

Ely, “The Artist as Archaeologist,” Chapter 3 in The Mind and Art of Giovanni Battista Piranesi 
(London: Thames and Hudson, 1978): 45-64.   

According to Heather Hyde Minor in her essay “Engraved in Porphyry, Printed on Paper: 

Piranesi and Lord Charlemont” from The Serpent and the Stylus: Essays on G.B. Piranesi, ed. 

Mario Bevilacqua and Heather Hyde Minor (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 

2007), the Antichità was the most expensive work Piranesi produced, selling for 30 scudi—by 

comparison, his Carceri (____, reprinted in 1760) sold for 2 scudi and the later series Delle 
Magnificenze (1761) for 10 scudi.  See Heather Hyde Minor, “Engraved in Porphyry,” 123n2.  

Wilton-Ely notes that Piranesi sold forty copies of the initial edition before removing the original 

frontispiece in 1757: see Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 63. The artist revised the original 

frontispiece as an attack against the Antichità’s original patron, James Caulfield, 1
st
 Earl of 

Charlemont.  Piranesi had obtained Charlemont’s patronage in 1753, but by the publication date 

of the Antichità, the Earl had returned to Ireland.  Angered by the failure of his patron to provide 

the remainder of the funding for the work, Piranesi published his initial correspondence with 

Charlemont in the 1757 Lettere di Giustificazione scritte a Milord Charlemont.  This publication 

includes character assaults on Charlemont and his agents in Rome, a recounting of the affair 

from Piranesi’s perspective, a description of the labor and expense involved in producing the 

work, and a confident declaration of its importance for future archaelogical studies. 

For further discussion regarding the issue of the Antichità’s patronage, see Cynthia 

O'Connor, The Pleasing Hours: James Caulfield, First Earl of Charlemont 1728-99: Traveller, 
Connoisseur, and Patron of the Arts in Ireland (Doughcloyne, Wilton, Cork: Collins Press, 

1998); Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 52, 62-63, and Minor’s essay, “Engraved in Porphyry,” 123-

147.  Minor’s essay is a particularly superb analysis of Piranesi’s use of the printed medium for 

this diatribe. 

2.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Le Antichità Romane, Volume I, text title page.  The last line of 

the text title page to Volume I credits Bouchard and Gravier, stating: Si vendono in roma dai 
signori Bouchard, e Gravier Mercanti libraj al Corso presso San Marcello.  Piranesi’s 1751 Le 
Magnificenze was also produced by Bouchard; Wilton-Ely suggests that Piranesi’s association 

with Bouchard enabled the artist to begin working with larger plates than those used in his earlier 

works: see Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 30. 

3.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 63.  Wilton-Ely states that copies of the work were purchased by 

the Marquis de Marigny and the Empress of Russia. 

4.  Scott, Piranesi, 126; Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 63 and 93.  In 1757 Piranesi was awarded an 

Honorary Fellowship of the Society of Antiquaries of London. 

5.  Discussions on Piranesi’s commission on the Aventine include: Rudolf Wittkover, “Piranesi 

as Architect,” in Piranesi, exhibition catalog, ed. Robert O. Parks (Northampton, MA: Smith 
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College Museum of Art, 1961): 99-109; Werner Korte, “Giovanni Battista Piranesi als 

praktischer Architekt,” Zeitschrift für Kunstgeschichte 2, no. 1 (1933): 16-33; John Wilton-Ely, 

“Freedom in Design,” Chapter 6 in Mind and Art, 93-96; John Wilton-Ely, “Piranesian Symbols 

on the Aventine,” Apollo 103 (March 1976): 214-227; and John Wilton-Ely, “The Remodeling of 

S. Maria del Priorato,” Chapter 4 in Piranesi as Architect and Designer (New York and New 

Haven: Pierpont Morgan Library, 1993), 87-119. 

6.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 25-48, esp. 48.   A survey of Piranesi’s output between his first 

arrival in Rome up to the publication of the Antichità Romane gives an idea of the scope of his 

interest in Rome’s ancient and modern urban structure: in the 1740s, there is the Prima Parte di 
Architetture e Prospettive (1743); the plates produced for Amidei’s Varie Vedute di Roma Antica 
e Moderna (1745); the Antichità Romane de’ Tempi della Repubblica e de’ Prima Imperatori 
(1748); several plates from the Vedute di Roma (1748); Camere Sepocrali degli Antichi Romani 
le quail esistono dentro e di fuori di Roma (1750); Le Magnificenze di Roma (1751); and I Trofei 
di Ottaviano Augusto (1753).  

7.  Piranesi, “Prefazione agli studiosi delle Antichità Romane,” Le Antichità Romane, Volume I 

(Rome, 1756).  

8.  Lola Kantor-Kazovsky, Piranesi as Interpreter of Roman Architecture and the Origins of His 
Intellectual World (Florence: Leo S. Olschki Editore, 2006), 75.   Kantor-Kazovsky’s discussion 

is a useful summary of the history of descriptions of Rome beginning with antique official 

documents, to medieval pilgrimage maps, to the humanist rediscovery of classical sources, and 

the fortunes of these humanist descriptions of the city after the Renaissance up to the eighteenth-

century.   Philip Jacks’s book The Antiquarian and the Myth of Antiquity: the Origins of Rome in 
Renaissance Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993) provides a more detailed 

discussion of the visual description of Rome in medieval and Renaissance maps. 

9.  For example, see Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 57-58: Wilton-Ely compares the early 1750s 

Veduta of Castel S. Angelo to Piranesi’s cross-section of the monument in Volume IV of Le 
Antichità. 

10.  Kantor-Kazovsky, Piranesi as Interpreter, 75; Andrew Robison, “Piranesi as Designer of 

Books” (lecture from the symposium “Piranesi as Designer,” Cooper-Hewitt National Design 

Museum, NYC, September 29, 2007).  I would like to thank Keri Fredericks from bringing this 

symposium to my attention. 

11.  Scott, Piranesi, 119 and Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 52.  Scott notes that Piranesi’s 

arguments are “sensible,” “based on well-researched evidence,” although the artist “wrongly” 

identifies the Golden House of Nero.  Wilton-Ely also isolates this example, observing, 

“Moreover, in attempting to identify this structure he arrives at a wrong conclusion, but by a 

sound method, providing his evidence through one of the series of maps of urban reconstructions 

at the end of the first volume.”  Chapter Three of this thesis considers Piranesi’s “evidence” 

using a different site described in Volume I. 

12.  Robison, “Piranesi as Designer of Books.”  I discuss Robison’s comments in detail in 

Chapter One. 
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13.  For a general description of the literature on Piranesi up to the present, see Mario Bevilacqua, 

Heather Hyde Minor, and Fabio Barry, “Introduction,” in The Serpent and the Stylus: Essays on 
G.B. Piranesi, eds. Mario Bevilacqua and Heather Hyde Minor (Ann Arbor, MI: University of 

Michigan Press, 2007), 1-10.  The most comprehensive summary of the literature on Piranesi 

before this recent work can be found in Robin Middleton’s “Giovanni Battista Piranesi (1720-

1778): Review of Recent Literature,” Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians 41, no. 4 

(December 1982): 333-344. 

14.  Henri Focillon, Giovanni Battista Piranesi: Essai de catalogue raisonné de son oeuvre 

(Paris: H. Laurens, 1918), 20-25.  Arthur Maygar Hind, Giovanni Battista Piranesi: A Critical 
Study with a List of His Published Works and Detailed Catalogues of the Prisons and the Views 
of Rome (New York: Da Capo Press, 1967; first published 1922), 83-84.  Focillon inventories the 

individual prints of the Antichità but neglects to indicate the inclusion of text; Hind notes the 

organization of the work’s components including the alternation of text with prints, but in a 

verbal entry: neither Focillon nor Hind supply reproductions of the images. 

15.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 51.  Wilton-Ely’s demonstration of the coordination of the 

images and text elucidating on the Porta S. Lorenzo is found on pages 51-52.  An expanded 

version of this demonstration is found in his essay “Piranesi and the Role of Archaeological 

Illustration,” in Piranesi e la cultura antiquaria: gli antecedenti e il contesto: atti del convegno, 
14-17 novembre 1979, ed. Anna Lo Bianco (Rome: Multigrafica Editrice, 1985): 317-338. 

16.  Wilton-Ely, “Role of Archaeological Illustration,” 317-338. 

17.  Scott, Piranesi, 120.   Scott characterizes the small plates of Volume I as “perfunctory little 

sketches of purely archaeological interest,” probably designed in the previous decade. 

18.  Augusta Monferini, “Antichità Romane,” in Piranesi, Incisioni-Rami-Legature Architetture, 

ed. Alessandro Bettagno (Venice: Neri Pozza, 1978): 33-34; see also Lola Kantor-Kazovsky, 

Piranesi as Interpreter of Roman Architecture and the Origins of His Intellectual World 

(Florence: Leo S. Olschki Editore, 2006), 82-94.   

19.  Kantor-Kazovsky, Piranesi as Interpreter, 63-81.   

20.  Philip Hofer, “Piranesi as Book Illustrator,” in Piranesi, ed. Robert O. Parks (exhibition 

catalogue, Northampton, MA: Smith College Museum of Art, 1961), 81-87; Robison, “Piranesi 

as Designer of Books.” 

21.  Hofer, “Piranesi as Book Illustrator,” 81. 

22.  Ibid., 83-84.  According to Hofer, Piranesi’s “first great book” was the Delle magnificenze 
ed architettura de’romani from 1761, 84.  

23.  Robison, “Piranesi as Designer of Books.”   

24.  Ibid.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

 

TURNING THE PAGES:  

THE COMPOSITION OF VOLUME I 

 

 

 

Fortunately for the modern scholar interested in Piranesi, the Complete Etchings 

published by John Wilton-Ely and by Luigi Ficacci and the websites sponsored by the University 

of Tokyo and by the Bibliothèque Nationale make readily available the corpus of the artist’s 

works.
1
  Piranesi’s complete œuvre is therefore now globally accessible, removed from the 

confines of private, library, and museum collections.  As useful as these resources may be—the 

books are portable, of course, and the images scanned for the website can be enlarged drastically 

to show spectacular detail—they are problematic.  In reproducing Piranesi’s images only, they 

literally liberate the works from their original context.  This is a significant shortcoming, 

especially evident in the presentations of the Antichità’s first volume: text comprises over half of 

its total page count.   The books and databases homogenize differing print sizes: in Volume I, the 

smallest print is seven square inches and the largest over seven hundred square inches.  Yet in 

order to supply physically and visually manageable reproductions, the printed and digital 

versions standardize the disparate print sizes to fit within the same-sized page or screen frames.   

Finally, nothing of the varied original format is preserved: large prints are split into sections; 

small etchings originally placed two-per-page are granted a page each; prints that depart from the 

standard orientation are rotated and “corrected;” indices meant to be unfolded and referenced to 

earlier plates are presented without any indication of their unusual function; historiated letters 

and small illustrations are separated from the text that they supplement.
2
    

There exists, therefore, no exact, precise facsimile of Le Antichità.  I argue that the 

absence of such a facsimile and the disregard for the work’s physical diversities has limited 

Piranesian scholarship.  Two relatively recent studies demonstrate this limited consideration of 

the complexities of the Antichità: a paper delivered by Andrew Robison at the symposium 

“Piranesi as Designer,” hosted by the Cooper-Hewitt National Design Museum in New York 

City this past September, and Susan Dixon’s 1991 dissertation on Piranesi’s 1760s 
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archaeological publications.
3

 Although Robison’s paper does consider the diverse contents of the Antichità’s first 

volume, it fails to take into account the volume’s format as a vehicle for conveying information.
4
  

Robison attributes the diversities in print composition and format present in the volume to 

Piranesi’s desire for “pacing” and “visual variety.”  This, I contend, is a drastic simplification of 

Volume I.  Robison’s statement reduces what may be intentional editorial and organizational 

decisions, meant to deliver information in a specific way, to an aesthetic device.  Furthermore, it 

risks implying that the images and text of Volume I were evenly distributed.    

Additionally, Robison overlooks the presence and potential significance of orientation 

changes in three of Volume I’s prints.  By 1747, Robison states, Piranesi had assumed full 

control of the design and production of his works, and had “settled on” a standard size and 

orientation for his prints: etchings were printed horizontally, or landscape-oriented, on seventeen 

by twenty-inch paper, which was then folded and inserted into the folio.  This, Robison argues, 

indicates that Piranesi sought a size and format that made his works “easy to use,” since turning 

folios to view portrait-oriented (i.e., vertical) prints was “awkward.”
5
  Yet very early in and 

towards the end of Volume I of the Antichità the reader is confronted with this “awkward” 

formatting.  Three prints, oriented portrait-style length-wise on full-sized sheets of paper are 

inserted so that their captions are parallel to the binding (Fig. 1).  These are preceded and 

followed by landscape-oriented etchings printed along the horizontal axis on full-sized sheets of 

paper (Fig. 2).  Shifting from the landscape-oriented to the portrait-oriented prints obligate the 

reader to turn the folio ninety degrees clockwise and back again.
6
     

Robison at least acknowledges the text of the Antichità; Dixon’s dissertation, however, 

mischaracterizes the work altogether.  Comparing Piranesi’s later archaeological publications 

from the 1760s and their extremely complex “multi-informational” illustrations to the artist’s 

earlier works, Dixon describes the Antichità as a work in “the guidebook tradition” without much 

explanatory text.”
7
  Her brief discussion of the Antichità, while positing many of the illustrations 

in Volumes II-IV as precedents for the compositions in the later archaeological works, neglects 

to consider how practical a four-volume “guidebook” containing over two hundred and fifty 

prints might have been.
8
    

My intention is not to undermine the value of the printed and digital resources mentioned 

above, or the observations of Robison and Dixon.  Instead, my criticism of these mediums and 
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discussions emphasizes the need to examine the work as an artifact designed holistically by one 

author.   I argue that in order to understand the archaeological discourse of Le Antichità, it is vital 

to examine its actual composition.   

Admittedly, an exhaustive consideration of all four volumes is beyond the scope of this 

thesis.  The limitations of my own medium aside, I propose that Volume I presents the ideal 

starting point for such an investigation: it was most likely the last part of the Antichità to be 

completed, as it contains the Master Plan and index to the topography of Rome, which directs the 

reader to illustrations in all four volumes.
9
   Volume I can therefore be viewed as the 

simultaneous start and conclusion of the Antichità, a parenthetical assemblage that exposes 

Piranesi’s editorial decisions as book designer and editor. 

My examination begins with an inventory of Volume I’s contents, specifying the 

sequential organization, dimensions, and formats of its content.  Following this inventory, I will 

make assessments regarding its composition and organization.  Finally, I will propose how 

particular aspects of Volume I’s composition frame the work as a spectacle, intended to convey 

the scope of Piranesi’s project and the vast scale of his subject matter, at the same time that it 

recreates in images the process of scouring the city for its ancient remains.   My discussion in 

this chapter sets the stage for Chapter Two, in which I closely examine the intricacies of the 

interrelationships between the visual and textual information contained within the physical 

framework of the volume. 

 

The Contents of Le Antichità, Volume I 

 

 The description below derives from my own observation of an original copy of Le 

Antichità from the University of Florida-Gainesville’s Special Collections department.  I have 

coordinated my examination of this copy with the organizational information provided by Arthur 

Hind in the entry on the Antichità in his 1922 catalogue of Piranesi’s works.
10

   

Volume I measures twenty-one inches long, fifteen and a half inches wide, and one and a 

half inches thick.  Its pages are not sewn into the binding, but instead are attached to strips of 

thick parchment bound into the folio. 

• The first print, a 1750 portrait of Piranesi by Polanzani, is presented on the recto of a half-

sized sheet of paper (Fig. 1, top).   Next is the title page, also printed on the recto of a half-

sized leaf.   Following the title page is a folded full-sized sheet, presenting the frontispiece of 
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Volume I (Fig. 1, bottom).  The composition is horizontal.  The Frontispiece is numbered “I” 

in the top left corner.  Next, beginning with an ornamental capital “S”, is the “Prefazione agli 

studiosi della Antichità Romane,” the “Preface to the scholars of Roman antiquities.”  This 

preface, printed in typeset text, begins on the recto of the leaf and continues to the verso.  

Following this is the “Imprimatur” information on the recto, and the “Opere sinora date in 

luce dalle’Autore,” Piranesi’s works up until the Antichità, on the verso of a single folio leaf.   

After the “Opere sinora” starts the “body,” or the informational content of Volume I, 

beginning with Tavola (Plate) II and continuing to Tavola XLIIII. 

• Tavola II, Pianta di Roma (Master Plan of Rome).  The second print of Volume I, Tavola 

II Pianta di Roma, measures eighteen by twenty-seven inches and is printed on a folded full-

size sheet of paper (Fig. 2).  The composition is landscape-oriented.   The print shows a 

topographical reconstruction or Master Plan of ancient Rome surrounded by fragments of the 

Severan Marble Plan.
11

  Piranesi depicts both the master plan and the Severan Marble Plan 

fragments as physical objects occupying a real space, casting shadows on the plane they rest 

on.  Shown in the topographical reconstruction are the elevation changes of the territory and 

the footprints of various existing ancient monuments, numbered 1 to 315.  The surrounding 

Severan Marble Plan fragments are also numbered, from 1 to 67.   

The print therefore shows two separate objects—a conjectural topographic Master Plan, 

on the one hand, and the fractured remnants of a historical artifact, on the other—and two 

categorization systems.  The reader is thus immediately confronted by two directions for 

further study: should the three hundred and fifteen items of the Master Plan be investigated 

first, or should the sixty-seven numbered Severan Marble Plan fragments be examined?  In 

the case of the first direction, the reader would need to turn seven pages later to the “Indice o 

sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica,” the typeset explanation of the topographic plan.  

In the case of the latter, the reader would refer to the Indice de’ Frammenti di marmot della 

Pianta di Roma of Tavolas VI and Tavola VII, four prints later. 

• Tavole III, IIII, and V, Frammenti di Marmo della Pianta di Roma antica... (Fragments 

of the Marble Plan of Ancient Rome).  Following the Master Plan are three prints of the 

Severan Marble Plan fragments (Figs. 3-5).  These prints are also printed on folded full-sized 

sheets of paper.  Tavola III measures eighteen by fifteen inches and is portrait-oriented; 

Tavola IIII eighteen by fifteen inches and is portrait-oriented; Tavola V measures fifteen by 
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eighteen inches and is landscape-oriented.  Like the pieces of the Severan Marble Plan 

depicted in Tavola II, the fragments of these three prints are rendered as trompe-l’œil objects.  

Tavola III and Tavola IIII show numbered fragments, as in Tavola II, but the sequences are 

unrelated.  The fragments in Tavola III are numbered 1-47, and those in Tavola IV are 

numbered 1-37.  Unlike Tavola II, these two prints are oriented portrait-style on the sheet of 

paper: the reader must turn the volume ninety-degrees clockwise to “read” the print.  The 

third presentation of Severan Marble Plan fragments, Tavola V, returns the orientation to 

landscape.   None of the Marble Plan fragments in this print are numbered.   

• Tavola VI and Tavola VII, Indice de’Frammenti di marmo della Pianta di Roma antica 

(Index to the Fragments of the Marble Plan of Ancient Rome).  Next are the indexes to 

the Marble Plan fragments, Tavolas VI and VII, Indice de‘Frammenti di marmo della Pianta 

di Roma antica (Figs. 6-7).  Both Tavola VI and Tavola VII measure eighteen and a half 

inches by twelve inches.  Both are oriented portrait-style and presented on the right-hand half 

of a full sheet of paper.  The left-hand half of the sheet is blank.  The pages are affixed to the 

volume by the left edge of the paper.  To read these indexes, the reader unfolds the sheets: 

unfolded, the printed half of the page extends out past the following bound pages (Fig. 7).  

This unique format means that the reader can unfold the indexes to the fragments and 

compare its content to the earlier prints showing numbered fragments.  The first index lists 

Piranesi’s notes on fragments numbered 1-34 on the Pianta di Roma (Tavola II); the second 

index continues from 35 to 67.  The second column of the Tavola VII includes a brief 

selection of items from Tavola III (“Indice de'frammenti della Tav. III 6, 13, 18, 21, 22, 25”) 

and IIII (“Indice de'frammenti della Tav IIII 15, 21, 23, 32”). 

• “Indice o sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica” (Index to the Master Plan).  

Following the printed indexes to the Severan Marble Plan Fragments are forty pages of 

typeset text, printed recto and verso, detailing the three hundred-fifteen numbered items on 

the Master Plan shown in Tavola II.  The first page of this index features a small print across 

the top width of the page, the Iscrizioni de’ Soldati Pretoriani.  Beneath this print the text 

states “Indice o sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica, delineata nell’anteposta Tavola 

topografica.”  Below, an ornamental capital “P” begins the text.  This text directs the reader 

to not only the small vedute of Volume I following the Spiegazione, but also to Tavole 

XXXVIII – XXXLIIII closing out the first volume, and to various prints in Volume II – IV.   
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• Tavole VIII – XXXVII: the pairs of small vedute.   Next, Tavole VIII through XXXVII, 

small vedute, are presented two to a page on the recto of the next thirty single folio sheets 

(Fig. 8).  Each Tavola consists of a “Fig. I” and “Fig. II”, usually printed in the top left or 

right-hand corner.  While the prints are not necessarily uniform in size (the smallest, Tavola 

IX, Fig. I measures thirty-one square inches, whereas the largest, Tavola XXXV, Fig. I 

measures fifty-eight square inches), none are large enough to merit their own page.  Some of 

these small vedute, as noted by Monferini and Kantor-Kazovsky, are bordered by a 

decorative “frame,” suggesting that these prints may have been originally intended for a 

separate series.
12

  Most of the small vedute include a caption or legend below the image; 

most of the images feature letters superimposed onto the depicted scene, highlighting 

particular details that are elucidated in the legend below. 

• Tavola XXXVIII, Tavola Topografica di Roma (Topographical Map of Rome).   Tavola 

XXXVIII, Tavola Topografica di Roma, is the largest print in the volume, at thirty-three by 

twenty-four inches, oriented portrait-style and printed on a sheet of paper folded into thirds 

and then half (Fig. 9).  This print presents a topographical depiction of the hydraulic and 

defense systems of Rome: I will refer to this plan elsewhere in this thesis as the Aqueduct 

Plan.  Piranesi illustrates the map as a diagram on a slab of stone or marble, as evidenced by 

the effect of relief around its perimeter.  Upon this “slab” float four unrolled slips of paper 

showing diagrams of details; resting on the upper region of the “slab” is a rough square of 

fractured stone displaying the print’s title, to the left, and a paperweight or stamp to the right. 

• “Spiegazione della preposta Tavola degli aquedotti” (Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan). 

Following the Aqueduct Plan are five pages of typeset text.  This is the “Spiegazione della 

preposta Tavola degli aquedotti,” the “Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan,” printed on the 

recto and verso of the first two sheets, and the recto of the third.  Below the title, an 

ornamental capital “N” begins the text.  The text, in thirty-two entries, provides excerpts 

from Sextus Julius Frontinus’s first-century treatise on aqueducts, De Aquis, supplemented 

profusely with Piranesi’s own footnoted commentary.
13

   

• “Osservazioni sulla determinazione de’ limiti del Campo Marzio compreso nella stessa 

Tavola degli Aquedotti” (Observation Determining the Limits of the Campo Marzio).  

This discussion of the limits of the Campo Marzio is typeset text printed on the verso of the 

third page of the Commentary on Frontinus, continuing to the recto and verso of a fourth, and 
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ending on the recto of a fifth page.   

• Tavola XXXIX, Pianta della forma del Castro di Tiberio (Plan of the Barracks of 

Tiberius).   Tavola XXXIX, Pianta della forma del Castro di Tiberio measures fourteen by 

ten inches (Fig. 10).  It is printed on a half-sized sheet of paper and is oriented portrait-style.  

Shown in this print is a large unrolled sheet of paper showing a reconstruction of the plan of 

the Castro di Tiberio.  Two smaller pieces of “paper” showing a numbered legend, left, and a 

detail, right, are placed on the larger sheet.   

• Tavola XL, Pianta e Spaccato delle Terme d'Antonino Caracalla (Plan of the Baths of 

Caracalla).    Tavola XL, Pianta e Spaccato delle Terme d'Antonino Caracalla measures 

eleven by nine inches (Fig. 11).  It is printed on a half-sized sheet of paper and is oriented 

portrait-style.  Like Tavola XXXIX, this print depicts one large trompe-l’œil sheet of paper.  

The top two thirds of this sheet of paper show a diagram reconstructing the plan of the Baths 

of Caracalla; the lower third shows a cross section of the baths. 

•  “Indice o sia spiegazione dell’anteposta Tavola della terme di Caracalla” (Index/ 

Explanation to the Plate of the Baths of Caracalla).  Following Tavola XL are three pages 

of typeset text serving as an explanation to the seventy-three numbered items in the print: the 

text begins with an ornamental capital “P” and is printed on one full leaf printed on the recto 

and verso, and the top of the recto of the second.  

• Tavola XLI, Rappresentasi nella figure I il Ninfeo (Plan of the Nymphaeum of Nero).  

Tavola XLI, Rappresentasi nella figure I il Ninfeo measures fourteen by nine inches (Fig. 12).  

It is printed on a half-sized sheet of paper and is oriented portrait-style.  Tavola XLI presents 

a trompe-l’œil “fragment” showing the eastern edge of Monte Palantino and the northwestern 

corner of Monte Celio.  Rendered on this fragment is a reconstruction of the plan of the 

Nymphaeum of Nero.  To the lower-left of this “fragment” are two partial inscriptions and a 

detail.  Below the reconstruction of the Nymphaeum is a lengthy legend. 

• Tavola XLII, PIANTA delle Terme di Diocleziano (Plan of the Baths of Diocletian).  

Tavola XLII, PIANTA delle Terme di Diocleziano measures nine by ten inches (Fig. 13).  It 

is printed on a half-sized sheet of paper and is oriented portrait-style.  Tavola XLII shows an 

unrolled scroll, featuring a reconstruction of the plan of the Terme di Diocleziano, placed on 

a flat square sheet of paper. 

• Tavola XLIII, PIANTA dell’antico Foro Romano (Plan of the Ancient Forum 
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Romanum).   Tavola XLIII, PIANTA dell’antico Foro Romano measures seventeen by 

nineteen inches (Fig. 14).  Unlike the preceding Tavolas, Tavola XLIII is printed on a full 

sheet of paper; it is oriented at a 90 degree angle and must be turned to be properly read.  

Like Tavola XLI two pages earlier, this print presents a large trompe-l’œil “fragment” 

showing a reconstruction of the ancient Forum.  The “fragment” protrudes onto the legend 

placed below the image.     

• “Indice dell’anteposta Tavola del foro romano” (Index to the Plan of the Ancient Forum 

Romanum).  An index printed on two single sheets, recto and verso, provides commentary 

on the two hundred and seventy-five numbered items from Tavola XLIII.  

• Tavola XLIIII, Nella figura i rappresentasi la Pianta del Monte Capitolino (Plan of the 

Capitoline Hill).   Tavola XLIIII, Nella figura i rappresentasi la Pianta del Monte 

Capitolino measures fourteen by ten inches (Fig. 15).  It is printed on a half-sized sheet of 

paper and is oriented portrait-style.  The top half of Tavola XLIIII shows a “fragment” 

depicting a reconstruction Monte Capitolino, flanked by two medals/coins.  The bottom half 

of the print shows a sheet of paper displaying a view of ruins on Monte Capitolino.  

• “Indice dell’ anteposta Tavola del monte Capitolino” (Index to the Plan of the 

Capitoline Hill).  This index is printed on the recto and verso of one single sheet and at the 

top of the recto of a second.  It catalogues the ninety-five numbered items in Tavola XLIIII.  

• “Repertorio degli Avanzi…” (Catalogue of the Ruins… denominated in this Volume).  

The “Repertorio” is the last page of Volume I.  The recto and verso of this single sheet is 

printed with an alphabetic index of particular ruins.  Each item is followed by the relevant 

page and entry number in the “Indice …delle vestigia di roma antica” (Index to the Master-

Plan). 

 

Assessments of the Inventory of Volume I 

 

 From the inventory above, the following five assessments regarding its composition can 

be made.  First, and most generally, the volume is organized into three parts: it begins with the 

front matter that provides the title page, preface, frontispiece, and a list of Piranesi’s works up to 

the publication of the Antichità.  Next, beginning with Tavola II, Pianta di Roma, is the body of 

the work.  Following the Master Plan are three plates showing other Severan Marble Plan 

fragments and indices to these representations of the fragments.  After these indices are forty 
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pages of typeset text.  This text is followed by thirty pages of pairs of small etchings.  The last 

portion of the body begins with the large Aqueduct Plan of Tavola XXXVIII, followed by 

commentary, and concludes with six plates, four of which are supplemented by their own verbal 

commentary.  An index comprises the brief back matter.  In the last section of this chapter and in 

the subsequent two chapters of this thesis, I focus on the prints found within body of the volume 

as defined by this assessment. 

 Second, Piranesi uses three sizes of paper to frame his illustrations, and three prints are 

meant to be unfolded outward from the volume.   Generally, prints are arranged either on full-

sized sheets of paper or on half-sized sheets.  The Aqueduct Plan is printed on a double-sized 

sheet.  The two indices to the Severan Marble Plan are each printed on half of a full-size sheet, 

but are attached to the volume in such a way that they can be unfolded outward past the 

preceding and following pages.  I address the incorporation of these unfoldable prints in the last 

section of this chapter. 

 Third, Piranesi brackets the volume with trompe-l’œil illustrations.  The topographic plan 

and plates showing the trompe-l’œil Severan Marble Plan fragment begin the volume.  The 

central portion is comprised of the smaller etchings, most of which are vedute of the remains of 

ancient monuments in the eighteenth-century city.  The last section of the volume includes the 

map of the aqueduct system and the reconstructions of various monuments, rendered as though 

inscribed on trompe-l’œil sheets of paper or on stone or marble fragments.  Chapter Two of my 

thesis discusses the use of trompe-l’œil in these prints. 

 Fourth, my inventory clarifies that there are three major topographic contexts presented 

in Volume I: Piranesi’s hypothetical Master Plan of the city, the Severan Marble Plan, and the 

Aqueduct Plan.  It also reveals the specific sequential organization of these contexts: Tavola II 

simultaneously shows the Master Plan of the city and the first fragments of the Severan Marble 

Plan, but before Piranesi provides the index to the Master Plan, he presents three additional 

plates of Severan Marble Plan pieces and their two indices.  Yet despite this sequential pride-of-

place granted to the Severan Marble Plan, it is Piranesi’s hypothetical reconstructions—the 

Master Plan, the Aqueduct Plan, and four of the six last prints in the volume—that are 

extensively elucidated upon in their supplementary commentary.  . 

 Fifth and finally, the ratio of pages of text to pages of prints in the body of the volume is 

59:43. Therefore, contrary to Dixon’s characterization of the work as “without much text,” over 
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half of the volume is textual commentary.
14

  This verbal commentary is not distributed evenly 

throughout the volume, and cannot, I assert, be characterized as a deliberate “pacing” device as 

Robison suggests.  Instead, the sections of verbal commentary serve specific informational 

functions in conjunction with the specific prints they follow.  Furthermore, it must be noted that 

with the exception of the passages quoted from Frontinus, the text is primarily Piranesi’s own 

expository writing.   Chapter Three of this thesis will further investigate the function of text in 

this first volume of the Antichità.     

 

Printed Spectacle and Paper Tour 

 

 At the beginning of this chapter, I discussed how modern presentations of the Antichità 

inaccurately convey the organizational and compositional intricacies of the work.  My inventory 

and assessments above show that by reproducing Volume I’s images only, less than half of the 

volume’s content is represented.  In homogenizing the disparate print size and formats of the 

illustrative content, these modern mediums fail to express its visual impact and interactive nature.  

Furthermore, in discussions of the Antichità and of its first volume, little consideration of the 

overall presentational character of the work is given.   

I assert that before investigating the specific interrelationships between the prints and text, 

i.e., the didactic content of Volume I, this visual impact and interactive nature must be examined.  

I view the topographic Master Plan, the pages of small prints supplementing the topographic 

index, and finally the Aqueduct Plan as exemplary of these aspects (Figs. 2 and 9).  I suggest that 

these elements visually recreate the process of touring the city’s antiquities through distinctly 

eighteenth-century artistic formats that compensate for the physically unwieldy and decidedly 

un-portable Antichità. 

 First, as mentioned in my assessment of my inventory, the work contains three 

topographic contexts for Piranesi’s study.  The first and last, sequentially speaking, are the 

topographic master plan comprising the center of Tavola II and the Aqueduct Plan in Tavola 

XXXVIII.  The third of these, the Severan Marble Plan, is included in its fragmentary state 

only—the significance of the contrast between the assembled hypothetical reconstructions and 

the fragmented archaeological artifact will be further examined in Chapter Two.  For the 

purposes of this discussion, it is sufficient to state that the master plan and Aqueduct Plan serve 

as the topographic “parentheses” of the volume.   Although the master plan is half the size of the 
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Aqueduct Plan, both prints are impressive in size, and both present the vast topographic 

parameters of Piranesi’s archaeological investigations with minute details that can be discerned 

and correlated to their following commentaries. 

 Scholars acknowledge the scope and ambitiousness of both prints, attributing Piranesi’s 

interest in constructing such topographic surveys to his collaboration with cartographer 

Giambattista Nolli in the previous decade.
15

  In identifying precedents for these prints, however, 

none of these discussions ventures beyond the genre of topographic surveys of the city or 

cartography.  As I will show, Marc’Antonio Dal Re’s estate prints produced just after the first 

quarter of the eighteenth century parallel these two topographic plans in terms of their dramatic 

presentation, size, and usage.    

 The three volumes of Bolognese printmaker Marc’Antonio Dal Re’s Ville di delizie were 

published in 1726, 1742 and 1743.
16

  All three are folios of prints showing estates owned by 

Lombardic nobility in the early eighteenth century, but it is the prints of the 1726 edition that, in 

terms of their presentational character, resemble the two plans of the Antichità’s first volume 

(Fig. 16).   That these two Antichità topographic plans depict a vast territory presented in a large-

format print, containing minute details, and in the case of the Aqueduct Plan, necessitate physical 

interaction on the part of the reader recalls Dianne Harris’s description of the process of viewing 

Dal Re’s Delizie prints.   

 
The theatrical quality of the panoramas in the 1726 edition [Harris writes] . . . is 

enhanced by the drama of unfolding the prints for viewing—a necessity that 

incorporates an element of surprise for first-time viewers, unaware that these 

prints are composed of two or three copperplate images joined together and folded 

to fit within the binding of the folio.  The panoramas impart an immediate sense 

of grandeur and revelation as the scene literally unfolds.   The landscape is slowly 

revealed, the impact amplified by forcing each viewer to assemble the view 

before his or her eyes. . . . .  

. . . The experiential quality of viewing these large volumes is inherent in 

their power to involve and convince the viewer.  Each folio, approximately 46 x 

30 cm [18 x 11 inches], must be viewed on a table so the panoramic prints can be 

unfolded. Turning the large pages requires extended arm motions and even 

stepping back and forth or sideways to unfold pages. Unlike a book of common 

size that fits on a reader's lap or on a small table space, opening the Delizie is an 

event, the book itself a spectacle. . . . . Bound within the vellum covers of the 

folios, the double-page and folded prints were meant to be seen at close range, 

where they could be pored over, details examined, descriptions and titles studied, 

and the minutiae of their subjects admired.
17
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The Aqueduct Plan, creased into six sections within the confines of the closed volume 

and unfolding to twice the folio’s dimensions, is as dramatic to view as Dal Re’s panoramas.  

While Tavola II—printed on a full-size sheet of paper—does not need to be unfolded in the same 

way as the Aqueduct Plan, the coordination of the details of its Master Plan with prints from all 

four volumes and the topographic index also requires physical engagement on the part of the 

reader.   

Like the Delizie, none of the volumes of the Antichità is a book of “common size,” nor 

would any of them fit “on a reader’s lap.”  Closed, each individual volume is in fact larger than 

the Delizie folio.  It is possible that depending on which numbered item from the Master Plan the 

reader seeks to investigate, he or she would need sufficient space for two opened volumes at 

once.
18

   Yet even those numbered items on the Master Plan that correspond, via the index, to 

those plates within Volume I require an interactive reading process.  As I mentioned in the my 

assessment of the volume in Chapter One, beginning with the Master Plan, the reader must 

proceed past five full-size pages (the three full-sized prints of the Severan Marble Plan and their 

two indices) to arrive at the topographic index.  This index, in turn, directs the reader even 

further to the paired small etchings forming the central portion of the volume. 

I contend that the physical involvement that these two prints require is intentional.  First, 

I suggest that by alternatively unfolding the immense Aqueduct Plan, inspecting the topographic 

Master Plan, or comparing the topographic plan to plates in the other three volumes, Piranesi 

intended for his audience to be perceptually confronted by the vastness of not only his project, 

but also the enormous quantity and grandeur of his subject.  Second, I believe that these 

interactive elements enable Piranesi to manipulate the delivery of the information within the 

volume, which I will discuss in detail in the following chapters.  Third, which I will discuss here, 

Piranesi employs representational tactics familiar to his audience. 

 Although the Delizie provides a possible precedent for the spectacle of the two plans in 

Volume I, its themes do not correlate to the objectives of the Antichità.  Dal Re’s prints 

specifically portray estates and homes owned by the nobility in early eighteenth-century 

Lombardy.  Their function, Harris posits, was to reinforce this nobility’s self-image through 

pictorial representations of territorial ownership in the face of Hapsburg domination.
19

  These 

prints of Lombardic estates were likely purchased by visitors on the Grand Tour, thus 

disseminating this self-image internationally. 
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While neither commissioned by a patron nor infused with the same politically-charged 

agenda, the Antichità was, like the Delizie, intended for an international audience, and was 

produced during the age of the Grand Tour.  Piranesi’s career was built in fact on his production 

of vedute consumed by Grand Tour participants.
20

  In later years, Piranesi distinguished himself 

from other vedutiste in Rome by the impressive size and evocative use of tonal effects in his 

views.
21

  Compared to these later vedute, however, Piranesi’s initial views of the city were small 

and portable, easily carried by the purchaser and compared to the monuments they depicted.
22

   

The smaller sizes of these early vedute recall the dimensions of the sets of diminutive 

prints that follow and supplement the forty-page index to the topographic master plan.  Because 

these etchings are drastically smaller than those elsewhere in the Antichità, scholars propose that 

these were earlier prints, many of which may have been meant for a series that never came to 

fruition.
23

  Their inclusion has been attributed to Piranesi’s fluctuating interest in particular 

aspects of archaeology: as the project developed, these earlier etchings were added to supplement 

the material already selected for Volume I.
24

  As with other aspects of Volume I’s organization, 

however, I contend that the inclusion of these prints may not be as arbitrary as these hypotheses 

imply.  I believe that Piranesi not only utilized them to augment his survey of the city’s 

fortifications, hydraulic systems, and monuments, but also to provide for his audience a 

collection of the city’s ancient remains in a familiar genre.    

Altogether, the etchings do not provide a cohesive tour of the city, but instead are 

generally thematically related to the subject matter of Volume I.  Many of these prints show 

monuments and ruins that would have certainly been on the Grand Tourist’s itinerary: views of 

the remains of ancient thermae, stark portraits of crumbling columns, the Colosseum, the 

Pantheon.
25

  Much of the subject matter would have been either of little interest to the typical 

Grand Tourist seeking well-known monuments, or would have been impossible to encounter: 

details of aqueduct conduits, spans of disintegrating walls, ruins crumbling against hillsides.
26

  

Their inaccessibility aside, the bulk of the volume, let alone the four-volume set of the Antichità 

as a whole, discourages on-site comparison.  Thus, in order to contextualize these disparate 

features of the eighteenth-century landscape and its ancient history with the thematic objective of 

the Volume, Piranesi provides for the reader two necessary tools for the Grand Tourist: the 

topographic Master Plan, and the Aqueduct Plan.  Through its design, Volume I can therefore 

either replace the physical process of touring Rome’s antiquities, or supplement the Grand 
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Tourist’s memory of the visit.  What should be noted, however, is that these maps are 

constructions of Piranesi’s, and therefore require an acceptance and trust of the information that 

the artist provides.  As the following two chapters will show, the reliability of Piranesi as the 

guide to this tour of antiquities should be regarded with skepticism.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

 

ARTIFACT AND FICTION:  

THE TROMPE-L’ŒIL FRAGMENTS AND PAPER OF VOLUME I 

 

 

 

 In the previous chapter I demonstrated how Volume I of the Antichità provides its reader 

with a “tour” of the ancient city through the use of vedute and maps.  This tour is contextualized 

through the two topographic maps that Piranesi provides and is therefore self-contained, reliant 

on the artist’s interpretation of the ancient city’s layout.  As I will discuss in Chapter 3, the 

information relayed through the coordination of the maps and views in the volume is dependent 

on the entries found within the “Index to the Master Plan.”  Before proceeding to my analysis of 

this inter-referential coordination of text and image, however, I wish to continue my examination 

of the particular compositional tactics that Piranesi employs. 

In this chapter I will discuss the non-vedute images in the volume.   These are the four 

prints at the beginning of the volume’s body and seven that follow the thirty pages of paired 

views.  The first four of these plates present renderings of the Severan Marble Plan fragments 

(Figs. 2-5).  In one of these, Tavola II, and in the seven that conclude the volume, Tavole 

XXXVIII-XLIIIII, Piranesi presents his conjectural reconstructions of various monuments and 

sites (Figs. 2, 9-15).  Of these reconstructions, five are composed to appear as remnants of 

marble fragments (Figs. 2, 12, 14, and 15) while three show reconstructions as though they are 

illustrated on sheets of paper (Figs. 10, 11, and 13).
1
  Within the bound covers of this volume, 

therefore, Piranesi depicts artifact and fiction, and fiction as artifact.  Furthermore, the objects in 

all of these prints, whether presenting artifact or illustration, fragment or paper, are represented 

as three-dimensional objects as if collected together for examination. 

Vedute lend a visual verifiability to the topographic maps: through the views of the city in  

the Antichità’s first volume, Piranesi shows what he observes.  By connecting these views to a 

topographic map, they “make history visual.”
2
  As I will show, the illusionistic prints of the 

volume also simultaneously convey both objective observation and subjective authorship.  In 

using this pictorial device, I argue that Piranesi visually implies that first, these prints record 
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physical objects; second, that these physical objects are items that he observes, whether the true 

artifact of the Severan Marble Plan or his conjectural reconstructions.  These reconstructions 

become documents themselves, as equally authoritative as the artifacts.   I suggest that both the 

juxtapositioning of artifact and fiction in Volume I and the use of trompe-l’œil intentionally blur 

the distinction between the two.    Illusion also permits Piranesi to obscure visually the 

truthfulness of the artifact that he depicts.  In this chapter, I consider the intersection of Piranesi’s 

recordings of the Severan Marble Plan with the condition of and state of research on the artifact 

at the time of the Antichità’s production.  My study calls into question the verifiability of his 

representations of the historical artifact.  In many cases, I argue, the artifact is fiction.   

By critically analyzing the use of trompe-l’œil in these prints, my study extends previous 

observations offered by Wilton-Ely and Dixon.  Both regard many of the plates in the volumes of 

the Antichità as precedents for the artist’s mature works, but neither author offers a critical 

consideration of trompe-l’œil within the context of the first volume.  The issues that their brief 

treatments of the Severan Marble Plan representations in Volume I do highlight, however, 

provide a beginning point for my study.    

In the chapter from Mind and Art focusing on the Antichità, Wilton-Ely poses the 

Severan Marble Plan as the “inspiration” of the volume, noting that the Master Plan and other 

“fragments” in the volume are “rendered illusionistically” as if fragments of  “a similar work of 

authority.”
3
  In a later chapter Wilton-Ely posits these depictions as part of a “calculated 

sequence” culminating in Piranesi’s 1757 Ichnographia of the Campo Marzio.  As a series, these 

images reflect the artist’s ambition, stated explicitly in the Preface to the Antichità, to create a 

complete map of the ancient city.
4
   

Dixon’s commentary on Tavola II’s Master Plan is part of a larger discussion that traces 

Piranesi’s development of the compositional tactic of capriccio—specifically, the arrangement 

of disparate remnants of ancient artifacts within one composition—to earlier works by Francesco 

Bianchini.  The capriccio, Dixon points out, aligns with contemporary esteem of the classical 

principle of fantasia as a means by which to reconstruct the incomplete remnants of the past.
5
  

Dixon suggests that the design of Tavola II, showing the Master Plan of Rome surrounded by 

fragments, is an early example of Piranesi’s interest in and development of this compositional 

device.
6
   

 Both of these authors’ analyses are valuable considerations of the fusion between and 
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evolution of Piranesi’s archaeological interests and artistic development.  But to characterize the 

Severan Marble Plan’s influence on the Antichità as mere “inspiration” or as an intriguing 

unsolveable puzzle is to ignore the intersection of a significant moment in the Plan’s history with 

Piranesi’s initial years in Rome.   My study begins with the artifact represented in the Antichità; 

this examination will determine the condition of the Severan Marble Plan in the eighteenth 

century, and will clarify the state of research on the artifact prior to its representation in the 

volume.  Following this, I will address the depictions of the Plan in the volume in light of my 

summary of the artifact’s history.  Ascertaining the nature of the depictions of this artifact in the 

volume will position me to analyze the conjectural reconstructions of the volume presented as 

fragments or as paper illustrations. 

 

The Severan Marble Plan: History, Rediscovery, 

and Condition in the Eighteenth Century 

 

In the first volume of the Antichità, Tavole II through V depict one hundred and eighty-

two fragments of the Severan Marble Plan (Figs. 2-5).  These fragments are all rendered as three-

dimensional objects that cast shadows on the surface upon which they are arranged.  Tavola II 

features a theoretical topographic Master Plan of the city in the center of the composition.  The 

Severan Marble Plan fragments, numbered 1-67, are depicted as though scattered around this 

Master Plan (Fig. 2).  The next two plates present the fragments as though in trays with shallow 

dividers (Figs. 3 and 4).  The fragments in Tavola III are numbered 1-47; those in Tavola IIII are 

numbered 1-37.  The last plate, Tavola V, presents thirty-one unnumbered fragments on a flat 

surface without dividers (Fig. 5). 

By rendering these fragments as three-dimensional objects and arranging them in “trays,” 

Piranesi presents to the reader the archaeological data serving as part of his primary-source 

material.  As my summary of the Severan Marble plan will clarify, however, Piranesi’s 

depictions should be considered skeptically in light of the complex history of the Plan following 

its rediscovery in the Renaissance.
 7

    

Created in the third century CE, the Severan Marble Plan was originally installed on the 

wall of a large room of the Templum Pacis.
8
  The Plan was composed of one hundred and fifty-

one marble slabs and measured approximately forty-three feet high and sixty feet wide.
9
  Incised 

on these slabs was a map that detailed the ground plans of nearly every structure of the third-

century city.
10

  The prevailing theory regarding its use is posited by David Reynolds, who 
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theorizes that the Plan was a large-scale replica of a papyrus cadastral document detailing 

property ownership and measurements in the ancient city.
11

  The Marble Plan decorated the aula 

of the Templum Pacis in which the cadastral documents were housed.
12

Intact for the first two centuries following its creation, the Plan suffered damage during 

the early part of the fifth century, when the wall supporting the slabs was broken through for a 

passageway.
13

   Although later transformed into the church of Saints Cosmas and Damian, the 

building was eventually neglected and abandoned by the time of the later medieval period.
14

  

The lower regions of the Plan were spoliated: what fragments remained eventually fell from the 

wall and became buried beneath debris.
15

In 1562 many of these fragments were discovered.
16

  These were given to Cardinal 

Alessandro Farnese and added to the Farnese family’s collection of antiquities in their palace.
17

  

The curators of the Farnese collection, Giovanni Antonio Dosio and Onofrio Panvinio, and 

possibly Pirro Ligorio, were the first to record visually these fragments.
18

  Between 1570 and 

1580 these ink drawings, presenting ninety-one of the Plan’s fragments, were compiled into the 

Codex Vaticanus Latinus 3439 (also known as the Renaissance drawings) by Panvinio’s 

successor as curator of the Farnese collection, Fulvio Orsini.
19

  It must be noted that these 

drawings record a selection of the rediscovered fragments; those deemed unworthy of inclusion 

would be later recorded by Giovanni Pietro Bellori at the end of the seventeenth century. 

With the exception of Bellori’s publication, the 1600s marked a period of declining 

interest in the Plan.
20

   The spoliation of many of the fragments for use as building material in 

the Farnese Palace’s “secret garden,” built later in the seventeenth century, exemplifies this 

lessened enthusiasm.
21

  Although six hundred and thirty-seven fragments of the Plan were 

recovered in the late nineteenth century when the secret garden was demolished, twenty-nine of 

those found in 1562 were lost; today, these are known only by the drawings in the Renaissance 

drawings.
22

  Bellori’s 1673 Fragmenta vestigii veteris Romae ex lapidibus Farnesianis nunc 

primum in lucem edita cum notis, the first printed record of the fragments, visually consolidates 

the remaining fragments with the depictions of those lost earlier in the century.
23

   As mentioned 

above,  

Bellori’s publication includes fragments excluded from the Renaissance illustrations.
24

In the eighteenth century the remaining fragments were moved to the Capitoline 

Museum.
25

  Between 1741 and 1742, museum curator Pietro Forrier and cartographer Giovanni 
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Battista Nolli organized the remnants for exhibit.   The exhibit was located along the main 

staircase of the museum, and the fragments were displayed in frames.  At this time, the earlier 

drawings and prints of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were used to create casts of 

fragments lost between the rediscovery in 1562 and the eighteenth century.  Despite these 

commendable efforts to preserve and reconstruct the remains, however, the dimensions of the 

frames used for the exhibition necessitated the sawing-off of areas of fragments without incised 

details.
26

This summary of the history the Severan Marble Plan fragments’ rediscovery clarifies the 

convoluted nature of the sources that Piranesi could have referenced for the plates of the 

Antichità.  By the mid-eighteenth century, I contend, there existed at most four resources for 

Piranesi’s depictions of the Plan fragments: first, there were the originally-rediscovered 

fragments collected and exhibited at the Capitoline in 1742; second, also housed at the 

Capitoline were the eighteenth-century casts made of lost fragments, based on the earlier 

illustrations.   Dixon suggests that Piranesi assisted with the installation of the fragments at the 

Capitoline.
27

  Certainly the early 1740s coincided with the artist’s first years as a vedutista in 

Rome, and an early interaction with Nolli is evidenced by two collaborations between the artists 

in this decade.
28

  The first is Nolli’s map of the Tiber basin, published in 1744; the second is 

Nolli’s Grande Pianta di Roma, completed four years later.
29

  Piranesi’s contribution to the latter 

project was a landscape incorporated into a reduced-scale version that appended the index to the 

larger map.
30

 Third and fourth, Piranesi could have had access to the sixteenth- and seventeenth- 

century depictions of the fragments: the selection of ninety-one of the fragments originally 

rediscovered and recorded in the Renaissance drawings and the prints of Bellori’s Fragmenta 

vestigii veteris Romae, which presented both the fragments that had and had not been 

incorporated into the Farnese secret garden as well as many of those omitted in the Codex.  

Piranesi’s sources, therefore, were not only the actual artifacts themselves, but also drawings, 

prints, and replicas of these artifacts: in many cases, these were all that remained of several of 

the fragments.   

The disparity of these resources is obscured by Piranesi’s captions to the prints and by 

their depiction as trompe-l’œil objects.  The caption to Tavola II begins with an explanation of 

what the Master Plan depicts: the location of numerous antique monuments.  The second part of 
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the caption notes that many of these edifices are illustrated in the Severan Marble Plan fragments 

discovered two centuries prior, currently housed at the Capitoline Museum.
31

  The captions to 

the subsequent three prints echo the second half of Tavola II’s explanation.
32

  Verbally, therefore, 

Piranesi states to the reader that the remnants presented in these plates are those transferred to the 

Museum in the eighteenth century.  Visually, Piranesi suggests the verifiability of his claim by 

rendering the objects as three-dimensional material. 

A close examination of one of these fragments, labeled “39” in Tavola II and featuring 

the inscription “BAL SVRAE”, contradicts Piranesi’s visual and verbal statement.  The depiction 

is of a “complete” fragment that matches its illustration in the Renaissance drawings and 

Bellori’s prints (Fig. 17, top left and right).  According to Tina Najbjerg, however, this fragment, 

identified as “21abcd” by the Stanford Digital Forma Romae Database, was one of those 

damaged before its transferal from the Farnese palace to the Capitoline.  The missing portion of 

this fragment is “21b”, which according to the Renaissance and Bellori’s depictions would have 

featured the inscription “SVRAE”.  A detail from one of the first photographic presentation of 

the fragments shows the relationship between existing pieces and Renaissance renderings of 

fragment “21” (Fig. 17, lower right).
33

  From this information, I deduce that only the three 

fragments shown in the photograph (21a, c, and d, shown together and superimposed on the 

“complete” Renaissance drawing of the fragment) could have been available to Piranesi.  Its 

representation in the Antichità is therefore a reconstruction based on the earlier illustrations.   

I emphasize that it is the representation of this fragment as a three-dimensional object 

that implies visual fact; three subtle details in the depiction and the information supplied in the 

Indexes to the Marble Fragments reveal a differentiation between existing and lost fragments.  

First, Piranesi divides “39” with a line between “BAL” and “SVRAE”.  This indicates that the 

fragment that this illustration is based on is an incomplete one.  Second, the numeric notation 

“39” is placed to the left portion of the fragment.   This left portion, comprised of 21a and 21c 

according to Stanford’s database, was the remainder of the fragment part of the exhibit at the 

Capitoline.   Piranesi thus distinguishes between the existing fragment and the part preserved in 

the Renaissance drawings and Bellori’s prints.  Third and finally, the portion to the right features 

an asterisk on the area closest to the fragment’s edge.  Asterisks mark the majority of the 

fragments in Tavola II and several in Tavole III and IIII.  The meaning of the asterisk is clarified 

by the inscription found in the second of the Indices: here, Piranesi states that the symbol notes 
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fragments previously recorded by Bellori (Fig. 6, upper right).
34

   

 I argue that these elucidations of provenance are not immediately apparent in their  

representations in these plates as a result of the pictorial tactics utilized to describe them.  Instead, 

it is only through coordinating the plates with the Indices that their derivation is revealed.  These 

Indices, as I have described in the previous chapter, unfold to permit such comparison; because 

they follow the last of the representations of the fragments, I assert that the elucidation that these 

Indices provide is secondary to the visual impact of the preceding plates.  Furthermore, as 

transparent as Piranesi’s acknowledgement of Bellori’s prints as a source may be, it can no 

longer be assumed the recordings of the Severan Marble Plan fragments in Volume I are based 

on Piranesi’s observations.   

I suggest instead that Piranesi’s representations should be considered in relation to the 

Antichità’s place in the timeline of the Severan Marble Plan’s preservation in visual media, and 

in contrast to the previous illustrations from the Renaissance and seventeenth century.    First, the 

four prints in the Antichità, as a group, comprise the third known visual recording of the 

fragments, and the second in the printed medium.   Second, in contrast to the sixteenth- and 

seventeenth-century illustrations of the fragments, which describe only the outlines of the 

individual fragments and the incisions detailing ground plans, Piranesi renders the fragments as 

three-dimensional objects.  A comparison of a single fragment replicated in the Antichità, the 

Codex Vaticanus Latinus 3439, and Bellori’s 1673 publication illustrates this representational 

difference (Fig. 18).   

Piranesi’s depictions, therefore, are the first to describe the fragments through trompe-

l’œil.   The significance of this particular choice in pictorial representation should not be 

underestimated.  I view Piranesi’s depictions as in direct dialogue with these earlier illustrations: 

Piranesi not only reconstructs the original artifact, but reconstructs the fragments of the Codex 

and of Bellori’s publication, in particular those lost in the 1600s.  The fragments of the Antichità 

“restore” and make visually physical the lost fragments only preserved as line drawings.  This 

use of trompe-l’œil to “preserve” disappearing artifacts adheres to illustrative conventions found  

in earlier and contemporaneous antiquarian publications, and is particularly relevant considering  

the Severan Marble Plan’s precarious condition following its rediscovery.   

According to Maria Grazie Lolla, antiquarian publications in the eighteenth century were 

a continuation of an urgent effort initiated in the Renaissance toward the visual preservation of 
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rapidly disappearing monuments.
35

  The medium of printing, Lolla posits, was viewed as an 

especially modern solution to the problem of the accelerated destruction of the vestiges of the 

past.
36

  The prints of the Severan Marble Plan in the Antichità exploit this documentary value 

placed on trompe-l’œil and on printmaking as described by Lolla; furthermore, I suggest that by 

visually compiling the fragments in the pages of Volume I, homogenizing their various states 

(and sources) into three-dimensional objects through trompe-l’œil, and supplementing these 

depictions with textual indices, Piranesi designs Volume I as an analytical version of the exhibit 

established in the Capitoline Museum.     

 

The Artist as Inventor of Artifact 

 

 The discussion above, guided by a skepticism of the truthfulness of Piranesi’s 

representations of the Severan Marble Plan, enables me to analyze the artist’s conjectural 

reconstructions in the volume that are depicted as fragments.  In this section, I address the use of 

trompe-l’œil for the Master Plan of Tavola II; Tavola XLI, the plan of the Nymphaeum of Nero; 

Tavola XLIII, the plan of the Forum Romanum; and Tavola XLIIII, the plan of Monte Capitolino 

(Figs. 2, 12, 14, and 15).    

A comparison of the plans depicted in the latter three of these “fragments” to the 

illustrations of the Severan Marble Plan shows that Piranesi does not imitate the architectural 

vocabulary expressed by the Plan’s incisions.  As I mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, 

Wilton-Ely considers these prints as part of a “calculated sequence” that includes Piranesi’s map 

of the Campo Marzio (1757).  In these plates and in the map of the Campo Marzio, Piranesi’s 

reconstructions are significantly more complex and detailed, and can be considered an 

elaboration or even improvement on the visual language offered by the remnants of the artifact.   

The elaboration evident in these reconstructions aligns with Dixon’s theory regarding Piranesi’s 

use of fantasia for restoring lost antiquity.  These prints exemplify the convergence of Piranesi’s 

data displayed in the Antichità—artifact, vedute, and classical texts—with his imagination; they 

represent his methodology (Fig. 15). 

But why portray these reconstructions as fragments?  A possible answer to this can be 

found if these prints are regarded as a group that includes the topographic Master Plan.   I 

suggest that Piranesi uses trompe-l’œil to evoke the effects of time, and the portrayal of his 

reconstructions as objects weathered and degraded by time lends authenticity and authority to his 
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archaeological conclusions.  My hypothesis draws from Stanley Allen’s observations of the map 

of the Campo Marzio. 

The map of the Campo Marzio, Allen writes, depicted as “a rough stone tablet, clamped 

to the wall with heavy brackets, worn and cracked at the edges” is infused with “an aroma of the 

archaic,” expressing “simulated antiquity” (Fig. 19).
 37

   In the Campo Marzio, Allen continues,   

 

Time is given an autonomous value.  It both obscures form, through accumulation 

and deterioration, and creates new formal conditions.  And these new conditions 

are uncontrollable—open to chance and free play. . . . In the Campo Marzio, he is 

the author of that which has no single author.  In the city, time is represented by 

the accumulation of material and its decay and transformation; this is why 

Piranesi takes pains to represent himself as the recorder, and not the inventor, of 

the form of the Campo Marzio.  The internal consistency of a work authored all at 

once is absent, by necessity.
38

 

 

In the depictions of the Severan Marble Plan beginning the volume, Piranesi establishes  

what Ernst Gombrich calls the “expectation” necessary for understanding trompe-l’œil: within  

the first pages of the volume, the viewer is presented with illustrations of the fragments of the 

historical artifact, displayed and analyzed through corresponding Indices.
39

  This, I argue, 

prepares the viewer to view later “fragments” as similar authoritative artifacts.     

Additionally, the volume begins with an immediate juxtapositioning of real and fictive 

fragments: Tavola II, the presentation of the Master Plan surrounded by the scattered Severan 

Marble Plan fragments.  In this illustration, it is the hypothetical reconstruction that is presented 

as an assembled whole, whereas the actual historic remnants are displayed as a chaotic jumble. 

Nowhere in Volume I does Piranesi claim that this Master Plan is an attempt to assemble the 

disparate fragments that surround, but I assert that by the simultaneity of these two components, 

Piranesi implies his success where others have failed.
40

  Thus, at the same time Piranesi evokes 

the passage of time in these trompe-l’œil fragment reconstructions, performing as “the author of 

that which has no single author,” this print and the other “fragments” are infused with self-

referentiality; they therefore emphasize the authority of Piranesi as interpreter of antiquity.   

 

Paper and the Subversion of Surface 

 

 The other reconstructions in the volume further this agenda, but accomplish this through 

the visual deception that trompe-l’œil affords.  Here, I examine the portrayal of paper in the 

 35



following reconstructions: Tavola XLII, the Plan of the Baths of Diocletian; Tavola XXXIX, the 

Plan of the Barracks of Tiberius; and Tavola XL, the Plan of the Baths of Caracalla (Fig. 10, 11, 

and 13).   I will also discuss the Aqueduct Plan of Tavola XXXVIII: although this topographic 

description of the ancient water system appears as if inscribed on a marble slab, the complexities 

of its composition are more aligned with my discussion to follow than the preceding analysis of 

Volume I’s fragments (Fig. 9). 

Lolla’s essay on trompe-l’œil and antiquarian publications is again useful for 

contextualizing Piranesi’s illustrations to contemporaneous archaeological pictorial conventions.   

As printmaking became regarded as a modern solution aiding in the preservation of disappearing 

antiquity, various publications began to include images that mimicked this esteemed medium by 

depicting their subject matter as illustrations on paper.  Lolla suggests that through the use of the 

particular compositional device of trompe-l’œil, the images of many of these publications assert 

that what is presented is a depiction.  Using Georges Vertue’s illustrations from Vetusta 

Monumenta (1747) as an example, Lolla notes that  

 

At the same time as the plates celebrated paper as the ultimate technology of 

preservation they also drew attention to their being ‘just’ representations of the 

objects depicted. . . . . [B]y functioning as suggestive souvenirs of lost 

monuments they were self-consciously constructed as triggers to the imagination 

and aids to the memory. . . . They celebrated the monuments; they were 

monuments to the monuments, but not the monuments themselves.  Like 

Magritte’s ‘pipe’, at each step they make clear that they are not the objects they 

represent.
41

   

 

 

In the Vetusta, Lolla observes, “the only object consistently reproduced as three-

dimensional is paper—which is almost invariably represented as being rolled, or folded, 

displaying creases and casting shadows on the background.”.
42

  This tactic had a precedent in 

late seventeenth century works such as the Thesaurus Antiquitatum Romanarum by Jan Goerre 

and Joannes Graevius (Fig. 20).  In the Thesaurus, Lolla states, “. . . there is hardly a single plate 

in which monuments are not drawn on a rolled, torn, or crumbled parchment and pinned up or set 

on a marble slab, or framed or hung, lest the viewer be fooled into believing that on display was 

a monument, instead of its representation,”
43

  I suggest that the trompe-l’œil sheets of paper in 

Volume I reflect Piranesi’s capitalization of this approach; the appropriation of this tactic in 

Piranesi’s illustrations serves again as self-referential assertion of the artist’s accomplishments.  
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These prints present the viewer with illustrations displaying the product of Piranesi’s 

investigations.  These reconstructions on paper are not the monuments, but they are specifically 

Piranesi’s conclusions.  If the “trays” of the Severan Marble Plan fragments portray the 

archaeological data that he studies, and the vedute the landscape that he observes, these prints 

also emphasize the authoritative value of his interpretations and reconstructions.    

The trompe-l’œil reconstructions on paper literally illustrate Lolla’s assessments of 

antiquarian pictorial methods.  The Aqueduct Plan and the depictions of the Severan Marble Plan 

fragments can also be viewed through Lolla’s argument.   Again through trompe-l’œil, Piranesi 

suggests that these other prints also “make clear” that they are not the objects they represent and 

instead are also illustrations.   

First, in the prints of the Severan Marble Plan fragments and the fragments displaying the 

artist’s conjectural reconstructions, the artist liberally notates the objects presented with either 

numbers or letters.  This, I argue, prevents a complete visual acceptance of the illustration as a 

depiction of three-dimensional objects occupying fictional space.  This notational method was a 

referential tactic devised for use in cartography; here, it emphasizes the prints’ subject matter as 

information to be co-referenced, analyzed, and scrutinized.
44

  It defines Piranesi’s prints as 

recordings of his observations of the artifacts—and further aligns his reconstructions with the 

“real” fragments of the Severan Marble Plan.  

Second, the composition of the largest print of the volume, Tavola XXXVIII showing the 

Aqueduct Plan, visually contradicts its physical format.   The Aqueduct Plan is designed as if a 

fragment of a larger work, rendered on a “slab” with rough edges (Fig. 21).  This “slab” also 

appears to rest on a flat surface.  Unlike these prints, however, the Aqueduct Plan unfolds to 

extend to twice the size of the volume’s height and width, essentially expanding into the reader’s 

space.  The size of this print coordinates with a detail that negates a clear reading of the image as 

a fragment.   Near the print’s top right margin, Piranesi has included a trompe-l’œil paperweight 

(Fig. 22).
45

  Thus defined as a depiction of a fragmented slab, and displayed on an immense 

sheet of paper that cascades outward from the volume, the paperweight “pinning” the map to the 

volume is visually logical.     

 

Summary 

 

At the beginning of this chapter, I examined the Severan Marble Plan of ancient Rome 

through the history of its rediscovery.  This allowed me to regard critically Piranesi’s depictions 
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of this artifact in the Antichità.  My examination shows that although trompe-l’œil implies the 

authenticity of Piranesi’s depictions, his representations cannot be accepted as portraying what 

actually exists.  Once the fiction of Piranesi’s artifact is revealed, it is clear that trompe-l’œil 

operates on numerous levels in Volume I.  It allows Piranesi to present himself as observer of the 

artifacts that he records; it enables him to reconstruct and reinvent ancient history.  Through this 

pictorial device, Piranesi projects and emphasizes his role as agent through which disparate 

forms of information are assessed and assembled.  In the following chapter, I will show that 

Piranesi further asserts his authorship through the complex referential system serving to link the 

disparate informational media of the volume. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

 

CASE STUDY: TRACING THE PATH OF  

THE CLIVUS PUBLICIUS ON THE AVENTINE 

 

 

 

In Chapter One, I presented an inventory of the contents of the Antichità’s first volume.  

This inventory clarifies the fact that over half of the volume is typeset text: forty pages of 

indexed entries correspond to numbered items in the Master Plan of Tavola II; footnoted excerpts 

from Sextus Julius Frontinus’s first-century CE treatise De Aquis follow the Aqueduct Plan of 

Tavola XXXVIII; and the large etchings showing the Baths of Caracalla, the Forum, and Monte 

Capitolino are supplemented with commentaries explaining their details.  The volume is 

therefore not merely a pictorial survey of the city, but is also a reference work that uses text to 

expand on the visual evidence.  As Wilton-Ely has discussed, however, the archaeological 

information delivered in this reference work is conveyed through a complex inter-referential 

system composed of diverse media: maps, views, and text.
1
  The reader is therefore guided to 

numerous sections of the volume and must combine the information provided in these diverse 

forms of media in order to follow Piranesi’s argument. 

In the previous chapter, I posited that Piranesi designed many of the plates of the volume 

to appear as authoritative artifacts.  By using trompe-l’œil to illustrate the Severan Marble Plan 

fragments and his conjectural reconstructions, the artist blurred the distinction between the two.  

I argue that the inter-referential system of the volume described above enables a similar blurring 

through the calculated sequential delivery of information.  This chapter isolates Piranesi’s 

descriptions of the Clivus Publicius—an ancient ascent on the Aventine Hill historically 

identified and located near the termination of the Appian Aqueduct—as a case study for 

examining this additional way the artist asserts his conclusions in the volume as archaeological 

authority. 

Piranesi locates this ascent near the western corner of the Aventine Hill (Figs. 23 and 

24).
2
   He substantiates his claim by guiding the reader from the relevant numbered details on 

Master Plan of Tavola II to the index entries that correspond to these numbered items.  These 
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index entries present the artist’s evidence for his assertion: in order, they refer the reader to a 

veduta of the site, which includes a detail showing the “specus” of the Appian Aqueduct; to a 

pertinent detail of the Aqueduct Map of Tavola XXXVIII, indicating the termination of the 

aqueduct; and to two footnoted descriptions of the aqueduct’s termination excerpted from De 

Aquis in the “Spiegazione della preposta Tavola degli aquedotti” following the Aqueduct Plan.   

By using the two excerpts from Frontinus’s treatise as evidence, Piranesi authenticates 

his claim.  Frontinus, an aristocrat active in the city’s administration at the end of the first 

century CE, oversaw the renovation and management of Rome’s aqueducts.
3
  De Aquis was 

Frontinus’s official account of the history, extent, distribution, and condition of these aqueducts.
4
   

Rediscovered in the Renaissance, this text was (and remains today) an invaluable source of 

information on the ancient water system.
5
   In quoting Frontinus, Piranesi utilizes the ultimate 

authoritative resource on Rome’s aqueducts. 

Piranesi’s use of Frontinus’s treatise is markedly different than his use of the other 

antique source presented in the Antichità, the fragments of the Severan Marble Plan.  Piranesi 

makes no attempt to relate the fragments to the topographic Master Plan or the vedute illustrating 

its indexed details; furthermore, the Plan does not relate to the overall thematic objective of 

Volume I, a description of the ancient city’s waterworks.  De Aquis, by comparison, is 

completely relevant.   

The two excerpts that Piranesi references are the very same used in scholarship from the 

centuries before and after the Antichità to identify the location of the Clivus Publicius.
6
   These 

excerpts, however, do not specify that the Appian Aqueduct’s terminus, and therefore the Clivus 

Publicius, were located at the western corner of the Aventine Hill.   In fact, Piranesi’s placement 

of the ascent and aqueduct terminus at this location is completely unique in comparison to other 

deductions.  Descriptions of ancient Rome’s topography both prior to and following the Antichità 

locate the route at the hill’s northern area, approximately a quarter of a mile north of the area 

noted in the Master Plan (Figs. 25-28).  Renaissance reconstructions place this route near the 

west of the Circus Maximus in the Forum Boarium, on the Aventine’s northeastern slope (Fig. 

25 and 26).
7
  In the twentieth cenutry, Samuel Platner and Thomas Ashby, Christiano Hülsen, 

and Alfred Merlin, also place it at this location (Fig. 27).
8
  Others, specifically Filippo Coarelli 

and Franceso Scagnetti, identify the modern Clivo di Rocca Savella, a route located at the 

Aventine’s Tiber-side (i.e., northwestern) slope as the Clivus Publicius (Fig. 28).
9
  If Piranesi 
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referenced the same information from De Aquis as the scholars before him, what informed his 

placement of the Clivus Publicius and Appian Aqueduct at such a different site?   

I propose, and will demonstrate through my interpretation of the data presented in 

Volume I, that Piranesi applies Frontinus’s statements regarding these two ancient structures to 

existing features of the eighteenth-century site that the artist personally observed and interpreted: 

this is the reason for his differing conclusion.  This parallels the way that the artist’s trompe-l’œil 

representations of the Severan Marble Plan visually suggest his first-hand observation of the 

artifact, and possibly even his involvement in its conservation and installation at the Capitoline.  

Wilton-Ely and Kantor-Kazovsky have stated the importance for Piranesi to include a volume 

dedicated to the ancient city’s waterworks in the Antichità project.
10

  Aqueducts, to Piranesi, 

exemplified ancient engineering and technology, and in his opinion, exemplified the superiority 

of the Roman Empire.
11

  In such a volume, it was vital to include information on the Appian  

Aqueduct: this aqueduct was the first to be built in the city, according to Frontinus.
12

   

Piranesi also sought, as I have shown in the previous chapter, to emphasize his 

archaeological erudition through the information presented in the volume.  The ambiguities of 

Frontinus’s statements regarding the Appian Aqueduct and Clivus Publicius provided Piranesi 

with an opportunity to make such a self-referential emphasis.  This chapter will show that not 

only does Piranesi take advantage of ambiguities in Frontinus’s text, but also utilizes Frontinus 

in such a way that the classical source illustrates Piranesi’s conclusions—and not vice versa. 

I will begin my discussion by presenting the information that Piranesi supplies for the 

assertion he makes about the Clivus Publicius: the numbered items in the Master Plan of Tavola 

II; the corresponding index entries; the veduta following the index entries; the Aqueduct Plan of 

Tavola XXXVIII, and the related excerpts from De Aquis.  Following this presentation of the 

data, I will summarize the information these components contain.  

Next, I will examine one of the “documents” that Piranesi uses to verify his claim: his 

veduta.   By including a view as evidence, Piranesi presents the reader with a visual description 

of the contemporary condition of the site possessing the antique structures he identifies.  Just as a 

trompe-l’œil illustration implies first-hand interaction with archaeological artifact, the inclusion 

of a view posits the artist as witness and recorder of the existing edifice.  I regard this 

“evidence,” however, with the same skepticism with which I regard the trompe-l’œil illustrations 

in the volume: my discussion in Chapter Two demonstrated the questionable reliability of 
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Piranesi’s presentations of “real” objects.  To determine the truthfulness of Piranesi’s veduta 

supporting his archaeological assertion, I will compare and contrast its details to other depictions 

of the site. 

The last section of this chapter reconstructs the sequential order in which Piranesi’s 

information on the Clivus Publicius and the Appian Aqueduct is delivered.  My reconstruction 

will follow the “directions” offered through the index entries related to these two structures.  

Although I will have already summarized the information given in these entries in my 

presentation of the volume’s data, this section will take into consideration the disparate locations 

of the media describing Piranesi’s assertions in the volume.   I argue that in the particular case of 

the Clivus Publicius, an examination of the order in which his “evidence” is presented reveals 

that it is the index entries and veduta that are the point of reference and epicenter of his discourse, 

not Frontinus’s treatise. 

 

The Visual and Verbal Descriptions of the Clivus Publicius in Volume I 

 

As Wilton-Ely and others have noted, the Master Plan of Tavola II, the first plate of the 

body of the volume, provides the topographic context for all of the subjects in the Antichità’s 

four volumes.
13

  Piranesi notes three hundred and fifteen numbered details on this topographic 

map.  In this Master Plan, the Aventine hill is visible south of the Isola Tiburtina and west of 

Monte Celio (Fig. 23).   Numbers 175, 176, and 177 mark three areas on the Tiber-side slope of 

the hill (Fig. 24).
14

   

Piranesi elucidates on these numbered items in corresponding index entries found on the 

twenty-second page of the “Indice o sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica” (Fig. 29).  

These entries are as follows: 

 

175.  Ruins of the ancient saltworks which today serve as warehouses towards the 

Marmorata and are exactly opposite today’s saltworks.  This is shown in Tavola 

XXIII, figure I of this volume at letter A.
15

 

 

176.  Continuation of the ruins of the same saltworks along the Tiber, beneath the 

Priorato. From around 1749, at the precise location noted by letter B of this figure, 

one can see the ancient specus of the Appian Aqueduct’s conduit, which 

terminates at the foot of the Clivus Publicius, in the place by the saltworks near 

the Porta Trigemina, as shown in the Aqueduct Plan, and in my commentary 
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related to passages 6 and 19 of Frontinus.  In this year, Monsignor Casoni, the 

president of the district at this time, in order to utilize this specus to access water 

from inside the depths of the Aventine, renovated the orifice, and restored it in 

the form of a small fountain, shown in part in Tavola XXIII, figure I of this 

volume at letter C.
16

 

177.  Massive walls with buttresses, that reinforce the slopes of the Aventine 

above the Clivus Publicius, shown in this figure at letters D and E.
17

 

 

Piranesi illustrates these entries with a view he calls, “Tavola XXIII, fig. I.”   This print is 

found among the small vedute printed two-to-a-page following the index to the topographical 

plan (Fig. 30).  The print’s subject is described by the first sentence of a legend along its lower 

margin: View of the remains of ancient buildings on the Aventine along the street known as the 

Marmorata.
18

   

This print, which I abbreviate from now on as View of the Aventine, presents a steep 

hillside punctuated with the remains of ancient structures.   At right, massive, crumbling forms 

dominate the foreground.  Along the face of the cliff protrude more ruins, overgrown with 

foliage.  A row of pitched-roof buildings are built against the foot of the hill; the campanile of a 

church and vineyards of a garden are just visible at the hill’s crest.  Dwarfed by these ancient and 

modern structures, small figures mill around the foot of the hill and wander onto a sloping path.  

This path, disappearing behind the heavy, dark forms of the ruins in the foreground at right, 

presumably continues upward to the hill’s apex.  In the lower left-hand corner, slightly 

overlapping into the margin of the print is a statue of a reclining figure elevated on a däis.  The 

legend or caption below the image in the print lists descriptions for alphabetic letters 

superimposed onto details in the image: A. Ruins of the ancient saltworks.  B. The specus of the 

Appian Aqueduct conduit.  C.  Modern fountain provided by this specus.  D. A present-day 

ascent known as the ancient Clivus Publicius; E. Remains of fortifications of the Aventine.
19

In index entry 176, Piranesi references the Aqueduct Plan, Tavola XXXVIII and his  

commentary on passages 6 and 19 excerpted from the “Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan”. The 

relevant detail of the Aqueduct Plan shows the termination of the Appian Aqueduct at an area 

marked “Salinae” (Fig. 31).   

The passage from number “6” of the “Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan” is actually De 

Aquis 5, Book I.  Piranesi’s excerpt directly quotes this passage; here I provide Charles E. 

Bennett’s translation of Frontinus’s Latin text.  It reads, 
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In the consulship of Marcus Valerius Maximus and Publius Decius Mus, in the 

thirtieth year after the beginning of the Samnite War, the Appian aqueduct was 

brought into the City by Appius Claudius Crassus, …The intake of the Appia is 

on the Lucullan estate, between the seventh and eighth milestones, on the 

Praenestine Way, on a cross-road, 780 paces to the left. From its intake to the 

Salinae at the Porta Trigemina, its channel has a length of 11,190 paces, of which 

11,130 paces run underground, while above ground sixty paces are carried on 

substructures and, near the Porta Capena, on arches. Near Spes Vetus, on the edge 

of the Torquatian and Epaphroditian Gardens, there joins it a branch of Augusta, 

added by Augustus as a supplementary supply.  This branch has its intake at the 

sixth milestone, on the Praenestine Way, on a cross-road, 980 paces to the left, 

near the Collatian Way. Its course, by underground channel, extends to 6,380 

paces before reaching the Twins. The distribution of Appia begins at the foot of 

the Publician Ascent, near the Porta Trigemina, at the place designated as the 

Salinae (6).
20

  

 

 

Piranesi’s footnote number 6, following the last sentence of this passage “The 

distribution of Appia begins at the foot of the Publician Ascent, near the Porta Trigemina, at the 

place designated as the Salinae” explains that “One can see this Clivo noted in the Tavola with 

number 4, indicated in the area of the Salinae and the Porta Trigamina located within the ancient 

city wall circuit.”
21

   

The second excerpt is actually from De Aquis 22, Book 5.  Bennett’s translation of this 

reads, 

 

Neither Virgo, nor Appia, nor Alsietina has a receiving reservoir or catch-basin. 

The arches of Virgo begin under the Lucullan Gardens, and end on the Campus 

Martius in front of the Voting Porticoes. The conduit of Appia, running along the 

base of the Caelian and Aventine, emerges, as we have said above (26), at the 

foot of the Publician Ascent. The conduit of Alsietina terminates behind the 

Naumachia, for which it seems to have been constructed.
22

   

 

 

Piranesi’s footnote to this passage, numbered 26 and following the sentence “The conduit  

of Appia, running along the base of the Caelian and Aventine, emerges, as we have said above,”  

briefly states “As explained in note 6.”
23

   

To summarize, the Master Plan's numbered areas mark the the southern area on the Tiber-

side slope of the Aventine.  The index entries, altogether, state the following: shown in the 

Master Plan are ancient saltworks occupying an area close to present-day saltworks.  The 

accompanying print shows these saltworks with the letter “A.”  These ancient saltworks are 
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located beneath the “Priorato.”  At this site, less than a decade prior to the publication of the 

Antichita, the specus to the Appian Aqueduct was discovered and identified.  This is noted in the 

print by the letter “B.”  This aqueduct's termination is located near the Clivus Publicius, the 

saltworks, and the Porta Trigemina.   The proximity of the saltworks, the termination of the 

Appian Aqueduct, and the Porta Trigemina to one another is illustrated in the Aqueduct Plan, 

which shows the path of the Appian Aqueduct crossing the Aventine and terminating at an area 

marked “Salinae.”  Near this area, also on the Aqueduct Plan, is the Porta Trigemina (Fig. 24 and 

31).  This specus of the Aqueduct was restored in an effort to utilize the water it carried for a 

modern fountain, indicated in the print by the letter “C.”    Also in the print, letters “D” marks 

the location of the Clivus Publicius, and “E” indicates the fortifications buttressing the hillside 

over the ancient ascent.  The two excerpts from Frontinus list the same contingent features as the 

index entries: Salinae, Porta Trigemina, Clivus Publicius, and Appian Aqueduct terminus.  

Nowhere in these entries does Frontinus specify that these structures were at either the northern 

or western corners of the Aventine. 

 

View of the Aventine: Analysis 

 

The truthfulness of Piranesi’s View of the Aventine requires examination for two reasons.  

First, as I comprehensively discussed in the previous chapter, the artist’s representations of 

“real” objects often possess varying degrees of truthfulness.  Second, the artist was a vedutista: 

in the decade prior to the publication of the Antichità, Piranesi’s primary source of income came 

from the sales of his printed views of popular sites and monuments.   Jonathan Scott and 

Malcolm Campbell have noted that throughout the history of this genre, a degree of topographic 

alteration in the views that vedutiste composed was neither uncommon nor unexpected.
24

   

Visually tweaking the appearance of the proximity of certain buildings to one another or 

occasionally omitting them altogether was often necessary for the sake of compositional 

clarity.
25

   Scott theorizes that Piranesi capitalized on an assumption that many of his customers 

would not set off for the actual site depicted in their newly purchased print in order to compare 

and contrast the two.
26

  Drawing from several examples from Piranesi’s Vedute di Roma, Scott 

reasons,   

 

Piranesi sensibly reckoned that tourists who bought his Vedute would be most  

unlikely to carry them round to the actual sites to make inconvenient  

comparisons.  He sometimes deliberately altered the views for one of three 
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purposes.  He exaggerated the magnificence of the ancients by reducing the  

scale of the contrasted human figures although maintaining the correct 

proportions of architectural elements . . . . He just slightly altered the relative 

position of monuments to give greater clarity to his design or to frame the  

subject better . . . . He included different monuments or parts of a monument  

on the same plate even though they cannot be seen simultaneously . . . . 
27

 

 

As I mentioned in the last section of Chapter One, the individual vedute of Volume I are 

of the same dimensions as those the artist first issued as a vedutista.   These early vedute were 

typically the size of a modern postcard and were thus easily folded and carried.
28

  The purchaser 

could then bind the prints if he or she wished.
29

  Given the size of even one volume of the 

Antichità, could Piranesi have taken advantage of its un-portability and therefore deliberate 

fictionalize his vedute?  Does he actually show the western corner of the Aventine in View of the 

Aventine, or does he show another part of the hill?  If he does show the western corner, was there 

contemporary evidence of an ascent at the same location that his print indicates? 

The answers to these questions, I argue, can be found by comparing the information 

provided by number 176 on the Master Plan, its corresponding index entry, and View of the 

Aventine to Giambattista Nolli’s 1748 Grande Piante di Roma and to other views of the hill.  The 

number 176 on the Master Plan, according to its index entry, indicates the continuation of the 

saltworks (mentioned in 175) along the Tiber “beneath the Priorato.”  The Priorato refers to the 

Priory of the Knights of Malta, located south of the monastery of San Alessio, close to the edge 

of the hill at its western corner, visible in a detail from Nolli’s map (Fig. 32).
30

  It is indicated in 

Nolli’s map by the number 1073 and the label “Priorato” (Fig. 32, bottom).
31

   

 The disposition of the Priory on the Aventine has been well-documented by vedutiste 

from the Renaissance to the eighteenth century (Figs. 33-39).
32

  These artists and their depictions 

of the Aventine are Etienne du Pérac, Il colle Aventino, from I vestigi dell’antichità di Roma 

(1575);  Aloisio Giovannoli, Veduta dell’Aventino from Roma Antica di Alò Giovannoli da 

Civita Castellana (Rome, 1616); Isaac de Moucheron, Veduta del Tevere, con l’Aventino e la 

chiesa del Priorato (1696); Giuseppe Vasi, Monte Aventino e Vestigi del Ponte Sublico from 

Delle magnificenze di Roma antica e moderna (Rome, 1742); Giuseppe Vasi, La veduta della 

Basilica di S. Paolo fuori delle Mura ed adiacenze dal Monte Aventino, e dal Fiume Tevere from 

Prospetto dell’alma città... (Rome, 1765-1771); Cosimo Mogalli, Vedute del Monte Aventino 

sotto gli antichi navali from Accurata e succinta descrizione topografica della antichità di Roma 
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dell’abate Ridolfino Venuti cortonese presidente all’antichità romane... (Rome, 1763); and 

Giovanni Cassini, Veduta del Monte Aventino con gli Antichi Navali from Nuova raccalta delle 

migliori vedute antiche e moderne di Roma disegnate ed incise Giovanni Cassini l’anno 

MDCCLXXIX (Rome, 1779).  Although these views display varying degrees of detail or realism, 

thus demonstrating some of the artistic license I described above, they all appear to conform to a 

general consensus regarding its topography.   

Six of these views are prints; one, Moucheron’s, is a painting (Fig. 35).  The six prints all 

indicate in their captions that the subject matter is the Aventine Hill along the Tiber (Figs. 33, 34, 

36-39, bottom of compositions).  All seven views include the Tiber River as part of the 

composition (Figs. 33-39, foreground).  If the detail of Nolli’s map is rotated 180 degrees, 

placing the Tiber river in the map at the bottom and the Priory at the top, the general vantage 

point depicted in these views is simulated (Fig. 40).  If the views show the Priory, the structure 

should be on the right-hand side of the composition, i.e., the western corner. 

All of these images indeed show the Priory in the right-hand areas of their composition 

(Figs. 33-39, upper right).  Additionally, in all but Mogalli’s, the area of the Aventine’s slope 

beneath the location of the Priory features a diagonal path leading from the base of the hill up to 

its western corner (Figs. 33-37, 40, right).  With the exception of Duperac’s illustration, all of the 

depictions of this path portray this ascent as tree-lined (Figs. 34-39).  Nolli’s map also shows a 

diagonal path at this location, seemingly decorated with trees, leading up from the Strada 

Marmorato to the gardens near the Priory (Fig. 40).  The path depicted in Nolli’s map is flanked 

by a few dark marks (Fig. 40).  These seem to correspond to ruins that protrude from the hill next 

to the path in all of the views except for Mogalli’s (Figs. 33-37, 39).   

Piranesi’s view is from a much closer viewpoint than the other views, and shows neither 

the Tiber River nor any detail of the Priory.   The upper region of the hill, in fact, is almost 

entirely cropped out of the composition, suggested only by a glimpse of the edge of what appears 

to be a garden and a wall along the uppermost part of the hill (Fig. 30, upper area).   Although 

View of the Aventine does not include these reference points, however, it is clear that Piranesi’s 

view depicts the same area of the hill—the western corner—as these earlier and later 

comparisons.  I assert that this is proven by the similar presentation of an ascent flanked by 

towering ruins at the right-hand area of the plate (Fig. 30, right).  If one imagines standing at the 

foot of the western corner of the Aventine Hill on the same side of the river, rather than from 
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across the river as portrayed by Nolli and the other artists, one can imagine Piranesi’s 

composition as an accurate portrayal of the resulting viewpoint. 

 My discussion in this section verifies that Piranesi is not portraying a different part of the 

hill in the Master Plan from that he portrays in the print.  He also does not appear to fabricate a 

route at the western area of the hill.  The map of Nolli’s and the other vedute indicate that an 

ascent leading from the road along the Tiber, up the western corner, to the Priory of the Knights 

of Malta did exist from the Renaissance to the eighteenth century.  None of the captions to these 

prints identifies this route as the Clivus Publicius, however, and none shows the detail of the 

specus of the Appian Aqueduct shown in View of the Aventine.  Piranesi’s view might conform 

to general aspects of the site’s layout, but it is still possible that he adds details that did not exist.  

Rather than propose that the artist fictionalized this detail, I suggest that Piranesi combines his 

observation of this ascent at the hill’s western corner with contemporary colloquial urban history, 

and verifies this by drawing from Frontinus’s descriptions.  I will show the merging of these 

disparate sources in the next section. 

 

Merging Piranesi’s Data on the Aventine. 

 

The following is a hypothetical reading adhering to the “directions” indicated in the three 

index entries of the “Index or Explanation of the Antiquities of Rome” corresponding to the 

Master Plan.  For each of these, I will first clarify the specific area they describe on the Plan.  I 

will then re-present the content of each entry.  Each of these entries refers the reader to a lettered 

detail of View of the Aventine: I will describe both the detail depicted in this print and the portion 

of the caption in the print that describes the detail.  Index entry 176 directs the reader to two 

additional parts of the volume: to the Aqueduct Plan of Tavola XXXVIII and to the text 

following this plan that reproduces sections from Frontinus’s De Aquis.  My discussion of index 

entry 176, therefore, will include a description of the detail shown in the Aqueduct Plan and a re-

presentation of the excerpts from Frontinus, as well as Piranesi’s footnotes to these excerpts.  

 

175.  Ruins of the ancient saltworks . . . .  

On Tavola II’s master plan, number 175 marks an area close to the northern corner of the  

hill (Fig. 41, top).  The index entry for 175 is found on the twenty-second page of the “Indice o 

sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica.”   
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175.  Ruins of the ancient saltworks which today serve as lumberyards towards 

the Marmorata, and are exactly opposite today’s saltworks.  This is shown in 

Tavola XXIII, figure I of this volume at letter A.
33

   

 

This entry is the first to mention the print View of the Aventine.  Whereas the index entry 

describes a single location on the master plan, “A” marks three areas in the print: left, the ruins 

visible beyond the sloped-roof buildings; center, a triangular pediment-like form imbedded in the 

slope behind these structures; and the towering masses dominating the far right (Fig. 41, bottom).  

The print therefore visually elaborates on the information of the index entry.  At the same time, 

the caption to letter “A” is a reduction of the verbal content of the index entry, stating only A.  

Ruins of the ancient saltworks.
34

   

 

176.  Continuation of the ruins . . . .  

Of the three entries in the index, 176 is the most complex: Piranesi refers to the previous 

entry for 175, to the print View of the Aventine, to the Aqueduct Plan in Tavola XXXVIII, to the 

excerpted passages of Frontinus’s De Aquis following the Aqueduct Plan, and to his own 

commentary to these passages before returning attention to the small veduta.  My analysis will 

approach each of these elements individually.   

On Tavola II’s master plan, number 176 marks an area close to the western corner of the 

hill (Fig. 42a, top).  The index entry for 176 refers to the previous description of 175, then to 

View of the Aventine.   

 

176.  Continuation of the ruins of the same saltworks along the Tiber, beneath the 

Priorato. Since about 1749, at the precise location noted by letter B of this figure, 

one can see the ancient specus of the Appian Aqueduct’s conduit, which 

terminates at the foot of the Clivus Publicius, in the place by the saltworks near 

the Porta Trigemina, as shown in the Aqueduct Plan and in my commentary 

related to passages 6 and 19 of Frontinus.”
 35

 

 

The first sentence of this entry asserts that the ancient saltworks described in entry 175 

continue south to the western corner of the hill, below the Priory of the Knights of Malta.  The 

next sentence begins with an allusion to time-specific first-hand observation, includes a use of 

the artist’s own image as documentation, and paraphrases Frontinus—avoiding direct mention of 

this source—before directing the reader to the Aqueduct Plan and to the artist’s footnotes to 

related passages from De Aquis.   
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I argue that the order of this information is significant.  Through the sequential delivery 

of information in a single sentence, Piranesi establishes a hierarchy of authority: before the 

reader is even directed to the passage from Frontinus, the features and their disposition on the 

hill are established.   Before the reader advances to the detail of the Aqueduct Plan, he or she is 

informed by the index entry that notation 176 marks the location of the specus of the Appian 

Aqueduct.  This is visually underscored in the print, where letter “B” of the print marks a dark 

cavity in the hillside, corresponding to the brief caption stating B. The specus of the Appian 

Aqueduct conduit.36
  It is further emphasized once the reader advances to the large Aqueduct 

Plan of Tavola XXXVIII, unfolds the map, and inspects the detail showing the route of the 

aqueduct, which shows that the aqueduct terminates at the Salinae (Fig. 42b, bottom).    

After these pictorial confirmations of Piranesi’s archaeological observations, and 

presumably after folding the Aqueduct Plan back into the volume, the reader proceeds to 

examine excerpts  “6” and “19” in the “Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan” and the footnotes to 

these excerpts.  The first excerpt, “6,” states, 

 

In the consulship of Marcus Valerius Maximus and Publius Decius Mus, in the 

thirtieth year after the beginning of the Samnite War, the Appian aqueduct was 

brought into the City by Appius Claudius Crassus, …The intake of the Appia is 

on the Lucullan estate, between the seventh and eighth milestones, on the 

Praenestine Way, on a cross-road, 780 paces to the left. From its intake to the 

Salinae at the Porta Trigemina, its channel has a length of 11,190 paces, of which 

11,130 paces run underground, while above ground sixty paces are carried on 

substructures and, near the Porta Capena, on arches. Near Spes Vetus, on the edge 

of the Torquatian and Epaphroditian Gardens, there joins it a branch of Augusta, 

added by Augustus as a supplementary supply.  This branch has its intake at the 

sixth milestone, on the Praenestine Way, on a cross-road, 980 paces to the left, 

near the Collatian Way. Its course, by underground channel, extends to 6,380 

paces before reaching the Twins. The distribution of Appia begins at the foot of 

the Publician Ascent, near the Porta Trigemina, at the place designated as the 

Salinae (6).
37

  

 

 

Number 176 on Tavola II’s Master Plan, its corresponding index entry, and letter B of 

View of the Aventine seemingly illustrate two statements in the above passage: “From its intake 

to the Salinae at the Porta Trigemina” and “The distribution of Appia begins at the foot of the 

Publicican Ascent, near the Porta Trigemina, at the place designated as the Salinae” (italics 

mine).  But if the reader proceeded according to the “directions” of the index entries, the linking 
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of these three structures has already been presented.  The Master Plan, index entry, and veduta 

therefore do not illustrate Frontinus’s description; instead, Frontinus’s description illustrates 

what has already been “proven.” 

Continuing, Piranesi’s footnote to passage 6 makes use of his own illustrations as 

documentation, mentions again the Salinae and Porta Trigemina, and alludes to yet another 

referential system. 

 

(6) One can see this Clivo noted in the Tavola with number 4, indicated in  

the area of the Salinae and the Porta Trigamina located within the ancient  

city wall circuit.
38

 

 

Neither the topographic master plan of Tavola II nor the Aqueduct Plan of Tavola 

XXXVIII includes a notation numbered 4 on their visual descriptions of the location of the 

Clivus Publicius or the terminus of the Appian Aqueduct, respectively.  I suggest that this 

footnote makes reference to the comprehensive topographic plan of ancient Rome that Piranesi 

intended to create for future publication.  Some scholars consider the 1757 Ichnographia of the 

Campo Marzio a realization of this intention; others, like Kantor-Kazovsky, suggest that the 

Preface describes a different type of comprehensive map from the Ichnographia.
39

  For the 

purposes of my discussion, I do not pursue investigating either of these suggestions, but instead 

point out again that Piranesi utilizes his own works, whether they exist or not, as an authoritative 

source. 

The second passage from Frontinus referred to in entry 176, “19,” describes features (or 

lack thereof) of the ancient aqueducts.   

 

Neither Virgo, nor Appia, nor Alsietina has a receiving reservoir or catch-basin. 

The arches of Virgo begin under the Lucullan Gardens, and end on the Campus 

Martius in front of the Voting Porticoes. The conduit of Appia, running along the 

base of the Caelian and Aventine, emerges, as we have said above (26), at the 

foot of the Publician Ascent. The conduit of Alsietina terminates behind the 

Naumachia, for which it seems to have been constructed.”
40

   

 

 

Piranesi’s footnote 26 yields no quantitative information, instead stating parenthetically, 

“As explained in note 6.”
41

  Whether or not this refers to passage 6 from Frontinus or Piranesi’s 

note numbered 6 is unclear.   

Returning to the remainder of the index entry for 176, Piranesi concludes with an 
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anecdote describing a contemporary renovation at the location before directing attention back to 

View of the Aventine (Fig. 42c, bottom).   

 

In this year [1749], Monsignor Casoni, the president of the district at this time, in 

order to utilize this specus to access water from inside the depths of the Aventine, 

renovated the orifice, and restored it in the form of a small fountain, shown in 

part in Plate 23, figure I of this volume at letter C.
42

   

 

 

In this last sentence of the entry, Piranesi returns attention to the present day and, I 

suggest, to the fact that much of the research he undertook for the Antichità was based on his 

own observations of the city’s ruins.  The inclusion of this anecdote, which was either a matter of 

public record, local hearsay or the product of an interview or conversation, is a tactic that I argue  

underscores the authority of his archaeological conclusions.   Furthermore, the particular detail  

illustrating the anecdote about the Appian Aqueduct’s restoration, “C”, is one of two features 

specifically identified as modern in the print’s caption.  The letter marks a trough against the side 

of one of the modern buildings.  Its caption states C.  Modern fountain provided by [water 

coming out of] this specus.
43

    

 

177.  Massive walls with buttresses . . .  

 

The last entry, number 177, marks an area on Tavola II’s master plan close to number 

176, slightly to the east (Fig. 43, top).  The entry for 177 directs the reader to letters D and E in 

the print. 

 

177.  Massive walls with buttresses which reinforce the slopes of the Aventine 

above the Clivus Publicius, shown in this figure at letters D and E.
44

   

 

 

In the veduta “D” notes the ascent flanking the towering ruins at the far right; “E” the rib-

like forms built against the hill (Fig. 43, bottom).  Their captions read D. A present-day ascent 

known as the ancient Clivus Publicius; E. Remains of fortifications of the Aventine.
45

   

At this point, which finally presents the specific depiction of the Clivus Publicius in the 

print, the route has been mentioned four times: once in the entry for 176, and three times in the 

excerpts from Frontinus and the artist’s footnotes to these excerpts.   Likewise, the reader has 

been directed to reference the print four times.  I argue that by the time this detail in View of the 

Aventine is explicitly identified as the Clivus Publicius, the reader has been exposed to Piranesi’s 
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verbal and visual interpretation of Frontinus and the site at such length that it discourages all 

doubt as to his archaeological conclusions.   

 

Summary 

 

This chapter, like the one that preceded it, questions the truthfulness of Piranesi’s 

archaeological descriptions.  My examination isolated Piranesi’s placement of the Clivus 

Publicius at the western corner of the Aventine Hill as a case study through which to analyze the 

complex inter-referential system organizing the information of the volume.  Piranesi used the 

same antique sources as other scholars, but arrived at a completely different conclusion from 

these other reconstructions of the ancient city.  Within the context of the volume, Piranesi’s 

conclusions are not unreasonable, but I contend that his use of his own illustrations as 

documentary evidence for this assertion indicates a self-referential agenda similar to his use of 

trompe-l’œil in all of the non-vedute prints of the volume.  This self-referentiality is suggested 

further by the calculated delivery of information about the particular area he discusses.   I 

suggest that just as trompe-l’œil homogenizes artifact and fiction so that the two are 

indistinguishable, this weaving of the diverse visual and verbal media in the inter-referential 

system inverts the traditional relationship between conjecture and primary text: it enables a 

prioritization of Piranesi’s interpretations and conclusions.  Through this manipulation, the 

classical text becomes a footnote to the artist’s own treatise.  
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Notes 

1.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 51. 

2.  The Aventine consists of two hills, one flanking the Tiber (Aventinus Major), the other to the 

southeast (Aventinus Minor), separated by a valley.  The Aventine Major is a roughly diamond-

shaped area bordered by a valley to the southeast, the Circus Maximus to the northeast, and the 

Tiber to the northwest.  The Forum Boarium is found to the north of the hill, west of the Circus 

Maximus.  In antiquity, estates and temples crowded the summit of the hill, while the area along 

the Tiber was developed with industrial and storage facilities and the Salinae, the urban 

saltworks.   

Livy’s narrative recounting the founding of Rome notes the Aventine’s role in the 

foundation mythology.  This was the site of Remus position during the conflict with his brother 

Romulus over the rulership of the new settlement. According to Roman mythology, while Remus 

stood on the Aventine, Romulus stood on the Palatine: from their vantage points, both brothers 

awaited a heavenly sign resolving the conflict.  Modern examinations of this myth suggest that 

Remus may have stood on the southern hill of the Aventine, while Romulus stood on the 

northern hill: the assertion of his position as on the Palatine may have been a later adjustment.  

For a history of the Aventine Hill, see Livy, Book I of The Early History of Rome; Alfred Merlin, 

L’Aventin dans L’Antique (Paris: A. Fontemoing, 1906), Rabun Taylor, “Public Needs and 

Private Pleasures,” 102, 135, 263; and Rabun Taylor, “Tiber River Bridges and the Development 

of the Ancient City of Rome,” Aquae Urbis Romae: the Waters of the City of Rome, Occasional 

Papers, no. 2 (June 2002).  http://www.iath.virginia. edu/rome/ taylor_bridges.html..  For debates 

about the foundation myth, see Otto Skutsch, “Enniana IV: Condendae urbis auspicia,” Classical 
Quarterly, New Series 11, no. 2 (November 1961): 254; Maddelena Andreussi, “Aventinus 

Mons,” in Volume I of Lexicon Topographicum Urbis Romae, ed. Eva Steinby (Rome: Edizioni 

Quasar di Severino Tognon, 1993), 147-150.   

3.  Grove Dictionary of Art, s.v. “Frontinus” (by T. F. C. Blagg) http://www.oxfordartonline.com 

4.  Ibid. 

5.  Kantor-Kazovksy, Piranesi as Interpreter, 64. 

6.  Frontinus, De Aquis, 5 and 22, Book I.  

7.  Amado Frutaz, Le Piante di Roma, Volume II (Rome: Istituto di studi romani, 1962).  

Renaissance reconstructions of ancient Rome that show the Clivus Publicius near the Circus 

Maximus are Pirro Ligio’s 1553 map (Frutaz, Tavola 25); Stefano Du Pèrac’s 1574 map (Frutaz, 

Tavola 44); and Mario Cartaro’s 1579 map (Frutaz, Tavola 55). 

8.  Samuel Ball Platner, A Topographical Dictionary of Ancient Rome, completed and revised by 

Thomas Ashby (London: Oxford University Press, 1929), 124.  Modern reconstructions of 

ancient Rome showing the Clivus Publicius near the Circus Maximus are also included in Frutaz: 

Christiano Hülsen’s 1901 map (Frutaz, Tavola 110), which Merlin reproduces in his book on the 
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Aventine Hill, and Giuseppe Lugli and Italo Gismondi’s 1949 map (Frutaz, Tavole 118 and 121).   

9. Scholarship describing or showing the Clivus Publicius as beginning on the Tiber side of the 

Aventine’s northern corner are: Filippo Coarelli, “Clivus Publicius,” Volume I of Lexicon 
Topographicum, ed. Eva Steinby, (Rome: Edizioni Quasar di Severino Tognon, 1993), 284; 

Filippo Coarelli, Il Foro Boario: Dalle Origini Alla Fine Della Repubblica (Rome: Edizioni 

Quasar di Severino Tognon, 1988), 105; Francesco Scagnetti and Giuseppe Grande, Roma Urbs 
Imperatorum Aetate (ME di Maggiore Cristina, 1979). 

10.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 51; Kantor-Kazovsky, Piranesi as Interpreter, 99-110. 

11.  Ibid. 

12. Frontinus, De Aquis, 4-6, Book I. 

13.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 48.  

14.  See diagram.  The Aventine is roughly diamond-shaped, with “corners” oriented at the four 

cardinal points.  Numbers 150 to 153 indicate various details in the Tiber; numbers 175 to 178 

note features on the northwestern slope of the Aventine along the Tiber; numbers 179, 182, and 

183 mark the northeastern slope; 184-186 indicate details on the southeastern side of the hill 

(Fig. detail of Aventine).  Other sites on this side of the Aventine are marked by numbers 311-

314, and the southwestern area is numbered with 188, 189, and 315 (Fig. ___, detail of Aventine).   

15.  “175. Avanzi delle Saline antiche i quali inoggi servono di magazzino di legname verso la 

strada di Marmorata, e precisamente dirimpetto all'odierno spaccio del sale.  Questi si 

dimostrano nella Tavola XXIII di questo Tomo alla figura I colla lett. A.”  Piranesi, “Indice o sia 

spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica,” Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome: 1756), 22.   

16.  “176. Prosecuzione degli avanzi delle medesime Saline sulla ripa del Tevere sotto il Priorato.  

Del 1749 quivi vicino, e precisamente nel luogo notato colla lett. B nella stessa figura, si vedeva 

l speco dell'antico Condotto dell'Acqua Appia, il quale terminava appiè del Clivo di Publicio nel 

luogo detto le Saline vicino alla Porta Trigemina, come si dimostra  nella Tavola degli Aquedotti, 

e ai § § 6, e 19 della di lei spiegazione relativa al Commentario Frontiniano ivi da me 

compendiato.  Nello stesso anno Monsignor Casoni allora Presidente delle strade, per raccoglier 

l'acqua ch'esce da questo speco e che proviene dalle gocce che vi cadono dentro le viscere 

dell'Aventino, ne fece riformar l'orificio, e ridurlo in forma di picciola fontana, come si dimostra 

parimente nella detta figura I della stessa Tavola XXIII di questo Tomo alla lett.C.”  Piranesi, 

“Indice o sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica,” Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome: 

1756), 22.  

17.  “177.  Muraglione con barbacani, il quale reggeva le falde dell'Aventino superiormento al 

Clivo di Publicio, come si dimostra nella stessa figura alle lettere D, ed E.”  Piranesi, “Indice o 

sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica,” Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome: 1756), 22.   

18.  Vedute degli avanzi di antiche fabbriche alle falde dell'Aventino sulla strada detta di 
Marmorata. . . . .  Piranesi, Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome: 1756), Tavola XXIII, Fig. I.  
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19.  A. Avanzi delle saline antiche.  B. Speco del condotto dell'Acqua Appia.  C. Fontanella 
moderna provegnente dal d.o Speco.  D. Salita moderna detta anticamente il Clivo di Publicio. E. 
Avanzi delle sostruzioni dell'Aventino. Piranesi, Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome: 1756), 

Tavola XXIII, Fig. I. 

20. The translation presented here is from Sextus Julius Frontinus, The Stratagems and The 
Aqueducts of Rome, trans. Charles E. Bennett (London and New York: G. P. Putnum & Sons, 

1925).  This work is available online through Bill Thayer’s website, “Lacius Curtius,” 

http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/home.html.   

 The original text of Frontinus, De Aquis, Book I, 5 reads as follows (omissions in the 

“Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan” are italicized and bracketed): 

 “6. M. Valerio Maximo P. Decio Mure consulibus, anno post initium Samnitici 

belli tricesimo aqua Appia in urbem inducta est ab Appio Claudio Crasso censore, 

[cui postea Caeco fuit cognomen, qui et Viam Appiam a Porta Capena usque ad 
urbem Capuam muniendam curavit. Collegam habuit C. Plautium, cui ob 
inquisitas eius aquae venas Venocis cognomen datum est. Sed quia is intra annum 
et sex menses deceptus a collega tamquam idem facturo abdicavit censura, nomen 
aquae ad Appii tantum honorem pertinuit, qui multis tergiversationibus extraxisse 
censuram traditur, donec et viam et huius aquae ductum consummaret.] 
Concipitur Appia in agro Lucullano Via Praenestina inter miliarium septimum et 

octavum deverticulo sinistrorsus passuum septingentorum octoginta. Ductus eius 

habet longitudinem a capite usque ad Salinas, qui locus est ad Portam 

Trigeminam, passuum undecim milium centum nonaginta; ex eo rivus est 

subterraneus passuum undecim milium centum triginta, supra terram substructio 

et opus arcuatum proximum Portam Capenam passuum sexaginta. Iungitur ei ad 

Spem Veterm in confinio hortorum Torquatianorum et Epaphroditianorum ramus 

Augustae ab Augusto in supplementum eius additus ... ... ... loco nomen ... ... ... 

denti Gemellorum. Hic Via Praenestina ad miliarium sextum deverticulo 

sinistrorsus passuum nongentorum octoginta proxime Viam Collatinam accipit 

fontem. Cuius ductus usque ad Gemellos efficit rivo subterraneo passuum sex 

milia trecentos octoginta. Incipit distribui Appia imo Publicii Clivo ad Portam 

Trigeminam, qui locus Salinae appellantur.”   

Piranesi’s excerpt in the “Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan” is as follows: 

5. Sotto il Consolato di Marco Valerio Massimo, e di P. Decio Mure, cioè 3t anni 

dopo il principio della querra Sannitica fu condotta l'acqua APPIA dal Censore 

Appio Claudio Crasso... ... Ella fu allacciata nel Campo Lucullano fra 'l settimo 

miglio e l'ottavo della Via Prenestina, deviandosi in questo frattermine 780 passi 

sulla sinistra.  Il di lei condotto da capo sino al fine, cioè alle Saline che sono 

vicino alla Porta Trigemina, ha 11 miglia e 190 passi di lunghezza.  Cammina 

sotto terra per il tratto di 11 miglia e 130 passi, e i restanti 60 passi per via di 

sostruzione e opera arcuata in vicinanza della Porta Capena (2).  Si unisce con 

questo Condotto accanto alla Speranza Vecchia, ove confinano gli Orti 

Torquaziani un ramo detto dell'Augusta (3) aggiunto in supplimento all'Appia da 
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Augusto: perlochè il luogo del loro congiungimento fu detto le Gemelle (4).  

Questo ramo nasce da un fonte al sesto miglio della Via Prenestina, deviandosi a 

questo termine 980 passi sulla sinistra; lochè viene ad essere accanto alla Via 

Collazia (5).  Il di lui Condotto da capo sino alle Gemelle ha 6 miglia e 380 passi 

di rio sotterraneo.  L'Appia poi comincia a distribuirsi appiè del Clivo di Publicio 

vicino alla Porta Trigemina, nel luogo detto le Saline (6)  

21.  Piranesi’s footnote 6 reads: “6. Questo Clivo si vede notato nella Tavola coi num. 4, come 

parimenti è segnata la contrada delle Saline, e la Porta Trigemina fra quelle del più antico 

circondario delle mura urbane.”     

22.  The translation presented here is from Sextus Julius Frontinus, The Stratagems and The 
Aqueducts of Rome, trans. Charles E. Bennett (London and New York: G. P. Putnum & Sons, 

1925).  This work is available online through Bill Thayer’s website, “Lacius Curtius,” 

http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/home.html.   

 The original text of Frontinus, De Aquis, Book I, 22 reads as follows: 

22. Nec Virgo nec Appia nec Alsietina conceptacula, id est piscinas, habent. Arcus 

Virginis initium habent sub hortis Lucullanis, finiuntur in Campo Martio secundum 

frontem Saeptorum. Rivus Appiae sub Caelio monte et Aventino actus emergit, ut diximus, 

infra Clivum Publicii. Alsietinae ductus post Naumachiam, cuius causa videtur esse factus, 

finitur.  

Piranesi’s excerpt “19” in the “Explanation of the Aqueduct Plan” quotes: 

19.  La Vergine, l'Appia, l'Alsietina, non hanno piscine.  Gli archi della Vergine 

comminciano sotto gli Orti Luciliani (24) e terminano nel Campo Marzo lungo la facciata 

de'Septi (25).  Il Condotto della Appia nascondendosi sotto il Celio e l'Aventino, come 

abbiam detto (26) va a riuscire sotto il Clivo di Publicio.  Il Condotto dell'Alsietina 

termina dietro alla Naumachia, per uso della quale sembra essere stato fatto (27).  

23.  “27.  E come si è spiegato alla nota 6.”  It is not clear whether “nota 6” could refer to either 

the first excerpt from Frontinus, or to Piranesi’s footnote to this excerpt.  

24.  Scott, Piranesi, 16 and 318n26; Malcolm Campbell, Rome Recorded, 9-11.   

25.  Campbell, Rome Recorded, 9-11.  

26.  Scott, Piranesi, 318n26.  

27.  Ibid.  

28.  Ibid., 16.  

29.  Ibid. 
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30. Piranesi’s one architectural commission was a renovation of the Priory.  His design has been 

well-discussed in the scholarship and exhibitions.  See Barbara Jatta, Piranesi e l’Aventino 

(Milan: Electa, 1998); John Wilton-Ely, “Piranesian Symbols on the Aventine.”  Apollo 103 

(March 1976): 214-227; Gallavotti Cavallero, Daniela, and Renzo U. Montini, S. Maria in 
Aventino (Rome: Istituto Nazionale di Studi Romani; Fratelli Palombi, 1984).    

31.  Giambattista Nolli, Grande Piante di Roma (Rome, 1748).  

32.  Many of these views were part of the exhibition curated by Barbara Jatta a decade ago 

(Piranesi e l’Aventino (Milan: Electa, 1998).  My comparison of these vedute with View of the 
Aventine is the first; I venture that its omission from discussions on the Priory is due to its 

absence in the print’s composition. 

33.  See note 15. 

34.  Letter A states: A. Avanzi delle saline antiche.   Piranesi, Antichità Romane, Volume I 

(Rome: 1756), Tavola XXIII, Fig. I. 

35.  See note 16. 

36.  Letter B states: B. Speco del condotto dell'Acqua Appia.  Piranesi, Antichità Romane, 

Volume I (Rome: 1756), Tavola XXIII, Fig. I. 

37.  See note 20. 

38.  See note 21.   

39.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 73-75; Kantor-Kazovsky, Piranesi as Interpreter, 102-103.  

40.  See note 22.  

41.  See note 23.  

42.  See note 16. 

43.  Letter C states: C. Fontanella moderna provegnente dal d.o Speco.  Piranesi, Antichità 
Romane, Volume I (Rome: 1756), Tavola XXIII, Fig. I.  

44.  See note 17. 

45.  Letter D states: D. Salita moderna detta anticamente il Clivo di Publicio. E. Avanzi delle 
sostruzioni dell'Aventino.  Piranesi, Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome: 1756), Tavola XXIII, 

Fig. I. 
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CONCLUSION 

  

 

 

In my Introduction and in the preceding chapters, I described the deficiencies of previous 

discussions on the Antichità.  Previous scholarship on this work has been over-reliant on the 

images of the volumes; this thesis seeks to redirect attention to the work itself by focusing on the 

design of its first volume.  Scholars have noted that this volume serves as the reader’s 

introduction to the rest of the work, providing the topographical context through the visual and 

verbal media of the Master Plan and coordinating index.  What has not been investigated, 

however, is how Piranesi capitalizes on this by a calculated organization that emphasizes his 

contributions. 

Chapter One supplements previous presentations of the work by specifying the individual 

components comprising Volume I, showing how the volume is composed of prints of varying 

sizes, orientation, and format.  Interspersed with the visual matter of the volume are lengthy 

textual commentaries providing further elucidation on the information relayed in the images.  I 

assessed these components, presenting how these elements relate to one another and require 

active manipulation of its pages by the viewer.  This chapter concluded with a discussion 

regarding how Piranesi appropriated visual tactics familiar to the participants of the Grand Tour, 

essentially recreating the process of touring the city’s antiquities. 

 Chapter Two examined the visual and textual means by which Piranesi conveyed his 

archaeological conclusions within the physical printed environment of the volume.  This chapter 

analyzed the artist’s use of trompe-l’œil to frame his reconstructions in a way that approximates 

the classical artifacts informing his study.  Piranesi utilizes trompe-l’œil to not only reconstruct 

damaged and lost portions of the Severan Marble Plan, but also to reconstruct his predecessor’s 

renderings.  This, I argue, portrayed Piranesi as a participant in a very key moment in the history 

of the Plan’s conservation and preservation.  The use of this pictorial tactic additionally enabled 

the artist to portray his interpretation of antiquity as authoritative artifacts themselves. 

 Chapter Three isolated Piranesi’s descriptions of the ancient ascent, the Clivus Publicius, 

as a case study for examining the inter-referential system delivering his archaeological 

deductions.  I isolated the description of the Clivus Publicius for this study because although the 
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artist uses the same classical source as other investigations, he arrives at a conclusion that differs 

drastically from studies prior to and after the publication of the Antichità.  My examination 

shows that Piranesi gives precedence to his observations of the city’s ancient edifices, and fits 

the classical source to these observations.   

 During the open panel concluding the symposium at Cooper-Hewitt it was revealed that 

little is known about the reception and audience of the Antichità.1
  Certainly the work was 

tailored to an educated, international elite with a background in classical literature, but to date 

there exists no commentary by an early consumer of the work, or any description of how it was 

meant to be displayed or utilized beyond the artist’s own declarations.   Piranesi himself stated 

that the work was not meant to be “buried in the crowded shelves of libraries,” but whether or 

not its purchasers—contemporaneous and in later decades—were in concordance with this is 

unknown.
2
    Until such documentation is discovered, the specific contemporary reception of this 

monumental work—outside of its acknowledgement as a success—can only be hypothesized.  In 

focusing solely on Volume I of the Antichità, this thesis is as deficient as the scholarship I 

criticize.  I posit my study, however, as an important consideration of overlooked aspects of the 

work, and that it could serve as a starting point for further inquiry into other unknown realms.     

 63



 

 

                                                 

Notes 

1.  Participants in the question-and-answer session were the symposium’s presenters—Fabio 

Barry (School of Art History, University of Saint Andrews), Andrew Robison (Mellon Senior 

Curator of Prints and Drawings, National Gallery of Art), and David Rosand (Meyer Schapiro 

Professor of Art History, Columbia University)—as well as Robin Middleton (Department of Art 

History and Archaeology, Columbia University) and John Wilton-Ely (Professor Emeritus, 

University of Hull).  The majority of the discussion regarding Piranesi’s books was between 

Robison, Middleton, and Wilton-Ely. 

2.  Wilton-Ely, Mind and Art, 63.  
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Figure 1.  Preliminary plates of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 

1756).   Upper left: Felice Polanzani, Portrait of Piranesi, 1750.  Etching.  15 

x 11 inches.   Photo credit: St. Louis Public Library, Steedman online 

exhibition.  Upper right: Giovanni Battista Piranesi, text title page.  Typeset 

text.  Photo credit: St. Louis Public Library, Steedman online exhibition.  

Below: Piranesi, etched dedication  page/title page.  Etching. 18 x 27 inches.  

Photographed from Ficacci, Piranesi: The Complete Etchings, 168. 
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Figure 2.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Pianta di Roma (Master Plan of Rome).  Etching.  

18 x 27 inches.  Tavola II of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Photo credit: 

University of Tokyo, Kamei Collection online. 
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Figure 3.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Frammenti di Marmo della Pianta di 
Roma antica... (Fragments of the Marble Plan of Ancient Rome).  Etching.  

18 x 15 inches.  Tavola III of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  

Photo credit: Gallica, digital library of the Bibliothèque Nationale de France.
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Figure 4.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Frammenti di Marmo della Pianta di 
Roma antica... (Fragments of the Marble Plan of Ancient Rome).  Etching.  

18 x 15 inches.  Tavola IIII of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 

1756).  Photo credit: Gallica, digital library of the Bibliothèque Nationale de 

France.
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Figure 5.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Frammenti di Marmo della Pianta di 
Roma antica... (Fragments of the Marble Plan of Ancient Rome).  Etching.  

15 x 18 inches.  Tavola V of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  

Photo credit: Gallica, digital library of the Bibliothèque Nationale de 

France.
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Figure 6.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Indice de‘Frammenti di marmo della Pianta di 
Roma antica (Indexes to the Fragments of the Marble Plan of Ancient Rome). Etching.  

19 x 12 inches each.  Tavole VI and VII of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 

1756).  Photo credit: University of Tokyo, Kamei Collection online. 
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Tavola VI (right) is unfolded so that it can be compared with Tavola IIII (left).

Tavola VI (right) is unfolded so that it can be compared with Tavola II (left).

Figure 7.  Demonstration of extendable prints in Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Le 
Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756): Tavola VI shown with Tavole II and 

III.  Author’s photograph of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I from the University 

of Florida-Gainesville’s Rare Books Collection. 
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Figure 8.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Tavola VIII, Fig. I and II of Le Antichità
Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Etchings.  4 x 7 inches (Fig. I) and 5 x 8 

inches (Fig. II).  Author’s photograph of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I from 

the University of Florida-Gainesville’s Rare Books Collection. 
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Figure 9.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Tavola Topografica di 
Roma (Topographical Plan of Rome, i.e., the Aqueduct 

Plan).  Etching.  33 x 24 inches.  Tavola XXXVIII of Le 
Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Author’s 

photograph of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I from the 

University of Florida-Gainesville’s Rare Books Collection. 
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Figure 10.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Pianta della forma del 
Castro di Tiberio (Plan of the Barracks of Tiberius).  Etching.  

14 x 10 inches.  Tavola XXXIX of Le Antichità Romane, 

Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Photo credit: Gallica, digital library 

of the Bibliothèque Nationale de France.
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Figure 11.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Pianta e Spaccato 
delle Terme d'Antonino Caracalla (Plan of the Baths of 

Caracalla).  Etching.  11 x 9 inches.  Tavola XL of Le 
Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Photo credit: 

Gallica, digital library of the Bibliothèque Nationale de 

France.
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Figure 12.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Rappresentasi nella figure I il 
Ninfeo (Plan of the Nymphaeum of Nero).  Etching.  14 x 9 inches.  

Tavola XLI of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Photo 

credit: Gallica, digital library of the Bibliothèque Nationale de 

France.
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Figure 13.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, PIANTA delle Terme di 
Diocleziano (Plan of the Baths of Diocletian).  Etching.  9 x 10 

inches.  Tavola XLII of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I 

(Rome, 1756.  Photo credit: Gallica, digital library of the 

Bibliothèque Nationale de France.
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Figure 14.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, PIANTA dell’antico Foro Romano
(Plan of the Roman Forum).  Etching.  17 x 19 inches.  Tavola XLIII of Le 
Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Photo credit: Gallica, digital 

library of the Bibliothèque Nationale de France.
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Figure 15.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Nella figura i rappresentasi la 
Pianta del Monte Capitolino (Plan of the Capitoline Hill).  Etching.  

14 x 10 inches.  Tavola XLIIII of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I 

(Rome, 1756).  Photo credit: Gallica, digital library of the Bibliothèque 

Nationale de France.
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Figure 16.  Marc’Antonio Dal Re, panorama of the Villa Archinti at Robecco sul  

Naviglio.  Etching.  24 x 51 inches.  Illustration from Ville di Delizie (Milan, 1726).  

Photographed from Harris, “Landscape and Representation: the Printed View and 

Marc’Antonio Dal Re’s ‘Ville di delizia,’” 183. 
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Figure 17.  Counter-clockwise from upper left: Severan Marble Plan fragment 

22b, slab VII-15, as depicted in folio 14r of the Codex Vaticanus Latinus
(Rome, c. 1570-80), Tavola I of Bellori’s Fragmenta vestigii veteris Romae . . 
.  (Rome, 1673), and in Tavola II of Piranesi’s Le Antichità Romane, Volume 

I (Rome, 1756).  Photo credits: Stanford Digital Forma Urbis Romae Project; 

Corpus Informatico Belloriano; University of Tokyo, Kamei Collection 

online. 
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Figure 18.  Counter-clockwise from top left: Severan Marble Plan fragments 21a, 21b, 

21c, 21d, slab VII-14 as depicted in folio 18r of the Codex Vaticanus Latinus (Rome, 

c. 1570-80), Tavola IV of Bellori’s Fragmenta vestigii veteris Romae . . .  (Rome, 

1673), and in Tavola II of Piranesi’s Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  

Photo credits: Stanford Digital Forma Urbis Romae Project; Corpus Informatico

Belloriano; University of Tokyo, Kamei Collection online. 
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Figure 19.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Ichnographiam Campi
Martii antiquae urbis (“Ichnographia” or Plan of the Campus 

Martius).  Etching. 53 x 46 inches.  Tavola V from Il Campo 
Marzio dell’Antica Roma (Rome, 1757).  Photographed from 

Ficacci, Piranesi: The Complete Etchings, 403. 
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Figure 20.  Jan Goerre and Joannes Graevius, 

Castellum Aquae Martiae.  Engraving. Illustration 

from the Thesaurus Antiquitatum Romanarum
(Leiden, 1694-1699).  Photographed from Lolla, 

“Ceci n’est pas un monument: Vetusta Monumenta
and Antiquarian Aesthetics,” 32. 
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Figure 21.  Detail of the corner of the Aqueduct Plan of Tavola XXXVIII in Le 
Antichità Romane, Volume I. 
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Figure 22.  Detail of the “paperweight” of the Aqueduct Plan of Le Antichità
Romane, Volume I.



87

N

TIB
E
R
 R

IV
ER

C
IR

C
U

S M
A

X
IM

U
S

S

E
W

AVENTINE HILL

Figure 23.  Location of the Aventine Hill in the Master Plan of 

Tavola II, Le Antichità Romane, Volume I; schematic diagram of the 

Aventine Hill showing its “corners.”
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Figure 24.  Detail of the Master Plan of Tavola II, Le Antichità
Romane, Volume I showing numbers 175, 176 and 177. 
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Circus Maximus

Figure 25.  Detail showing the Clivus Publicius at the Aventine Hill’s 

northern corner, from Pirro Ligorio, Antiqvae vrbis imago, 1561.  

Photographed from Burns, “Pirro Ligorio’s Reconstruction of Ancient 

Rome: Antiqvae vrbis imago of 1561,” 64. 



90

Figure 26.  Detail showing the Clivus Publicius at the Aventine Hill’s northern 

corner, from Pirro Ligorio, Vrbis Romae Sitvs...(Rome, 1575).  Plate 49 from Franz 

Hogenberg and Georg Braun, Civitates orbis terrarum, Volume II (Cologne, 1575).  

Photo credit: the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Jewish National and University 

Library: the Shapell Digitalization Project. 
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Figure 27.  Detail of the Aventine Hill showing the Clivus Publicius, from 

Christiano Hülsen, Romae veteris tabvla in vsvm scholarvm descripta (Berlin, 

1901).  Photographed from Merlin, L’Aventin dans l’antique, endpaper. 
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Figure 28.  Detail of the Aventine Hill showing the Clivus Publicius, 

from Francesco Scagnetti, Roma urbs imperatorum aetate (Rome, 

1979).  Photographed from La Follette, “A Contribution of Andrea 

Palladio to the Study of Roman Thermae,” 197. 



93

Figure 29.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, index entries 175-177 of the “Indice o 

sia spiegazione delle vestigia di roma antica.” Author’s photograph of page 

22 of Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756) from the University of 

Florida-Gainesville’s Rare Books Collection. 
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Figure 30.  Giovanni Battista Piranesi, Veduta degli avanzi antiche fabbriche 
alle falde dell’Aventino sulla strada detta di Marmorata (View of the 

Ancient Ruins on the Aventine along the Marmorata).  Etching.  5 x 8 inches.  

Tavola XXIII, Fig. I, Le Antichità Romane, Volume I (Rome, 1756).  Photo 

credit: University of Tokyo, Kamei Collection online. 
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Figure 31.  Detail of the Aqueduct Plan of Tavola XXXVIII in Le 
Antichità, Volume I, showing the Appian Aqueduct terminating at the 

salinae. 



96

Figure 32.  Detail of the Aventine Hill showing Santa Maria del Priorato, 

from Giuseppe Nolli, Le Grande Pianta di Roma (Rome, 1748).  Photo 

credit: University of California-Berkley Library. 
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Figure 33.  Etienne du Pérac, Il colle Aventino.  Engraving.  8 x 15 inches.  

Illustration from I vestigi dell’antichità di Roma raccolti et ritratti in perspettiva 
con ogni diligentia da Stefano Du Perac parisino (Rome, 1575).  Photographed 

from Jatta, Piranesi e l’Aventino, 126.

Figure 34.  Aloisio Giovannoli, Veduta dell’Aventino.  Engraving.   8.5 x 15 inches.  

Illustration from Roma Antica di Alò Giovannoli da Civita Castellana (Rome, 

1616).  Photographed from Jatta, Piranesi e l’Aventino, 132.



98

Figure 35.  Isaac de Moucheron, Veduta del Tevere, con l’Aventino 
e la chiesa del Priorato, 1694-97.  Oil on canvas.  20 x 31 inches.  

Photographed from Jatta, Piranesi e l’Aventino, 130.

Figure 36.  Giuseppe Vasi, Monte Aventino e Vestigi del Ponte Sublico.
Etching.  8 x 13 inches.  Illustration from Delle magnificenze di Roma 
antica e moderna (Rome, 1742).  Photographed from Scalabroni, 

Giuseppe Vasi 1710-1782, plate 183.
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Figure 37.  Giuseppe Vasi, La veduta della Basilica di S. Paolo 
fuori delle Mura ed adiacenze dal Monte Aventino, e dal Fiume 
Tevere.  Etching.  39 x 27 inches.  Illustration from Prospetto 
dell’alma città... (Rome, 1765-1771).  Photographed from 

Scalabroni, Giuseppe Vasi 1710-1782, plate 316. 
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Figure 38.  Cosimo Mogalli, Vedute del Monte Aventino sotto gli antichi 
navali.  Engraving.  5.5 x 7.5 inches.  Illustration from Accurata e succinta 
descrizione topografica della antichità di Roma dell’abate Ridolfino 
Venuti cortonese presidente all’antichità romane... (Rome, 1763).  

Photographed from Jatta, Piranesi e l’Aventino, 137.

Figure 39.  Giovanni Cassini, Veduta del Monte Aventino con gli Antichi 
Navali.  Engraving.  7 x 10 inches.  Illustration from Nuova raccalta delle 
migliori vedute antiche e moderne di Roma disegnate ed incise Giovanni 
Cassini l’anno MDCCLXXIX (Rome, 1779).  Photographed from Di Piazza, 

Carte, piante e vedute di XVII secolo, 174.
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Figure 40.  Detail of the Aventine Hill in Giuseppe Nolli, Le Grande Pianta di 
Roma (Rome, 1748), rotated.  Photo credit: University of California-Berkley 

Library. 
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“175. Ruins of the ancient saltworks which today serve as 
warehouses towards the Marmorata and are exactly 
opposite today’s salt vendors (?).  This is shown in Plate 
23, figure I of this volume at letter ‘A’.”

“A.  Ruins of the ancient saltworks.”

Figure 41.  Detail of the Master Plan showing number 175; the text 

of the corresponding index entry; View of the Aventine with “A”

highlighted; the description of “A” in the print’s caption. 
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“176.  Continuation of the ruins of the same saltworks along the Tiber, 
beneath the Priorato. Since 1749, at the precise location noted by letter 
‘B’ of this figure. one can see the ancient specus of the Appian 
Aqueduct’s conduit, which terminates at the foot of the Clivus 
Publicius, in the place by the saltworks near the Porta Trigemina …”

“B.  The specus of the Appian Aqueduct conduit.”

Figure 42a.  Detail of the Master Plan showing number 176; the text of the 

corresponding index entry; View of the Aventine with “B” highlighted; the 

description of “B” in the print’s caption. 
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“176. [continued] ...as shown in the Aqueduct plan, and in my 
commentary related to passages 6 and 19 of Frontinus.”

Figure. 42b.  Detail of the Master Plan showing number 176; the text of the 

corresponding index entry referring the reader to the Aqueduct Plan, and the 

detail of the Aqueduct Plan showing the terminus of the Appian Aqueduct. 
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“176. [continued] In this year, Monsignor Casoni, the president of the 
district at this time, in order to utilize this specus to access water from inside 
the depths of the Aventine, renovated the orifice, and restored it in the form 
of a small fountain, shown in part in Plate 23, figure I of this volume at 
letter ‘C’.”

“C.  Modern fountain provided by [water coming out of] this 
specus.”

Figure 42c.  Detail of the Master Plan showing number 176; the last part 

of the corresponding index entry; View of the Aventine with “C”

highlighted; the description of “C” in the print’s caption. 
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“177.  Massive walls with buttresses which reinforce the 
slopes of the Aventine above the Clivus Publicius, shown in 
this figure at letters D and E.”

“D. A present-day ascent known as the ancient Clivus Publicius; E. 
Remains of fortifications of the Aventine.”

Figure 43.  Detail of the Master Plan showing number 177; the text of the 

corresponding index entry; View of the Aventine with “D” and “E”

highlighted; the descriptions of “D” and “E” in the print’s caption. 
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