
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Using Spolia, (Re)building Cities 
 

Metropolitan Perspectives on Forms and Meanings of the Antique 
from the Hellenistic Period to the Middle Ages 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

edited by 
Lorenzo Cigaina 
Marco Esposito 

Julian Zimmermann 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Regensburg 2025 
 



 

 

Bibliografische Information der Deutschen Nationalbibliothek 

 

Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation in der Deutschen 

Nationalbibliografie. Detaillierte bibliografische Daten sind im Internet unter 

http://dnb.dnb.de abrufbar. 

 

 

 

ISBN (Print): 978-3-88246-513-6 

ISBN (PDF): 978-3-88246-514-3 

 

 

DOI: 10.5283/epub.59471 

Link zur Online-Version: https://epub.uni-regensburg.de/59471 

 

Satz und Layout: Yvonne Gänslein 

 

Titelbild: im Hintergrund, Grabaltar des L. Aelius Tertius in der Vituskirche in 

Rom (Foto: © Lorenzo Cigaina); im Vordergrund unten, Reliefblock mit Me-

dusahaupt und wiederverwendete antike Bauelemente in der Yerebatan-Zis-

terne (6. Jh. n. Chr.) in Konstantinopel/Istanbul (Foto: © Lorenzo Cigaina); oben, 

„San Tódaro“ (Hl. Theodor) auf Markusplatz in Venedig: kaiserzeitliche Säule, 

Kapitell des 13. Jh., spätmittelalterlicher Drache, hadrianische Panzerstatue, um-

bearbeiteter Porträtkopf des 4. Jh. (Originalbild: © Wikipedia Commons). 

 

Umschlaggestaltung: Bettina Springer-Ferazin 

Herstellung: Universitätsbibliothek Regensburg 

 

Erscheinungsort: Regensburg, 2025 

Druck und Bindung: Digital Print Group o. Schimek GmbH, Nürnberg 

 

Dieses Werk ist unter der Creative Commons-Lizenz 

Namensnennung 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0) veröffentlicht.  



 

 

Contents 

 

LORENZO CIGAINA, MARCO ESPOSITO, JULIAN ZIMMERMANN 

Spolia and Cities: Contexts, Dynamics, Potentials ........................................ 5 
 

PAOLO LIVERANI 
Use and Misuse of “Reuse”. An Introduction .............................................. 37 
 

JESSICA WINDMAIßER 

Kammergräber aus Makedonien.  Gedachte Spolien griechisch-

makedonischer Tempel und Paläste ............................................................. 51 
 

ARABELLA CORTESE 

Spolia as Means of Local Urban Identity. Memorializing the Past in Late 

Antique Rough Cilicia ..................................................................................... 79 
 

CLAUDIA LAMANNA 

The Reuse of Decorative and Architectural Elements in Late Antique 

Crete. The Case of Gortyn’s Public Baths ................................................... 113 
 

LORENZO CIGAINA 

Lives… and Afterlife of Roman Monuments. The Funerary Altar of Saint 

Vitus in Rome and Other Related Spolia in Medieval Churches ............ 157 
 

MICHELE CAMPOPIANO 

Buchstaben als Bausteine der Vergangenheit. Erinnerung an die Antike 

und die Verwendung von Spolien in Fallbeispielen aus Pisa und Salerno 

(11. und 12. Jahrhundert) .............................................................................. 191 
 

LORENZO CALVELLI 

The Metropolis without a Classical Foundation. Epigraphic Spolia and 

Uses of the Past in Venice and Its Lagoon .................................................. 221 
 

LUIGI TUFANO 

Epigrafi e città. Due episodi di (ri-)uso a Nola nel Rinascimento ........... 253 
 

Academic profiles .......................................................................................... 287 

 



 

 

37 

Use and Misuse of “Reuse”. An Introduction 

Paolo Liverani 

Abstract. This paper briefly traces the history of the concept of spolium and reuse in archaeo-
logical and art historical studies since its appearance in the sixteenth century. In the twentieth 
century, the term, which had previously been used in a rather negative sense, underwent a 
reappraisal following the flourishing of Late Antique studies. H. P. L’Orange (1939) and F. 
Deichmann (1940) provided the parameters of interpretation of the phenomenon that were 
accepted in the following decades. More recently, a critical revision of these ideas has been 
proposed, extending the concept beyond Late Antique architectural reuse and considering its 
development up to modern times. Using the tools of linguistics and semiotics, it is necessary 
to formulate a more rigorous theoretical framework of the phenomenon, taking into account 
the different historical and cultural situations from ancient to modern times, in order to avoid 
the pitfalls of an overly ideological and subjective interpretation. 

The Latin word spolium means the stripped-off skin or hide of an animal, 

or – metaphorically – the weapons or armour taken from a defeated enemy. 

Thus, in general, it refers to the spoils of war. In early sixteenth-century Italy, 

the term changed in meaning, becoming a technical term in the art-historical 

lexicon: Raphael and Baldassar Castiglione in their Letter to Pope Leo X1 or 

Vasari in his Lives of the Most Excellent Painters, Sculptors, and Architects2 used 

the equivalent Italian word spoglie to designate the elements of ancient archi-

tecture or sculpture removed from their original location and reused in new 

contexts or buildings. The most famous example was (and is), of course, the 

spolia collection of the Arch of Constantine.  

From the Renaissance until the last century the term spolia had negative 

connotations; we can still cite in this context Bernard Berenson’s famous es-

say published in 1954 on the Arch of Constantine.3 Spolia became an index of 

the decline in the creative and technical capacity of artists in the Roman em-

pire. At the same time, the word aroused a feeling of regret for the loss of the

 
1 Di Teodoro 2003, IX; Settis – Ammannati 2022. 
2 Vasari 1550 (ed. 1986), 131; Kinney 1997, 119-122. 
3 Berenson 1954. 
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monument from which the spolia had been removed. More generally speak-

ing, most late-antique artistic productions were held in low esteem owing to 

the classical bias of scholars. In the early twentieth century, Walter Ame-

lung’s catalogue of the ancient sculpture of the Chiaramonti museum in the 

Vatican4 followed a typical pattern with a few words of evaluation in the last 

lines of each entry. In the case of some fragmentarily preserved late Roman 

sarcophagi, Amelung invariably concluded his analysis with the formula: 

spät und schlecht (“late and bad”), two words that were almost synonymous 

for the great archaeologist. 

In 1901, only two years before the publication of the Chiaramonti cata-

logue, Alois Riegl published his seminal work, Die spätrömische Kunstindus-

trie,5 a re-evaluation of late-antique art. The turning point for spolia, however, 

came in 1939 when Hans Peter L’Orange and Armin von Gerkan published 

their monumental edition of the Arch of Constantine.6 The arch reused older 

reliefs, replaced the portraits of Trajan, Hadrian, and Marcus Aurelius with 

those of Constantine and, finally, depicted the emperor on the Rostra of the 

Roman Forum (Fig. 1) between the statues of the last two emperors. 

Fig.  1  Arch of  Constantine:  fr ieze portraying the emperor on the Rostra of  the Roman 
Forum. 

According to L’Orange, in this way Constantine wanted to identify him-

self with the good old emperors of the second century and presented himself 

 
4 Amelung 1903. 
5 Riegl 1901. 
6 L’Orange – von Gerkan 1939. 
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as the one who had restored the empire to its former glory.7 A year later, 

Friederich Deichmann interpreted the reuse of columns and other architec-

tural elements in early Christian basilicas as a symptom of a new aesthetic 

that favoured diversity and variatio over the uniformity of the classical ar-

chitectural orders.8 

This new line of interpretation needed a while to take root, but then – at 

least for a couple of generations – it was the new standard theory of spolia, 

reversing the previously negative judgement on them such that they now be-

came something positive. To be honest, this new theory, although very at-

tractive, had weak foundations. I will only mention a couple of critical points: 

our ancient written sources mostly ignored the practice of reuse or even ex-

pressed disapproval of it, at least until the early sixth century. Only in the 

time of Theodoric do we find the first signs of a positive evaluation of this 

practice.9 Moreover, how could the ancient viewer recognize the original 

fragments and attribute them to earlier periods? And, in the event that this 

had really happened, why would he evaluate positively the replacement of 

the portrait of an ancient and glorious emperor with that of a more recent 

one? Would he be more inclined to regard it as an embarrassing and, per-

haps, inexplicable damnatio memoriae?  

Dale Kinney and I10 have raised these crucial questions and have also 

made several other points against L’Orange’s theory. It seemed difficult for 

the ancient viewer – lacking sophisticated archaeological and historical 

knowledge – to recognize the reuse of the spolia. Nor did we think that the 

average observer could generally date and attribute spolia to a certain histor-

ical period and then link them to the ideological and political programme of 

the later emperor who erected the new building. There were also theoretical 

difficulties. For instance, in semiotic terms, how is it possible to maintain a 

 
7 L’Orange – von Gerkan 1939, 190-191. 
8 Deichmann 1940, 114-130; Deichmann 1975. 
9 Liverani 2004.  
10 Kinney 1995, 56-58; Kinney 1997; Liverani 2004; Liverani 2011; Liverani 2021.  
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double reading of the portraits on the Arch of Constantine? The viewer had 

to consider the emperor portrayed on the arch either as Trajan or as Constan-

tine and tended to disambiguate the message by choosing the easier and 

more obvious interpretation, which is to say the latter.  

Last but not least, since L’Orange this theory has often been applied in a 

rather mechanical way, so that a reused capital on top of a church column 

has increasingly become the sign of the Church’s triumph over paganism, 

regardless of the date, geographical location, or possible alternative explana-

tions of the monument. This is an extremely serious shortcoming of the the-

ory, resulting from a lack of historical perspective. Moreover, when we con-

sider the meaning of the spolia, we enter into a judgment about intentions. 

In other words, its meaning depends on the viewer and not on the spolia 

themselves, and therefore is subject to context, historical condition, and cul-

tural background. Finally, there is always the risk of projecting the ideas of 

the contemporary scholar onto the ancient viewer.  

The first sign of reaction against this line of thought came in 1969, when 

Arnold Esch proposed a much more articulate and sensible interpretative 

scheme in his seminal work.11 He considered five types of reuses or, rather, 

five different reasons to justify reuse: firstly, economic and practical reasons, 

then profanation and exorcism, interpretatio Christiana, political legitimiza-

tion, and finally aesthetic appreciation. As an historian, Esch was more inter-

ested in the final new context of the spolium than in the lost original one and 

was therefore more attentive to the diverse and nuanced reasons for reuse 

than to a standard ideological explanation. In recent years, scholars have 

been more cautious in considering the many facets of the phenomenon and 

its historical evolution, and the treatment of this topic is no longer limited to 

the late antique and medieval world but has intrigued historians, art 

 
11 Esch 1969. 
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historians, and architects interested in studying this practice down to con-

temporary times.12 

The concept of spolia itself has been greatly extended. More and more of-

ten we speak now of “reuse”: a term encompassing not only material spolia 

in se, according to Richard Brilliant’s felicitous definition,13 that is, spolia 

proper, but also spolia in re, that is, metaphorical spolia, for instance the reuse 

of an image or an iconographic type. 

Among the spolia in se, we can cite a number of examples of different 

types.14 We have cases in which a statue is reused by changing its meaning. 

For example, in Caesarea Philippi there was a bronze group probably show-

ing the emperor Hadrian as he received homage from the personification of 

the province of Judaea. In the early fourth century it was reinterpreted and 

reused as Jesus healing a bleeding woman.15 In the early Middle Ages at Con-

stantinople a sculptural group in the Hippodrome probably representing 

Heracles with one of the Hesperides was reinterpreted as Adam and Eve.16 

Following Jan Vansina, the anthropologists call this phenomenon iconatro-

phy.17 it is the process by which an oral tradition originates from a post-event 

explanation of a work that has lost its original meaning over time. Sometimes 

reuse arises from more practical needs, as happened, for example, with the 

bronze statue of a bear that is referred to as a she-wolf in Aachen. It was con-

sidered the local equivalent of the bronze she-wolf in Rome.18 In Orvieto, Ar-

nolfo di Cambio transformed a pagan Roman goddess with a little retouching 

 
12 Cf. the essays collected in Brilliant – Kinney 2011, or Meier 2020. 
13 Brilliant 1982. 
14 Liverani 2014. 
15 Eus. HE VII, 18, 2-3; Soz. HE V, 21; Philost. HE VII, 3. Wilson 2006; Stewart 2007, 32-33. 
16 Parastaseis 5 (ed. Preger I, 21) = Patria 2, 87 (ed. Preger II, 196); Dagron 1984, 135; Basset 2004, 

218.  
17 Vansina 1985. 
18 Falkenstein 1966, 51-53; Beutler 1982, 76-91. 
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to represent the Virgin Mary in the De Braye funerary monument.19 Many 

other examples can be cited. 

In its new life, the spolium could change not only its meaning but also its 

function. In linguistic terms the change can affect both the signified and the 

signifier. A sarcophagus could be reused as the architrave of a door20 (Fig. 2), 

another with a scene showing the clemency of a Roman general (Fig. 3) be-

came the basin of a fountain illustrating the Justice of Trajan, that is, the legend 

 
19 Coccia – Mozzoni 2009; Sensi 2016. 
20 Cf. the church of S. Giovanni Gerosolimitano at Tarquinia (VT): De Minicis 2008, 66-67, fig. 

9, or that of S. Biagio at Nepi (VT). 

Fig.  2  Tarquinia (VT),  church of  S.  Giovanni Gerosolimitano:  Roman sarcophagus as 
the architrave of  a  door. 
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of the meeting between the emperor and a widow.21 This was a widely de-

picted story in the Renaissance. 

 Of course, this evolution is even easier for the spolium in re, for an icono-

graphic type: the classical image of the sleeping Endymion became the 

prophet Jonas on Early Christian sarcophagi,22 the sun god Helios became 

Christ in the mosaic of the vault of the tomb of the Julii, or tomb M, in the 

Vatican Necropolis,23 and so on.  

Some scholars have theorized an even more abstract concept of spolium, 

proposing an equivalence between the literary cento of Late Antiquity and 

the spolia.24 The cento is a poetic composition made up of a collection of pas-

sages from various works, typically from Vergil for the Latin West and 

Homer for the Greek East. In my opinion, however, this extension of the con-

cept of spolium risks straying too far from the term’s original meaning. To 

understand the problems that this equivalence immediately raises, we must 

clarify two points.25 Firstly, it should not be forgotten that Latin and Greek 

 
21 Liverani 1998, 229; Liverani 2014, 173-175. 
22 Bisconti 2000, 191-193 (D. Mazzoleni).  
23 Liverani, in Liverani – Spinola 2010, 114-119. 
24 Elsner 2000, 175-177; Fabricius Hansen 2003, 168-172. 
25 Cf. Liverani 2001, 386-388; Liverani 2011, 41-44. Lastly Settis 2022, 82. 

Fig.  3  Vatican Museum. Sarcophagus with a scene showing the clemency of  a Roman ge-
neral . 
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have neither a term corresponding to the modern archaeological definition 

of spolia nor a word to translate our concept of ‘quotation’.26 Secondly, it is 

important to note that whoever employs spolia in a new context must tear 

them out of the previous one, damaging or even destroying it. A quotation, 

on the other hand, reuses an expression considered authoritative and signif-

icant, but in doing so not only does not damage the original text, but even 

turns it into a model, a classic, enriching it with new shades of meaning and 

implications. At least in theory, we can always verify a quotation by compar-

ing it with its source text, whereas the monument from which the spolia are 

taken no longer exists by definition.  

Added to this material impossibility is a second one concerning spolia in 

re, that is, the reuse of an image. In this case, there is no material destruction 

of the original, but is it possible to speak in the proper sense of a figural quo-

tation? We must first define what we mean by quotation. The main criteria 

identified so far are two: literalness and delimitation.27 The first can be ap-

plied only to a written text (and written in alphabetical notation). The second 

is difficult – though not impossible – to fulfil in the case of an image. We can 

consider special cases when an image is delimited or ‘closed’ by a frame or 

an equivalent device. For instance, in a fresco, a figure on a base indicates 

that it is a statue, hence a meta-image, different from the ones surrounding 

it. It is clear, however, that this concerns only a small number of cases, com-

pared to what we would be tempted to define as quotation in a less rigorous 

manner. In order not to stray from our theme and address even more com-

plex issues, I will neglect more subtle distinctions between quotation, copy-

ing, replication, plagiarism, and even the most difficult to formalize: allusion.  

Speaking in very general terms, the essential difference is what Nelson 

Goodman identified between ‘autograph’ and ‘allographic’ works.28 An au-

tograph work is one that exists in a single copy, as in the case of a painting or 

 
26 Compagnon 1979, 48.  
27 Morawski 1970, 691. 
28 Goodman 1968. 
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a statue. Its exact duplication is both practically and theoretically impossible. 

Examples of allographic works, on the other hand, are a symphony, a novel, 

a play. What counts in this case is ‘sameness of spelling’, that is the exact 

correspondence of a series of signs, in which every performance, every edi-

tion or print is equally ‘authentic’ in the sense that it does not constitute an 

imitation, even though it may be more or less accurate. If we define the prob-

lem in this way, it is clear that the quotation of an image is not possible, 

strictly speaking. At most we can accept that it is the figural evocation of an-

other image.29 

Last but not least, there is the reuse of places and buildings. We arrive now 

at the second thematic pole of this volume: the metropolises. As is well 

known, the demographic decline of most ancient cities forced civic commu-

nities to face difficult choices. Many important buildings and public monu-

ments lost their function and significance due to changes in the social and 

economic structure of the city.  

In Rome we have a great number of examples: the temple of Mars in the 

Forum of Augustus was legally dismantled in order to reuse its architectural 

elements by a certain Patricius Decius between the late fifth and the first half 

of the sixth century.30 A good candidate could be Caecina Decius Albinus, 

consul in 493 and Praetorian Praefect between 500 and 503, the man whom 

Theodoric authorized31 to extend his house above the Porticus Curva, gener-

ally identified with the entrance to the Forum Transitorium from the Subura, 

just a short distance away.32 Another famous example can be found on a pillar 

of the second order of the Colosseum (the first floor): it is the inscription of 

 
29 Forero-Mendoza 2004, 25. 
30 AE 1996, 244; Meneghini, in Meneghini – Santangeli Valenzani 2004, 179-180. Basilius Decius 

consul in 486, urban prefect and prefect of the praetorium (PLRE 2, Decius 2, 349), or Flavius 
Decius consul in 529 and patrician in 546 (PLRE 3 A, Decius 1, 391), or finally Caecina Decius 
Albinus (PLRE 2, Albinus 9).  

31 Cassiod. var. 4, 30. 
32 Guidobaldi 1995. Some doubts were cast on this reconstruction by Spera 2015, 252-253; more 

elaborate treatment by Dey, in print. 
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“Gerontius v(ir) s(pectabilis)” attesting his right to exploit the monument as a 

quarry. This Gerontius is also known in the Rome of Theodoric.33 

In the sixth century, Rome’s population was reduced to a tenth or even a 

twentieth of the size estimated for the fourth century.34 Its monuments un-

derwent a severe process of reduction and transformation; some of them, as 

we have seen in the case of the Colosseum, lost their function and became 

simply quarries, others changed their function and were reused for purposes 

unknown in the classical city. Hadrian’s imperial mausoleum became a for-

tress to protect the Aelian bridge during the Gothic War, several monuments 

were transformed into churches, such as the Curia of the Senate in the Roman 

Forum occupied by St. Hadrian, the hall in the southwestern corner of the 

Templum Pacis that housed the basilica of Saints Cosmas and Damian, or the 

Pantheon rededicated as Sancta Maria ad Martyres. As early as the fourth cen-

tury, the enclosure of the Templum Pacis housed a series of buildings, proba-

bly including the Horrea Piperataria, a warehouse and bazaar of oriental 

spices, which were moved to this site in order to open space for the construc-

tion of the nearby Basilica of Maxentius. Other public spaces between the Fo-

rum of Trajan and the so-called Market of Trajan were occupied in the early 

Middle Ages by the Xenodochium a Valeriis, a hostel for pilgrims. Let me stop 

here because the list of examples that can be cited is very long.35 If we want, 

we can easily consider the entire city of Rome as a spolium, a reuse: each his-

torical period has reused and transformed the previous version of the city in 

an inextricable overlap of functions and urban forms.  

To sum up, the concept of spolia has been expanded and transformed in 

recent years, but it has also become confused as a result, at the risk of losing 

specificity. I believe that an attempt should now be made to thematize and 

specify the distinctions between the various types of reuse in order to guide 

future research. The differences and similarities between the various types of 

 
33 Rea 1995, 174-176. 
34 Lo Cascio 2013. 
35 An updated panorama in Meneghini – Santangeli Valenzani 2004; Dey 2021.  
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spolia need to be marked in order to eliminate nebulous confusion and pro-

vide a flexible taxonomy that allows for a more rigorous description and in-

terpretation of the phenomenon. Mechanical schemes, ideological over-inter-

pretations, and anachronistic superimpositions of modern concepts onto an-

cient evidence should be avoided as much as possible. 

  



Paolo Liverani 

 

48 

Bibliography 

 

1. Edited sources 

AE = L’Année Épigraphique. 

Vasari G., Le vite de’ piu eccellenti architetti, pittori, et scultori italiani, da Cimabue insino a’ 

tempi nostri, nell’edizione per i tipi di Lorenzo Torrentino, Firenze 1550 (ed. L. Bellosi 

– A. Rossi, Turin 1986). 

 

2. Secondary bibliography 

Amelung W., Die Sculpturen des Vaticanischen Museums, I, Berlin 1903. 

Basset S., The urban image of Late Antique Constantinople, Cambridge 2004. 

Berenson B., The Arch of Constantine: or the decline of form, New York 1954. 

Beutler Ch., Statua. Die Entstehung der nachantiken Statue und der europäische Individualis-

mus, Munich 1982. 

Bisconti F. (ed.), Temi di iconografia paleocristiana, Vatican City 2000. 

Brilliant R., I piedistalli del giardino di Boboli: spolia in se, spolia in re, Prospettiva 31, 1982, 2-

17. 

Coccia M. – Mozzoni L. (eds.), Arnolfo di Cambio. Il monumento del Cardinal Guillaume De 

Braye dopo il restauro. Atti del convegno internazionale di studio (Roma – Orvieto, 

9-11 dicembre 2004), Firenze 2009. 

Compagnon A., Le seconde main, ou le travail de la citation, Paris 1979. 

Dagron G., Constantinople imaginaire. Études sur le recueil des “Patria”, Paris 1984. 

De Minicis E., Gli spolia. Esempi di riutilizzo nelle tecniche costruttive (Roma e alto Lazio), in: 

Metodologia, insediamenti urbani e produzioni: il contributo di Gabriella Maetzke e 

le attuali prospettive delle ricerche. Atti del Convegno (Viterbo, 25-27 novembre 

2004), Viterbo 2008, 57-74. 

Deichmann F. W., Säule und Ordnung in der frühchristlichen Architektur, Mitteilungen des 

Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Römische Abteilung 55, 1940, 114-130. 

Deichmann F. W., Die Spolien in der spätantiken Architektur, Munich 1975. 

Dey H., The making of Medieval Rome. A new profile of the city, 400–1420, Cambridge 2021. 

Dey H., PAT DECI: Reconsidering the date of the temple of Mars Ultor’s demise, in press. 

Di Teodoro F. P., Raffaello, Baldassar Castiglione e la ‘Lettera a Leone X’, Bologna 2003. 

Elsner J., From the culture of spolia to the cult of relics. The Arch of Constantine and the ge-

nesis of Late Antique forms, Papers of the British School of Rome 68, 2000, 149-184. 

Esch A., Spolien. Zur Wiederverwendung antiker Baustücke und Skulpturen im mittelalterli-

chen Italien, Archiv für Kulturgeschichte 51, 1969, 1-64. 

Fabricius Hansen M., The eloquence of appropriation. Prolegomena to an understanding of 

spolia in Early Christian Rome, Rome 2003. 



Use and Misuse of “Reuse” 

 

49 

Falkenstein L., Der “Lateran” der Karolingischen Pfalz zu Aachen, Köln 1966. 

Forero-Mendoza S., De la citation dans l’art et dans la peinture en particulier, in: P. Beylot 

(ed.), Emprunts et citations dans le champ artistique, Paris 2004, 19-31. 

Goodman N., Languages of art: an approach to a theory of symbols, Indianapolis (IN) 1968.  

Guidobaldi F., s.v. Domus Albinus, Lexicon Topographicum Urbis Romae II, 1995, 28-29. 

Kinney D., Rape or restitution of the past? Interpreting spolia, in: S. C. Scott (ed.), The art of 

interpreting, University Park (PA) 1995, 52-67.  

Kinney D., Spolia, damnatio and renovatio memoriae, Memoirs of the American Academy in 

Rome 42, 1997, 117-148. 

Liverani P., “Archa marmorea, che ha in se scolpita di mezzo rilievo la caccia di Meleagro 

vaghissimamente”, in: M. Winner – B. Andreae (eds.), Il Cortile delle Statue. Der Sta-

tuenhof des Belvedere im Vatikan. Atti del Convegno (Roma, 21-23 ottobre 1992), 

Mainz 1998, 345-353. 

Liverani P., Reimpiego senza ideologia. La lettura antica degli spolia, dall’Arco di Costantino 

all’età di Teodorico, Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Römische 

Abteilung 111, 2004, 383-434. 

Liverani P., Reading spolia in Late-Antiquity and contemporary perception, in: R. Brilliant – 

D. Kinney (eds.), Reuse value. Spolia and appropriation in art and architecture, from 

Constantine to Sherrie Levine, Farnham (Surrey) 2011, 33-51. 

Liverani P., Historisierung idealer Figuren, in: D. Boschung – L. Jäger (eds.), Formkonstanz 

und Bedeutungswandel, Paderborn 2014, 163-185. 

Liverani P., s.v. Spolie, Reallexikon für Antike und Christentum 30, 2021, 1017-1031. 

Liverani P. – Spinola G., Le necropoli vaticane, Milan 2010. 

Lo Cascio E., La popolazione di Roma prima e dopo il 410, in: J. Lipps – C. Machado – Ph. von 

Rummel (eds.), The Sack of Rome in 410 AD. The event, its context and its impact, 

Wiesbaden 2013, 411-422. 

L’Orange H. P. – von Gerkan A., Der spätantike Bildschmuck des Konstantinsbogens, Berlin 

1939. 

Meier H.-R., Spolien. Phänomene der Wiederverwendung in der Architektur, Berlin 2020. 

Meneghini R. – Santangeli Valenzani R., Roma nell’altomedioevo. Topografia e urbanistica 

della città dal V al X secolo, Rome 2004. 

Morawski S., The basic functions of quotation, in: A. J. Greimas et al. (eds.), Sign, language, 

culture, The Hague 1970, 690-705. 

PLRE = J. R. Martindale, The prosopography of the later Roman Empire, II (A.D. 395-527) – III 

A (A.D. 527-641), Cambridge 1980-1992. 

Preger Th., Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum, I-II, Leipzig 1901-1907.



Paolo Liverani 

Paolo Liverani 

University of Florence. E-mail: paolo.liverani@unifi.it 

50 

Rea R., Gerontius V(ir) S(pectabilis); Horatius Rogatus proc(urator) Aug(usti) N(ostri): nuova 

documentazione sull’epigrafia del Colosseo e dei Mercati di Traiano, in: S. Quilici Gi-

gli (ed.), Archeologia Laziale 12, 1, Roma 1995, 173-180. 

Riegl A., Die spätrömische Kunst-Industrie nach den Funden in Österreich-Ungarn im Zusam-

menhange mit der Gesamtentwicklung der Bildenden Künste bei den Mittelmeervöl-

kern, Wien 1901. 

Sensi L., Il monumento del cardinale Guillaume De Bray. Carlo D’Angiò, Arnolfo e l’antico, 

in: L. Carletti – G. Garzella (eds.), La storia e la critica. Atti della giornata di studi per 

festeggiare Antonino Caleca, Ospedaletto 2016, 111-120. 

Settis S., Short circuits: when (Art) History collapses, in: S. Settis – A. Anguissola (eds.), Recy-

cling beauty, Milan 2022, 60-85.  

Settis S. – Ammannati G., Raffaello tra gli sterpi. Le rovine di Roma e le origini della tutela, 

Milan 2022. 

Spera, L., A proposito di quattro blocchi di pavonazzetto con iscrizioni da un’officina mar-

moraria nell’area del Quirinale, in: A. Serra (ed.), Miscellanea in onore di Patrizia Se-

rafin, Rome 2015, 263-286. 

Stewart P., Continuity and tradition in Late Antique perceptions of portrait statuary, in: F. A. 

Bauer – Ch. Witschel (eds.), Statuen in der Spätantike, Wiesbaden 2007, 27-42. 

Vansina J., Oral tradition as history, Oxford 1985. 

Wilson J. F., The statue of Christ at Banias. A saga of pagan-Christian confrontation in 4th 

century Syro-Palestine, ARAM Periodical 18, 2006, 1-11. 

 

   

 

Illustration credits 

 

Figs. 1 and 3. © DAI Rom. 

Fig. 2. © Progetto – Storia dell’Arte. Online: https://www.progettostoriadellarte.it/wp-con-

tent/uploads/2020/08/IMG_20200730_191644-scaled.jpg (last viewed: 5/4/2024). 

 


