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A Catalogue of Sculptures 
from the Sanctuary of Diana Nemorensis 

in The University of Pennsylvania Museum, 
Philadelphia 

BY PIA GULDAGER BILDE AND METTE MOLTESEN1 

The University of Pennsylvania Museum in 
Philadelphia owns a collection of marble 
sculptures of considerable interest (Fig. 1). 
The earliest collection of ancient sculptures 
donated to the museum was an ensemble con-
sisting of 44 pieces unearthed in the Sanctu-
ary of Diana Nemorensis by Lake Nemi in the 
Alban Hills, ca. 25 km southeast of Rome. The 
museum curators E. Hall and later S.B. Luce 
questioned the provenance, though, and this 
uncertainty has prevailed ever since.2 There 
is, however, no reason for harbouring this 
doubt: it is absolutely certain that the sculp-
tural ensemble derives from one of the most 
important sanctuaries in Central Italy, the 
Sanctuary of Diana Nemorensis. The sculp-
tures are typical examples of the types, styles, 
materials and marble sculpting techniques 
available in a main Central Italian sanctuary 
during the crucial years of the transition from 
the late Republic to the Imperial period. At 
the same time, they provide us with invaluable 
information on the character of the votives in 
the Sanctuary. 

Acquisition 
The Nemi sculptures were donated by Mrs. 
Lucy Wharton Drexel (1838-1912). 3 (Fig. 2). 
She was married to the banker, Joseph

William Drexel, and was a woman of large 

means as noted in a letter from S. Yorke 
Stevenson to J.R. Coolidge, February 18th 
1901. Mrs. Drexel was a passionate collector 
of fans, and her most joyous moment must 
have been the day, when she succeeded in 
wresting from Pope Leo XIII the ceremonial 
fans of his predecessor, Pius IX. As the gal-
leries of the museum became overcrowded 
with her fans, the then curator, Mrs. Sara 
Yorke Stevenson, according to the above-
mentioned letter, talked her into spending 
her money on something more serious, the col-
lecting of ancient sculpture. Thus, Mrs. Drex-
el became one of the main contributors to 
the collections in the Mediterranean section 
of the University of Pennsylvania Museum 
during its formative years; it opened in 1894. 

Professor Arthur L. Frothingham from 
Princeton was associated with the museum 
during the years 1895-1898, and acted as an 
intermediary for the museum when buying 
works of art in Rome. He was well acquaint-
ed with the antiquities' market there and was 
on friendly terms with Wolfgang Helbig and 
Rodolfo Lanciani some of the main actors on 
this scene. He also acted as an intermediary 
for the Field Museum in Chicago and for pri-
vate collectors such as Henry Allan Marc-

The study of the Nemi sculptures in the University 
of Pennsylvania Museum has come a long way, since we 
for the first time in 1993 studied the pieces in the 
Philadelphia Museum exhibition and storerooms, and the 
materials kept in the museum's archives. We would like to 
acknowledge our great debt to the staff of the museum: 
in the Mediterranean Section, curator Donald White, 
Irene Romano and Ann Brownlee and in the archive, 
Douglas Haller and Alessandro Pezzati. Brunilde S. Ridg-
way most kindly discussed the Nemi material with us on 
several occasions. Our study has been generously sup-
ported by the following foundations: Novo-Nordisk Foun-
dation, Aarhus University Research Foundation, and the

Julie von Mullen Fund. Mette Moltesen had the opportu-
nity to work on the material while a visiting scholar at the 

J . Paul Getty Museum in Malibu in the spring of 1996. We 
would, finally, like to thank the staff of the Danish Insti-
tute in Rome, particularly its director in the years 1996-
2000 Jan Zahle, for promoting the Nemi studies. 

2 Hall 1914: 121; Luce 1921: 169; 176. 
The Nemi sculptures are inventoried in the Uni-

versity of Pennsylvania Museum, Philadelphia as MS 
3446-3484, MS 4034-4038, and MS 6012a-b. 

The archival material mentioned in the following 
is housed in the Archive of the University of Pennsylva-
nia Museum.
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Fig. 1. University of Pennsylvania Museum, Philadelphia. Pepper Hall c. 1905-1907. Photo: University of 
Philadelphia Museum. 

hand in New York. In 1895 he took up his 
post first as secretary and later as director of 
the American Academy in Rome.5 

Frothingham arrived in Rome in Mid-Oc-
tober 1895. At first, he spent his efforts on 
trying to procure models and facsimiles of 
Etruscan tombs and plaster casts of monu-
mental Roman sculpture. 6 In January 1896 
he deplored the fact that there are absolutely 
no antiquities for sale neither in Etruria, nor in 
Rome. 7 This may be due to the fact that Wolf-
gang Helbig had swept the market for good 
antiquities before the arrival of "the Ameri-
can" as he was wont to do, according to his 
letters to the founder of the Ny Carlsberg 
Glyptotek, the brewer and art patron, Carl 
Jacobsen in Copenhagen.8

After some months of silence, a group of 
marbles apparently turned up on the art mar-
ket. In letters to Mrs. Stevenson and to the di-
rector of the University of Pennsylvania Muse-
um, William Pepper dated October 26th and 
November 29th 1896 respectively, he talks 
about those Nemi sculptures, which he appar-
ently previously had discussed with Pepper, 
who promised he would raise the money for them 
zf I [Frothingham] strongly advised the purchase. 
Frothingham continues to Mrs. Stevenson: 

The price for the lot was 20.000 lire; with the 
commission of 10% to iViassimiliano Pirani, who 
took me there, it would have been 22.000 lire. I 
have brought down price + commission by 3.500 
lire, making total cost 18.500 = $ 3.400 includ-
ing commission. 

M. Barnabei & F. Delpino eds., Le 'Memorie di
Archeologo" di Felice Barnabel, Roma 1991: 435, 451, 463, 
471, 476, 479. 

6 Letters from Frothingham to Stevenson, October 
20th and December 18th 1895.

7 Letter to Stevenson, January 30rd. 
8 An extensive correspondence between Carl Jacob-

sen and Wolfgang Helbig covering the years 1887-1914 
is kept at the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek.
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That one or more intermediaries made a 
good profit is evident from a letter to Carl 
Jacobsen of December 8th 1896. W. Helbig 
recounts of the art dealer Bardini: 

Er hat den Rest der im Palazzo Orsini befind-
lichen Nemorensia - also die Stücke, die Sic 
abgelehnt - mit 12.000 Lire bezahlt. Wie Sic sich 
denken kJnnen, schwimmt Borghi in Wonne. [He 
has bought the rest of the Nemi sculptures 
in Palazzo Orsini, the ones you (i.e. Carl Ja-
cobsen) didn't want - for 12.000 Lire. As you 
can imagine, Borghi is delighted]. 

F. Borghi was the art-dealer who was exca-
vating at Nemi at the time. These must be the 
sculptures which turn up in the correspondence 
with the University of Pennsylvania Museum. 

In the letter to Pepper, the sculptures are 
described a little further: 

Sig. Pirani, who is an excellent practical judge 
says there is no restoration at all, - merely the re-
attaching of a few broken parts - nothing new... - 
I hope you will decide to buy. It is a splendid 
chance. - With a little skilful restoration in Rome, 
the figures can be made far more effective. 

All of the finds offered for sale were ap-
parently photographed. Unfortunately, only 
few of these photos still exist. 

A letter from Frothingham to Pepper dat-
ed December 8th 1896, informs us that the 
marbles have been bought. The payment for 
the lot was sent the following year as can be 
gleaned from the account lists (February 
17th 1897: Nemi marbles $ 603; March 9th 
1897: Nemi marbles $ 2490.29). The money 
transfer was confirmed by the Roman 
bankers, Sebasti & Reali, 9 but the money was 
not released immediately, because the Muse-
um officials were afraid that they were being 
cheated by Pirani. As a photo of the marble 
amphora with a racing scene was included 
among the photos in Frothingham's posses-
sion, Stevenson thought that this vase was al-
so included in the purchase.'° The vase had, 
however, already been bought by Carl Jacob-
sen in May 1896.11 The misunderstanding

L. F

was cleared up and the bill was reduced by 
13.300 Lire 12 - a favourable reduction, asJa-
cobsen had only paid 1.250 Lire per vase-" 
The letter from the Roman firm moreover 
noted that they have found some extra pieces of 
small importance... These pieces are packed togeth-
er with the others. The payment was then au-
thorized by Mrs. Stevenson, in order that the 
procedure might continue. 14 Not until the 
beginning of July the same year, Frothing-
ham once more went to Rome and saw the 
sculptures packed. Lemon & Co. was in 
charge of the freight, and from the account 
list dated July 8th 1897 we learn that the 

Letter from the banking firm to Pepper, March 
20th 1897, and account list. 

10 Letter from Mrs. Stevenson to J . Paul, Drexel & 
Co., May 1897; letter from Sebasti & Reali to J. Paul at 
Drexel & Co., May 12th 1897; letter from J. Paul to Mrs. 
Stevenson, May 25th 1897. This correspondence has 
been found by Ann Brownlee in the Mediterranean Sec-
tion's own archive. We are grateful to Dr. Brownlee for

the permission to mention this part of the correspon-
dence. 

" Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, IN 1518; Guldager Bilde 
1997: 60-61. 

12 Letter from Sebasti & Reali to J. Paul at Drexel & 
Co., May 12th 1897. 

'' Guldager Bilde 1997: 57. 
14 Letter toJ. Paul, May 29th 1897.
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costs of the freight of 12 cases of Nemi marbles 
came to $ 415.50 plus, on August 12th, an 
additional $ 35.31. 

A few more items from the site may have 
been bought later. The Roman art dealer, Al-
fredo Barsanti, wrote to Mrs. Stevenson Sep-
tember 30th 1897 offering her a number of 
objects including an Archaic female head and 
some bronzes, in the possession of the same 
owner from whom the Nemi marbles had 
been acquired. Probably the objects men-
tioned derived from Nemi, though it is not 
explicitly stated, and some of them were cer-
tainly bought since similar objects are listed 
in the account list dated December 31st 1897 
Satyr and Bacchante: $ 154; Roman head from Ne-
mi: $ 100; small bronzes from Nemi: $ 60). 15 

In the earliest hand-written inventory of 
the museum no year of acquisition is stated. 
In a short article by Hall (Dohan) from 1914, 
in which she publishes MS 3456 (Cat. no. 16) 
and MS 3458 (Cat. no. 8), it is mentioned 
that the sculptures may have been bought 
for the museum as late as 1907. From the 
above-mentioned correspondence kept in 
the archives of the University of Pennsylva-
nia Museum it is evident that at any rate the

main lot of the Nemi marbles were bought 
late in the year 1896 and entered the muse-
um in the autumn of 1897. 

Provenance 
Another major problem concerns the actual 
find spot of the marbles. As already men-
tioned, Hall and particularly Luce expressed 
considerable uncertainty about the find spot. 
In the old inventory protocols, which are 
neither very precise, nor, as we have seen al-
ready, written when the objects actually en-
tered the museum, the provenance given is 
merely Lake Nemi. Hall therefore proposed 
that the sculptures might have come from 
some of the lake-side villas. 

There can be, however, no doubt that the 
Nemi sculptures were actually unearthed in 
the Sanctuary of Diana Nemorensis situated 
by Lake Nemi.'° The find spot was a narrow 
vaulted room in a construction thought to be 
a portico (Fig. 3, Room 9 = Savile, room F = 
Rossbach, room g). 17 This portico was built 
against a retaining wall supporting the upper 
terrace of the Sanctuary. The room in ques-
tion had already been investigated in 1885 by 
the British ambassador in Rome, Lord Savile 

The "Satyr and Bacchante" is probably the pinax 
(Cat. no. 33). Nothing is known about the Archaic [or 
Archaistic?] female head and the bronzes, and their lo-
cation cannot be traced today. 

16 The classical literature covering the site is L. Mor-
purgo, "Nemus Aricinum", MonAnt 13, 1903: 297-368; 
Morpurgo 1931; Poulsen 1941; AlfSldi 1960; E. Paribeni, 
"Note on "Diana Nemorensis", AJA 65, 1961: 55-56; Riis 
1966; F.-H. Pairault, "Diana Nemorensis: Déesse latine, 
déesse héllenisée", MEFRA 81, 1969: 425-471 with refer-
ences to earlier literature documenting the excavations 
of the 19th century. In the past two decades the litera-
ture has increased considerably. Two exhibitions and 
their accompanying catalogues have been produced 
(Mysteries 1983; Sacred Grove 1997) along with many arti-
cles dealing with individual aspects or single finds of the 
Sanctuary (L. Devoti, Speculum Dianae. Antiche ntemorie 
suite rive del logo di Nemi, Roma 1980; Moltesen 1984-
1986; T.F.C. Blagg, "Cult Practice and its Social Context 
in the Religious Sanctuaries of Latium and Southern 
Etruria. The Sanctuary of Diana at Nemi", in: "Classical 
and Medieval Archaeology", BAR Int. Sec. 243, 1985: 33-
50; T.F.C. Blagg, "The Cult and Sanctuary of Diana 
Nemorensis", in: "Pagan Gods and Shrines of the Roman 
Empire", Oxford University Committee for Archaeology iViono-
graph No. 8, Oxford, 1986: 211-219; F. Coarelli, "I san-
tuari del Lazio in eta repubblicana", Studi NIS Archeolo-
gsa 7, Roma 1987; Devoti 1987; E Melis & F.R. Serra 
Ridgway, "Mysteries of Diana'. Sulla nuova esposizione 
dci materiali nemorensi nel Castel Museum of Notting-
ham", QucsdAEI 8, 1987: 218-227; Guldager Bilde 1995;

Guldager Bilde 1997; Moltesen 1997; Guldager Bilde 
1998). Following the resumption of the excavations in 
1989, the excavator, U. Ghini, has contributed with a 
number of publications (G. Ghini, "La ripresa delle 
indagini al santuario di Diana a Nemi", QuadAEI 21, 
1993: 277-289; G. Ghini, "Ii santuario di Diana 
Nemorense (RM): Nuove ricerche", in N. Christie (ed.), 
Settlement and Economy in Italy 1500 BC-AD1500. Papers of 
the Fifth Conference of Italian Archaeology, Oxford 1995: 
143-154; U. Ghini, "Prospezioni subacquee nei laghi Al-
bano e Nemorense", BollArchSubacquea 2-3.1-2, 1995-
1996: 184-196; U. Ghini & S. Gizzi, Ii Lago di Nemi & it 
suo Museo, Roma 1996). A publication of the acts from a 
seminar held in Rome in 1997 including several papers 
on the Sanctuary is recently published (Status Quo 2000). 

17 Due to the fact that the rooms in the northern 
portico were excavated partially or fully several times in 
the late 19th century and documented inadequately, 
there is much confusion about the number of rooms 
and the finds from each. In the few published descrip-
tions, various letters have been assigned to (some of) 
the rooms for example by J. Savile Lumley, [no title], 
Journal of the British and American Archaeological Society of 
Rome 1.2, 1885-1886: 60-74, and by 0. Rossbach, "Das Di-
anaheiligtum in Nemi", Verhandiungen der vierzigsten Ver-
sammiung Deutscher Phiiologen und Schulmiinnern in Gör-
litz (1889), Leipzig 1890: 147-164. The confusion is dis-
cussed in Guldager Bilde 2000: 94, where new numbers 
for the rooms have been introduced. The actual rooms 
are presently being excavated by G. Ghini, but a report 
dealing with this has yet to be published.
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Fig. 3. Plan of the excavation of the Sanctuary of Diana 1885. Photo: The Castle Museum, Nottingham. 

Lumley but was thought to have been emp-
tied at the time (Fig. 4).18 The clearing of 
the room was left to Eliseo Borghi, who 
struck a veritable trove of marble on May 
31st 1895. The success of his enterprise can 
be followed in the contemporaneous report 
made by L. Borsari in the Notizie degli Scavi 
(1895: 424-431), and in an anonymous day-
to-day find list preserved in the Archivio del-
lo Stato in FUR (see Appendix 1)19 

During the days from May 31st to June 
7th 1895 the vaulted room was emptied. Ac-
cording to the above-mentioned find list 
there were found eight marble vases and two 
fragments belonging to them, and two large-
scale female heads. The majority of the finds 
were, however, in small format: four stat-
uettes, two unspecified, one female and one

"warrior", four putto statuettes and four tor-
sos belonging to similar statuettes, six fur-
ther torso fragments, 37 fragments of limbs, 
mainly from statuettes, two pieces of drapery, 
one small base, 13 unspecified fragments, 
one cyma, and two fragments the description 
of which is illegible (Appendix 1). Some of 
these objects were also listed by Borsari who 
treated the vases and the colossal head at 
length including with photographs. 20 Ac-
cordingly, there is no question about the 
provenance of those pieces. Moreover, the 
number and character of the other items list-
ed seem so close to the ones in Philadelphia 
to suggest that most of the Philadelphia 
sculptures probably derive from the same 
room. This assumption is further supported 
by the photo recently identified by I. Ro-

18 Guldager Bilde 2000: 99400. 
19 Ministero della pubblica istruzione. Direzione 

generale delle antichità e belle arti (1891-1897), 11 ver-

samento, I. serie, II volume, busta 256, fasc. 4462, sot-
tofasc. 2. 

20 Borsari 1895: 425-430.
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Fig. 4. The excavation in 1895(?) of the so-called 
room F (9 on the plan, Fig. 3). Photo: DAT, Rome 
73.2042.4. 

mano showing a group of the 1895 marbles 
including the two large Diana heads side by 
side: the acrolith in Copenhagen, the small-
er acrolith(?) in Philadelphia (Cat. no. 1), 
and a number of small-scale marble statues 
also in Philadelphia (Cat. nos. 4, 8, 11, 16-
18, 21) (Fig. 5)21 

The majority of the small-scale pieces in 
the day-to-day list can be identified with 
great probability in the University of Penn-
sylvania Museum collection. It is, thus, prob-
able that the pieces unearthed in the vault-
ed room went in toto to Philadelphia with the 
exception of two marble amphorae and the 
colossal head, acquired by Carl Jacobsen for 
the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in Copenhagen 
in 1896 as already mentioned above. It is, 
however, notable that some of the larger 
pieces in Philadelphia cannot be found in 
the list: the Satyr (Cat. no. 3), the Dionysos 
herm (Cat. no. 32), the pinax (Cat. no. 33), 
and the architectural relief with a peopled 
scroll (Cat. no. 42). They must have been 
found in a different location. There is, how-

ever, no reason to believe that they were not 
also found in the Sanctuary. 

This identification of the provenance of 
the Philadelphia sculptures as the Sanctuary 
of Diana Nemorensis can further be sup-
ported by a letter written by the Roman art 
dealer, A. Barsanti to Mrs. Stevenson on Sep-
tember 30th 1897, in which he urges her to 
buy more antiquities, and mentions that the 
owner of the objects for sale, is medesimo dal 
quale lei acquistô marmi del Tempio di Diana 
Arecina in Nemi [the same from whom you 
bought the marbles from the temple of Di-
ana Aricina at Nemi]. 

The German sculpture specialist Adolf 
Furtwangler involuntarily added to the con-
fusion over the provenance of the marbles in 
the University of Pennsylvania Museum. Fol-
lowing his trip to an international congress 
in St. Louis in 1904, he published a lengthy 
article on the most spectacular antiquities in 
the American museums. When dealing with 
the University of Pennsylvania Museum the 
Nemi sculptures are referred to with the cor-
rect provenance, the Sanctuary of Diana 
Nemorensis. 22 The first items mentioned are 
the marble vases (Cat. nos. 34-39), next is an 
uberlebensgrosser Kopf. .. sei es Mars, sei es Alexan-
der.... It is noted along with the following 
piece that it comes from the same place 
(Ebendaher stammen). This is definitely incor-
rect: the head in question is MS 4026, which 
according to the museum inventory was 
bought in Cairo! Furtwangler goes on to de-
scribe a number of sculptures which appear 
to pertain to the Nemi complex (his cat. nos. 
27-33). The following Furtwkngler cat. nos. 
34 and 35 are not separated from the Nemi 
finds, but none of them can with certainty be 
said to have derived from Nemi. His cat. no. 
34, a small female figure in a red conglom-
erate stone (MS 4029) was, according to the 
museum inventory lists bought in Rome 
through Alfredo Barsanti with E.P. Warren as 
an intermediary, and donated by Mrs. Drex-
el in 1901. 23 It may, in fact, come from the 
Sanctuary, as suggested by its type, size, style, 
technique and date, but this cannot be 
proved. Furtwangler's cat. no. 35, on the oth-
er hand, a Roman portrait of a boy (MS 

21 We are grateful to Irene Romano for providing us 	 23 The provenance, Nemi, is also given by G. Lip-
with this information and for the photograph.	 pold, Kopien und Umbildungen Griechischer Statuen, 

22 FurtwSngler 1905: 260-261.	 MGnchen 1923: 260, n. 41.



A CATALOGUE OF SCULPTURES FROM THE SANCTUARY OF DIANA NEMORENSIS 	 13 

S 

'I

1• 

I 

)

•	
S 

S..,

I I
J 41 

1	 '•.

Fig. 5. Marble sculpture found in the Sanctuary of Diana at Nemi in 1895. Old Italian photograph by R. 
Moscioni. In the original the no. 10674 has been written on the lower edge. Frammenti di Diana Aricina 

trovati presso Nemi. 

4030), also bought through E.P. Warren and 
donated by Mrs. Drexel the same year, was 
given the provenance Naples. 24 None of the 
last-mentioned pieces are therefore included 
in the present catalogue. 

Export licence 
The sculptures were exported from Italy legal-
ly and with the sanction of Felice Barnabei, 
director of the Department of Antiquities in 
the Ministry of Public Instruction. The mar-
bles found during the earlier campaigns from 
1885 to 1888 had left Italy much to the regret 
of the ministry. Therefore, Barnabei inspect-
ed the recently found pieces and as they were 
considered of little value to the Italian State 
there was no reason to deny the export per-
mit. He had no personal interest in the objects 
and let the sculptures including the vases 
leave the country without any problem: 

Sono oggetti decorativi, i quali benchè trattasi 
con motto franchezza, e con gusto di arte alessan-
drina, ad imitazione dei vasi di argento, tanto in 

yoga sul finire delta repubblica ed at princzpio

dell'impero, non possono classzficarsi tra le piü 
sguisiti manzfestazioni di quell'arte. Per la qual 
cosa non credo che vi sieno gli estremi per negare 

all'interprenditore dello scavo it permesso di y en-

dita di questi vasi. . [ They are decorative 
objects which, although with much freshness 
and in Alexandrinian taste, are imitations of 
silver vases, so much in vogue in the later Re-
publican and early Imperial period, they 
cannot qualify among the most exquisite 
representatives of this art form. For this rea-
son I do not think that there will be any rea-
son to deny the excavator the permission to 
sell these vases...]. 

Even though the marbles presented by 
Mrs. Drexel to the University of Pennsylvania 
Museum seem a random sample of sculp-
tures, they nevertheless constitute quite a 
representative selection when compared 
with marbles from the Sanctuary in other 
collections. The majority of the marble vases 
went to Philadelphia (Cat. nos. 34-39), and 
this was also the case with the small-scale 
marble votive statues (Cat. nos. 5-31). The 

24 Luce 1921: 174, no. 30. 
25 Letter from Barnabei to the minister, December 

12th 1895 (Ministero della pubblica istruzione. Di-

rezione generale delle antichitS e belle arti (1891-1897), 
II vcrsamcnto, I. serie, II volume, busta 256, fasc. 4462, 
sottofasc. 2). 



14	 PTA GULDAGER BILDE AND METTE MOLTESEN 

museum also secured a head from one of the 
cult statues (Cat. no. 1). Included were also 
examples of 'decorative' sculpture, such as a 
herm portraying Dionysos (Cat. no. 32) and 
a pinax (Cat. no. 33), of architectural mar-
bles (Cat. nos. 42-43), of marble furniture 
(Cat. nos. 40-41), and even one of several 
marble weights (Cat. no. 44). The only types 
of sculpture unearthed in the Sanctuary not 
represented in Philadelphia are the portrait 
herms and statues. They can, instead, be ad-
mired in the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in 
Copenhagen.26 

Chronology 
There are no internal dating criteria for the 
sculptures in Philadelphia but they must all 
antedate the mid-2nd century AD, when the 
function of the Sanctuary seems to have 
come to a sudden end. 27 The only marble 
sculptures from the Sanctuary which may 
postdate this period is a series of spolia, and 
Muse reliefs which are in the Museo delle 
Terme in Rome probably from the 3rd cen-
tury AD. 28 By that date, part of the Sanctuary 
area seems to have been turned into a 
necropolis, and the abovementioned reliefs 
were probably connected with this changed 
function of the site. 

As already mentioned we are acquainted 
with the find spot of several of the Philadel-
phia sculptures, as it appears that the two 
large-scale female heads, (all?) the marble 
statuettes, and all the marble vases were 
found in one and the same vaulted room of 
the northern portico (Fig. 3). This and the 
other neighbouring rooms were probably 
constructed in the middle or second half of 
the 1st century BC mainly in order to support 
the terrace wall. 29 The various rooms had dif-
ferent functions: some were furnished as por-
trait galleries (Rooms 1-3, 5), while at least 
some of the ones close to the axis of the ter-
race seem to have functioned as a sort of "sa-
cred deposit" (Rooms 6-8). The sculptures in 
Room 9 may also have been deposited. It is 
not known why, nor whether the depositing 
was done in one instance or in several. In the

first case, this could have happened no earli-
er than the late Augustan or Tiberian period, 
the date of the latest pieces found in the 
room, the marble griffin cauldrons. 30 The 
sculptures were not completely new when 
they were placed in the room; quite a few of 
them show extensive traces of weathering 
(Cat. nos. 6, 13, 15, 18, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 43). 

For the Satyr (Cat. no. 3), the Dionysos 
herm (Cat. no. 32), the pinax (Cat. no. 33), 
and the architectural relief with a peopled 
scroll (Cat. no. 42) the lack of a known find 
context leaves us without a clue to their date 
based on external evidence. 

As we have no well-dated contexts, we are 
left with the usual dating parameters: style, 
type, material, and technique. 

Marble 
35 samples from 25 pieces of sculpture in the 
Philadelphia collection have been analysed 
by N. Herz, University of Georgia (Appendix 
2). The method employed is the stable iso-
tope analysis. 3 ' Even though this type of 
analysis does not give any conclusive results 
concerning the marble provenance, we use it 
as a supplement to the macroscopic valua-
tion as a pointer for a rough grouping of the 
marble sources. The results by and large con-
firm the classification reached through the 
stylistic and typological analysis. 

With the exception of the latest pieces, al-
most all of the sculptures were made in im-
ported marble. The small-scale statues were, 
as a rule, sculpted in Parian Lychnites mar-
ble (Cat. nos. 4, 8, 16-19, 21, 25, and proba-
bly Cat. no. 5, and perhaps Cat. no. 9), but 
a few were made in Anatolian marble from 
Dokeimion (Afyon) or Aphrodisias (Cat. 
nos. 6, 13). One seems to have been made 
in Carrara marble (Cat. no. 12), and the ma-
terial of one could not be identified (Cat. 
no. 20). The marble of the fine head of the 
Satyr (Cat. no. 3) may also be Parian, al-
though the isotopic composition is different 
from the marble of the small-scale statuettes. 
The composition of the marble in that group 
is quite homogeneous, and two pieces (Cat. 

26 Sacred Grove 1997: 118-124; NCGCat., Roman Por-
traits I, 1994: nos. 48, 49, 52, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86. 

27 Guldager Bilde 1997: 56 with references. 
28 Morpurgo 1931: 246; 273-274 no. 45; Devoti 1987: 

79-85.

20 Guldager Bilde 2000: 100-101. 
30 Guldager Bilde 1997: 73. 
31 We wish to thank Norman Herz for having the 

analyses made for us, and are grateful to the Samuel 
Kress Foundation for covering the costs.
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nos. 16 and 17) which are very close in size, 
type and style, are also almost identical in 
isotopic composition. 

Some of the larger pieces were made in 
Pentelic marble such as the enthroned fe-
male deity (Cat. no. 2) and the peopled scroll 
(Cat. no. 42). Also the fine Dionysos herm 
(Cat. no. 32) is certainly made in Pentelic 
marble, although the isotopic analysis would 
suggest Asia Minor marble from Afyon. Even 
the pinax (Cat. no. 33) may be of Pentelic 
marble, as indicated by presence of mica 
ores, rather than of Carrara as suggested by 
the isotope analysis. The large acrolithic 
head of a female deity (Cat. no. 1) was also 
made of imported marble from Asia Minor. 

The sculptures that we can confidently 
date to the Imperial period were exclusively 
produced in Carrara marble. This Italian 
marble was used for an architectural mem-
ber (Cat. no. 43), and for the griffin caul-
drons (Cat. nos. 36 and 38), and Carrara 
marble (or perhaps more likely, Hymettos 
marble) was employed for the plinth mount-
ing the small marble statuette, Cat. no. 8, 
whereas Carrara or Asia Minor marble was 
used for the plinth of one of the griffin caul-
drons (Cat. no. 36). 

The Satyr, Cat. no. 3, makes up a special 
case. It is pieced together from marbles de-
riving from at least four different sources, as 
it is demonstrated by visual and isotopic 
analysis. The head in Parian(?) marble has 
already been mentioned. The torso and 
wine-skin were carved in coarse-grained Asia 
Minor marble, the right arm was made of 
fine-grained, veined Asia Minor marble, and 
the lower part of the body including legs, 
strut and plinth were carved in Carrara mar-
ble. The individual pieces may all be ancient; 
the piecing together, however, was probably 
executed at the time of the sale in 1896. 

A special case is constituted by the marble 
amphorae, two of which are in Philadelphia 
(Cat. nos. 34-35). Of them, Cat. no. 35, di-

verges from the group, as it is not decorated 
with scenes in relief and it is also of a differ-
ent type of marble according to the isotopic 
analysis. The marble of its body is classified 
as either Pentelic or Anatolian (Afyon), but 
it must certainly be Pentelic as its isotopic val-
ues are almost identical to the ones of Cat. 
no. 2. 32 The amphora was repaired in anti-
quity (or later) with a certainly ancient upper 
part sculpted in a dense, dark blue marble 
from Carrara or Hymettos. The relief-deco-
rated vase (Cat. no. 34) was sculpted in Car-
rara marble (alternatively, but less likely, of 
Marmara marble: Appendix 2). The visual ap-
pearance of the two vases in the Ny Carlsberg 
Glyptotek (IN 1518-1519) is identical to the 
relief-decorated vase in Philadelphia. They 
were tested by Herz in 1996, and the isotopic 
values were then considered to indicate an 
Asia Minor provenance. 33 Due to the avail-
ability of more samples, the 1996-results have 
been run again through the statistical pro-
gramme together with the new results. It can 
now be concluded that the marble used for 
all three relief amphorae was of the same ori-
gin, probably Carrara.3 

Technique 
The technique of piecing together parts of 
sculpture has been used extensively in all but 
the architectural reliefs (Cat. nos. 33, 42-43), 
the furniture leg (Cat. no. 40), the herm 
(Cat. no. 32), 35 and the dancing Satyr (Cat. 
no. 18). Piecing seems to be a hallmark of 
much late Hellenistic sculpture, though it 
can be found earlier and later too. The tech-
nique used for the Nemi marbles mirrors, 
even in detail, the technique employed in the 
late Hellenistic Rhodian workshops. 36 Some 
of the Nemi heads were cut in one piece with 
the statue (Cat. nos. 4, 7, 16(?), 18-19), but 
frequently they were added separately, either 
cut across the neck (Cat. nos. 12, 17, 21), in 
which case they are secured with an iron dow-
el, or with a conical neck-piece let into a 

32 It should be mentioned, moreover, that the sep-
arately shaped lid of one of the amphorae in the Ny 
Carlsberg Glyptotek is also made of Pentelic marble, 
Guldager Bilde 1997: n. 30. 

u Guldager Bilde 1997: n. 29. 
34 IN 1518, corpus: 813C 2.164, 518Q -1.824: Carrara 

84%; Marmara 54%. IN 1519, base: 613C 2.436, 818Q - 
1.668: Carrara 98%; Marmara 79%; neck: 8' 3C 2.372, ,518Q

-1.670: Carrara 99%; Marmara 73%; corpus: 813 C 2.415, 
818Q -1.680: Carrara 99%; Marmara 77%. We are most 
grateful to Norman Herz for running the results of the tests 
again with the Statistic programmes currently in use. 

Actually, a flaw in the marble has necessitated the 
separate addition of a small section of the hair over the 
right temple. 

36 Merker 1973: 7-9.
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bowl-shaped cavity and fastened with an ad-
hesive (Cat. nos. 8, 9). Cat. no. 5 combines 
the two techniques, as the head is also se-
cured with an iron dowel. The largest piece 
of sculpture, Cat. no. 2, shows part of a con-
ical neck cavity for the insertion of the head. 
Piecing is not normally employed in the 
small heads, only in the large ones. However, 
one small head (Cat. no. 14) had two seg-
ments of hair added separately. 

Several figures were joined through the 
torso, either at the waist (Cat. nos. 6-7, 13, 
and probably Cat. no. 21), slightly above the 
waist (Cat. nos. 21-22), or slightly below 
(Cat. nos. 12, 20, and probably Cat. no. 9). 
In all the cases where the modern mounting 
is not hiding the joining surface, the join of 
the torso was secured with an iron dowel. 
Arms were frequently applied separately, 
normally joined immediately above the bi-
ceps (Cat. nos. 5, 7-9, 16 (right arm), 17, 19 
(left arm), 21), less frequently at the shoul-
der (Cat. nos. 4, 9, 11), the wrist (Cat. no. 
16, left arm), or beneath the elbow (Cat. 
nos. 19 [right arm], 20 [left arm]). All these 
arms were secured with an iron dowel. As far 
as can be seen, legs were normally cut in 
one piece with the statue. Only in Cat. no. 
21 can we observe a leg which with certain-
ty was added separately (lower left leg). Mi-
nor extremities were occasionally also ap-
plied, such as the feet of Cat. nos. 8 and 13, 
both of which were peeping out of the drap-
ery, the penis of Cat. no. 22, the back part 
of the shoulders of Cat. no. 5, and the shoul-
der of the animal in Cat. no. 6. With the ex-
ception of the right foot of Cat. no. 13, se-
cured (secondarily?) with a square dowel, all 
remaining extremities were only fastened 
with an adhesive. 

The joining surfaces are normally finely 
worked, either completely smoothed with 
the rasp (infrequently the claw chisel or the 
serrated scraper), or they may have been 
roughened slightly with light blows of the 
point, in order to secure the keying of the 
adhesive. As has already been mentioned, 
small iron dowels were used extensively for 
securing the joins, many of these are pre-
served in situ. The strength of the adhesive

holding the joins is outstanding, as is evident 
from the specimens where the iron dowel 
still keeps (a piece of) the joined limb in 
place (Cat. nos. 5, 7). The chemical process 
in the rusting of the iron has, however, 
caused considerable damage to the marble, 
frequently resulting in larger or smaller 
pieces splintering off. Only in one case has 
the lead capping of the iron dowel been pre-
served (Cat. no. 21). 

The reasons for this extensive use of piec-
ing have been widely discussed by scholars in 
recent years. 37 In regard to the small-scale 
statues, the explanation is probably first of 
all the "industrial" exploitation of a scarce 
luxury material, using up even small scraps 
of marble as well as flawed blocks. The aes-
thetic factor should, however, not be over-
looked: the use of iron dowels which func-
tioned as "internal supports" for extremities 
susceptible to breakage compensated for the 
use of supports and struts which became the 
rule in the Imperial period.38 

The use of external supports can, howev-
er, be attested on at least 10 of the sculp-
tures. The two larger pieces (Cat. nos. 3-4) 
employ tree trunks partially hidden behind 
the supporting leg. In the smaller statues, 
the support may be an integrated part of the 
design, where the figure leans against e.g. a 
square pillar (Cat. nos. 13, 20, and 18 [sup-
port not preserved]). In one case the sup-
port is worked in one with the leg but not 
rendered as a specific object (Cat. no. 6), 
and in another, it is partly worked in one 
with the leg (and rendered as if wrapped in 
a piece of cloth (Cat. no. 21). In three cases 
the support was hidden behind the leg and 
joined the statue with a strut at the back of 
the thigh, as is evident from the traces of the 
strut (Cat. nos. 16-17, 19). In many cases the 
support is not on the standing leg, as is al-
most canonical in the Imperial period, but 
instead joined to the trailing leg (Cat. nos. 
3-4, 18-19, 21). 

Style 
As was the case with the material and tech-
nique, so the style, at least of the marble stat-
uettes, is also homogeneous. They are all slen-

7 For a summary and references, see Guldager 	 38 Merker 1973: 9. 
Bilde 1995: 213-215.
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der and of exceedingly elongated proportions 
much in keeping with the style in vogue in the 
late Hellenistic period, and certainly not of a 
local Italic character. Some of the young boys, 
particularly the Erots, are somewhat fleshy in 
appearance and have many feminine traits 
such as rounded bellies and "breasts" and may 
qualify as "Verwöhnte Luxusknaben" or 
young Dionysos characterized by the softness 
of the flesh and sweetness of expression, 
where the heads have been preserved. The 
naked body is sometimes eroticised by fram-
ing the genitals with the draped cloak. This 
play with the sexuality of the boy may make it 
difficult to distinguish between an Eros, a 
Dionysos or an Hermaphrodite. In the late 
Hellenistic period nakedness is no longer the 
natural state for Dionysos, rather it is stressed 
as an attribute. 39 Mannerisms are found in 
several statuettes, such as the off-balance pose 
and strongly S-curved torso due to the fact 
that the figure is leaning on a support placed 
far from the axis of the body (torso of Cat. 
nos. 3, 13, 18-20), the spiral torsion of the 
dancing figures with one or two arms raised 
above the head (Cat. nos. 4, 21, and possibly 
Cat. no. 22), and arms akimbo (Cat. nos. 8, 
18). In several cases the figure leans on a fine-
ly sculpted pillar, according to Bol, the clas-

sicistic prop par excellence. 40 It is particularly the 
production of small-scale statues from the Is-
land of Rhodes during the late Hellenistic pe-
riod which offers close parallels when it 
comes to types and styles as exemplified in 
the catalogue. These workshops also had the 
same preference for marble from the Parian 
quarries.4' 

Workshops 
From the above an interesting question aris-

es: were the sculptures in the Sanctuary pro-
duced locally or were they imported from 
workshops somewhere in the Eastern 
Mediterranean? The sculptures found in the 
Mandia shipwreck off the coast of Tunisia, 
teach us that marble statuettes were indeed 
imported to Italy from Greece.42 When it 
comes to the finds made on Italian soil, how-
ever, we only have circumstantial evidence. 

As concluded above, the closest parallels 
particularly to the marble statuettes in type, 
style, technique and even material are to be 
found on Rhodes. But does that imply that 
the statuettes were manufactured there too? 
Apart from the Nemi statuettes many other 
late Hellenistic marble statuettes found in 
Italy, in private as well as in public contexts, 
have links with the Rhodian production. 
This applies especially to the numerous re-
presentations of Aphrodite of the Tiepolo 
type and its variants (occasionally identified 
as Artemis-Hekate) found in Italy. They were 
particularly in vogue on Rhodes and in the 
Rhodian peraea in the 2nd and 1st century 

The sculptures from the deposits in the 
Sanctuary of Venus at Paestum, and in the 
Sanctuary of Artemis Mefitis at Rosanno di 
Vaglio, which constitute the most important 
parallels to the finds from the Sanctuary by 
Lake Nemi, have in general been connected 
with workshops on Rhodes (and to a lesser 
extent Athens). 44 One should also mention 
the very important group of sculptures from 
Punta Pennata on the Gulf of Puteoli found 
ex situ but probably connected to a maritime 
villa nearby. 45 In Ostia a base for a small-scale 
marble statue signed by a Rhodian sculptor: 
[Athan]odoros Agesandrou [rh]odios epoiese, was 
found. It may have belonged to a collector's 
piece of the late Hellenistic or early Imperi-

n Dionysos 1998: 49. 
40 Bel 1972: 99. 

Merker 1973: 6. 
42 Lehmann 1994. 
' The type has been discussed at length by Gua-

landi (1969), and later by Linfert (A. Linfert, Kunstzen-
tren hellenistisclser Zeit. Studien an weiblichen Gewassdfig-
uren, Wiesbaden 1976: 156); see also A. Delivorrias et 
al., LIMC 111984, Aphrodite: 41-42. At least 20 repre-
sentations have been found on Rhodes itself, whereas 
two come from Kos, three from the Rhodian peraea and 
some from Halicarnassos (lists in Gualandi and Linfert, 
supplemented in Ridgway 1990: 216-217). In Italy the

type has been found at Ancona (Gualandi 1969: 260, fig. 
25), Torcello (Gualandi 1969: 249, fig. 17, no. g), Tela-
mon (G. Ciampoltrini, "Ancora sui "tyrrhena sigilla". 
Due marmi da Telamone", ArcIsC145 1993: 312, 316-318, 
figs. 1-2), in the S. Venera sanctuary at Paestum (Pedley 
Sc Torelli 1993: 231-233, nos. 5-6, pls. 57-59; Pedley 1998: 
201-203), and in avilla(?) at Punta Pennata, Bacoli (Sea-
tozza 1976: pl. 1, pl. 12). 

n Pedley Sc Torelli 1993; Pedley 1998; M. Denti, "La 
statuaria in marmo del santuario di Rossano di Vaglio". 
1)epulazione di storia pats-ia per la Lucania, Quaderni di 
arclseologia e storia antica 5, Galatina 1992. 

45 Scatozza 1976.
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al period. 46 Recently it has been shown that 
the lead fragments found inside the Apollo 
Piombino probably give the names of its 
manufacturer, [M]enodo[tos ... kai ... ]phon 
Rod[i]os epoo[un]. Menodotos belonged to a 
dynasty of sculptors from Tyrus who had 
moved to Rhodes in the 2nd century BC, and 
were active there until ca. 23 BC.7 

A Delian connection would probably a 
priori have seemed more obvious due to the 
significant presence of Roman and Italian 
negotiatores on the island. However, the 
rather mediocre products of the Delian 
workshops with their wooden style do not re-
ally correspond to the marbles found in Italy 
with the exception of the batch probably 
from a late Republican villa unearthed in a 
marble deposit in Fianello Sabino. 48 Rhodes, 
on the other hand, had a particular and priv-
ileged relationship with Rome, a relationship 
that continued in the early Imperial period. 
It would, therefore, be wholly in keeping 
with the historical facts that the Rhodian 
sculptural production of the late Hellenistic 
period was the source of inspiration for the 
incipient local marble production in Italy. 

Even if the Rhodian connection seems 
clear, it is still a question whether the sculp-
tures were imported as finished products or 
whether they were made locally by Rhodian 
sculptors or local sculptors trained on Rhodes 
or mainland Greece. 49 Rhodian sculptors or 
rather sculptors signing their works as rhodioi 
were not primarily itinerant craftsmen, but 
worked mainly on Rhodes itself.° 

We may be quite certain that the Nemi 
pieces made in Carrara marble were carved 
locally as this marble was not widely exported 
for sculpture. This is also true of the marble 
vases (with the undecorated vase [Cat. no. 35] 
as a possible exception) where both imported 
and Carrara marble was used. The iconogra-
phy of at least one of the vases depicting Erots

in a horse race shows the features of the Ro-
man circus, the metae and lap-counter, which 
have not been attested outside Italy.51 

For the statuettes, however, we cannot be 
absolutely certain. If the isotopic analysis is 
correct in identifying the marble of the small 
female deity (Cat. no. 12) as Carrara, this 
strengthens the argument for the existence 
of a local production of high quality sculp-
ture indistinguishable from the Eastern par-
allels in type, size, style, technique, material, 
and date. This theory is supported by the 
fact, that three statuettes (Cat. nos. 8, 12-13) 
made in three different types of marble (Car-
rara, Asia Minor and Paros) are of identical 
size and proportions. 

Even the Dionysos herm (Cat. no. 32) with 
its quite incongruent eclecticism, may point 
to a local workshop with access to disparate 
but high quality models, e.g. plaster casts. 

Dating 
The date of the marble sculptures may be 
summarised thus: the small-scale marble stat-
uettes probably all date from the late Hel-
lenistic period, that is late 2nd-first half of the 
1st century BC. During this period the Sanc-
tuary flourished and was completely rebuilt on 
a grand scale consisting of a series of artificial 
terraces constructed in concrete. The marble 
amphorae were probably manufactured in this 
period also, as may have been the sculptures 
in Pentelic marble: the enthroned Diana(?) 
Cat. no. 1, the Dionysos herm Cat. no. 32, and 
probably the peopled scroll Cat, no. 42, 
whereas the pinax can probably be dated to 
the first half of the first century AD. Finally, 
the griffin cauldrons were probably made in 
late Augustan or Tiberian times. This was a pe-
riod of great activity in the Sanctuary. From 
this period we have a large group of Roman 
portraits of exquisite quality placed as votives 
in the rooms along the northern portico. 

46 F. Zevi, Monumenti e aspetti culturali di Ostia re-
pubblicana, in: Hellenismus im Mittelitalien 1976: 61, fig. 
26-27. Two bases signed by the same sculptor, perhaps 
one of the Laocoon sculptors, have been found at Anzio 
and in Capri (E. Loevy, Inschrifien Griechischer Bildhauer, 
Leipzig 1885: 156-157). It is debated, whether the bases 
(and sculptures?) are copies dating from the Imperial 
period. This opinion is held by Loevy based on the pa-
leography of the inscriptions, whereas at least the Ostia 
piece is considered Hellenistic by Zevi. This is not the 
place to discuss the date of the Laokoon group. 

47 Fuchs 1999: 23-24; B.S. Ridgway, The Bronze Apol-

lo from Piombino in the Louvre, AntPl VII 1967: 43-75. 
48 C. Vorster, Die Skutpturen von Fianello Sabino, Paul-

ia 5 1998. 
' Pedley believes that the eight statuettes found at 

Paestum were all imported, four from Rhodes and four 
from Athens (1998: 206). 

u V.C. Goodlett, "Rhodian Sculpture Workshops", 
AJA 95, 1991: 669-681; V. Gabrielsen, "The Status of the 
rhodioi in Hellenistic Rhodes", Classica et Medievalia 43, 
1992: 43-69. 

51 Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, IN 1518; Guldager Bilde 
1997: 60-61, 75.



Catalogue 

We have grouped the 44 pieces of sculpted 
marble housed in the University of Pennsylva-
nia Museum of Philadelphia into a number of 
categories. First the larger pieces of sculpture 
(I: cult statues and II: votive statues) followed 
by III: the small-scale votive statuettes. Group 
III is by far the largest group, and it is sub-
grouped according to iconography (female 
deities: Diana, Aphrodite, unidentified; male 
deities: Eros, unspecified youths, Satyrs, 
Silenos, Apollo/Dionysos; human limbs). The-
se sections are followed by the single pieces 
(IV: the herm and V: the pinax), and VI: the 
group of the marble vases. The last sections are 
VII: marble furniture, VIII: architectural ele-
ments and IX: marble utensils (weight). 

I Cult Statues 
In the course of the late 2nd century BC, the 
Sanctuary of Diana was completely rebuilt on 
a vast scale, and perhaps a new temple was 
constructed on the upper terrace. The "old" 
temple, KKK, probably built around 300 BC 
as indicated by the architectural terracottas, 
was renovated completely more than once 
during the late Republican period. 52 This 
was done first as part of the general renova-
tion of the late 2nd century. In the middle 
of the 1st century BC it was renovated a sec-
ond time as shown by the celia back wall in 
neat opus reticulatum still standing 5 m 
high. The construction, or renovation, of 
more than one sacred building may have 
prompted the creation of one or more cult 
statues. Three heads were found in the Sanc-
tuary that may qualify as possible remains of 
cult statues due to their over life-sized scale,

the marble employed and their date, type 
and style. The heads represent two female 
deities and one male deity. One is a colossal 
head, probably of Diana, in the Ny Carlsberg 
Glyptotek, Copenhagen, 53 the other is Cat. 
no. 1, possibly also Diana. The male statue 
belongs to the Castle Museum, Nottingham. 
It is of the Vatergotter type, and can perhaps 
be identified as Asclepius or possibly as the 
local deity Virbius.54 

Though the general style of all three heads 
is classicizing and though they were probably 
all made by the acrolithic technique, they are 
quite different in detail and in size. The head 
in Philadelphia (Cat. no. 1), for instance, is 
less three-dimensional and more wooden in 
style than the heads in Copenhagen and Not-
tingham. The Philadelphia head is probably 
meant to be viewed frontally (or almost so), 
whereas the two others are intended for a 
three quarter view. They were, therefore, 
hardly made for the same location and scarce-
ly by the same workshop either. 

The three heads were unearthed in two 
different rooms in the northern portico. The 
two female heads were probably found to-
gether in Room 9 in a secondary context 
(see above p. 5). The male statue was un-
earthed in Room 5 which may have been its 
original location of display. 

It is impossible to decide whether the 
shoulder of an enthroned female deity, Cat. 
no. 2, belonged to a cult statue or to a votive 
statue. We are not informed of its find place, 
but stylistically it is judged to be contempo-
rary with the latest renovation of the old 
temple KKK. 

52 KSnel in: Sacred Grove 1997. 
Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek IN 1517; NCGat., Etruria 

and Central Italy, 1995: 204-207, no. 90; Guldager Bilde 
1995: 195-199. The marble of this head was judged to be

Pentelic, but the analysis by N. Herz along with the 
Philadelphia sculptures has shown that it is, in fact, Parian. 

Mysteries 1983: 42, N.832; Guldager Bilde 1995: 
206-213.
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CAT. No. 1 
Ms 3483 ACROLITHIC? HEAD (Figs. 6-9) 
Head of a cult statue of Diana 

White, large-grained marble. Autopsy suggests it 
is Parian, whereas the isotopic analysis gives Asia 
Minor (Iznik). 
Total height preserved 47.7 cm, line of hair-chin: 
22 cm, line of hair-tip of nose: 14 cm, width of 
face between outer corners of the eyes: 11.5 cm, 
width of neck: 17 cm. 
Preservation: Well preserved, over life-size head. A 
few chips have been knocked off the bridge and 
the tip of the nose, the chin and close to the left 
corner of the mouth. A minor piece is missing 
from the edge of the left shoulder, and on the 
face there are a few scratches. The piece of the 
bust missing from the point where neck and 
shoulder join obliquely to the lower part of the 
right collar bone probably never existed (joining 
surface?). 
Piecing: None unless the right side of the bust was 
originally added separately. 
Surface treatment: The head is shaped mainly with 
the chisel with only minor use of the drill in the 
nose and in the ears. Furthermore, there is a shal-
low drilled hole at the transition from hair to brow 
just above the left ear, and correspondingly on the 
right side a c. 2 cm long drilled channel at the 
transition from hair to face. The back of the head 
is faceted in three different planes: the lower part 
of the bust from the base of the neck is cut at an 
angle to the front. The joining surface is worked 
roughly with strokes of the point. The back of the 
neck and head is cut in two planes, partly angled 
to the lower part of the bust, partly angled so that 
the left side of the head is shallower than the right 
side. The main back side, a joining surface?, is 
worked carefully with the claw chisel. The top of 
the head is flattened and worked summarily. In 
the upper third of the hair a recess has been made 
employing the claw chisel. This was not visible 
from the front and was probably meant for the at-
tachment of an attribute. At the junction between 
the flat upper part and the claw-chiselled part is a 
vertical dowel hole 2 cm wide and 9.5 cm deep. 
The lower left hand side of the bust is rather 
crudely finished with the claw chisel. Finally, the 
hair on a level with the ears and below these is 
worked very summarily; also neither side of the 
neck at the transition to the back is completely fin-
ished. The face is lightly polished.

Description: The head seems to be nearly frontal 
or very slightly turned towards the right. The 
face is a broad oval with a fairly high forehead. 
The nose is almost straight and relatively broad 
at the root. The eyes are medium-sized and flat 
and droop slightly at the outer corners; the in-
ner corners are deep-set. The eyes are situated 
very high under the thin eyebrows. The mouth 
is medium-sized with a thin upper lip and a full, 
almost protruding lower lip. It is open with the 
upper teeth indicated. The corners of the mouth 
are rendered as triangles shaped with the flat 
chisel. The lips, therefore, do not meet in the 
corners. The figure has a heavy, marked double 
chin round and slightly projecting with a dimple 
in the middle. The neck is straight, massive and 
bulging. The ears are partly hidden by the hair, 
their shape is very crude and they are positioned 
very low. The hair is parted in the middle and 
passed towards the nape in wavy strands. It is 
shaped with the chisel in a somewhat summary 
fashion. 

In general, the head is strangely dispropor-
tionate and asymmetrical. It is flattened and has 
little depth when seen in profile. Moreover, the 
ears are situated far too low and too close to the 
mouth. The hair-line over the temples is also too 
low and too close to the eyes. The asymmetry of 
the face when viewed frontally is conspicuous. 
The left half of the face is larger than the right 
side with the left eye placed lower than the right 
and pushed towards the temple. Also, the parti-
tioning of the hair is not exactly along the axis of 
the middle of the nose but moved towards the left 
side. This should indicate a turning of the head. 
Interpretation: The context may identify the head 
as that of Diana, even though the iconography of 
the matronly deity itself does not provide us with 
definite proof. A diadem in another material 
(bronze?) or perhaps a veil or cloak (in cloth?) 
may have been added to the back of the head, in 
which case the statue could hardly have depicted 
Diana. The size and material suggests that the 
head belonged to a cult statue. 
Date: The head belongs to the group of classiciz-
ing heads produced for cult statues during the 
late Republican period. 55 They are, however, very 
difficult to date with any precision. 56 The 
Philadelphia head is typologically related to a 
colossal head found in Temple B on the Largo Ar-
gentina, probably the Sanctuary of Fortuna huiusce 

55 Martin 1987.	 56 Guldager Bilde 1995: 198-199.
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