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The mos, enduring delini1ion of the aesthetics of Ro
manesque sculpture was advanced over two generations ago by 
Henri Focilloo (1931).' This theory, known in English as the 
"laws of frame and plane," in1erpre1s Romanesque sculpnire as 
an art inseparable from its archi1ee1ural support: lhe frame 
dictates the shape of the image, while the plane precludes any 
con1inui1y with the space of the viewer. Expanding on this 
notion. Jurgis Baltru aitis (1931) deduced a number of simple 
motifs which supposedly inform all Romanesque composi
tions.' Louis Grodecki (1978). another sl\ldent of Focillon's. 
characterized Romanesque sculpture as an art of frontality. ' 
According 10 this mode of interpretation. then. sculp111re of this 
period was conceived in 1ennsof images hieraticaUy fixed tot he 
stone; each work was designed to be seen from a single angle.' 

In this paper, I will propose a different reading of Ro
manesque aes1he1ics. based on a group of sculptures in which 
several vantage points were considered. This phenomenon of 
"points of view"- i.e., the various angles from which sculpture 
was dc.~igned 10 be seen-is usually associated with Manner
ism: more recently. ii has been extended 10 Gothic production a~ 
well.' In my opinion, the phenomenon was already present in 
the Romanesque period. however surprising this may seem in 
light of the prevail ing 1heo1ies on Romanesque sculpture. 

I will concentrate on sculpmres from theCluniac group. As 
used in this essay. the term "Cluniac" designates only 1ha1 Style 
associated with 1hecelebra1ed eight choir capitals of Cluny. In 
my view, the majorexponen1sof1his manner. apart from Cluny 
itself (e.g .• ambulatory and nave facade), were Montceaux
l'Etoile(nave facade). Perrecy-Jes-Forges (nave facade). Saint
Barnard of Romans (two capitals in the nave). Vezelay (lateral 
portals of nave facade. especially). and Saini-Vincent of Macon 
(various fragments in 1hc Mus6e des Ursuline.~). Sculptural 
activity at these sites extended over several generatjons. par• 
1icularly a1 Cluny. Vezelay, ~nd Macon, but 1he period of the 
choir capitals and their shop can be situated c. 1115-1135.' 
Rather than discuss each site separately. I will proceed by type, 
examining each of the major sculptural fields (capitals, con
soles. tympana, and li nlcls).7 The Cluniac group is the bcsl 
example I know of sustained experimentation with points of 
view in monumental sculplUre. 11 needs 10 be s1ressed a, the 
outset 1ha1 ii was no1 the only group 10 explore this acs1he1ic. 

Points of view never became as widespread a phenomenon 
in Romanesque sculpture as the "laws of frame and plane;" but 
they help nuance our view of the complexity of Romanesque 
style. The aim of this article is thus two-fold: 10 offer new 
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insights into the aes1he1ics of Romanc.~uc sculpture and in so 
doing 10 con1ribu1e 10 our knowledge of a major group (Cluny 
and its circle). 

Three Principal Views. Before analyzing points of view in 
Romanesque sculpture. ii is fu-st necessary to summari1..e the 
system th.is phenomenon overturned. A characteristic example 
is provided by a capital from Saint-Lazare of Aunm (Sa6ae-e1-
Loire) representing Two Virtues and Two Vices (south nave 
arcade, pier 6, cast face; Figure.~ 1-2). Though the boasting 
(epm111e/age) establishes three sides, all sculplllred, each side 
functions independently of the other two. The major axes arc 
defined by lhc elongated figures of Lt,rgiras and Pa1ie111ia at 
either comer. Seen from the back, these figures are li11le more 
than a simple vertical. The comer is a banicr; the in1egri1y of 
each side is absolute. 

With points of view. the sculp111ral field was unified.• One 
of the mos! successful works with multiple viewpoints is the SI. 
Michael and the Devil console(nave facade. S.Xl) from Vezelay 
(Yonne; Figures 3-5).' Set a1 the corner and deeply undercut, 
the archangel pivo1s around his own axis, prcscnLingan always 
changing view. TI1c (irs.l. and predominant view. is the central 
one (Figure 4): the second is defined by the direction toward 
which the figure moves (Figure 3); the third view is delined by 
thal direction from which the ligure moves (Figure5). Between 
each there is a nuid transition. This triple viewpoint became 
standard in the Cluniac group. 

A na,1hcx capital from Perrccy-les-Forges (Saone-e1-Loire) 
pl'Ovides a non-figurative example of the same method. Seen 
fron1ally. the foliage appears stiff. but from the side ii nows 
(Figures 6-7). A standard derivative of the Corinthian has been 
rethought: the principal stalks ro1a1e around the edge of the 
block, rather than defining a vertical where the 1wo sides 
intcrscct.10 A single fonn-in this case a leaf-can be read in 
different ways according 10 the spcc1a1or's position. As a, 
Ve1.elay, points of view unify the sculptural field by joining 
sides which more commonly were treated as disparate units.11 

The approach of both works is inherently sculptural, lum
ing 10 advantage lhe point of greatest salience. For Wilhelm 
Viige, this rethinking of the block in 1enns of projecting corners 
cons1itu1ed the mos I significant innovation of Gothic sculpture; 
these Cluniac sculptures demonstrate. however. 1ha1 the tech
nique was already practiced in a systematic way during the 
Romanesque period." In conception 1hc engaged capital is no 
longer a sculpture with three sides and l wo corners: instead. it is 



a curved surface susceptible of representing continuous action. 
Where a corner was not available, sculptors devised other 

methods for enhancing visibility. The choir capitals of Cluny 
(Saone-ct-Loire) show a characteristic solution in the adoption 
of a deeply carved mandorla, creating a "stage" for figures 
(Figure 8). Traditionally the mandorla was reserved for repre
sentations of the thcophany; at Cluny (capitals 4, 5, 7, 8), 
however. jt enframed various personifications whose meaning 
continues LO mystify scholars." In other words, the maudorla 
was exploited for its artistic potential, even though this involved 
the incorrect use of a symbol. 

Similar in approach, though now iconograpbically correct, 
is the tympanum of Montceaux-l'£toile, where the rotating 
Cluist in a deep stage looks suspiciously like a borrowing from 
a Cluny choir capital (Figures 9 -10). The mandorla made high 
relief possible even on otherwise Oat surfaces. 

Other solutions were found for lintels." At Perrecy-les
Forgcs the lintel was carved as a half-eoncavc(e11de111i-c11ve11e) 
(Figure 11). Tilis created a deep base, or platfonn. for the 
figures, allowing them to twist and turn in the prescribed triple
viewpoint method. Reinforcing this effect, various convcrsa~ 
tional groups link figures across space. Bodies turn in one 
direction, heads in another; figures work equally well whether 
seen from the right, the lefi, or head-on. 

The working methods of the time underline the achieve
ment of this new technique. For work executed apres la pose. 
i.e., aftercmplacemcm, the craftsman approached a piece at eye 
level. but did so without compensating for the changed perspec
tive from the ground. For sculpture carved avant la pose. the 
sculptor was obliged 10 lean over his work; only after comple
tion would it beset at eye level. Renaissance and later anisls, by 
contrast, placed their blocks on a high table, allowing them to 
attack a piece from the same perspective it would enjoy once in 
siru." Whether the decoration was executed avant or apri!s la 
pose, then, Romanesque sculptors attacked their blocks at an 
angle different from that accessible to the spectator. With points 
of view-effective only if the observer's position is taken into 
accoun1- this indifference vis•li•vis Lhe audience began to 
change. 

Origills. Various roots forth is transfonnation can be suggested. 
ThesculpmreofClassical and Eal"lyCh1is1ian Antiquity offered 
a ready model as theonly major precedent for a craft with ashon 
history. The abundant cull statues of Burgundy may, for in
stance, have furnished a paradigm for images observable in the 
round.16 Among relief sculptures, an Early Christian "imago" 
sarcophagus discovered near Aries provides a parallel for 
PeITecy-les-Forges, with its high salience and twisting figures 
(Figures 11-12). Such evidence is consistent with theclassicism 
of Burgundian art, e.g. , at Saint-Lazare of Autun, where both 
the arcllitecture and the large-scale nude of Eve recall ancient 
models. 17 These similarities do not, however, establish a direct 
or exclusive reliance on ancicnl an. For insLance., 1wo of the 
most classicizing regions of Romanesque Europe, Tuscany and 
Provence, were largely untouched by the phenomenon of points 
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of view." 
A more immediate connection survives in the conventions 

of Romanesque sculpture. For instance, "heraldic" capitals. 
i.e., compositions in which identical images intersect to form a 
new one at the center, had two vantage points by definition. This 
approach represenL~ a first step toward ovcl'tun1ing the pre
dominant "one side-one scene" of Romanesque sculpture; it is 
still far, though, from poinL~ of view. A comparison between 
Cluniac and non-Cluniac capitals may clarify this point. In a 
capital fromSaint-Rustice(Hautc-Garonne), for example, both 
sides are identicaJ; the image is immobile; two creatures merge 
into a new, composite one (Figure 13). The views are linlited 
and rigidly fixed: eithcrst1ictly frontal for each sideorat a forty• 
five degree angle forthe con1ers. At Vczelay, by contrast, each 
side was differentiated; the figure was conceived as moving in 
space (Figures 3-5). Transitions are fluid; each view gives more 
infonnation about the figure: images tun, wi1hi11 the block. 19 

Another possible source is Mosan metalwork. In works 
such as the font of Renier of Huy {I I 07- 18) or the foot of the 
crossofSai111-Be1tin(c. 1170-80), tl1ehumanfigurehasbecome 
an organic whole, conceived in the round, and successful from 
several points of view (Figure 14).20 Indeed, metalwork pro
duced by the lost-wax method, a teclulique of modelling wax 
prototypes, was three-dimensional from its inception. Ponable 
pieces can also be picked up and examined from different 
angles. 

ln manuscript illumination as well- not to mention stained 
glass, frescoes, and the other arts-violently contorted figures 
present a wealth of postures, juxtaposed to heighten the sense 
of excitement and valiety.21 With sculpture, artists were now 
able to realize these poses in three dimensions, within the same 
figure. 

lnmy view the crucial parallel is with Burgundy, homeland 
of the Cluniac style. The rympana of La Charitc-sur-Loire 
(Nievre: Transfiguration tympanum), with its stepped-back 
panels; of Donzy-le-Prc (Ni~vre), with its deep proscenium; of 
Saint-Vincent of Macon (Sa6ne-et-Loire), with its five superim
posed registers carved en demi-cuvette: of Montceaux-l'Etoile. 
with its carving e11 c11ve11e; of Avallon (Yonne), with its Oat 
ground. suggest so many approaches to the problem of relief." 
This rethinking of the ground bears witness to an interest in 
creating a stage for mulLi-dil'ectional figures. 

Other Burgundian seulptors devised "all-over" composi
tions in which figures uncoil across tbecapital. Tbebest-lmown 
example is the "acrobat" from Anzy-le-Duc (Sa6ne-ct-Loire). 
There is no triple viewpoint per se, bm tl1e stasis of a fixed view 
has been oven urned. A shop which Neil Stratford has centered 
around Neuilly-cn-Donjon (Allier) speciali1.cd in such "serpen
tine creatures. ••2.l 

The calligraphic quality of Burgundian sculptt1re may have 
favored the development of points of view, 100, by transfonning 
the nowing line into a tlu-ee-dimensional mass. Other regional 
"schools" excelled in this agitated call igraphy. as seen, for 
instance, in the 1rumeau of Soui llac (Lot) or the apse capitals of 
Vigeois (Correze). ln Cluniac sculpture, however, the pattern 



docs not lie on the surface, but penetrates tbe stone. 

Chro11ology. A chronology of points of view remains elusive, 
though a rough outline can perhaps be attempted. Several of the 
"preconditions" alluded 10 above, such as hieratic capitals, the 
calligraphic treatment of line. and an experimentation with 
grounds were all known, it would seem, by the eleventh cen• 
tury." The flourishing of the Cluniac shop, c. 1115-35, com• 
binoo with theevidenceofMosan metalwo*(e.g .. Renier's font 
of 1107-18), suggest that poinL~ of view, as a conscious and 
coherent system. began in the early-twelfth century. 

In this first generation, the adoption of points of view 
appears to have been somewhat haphazard. On the nave facade 
ofVezelay (usually dated after 1120). forinstance, they affected 
some figures (console $.XI, among others), but not others." 
Over time they became increasingly schematized, as on the 
nanhex facade of Charlieu (usually dated about mid-twelfth 
century; Figure 15). 26 In the lintel and capitals of the majesras 
domini ponal. the multidimensionality of figures decreases on 
approaching the center. The roundest forms are the foliate 
capitals. followed by the figure.~ of King David and John the 
Baptist in the outer jamb, King Boso with St. Stephen (?) and 
Bishop Ratben with St. Fonunatus (?) in the inner jamb. and 
finally the apostles in the lintel propcr.27 The arrangement, 
strictly symmetrical. implies a degree offorc.~ight in organizing 
the relief. 

Points of view also affected the production of other re
gions: but to the best of my knowledge only in the sculpture of 
Western France can anything comparable 10 the Cluniac devel• 
opment be found. The archivolt sculptures of Blasimon 
(Gironde) and Saint-Aubin of Angers (Maine-et-Loire) provide 
two notable examples. 28 

The genealogy of points of view can be traced further 10 
the early Gothic sculpture of Senlis (west portal archivolts; c. 
1170), Rcims (arehivolt of the "pone romane:'" c. IJ80). and 
beyond." In works such as the Last Judgment pillar of Stras
bourg (c. 1230) and Claus Sluter's Moses Well from the 
chancrhouse of Champmol ( 1395-1405)-where freely articu
lated figures wc,·c loosened from their architectural suppon
points of view had their richest expression in medieval art. To 
derive from this, however.a linear descent from ClunytoGothic 
sculpture requires a leap of faith that the current state of 
knowlooge does not suppon.'° 

Concl11sion. Al this juncture, it is possible 10 advance prclimi• 
nary conclusions as to the sources. method. and original recep• 
tion of a liulc-known phenomenon. 

Various roots were pl'Oposed here. both in ancient and 
contemporary an (Romanesque sculpture, Mosan metalwork. 
and Burgundian developments). With points of view. these 
elements fused to create a new aesthetic. Despite their many 
,-ontinuit.ies, however. Burgundian and Cluniac sculplUrc were 
not synonymous, as shown in the contrast between Aunm and 
Vezelay (Figures 1-5). This dichotomy is all the more striking 
as Gislebenus of Autun probably trained in a Cluniac atelier. " 
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Fu1thermore. many of the sculptural ensembles displaying points 
of view (e.g., Vezelay) do so in a sporadic way. On the other 
hand, point~ of view also occur in different regions, such as 
Western France. Therefore, the phenomenon is neither unique 
to a single workshop tradition, nor consistent within that tradi• 
tion. 11 developed in the early-twelfth century in a Cluniac 
cootext. with Burgundian roots. but had parallel manifestations 
elsewhere whose interrelationships and chronology remain un
clear. 

As has been seen, aU architecniral members were subject 10 
innovative reinterpretations of their func1ions. Consoles and 
capitals were attacked from an angle. lintels and tympana were 
hollowed out: in every instance the ground was transfo11ned. 
This transformation was accompanied by an animation of 
figures which resulted in constant reorientations of direction. If 
we think of the sculptured s111face as a picture plane. the figure 
depicted is always turned at an angle 10 us, captured in mid
movement. A basic formula of three principle views was de
vised. The type of architectural suppon affected the images' 
visibility: figm-es carved at the corner of a capital allowed for a 
wider are of vision thao those on a single side. 

Point~ of view also offer a new way of assessing the 
relationship between the work of art and its audience. Over the 
past decade. reception theory has attracted considerable auen• 
tion among medievalists ." The phenomenon studied here ex
pands on the type of evidence produced. by introducing argu. 
ments of a technical nature: at the same time. it shifts the focus 
by examining the methods employed by the creator to reach his 
audience. 

The principal precondition for points of view may indeed 
be the changed status of the anist, no longer a craftsman. but a 
professional. Subjectively. this can be sensed in the subtlety of 
form, the gradations in relief. or the mastery of composition. 
among other features. The emergence of the professional sculp• 
tor is also consistent wilh a broader historical context in its 
reflection of the division of labor, arguably the signal achieve
ment of the Romanesque period." In this light the vinuosity 
implicit in points of view can be interp,-eted,llS the product of a 
different type of worker. 

Corresponding to this new sculptor was a new observer; the 
"vi1tuoso" found his counterpan in the "connoisseur.'" " Thus 
the implications for the spectator must be addressed. too. 
Despite the emotional power of much Romanesque sculpture, 
1here js nothing in the sculpture itself which invites a viewer to 
approach it from different angles. The standpoint is dictated 
from the outset. PoinLo; of view elicit a more participatory 
response from the spectator. who had to circulate around the 
image 10 comprehend it fully. 

Indeed. no an was more public than sculpture, particularly 
the church ponals designed to reach the whole community. 
Manuscript illumination, by contrast, was the preserve of the 
few. Church treasure.~ were available 10 all, but on rare occa
sions. Frescoes. mosaic. and stained glass wercalsocmincntly 
public. When images were possessed by spirits good or evil. 
however. they tended 10 be sculptures-doubtless because, 



being more corporeal, they seemed more lifelike." Sculpture 
braved even the Bible in its injunction against idolatry ("non 
facies tibi sculptile," in the Vulgate's wording of the Second 
Commandment, Ex. 20:4). 

The appeal of sculpture was thus innnediate and public to 
an extent no other art could rival.,. Points of view renect this 
cultural context by directly engaging the audience in the act of 

My thank..~ to Lauro De Prest and StCphane Ch~ tien for lending a critical ear, 
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looking. The emotional charge of Romanesque art, often p0ised 
between threat and promise, joy and anguish, offered another 
means toward achieving the same end. 

The emergence of points of view is not j ust another trans
formation in style, then; it is the perception of the possibilities 
of sculpture which has changed. 
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only one view, p.imllel 101be piccure plane. remainseffeclivc. The back 
sides of 1..he figures are anislic.ally neu1ral. 

For lhe rooLS of this coocepcion. see 1he classic a.nicle of Wilhelm 
Koehler. '"By.taruineAn in lhe West."' D1tmbarton Oaks f>apus 1 (1940): 
61-87. 

E.g .• the Ponable Altar of Liborius and Kilian by RogerofHelmarshau~en 
(c. 1100). illus1.r;ued in Hanns Swttr1.:cnski. Monumems <>f Roma,,esque 
A.rt: Tire Art of Ch11.rd1 Tren.wres in Norri,-Wesrem Europe. 2nd ed. 
(Ch;cago: U of Chicago r. 1967) fig. 234. 

The problem of lhe sculpturnl ground has long interested scholars. s« for 
ins1ance. Emanuel Loewy. n,c Rendering ()f Nat,m• i'n Early Greek A.rt. 
lr.lns.. John Fothergill (London: Duc.kworth. 1907), 34-44; Alois Riegl, 
Spiitr0mi:rclre K111w;11d11.urie, 2nd ed. (Vienna: Oesterreichische 
S1aaLSdruckerei. 1927)chaJnenwo: \Villi bald Sauerlander. Got Irie Sc1dp-
111re ,·,, Fra,ice //40-1270. 1rJns. Janel Sondheimer (London: Thames 
and Hucl~oo. 1972). On the ground in Burgundian Romanesque sculp. 
1ure. sec Man.in Gosebroch. "Ober die Bildmachl der burgundischen 
Skulptur im fruhen XJI. Jahrhundert: Beilr.ige ,.u ciner Bcstimmung des 
Stile.~." di~s .. U Ludwig-Mu.ximili:m, 1950; Wilhelm Messcrer, Das 
Relief;,,, Mittel(,llu (Berlin: Mann, 1959) 52•59; id .. Romanise/it 
Plastik i,i Fr<mkreich. DuMo.zu Dokumen1e. p.:irt I. Kunstgeschichte 
(Cologne: DuM0111 Sc.haubcrg. 1964) 37•42: Me)•er Schapiro. Tire 

Parma lld,ifQ11sus: A Romone.sq"e ll/11111i11are,I Mt1111iscrip1 from Clw,y 
011,J Relmc>d Works. Mo,,ographs on Archaeology and Fine Arts 11 (n.p.: 
College An Association of America. 1964)56; Bernhard Kcrbcr,811rg1md 
,mt/ die Emwicklw,g der frtmt.lJsische,1 Kt11/re1lrt1lskulptur im :,wll{ftt•11 
Jahrh1mdert. MOnstersche S1.udien zur Kunslgeschichtc 4 
(Recklingsh.au...en: 8onger5., 1966) ISff. 
As rar as I know. scholars h.we oot exrunined the interesting solu1.ion of 
the n,we facade of Charlieu (Loire: c. 1094?). where 1he top molding or 
the lin1el wus Cul b:tek at iu; center, possibly 10 enhance 1hc visibility of 
Christ in the tympanum for those pass:ing under the port.al. Equally 
unonhodox is 1he /11(ljtsu,s Domini portal. where figure.~ in Lhe tymp:t· 
num project beyond Lhose in 1hc lintel. 

Neil Slm1ford, "Le portail rom~n de Neuilly-en-Donjon. "Co11grls 
Archtologit1ue d~ Frt111u 146 (1988): 332. 

for a d.uing of Lhe "stries brionnaises.." which include hieratic capitals. 
to a pre-Cluniac phase of sculpcurc .. st.-c Eliane Verg_oollc. "~cchcrches 
surquclqucs ~rics dechapi1cault romans bourguigoons: 1. Le bloc et son 
d&:or." L'hifomuuilJ,1 d'hi.su:,ire de /'art 20 (1975): 55-79. For e.arly 
examples of the. c.alligraphic line. soe the c.apitals of Saint-Gcmmin•des· 
Pre1 of l'oris (now in 1hc MusCc de CJuny in Paris). For the experimen-
1ation with grounds. see the "crypt" capi1als of Sainl•B~nigne of Dijon 
(l002·1018). which already employed deep undel'C'IJtting. 

On the dating of V~zelay (nave focade). see Fmcis S-alet. "La MOOeleine 
de V~zelayet ses dates deconstruetioo. • fJulle1i11 Monumental9S (1936): 
5-25: id. Ur Madeleine de Vlzelay (Mclun: d' Argcnccs. 1948) 40: Pe1er 
Diemer, S1il 1,111/ lko,,ogropflie der Kapitelle vo11 Ste,•Madelei,:e. 
Vb,tlay. diss .. U Ruprecht-Karl (Heidelberg). 1975. 33ft; Lydwinc 
Saulnier and Neil Stratford. l.n scu/p,ure 01Jblil.e de Vl.tela)': ca,alogi,c 
di, M11sJ" lapidaire. BibliotJW(lue de la socitu~ f~i.se d'ardM!ologie 
17 (Paris.: ArlSet m~tiers graphiques. 1984) 76f. 
If lhere were mulliple viewpoinls, I here was, however. oo coordinating 
standpoint. Al Mon1ceaux•l"Eloile. for instance. Chris1 is lhemost plas1ic 
figure. followed by the.angels surrounding him. and finally by the figures 
in the lintel. Many of the angles so catcfully conceived by the sculp1.or(s) 
were subsequently obscured by a projecting impost block. The same 
phenomenon <>C:QJrrcd at Pemcy-Jcs:. Forgcs . 

Jochcn Zink, "Zurdriuen Abteikirche \'OnChatlieu (Loire). insbcsondcre 
zur Skulptur der Vortulle und ihrer kUnstlerischen Nachfolge," Wallraf 
Rithartz.-J,1./1.rlmclr 44 (1983): 128 dates this camp:iign to the sccood 
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third of the twelfth century. A brief sununruy of earlier opinions is gi\·en 
in Eliz.abeth Read Sunderland. C/wrlieit lJ 1·1pqque mldilmle (Lyon: 
tcscuycr. 1971) S2. 

On the iconography of the..;c figures, sec Zink, 77ff. 

Piem Oubourg-Noves. Guyennt ronu111r (La Pierre.qui-vire: Zodinque .. 
1969) 300d:i1es Ola.~imon to c. 1160-70. Jacques Mallet. L'art romn11de 
fancie,i Anjm, (Paris: 1>icard, 1984) 146 dates Angers 10 c. 1180. 
Whc1her 1hese pieces were innue1lced by Burgundian sculpture-as 
suggested by their "s1.arched folds" and sinuous Hoo-remains an open 
question. If so.poinL~of view may have been imported, too. On 1hcother 
hand, i1 is possible there was oo direcl innuence. only a set of similar 
conditions. for inStance. the pfacemen1 of figu~ on archivohs. i.l' .• al 
a comer. recalls Lhe Cluniac approach lo capitals. Other examples of 
points or view outside Burgu1)cly include 1he Three Maries c--.ipit.al of 
Mozac (Puy-de-Domc) and SC\·cral c.apilals from Na1,an::1h. 

The dates gi\'en here for Senlis. Reims. and S1.J'3sbourg are adopted from 
Sauetl:inder. G1>rhic SClllpturr. 

Kenneth J. Con.'Ult. Ct1roli11gia,, tmd Ro,,umt"squr J\rd,itectun 800 to 
1200. Pelican History of Art. 2nd ed. (revised) (Hannondsworth: Pen• 
guin. 1987) l85ff made a similar claim for the Cluniac l'OQ4s of Oodl.ic 
architecture. 

Denis Griv<>1 and George Zamcdd. Ci.flebertu.s: $c11/ptor of A1111m 
(London: Trianon, 1961) I 74r; Saulnier and Slnnford, 34. I 72f. 

Majorcon1ributions 101he litern1urc of medieval an and i1s public include 
Hans Belting, Dos Bild 1md seitr P11.l>lik1un im Miuclalter: Fonn w1d 
F,mkti()11 friil1er BildtafcJ,, tier P1issi<>11 (Berlin: Mann. 1981): .and 
Michael Camille. 11,e Corhic Idol: Ideology and lmnge-,nakillg in 
J\frdieml Art (Cambridge: Cambridge UP. 1989). For Romanesque 
sculpiure. more specifically. see Waller Cahn. "Romanesque Sculpcure 
and the Spectator." in Tlie Romm1esque ,_..riezea,rd iis S~c1a1or, Lincolo 
Symposium Papers. ed. Deborah Kahn (London: Miller. 1992). 44-60. 

Cf. Jacques Le Goff. "M6tiers lid1es c1 m<!1iers illicitcs d:ins r()ccident 
m6di6vaL • in id .. Pour w, awn moye11 iige: remps, travail et cul111re tn 
Occidrm. Bibliocbequc des HiSloires (Paris: Gallimard. 1977) 97 (ori&i• 
nally published in Etr«Jes hi.uoriques, A.nnale.f de r&ole des Hnutes 
Etudes de Ga11d S, 4)-57): "Une Jt\•olulion Cconomique et sociale se 
pnxluit dans l'Qccident chretien rentre le Xie Cl le Xllle si~ leJ, docu 
l'essor urb.-iin est le sympcOme le plus 6cl:Himt. et la division du travail 
l'a.~pcc, le plus imponan1." The rise of the professiooo.l sculp1or has yet 
to be s1udied in a syslema1ic way by an hi.slOrian!. 

Cf the commcnls of 'J'hcophilus in his De Dfrersi.s Artibus (pref.lee: to 
book lhree), cited and discussed in Conrad Rudolph. The "'Tirings of 
Greott•r lmpt1rtmrce": lkmnrd of C/a;n'IJ11.X'.f Apologia a,id the MMi• 
n:al Attilude Tuward Art (Philadelphia: U of Pennsylvania P. 1990) 66: 
"For 1he human eye is ooc able 10 consider on what work finit 10 fix its 
gaze: if it looks at theceilings. lhey glow like brocadc-s: if it considers the 
walls. they u.re a likcnes.s of paradise; if i1 regards 1hc profusion of light 
from the windows. il maf'\•els .u the iM:Slimable beau1y of the glass .and 
the v-ariet y of 1he most precious craf LSrnanshi p." Also 1;ee Meyer Schapiro. 
"On the Ac~lhetic Attiludc in ~omnncsquc An: io Arr a,u/ Tlitmgl11: 
l ls11ed it, Honer of Dr. A,w,u/a K. Coo,m,roswamy 011 the Otaisio11 of 
I/is 70th Birthday. ed. K. Bharatha lyer(London: Lu:;,.ac. 1947) 130-150. 

A systematic smdy of possessed S-1.Uues in Romanesque Europe has ye1 
to be made. The phenomenon. bcuer known in 8y1..an1ium. was recently 
examined by Liz James, "Gods. Demons, and An1ique Statues in Byzan
tine Constanlioope." CAA Cocwemion. Se.aule. Feb. 1993. 

On sculpture as public an, sec Willibald S:iuerlH.oder. "Romanesque 
Sculp1ure to its Archi1ec1wal Comex.1." in Tl1t" Roma11~u,ur Frit'Zt' 16-
43. 



Figure 1. Au1un, S:.1int•l.a1,arc: Wulh l'la.,·e a«ade. pier 6. eas.1 face (fronlal). 
Two Vinues and Tu•o Vices.. 

Figurc3. V¢,.ela>•: na,•ef~de.S.X1. SaioLMichacl 
and 1hc l)cvil. 

Figure 2. Au tun, Sainl•Lazare: soulh nave arcade. pier 6. 
east face (from left). Two Virtues and Two Vices. 

Figure 4. V6,.elay: nll\'C focade. S.XJ (corner view). 
Saint Michael and lhe Devil. 
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Figure 5. Vb.el:iy: 1lave facade. S.XI (from 
rear). Sta.inl Michael and Lhe Devil. 



Figure 6. Pem:cy.le.~•For&-es: narthCJC capilal (fronrn.l). Foliage. Figure 7. Pcrrccy-lcs•Forgcs: narthex C3pital (from left). Foliage. 

Figure 8. Cluny: capital #1 (from right). Fourth Tone. 
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Figure 9, MomceJux•l'Etoilc: tymp.,num (froo. 
1:11). A.~ccn5-ion of Chri~.t. Detail. 

Figure 11. Pcrrccy•lcs•Forgcs: lintcl(from abo\·e). BetrayalofChrii;t(Am:sl). 
Dern.ii. 

Figure 13. Saint-Ruslicc: up~ <::lpitul. 

Figure 10. Montccaux-l'Etoile:tympenum(from 
left). AscMsion of Christ. J)ctnil. 

Figure 12. Ade.,;. Mush: d':u, chrt1je.n: "Imago .. sarcophagus. De1ail. 
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Figure 14. Renier of Huy. Bapeismal font 
(Ll~ge, Sain1 4 8 an~lcmy). John ba.plizing 
the publican. Detail. 

Figure 15, Olarlieu: n:uthex. ponal. Majestns do111i11i. apos1lc.o;;, King Oavid, John the Baptisl. King Boso. SL Stephen?. Bi.shop ~uLbcn. St. F'onun:uus? 
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