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Preface to the PDF version of the book

This file is the PDF version of my translation of and the commentary on
Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola’s Regola delli cinque ordini that was originally
published in 1999 by Acanthus Press, New York. Tam exceptionally grateful
to Barry Cenower for the permission to make the book freely available in PDF
format and to Karl Fredrik Honningsvag and @ystein Holdg for their help in
the preparation of this PDF.

My original project to provide a modern English translation of and a
commentary on Vignola’s treatise was part of the wider effort to recover the
knowledge of classical design in architecture in which I participated in the
1990s. The book was intended for use by classical architects and the training of
students of classical architecture. One should certainly hope that it will be of
interest to the same public in our present situation, that is marked by
emphatic demands of the general public and architecture students to revive
and teach classical architecture.

It is important to mention here a very specific caveat regarding English
translations of Vignola’s book on the orders. In the 1999 Acanthus edition that
is presented in this PDF I translated Vignola’s Italian title into English as
Canon of the Five Orders of Architecture. This was thus the title of 1999 Acanthus
volume. In 2011 Dover Publications reprinted the old 1669 English translation
of the same treatise by John Leeke, and included an introduction by David
Watkin. Instead of stating Leeke’s original title of that translation as the title of
their volume — this would have been The Regular Architect: or the General Rule
of the Five Orders of Architecture— they stated on the cover my translation of
Vignola’s title, Canon of the Five order of Architecture. The result was a
significant confusion. Online bookstores found it difficult to differentiate
between the two editions, while architects and architecture students who
wanted to buy a modern translation with a commentary that would help them
with classical design ended up ordering by mistake a seventeenth century
translation they were not looking for. One can thus imagine the impact that
such editorial practice had on the reception of the modern English edition—
and I will refrain from commenting on the ethics of the colleague who
provided this practice with additional credibility by contributing his
Introduction to the volume. In any case, it is important to state that this is the
PDF of the modern English translation with a commentary of Vignola’'s Regola
delli cinque ordini, that was published in 1999 by Acanthus Press, and not
Leeke’s seventeenth century translation.

Branko Mitrovié
Trondheim, 8 June 2024

Preface

The notion that interest in a Renaissance architectural treatise can be more than a
purely theoretical and academic exercise sounds strange to so many ears today that
I feel obliged to provide some account of my reasons and motives in preparing this
translation of and commentary on Vignola’s Regola delli cinque ordini. In fact, I per-
ceive the publication of Vignola’s work as part of a wide effort, shared by many
friends and colleagues, to recover the forgotten knowledge of building classically.
At the same time I have undertaken the work on the translation and commentary
of Vignola’s Canon for a number of theoretical reasons that I gradually came to be
aware of over a period of almost fifteen years.

It was during my early years as an undergraduate student of architecture at
Belgrade University that I began to contemplate the explanations people provided
for their aesthetic preferences. Rather early in my studies I became bored and dis-
satisfied with Modernist architecture. Le Corbusier’s argument that the shapes of
the Parthenon are great but should not be used struck me as paradoxical. It seemed
wrong that we can appreciate certain shapes but we ought not use them. A year or
two later I discovered Palladio and read Rudolf Wittkower’s Architectural Principles
in the Age of Humanism; like so many of Wittkower’s readers, I was captivated by
his erudite explanation of the principles of Renaissance architecture. For quite a
number of years afterwards, I was satisfied that proportions were the underlying
justification for the use of the classical orders.

It was only during the first year of my doctoral studies at the University of
Pennsylvania that I felt something was missing in this approach. I could accept
Wittkower’s emphasis on meanings and symbolism in the ‘interpretation of
Renaissance architecture, but I perceived that this could hardly provide a base for
practicing classical architecture today. Meanings we ascribe to certain shapes and
associations we have about them are culturally relative, whereas the use of the clas-
sical orders necessarily requires a canon, a fixed set of rules on how one should use
and combine their elements. If these rules were derived from the meanings indi-
vidual cultures associated with the elements of the orders, they would have to be
culture relative.

During this time I became increasingly concerned that Wittkower’s emphasis on
symbolism was of little use in justifying the modern use of the classical orders
today. The way Wittkower talked about proportions still seemed relevant to me, but
I was also aware that his argument could easily be used to support the Modernist
dismissal of the classical orders—Wittkower indeed was read that way during the
1950s. For instance, arguments advanced by Colin Rowe were meant to show that
there are “deep” or “fundamental” principles of architecture, such as proportions,
which both Renaissance and Modernist architecture share, and classical orders,
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from this point of view, become an irrelevant addition to buildings. Rowe’s view
was that since a villa by Le Corbusier and a villa by Palladio share the same pro-
portions, their aesthetic qualities are comparable: the fact that Palladio’s building
looks radically different is of no importance. Consequently, Palladio’s use of the
classical orders is just an accidental and aesthetically irrelevant addition to the
facade: Le Corbusier shows that one can do well without the orders. As it hap-
pened, while studying the impact of Rowe’s argument on architectural theory
during the 1950s, I was concurrently reading writings of German 19th-century for-
malists. Adolf Hildebrand’s argument that proportions fit for a Doric temple are
not fit for a Gothic cathedral made me doubtful and weary of general theories of
proportions.

There was an even bigger problem looming on the horizon. I could accept that
Renaissance architects associated shapes of columns with human bodies or
triglyphs with beams protruding from an entablature, but such explanations were
insufficient to explain how to use the orders. I could understand, for instance, how
an Ionic volute can represent female hair, yet this interpretation did not explain
why some methods of the geometrical construction of the volute are found to be
unsatisfactory while others look good. Similarly, I could accept that triglyphs were
historically associated with beams protruding from a Doric frieze, but this could
hardly explain why they were not good for use on an Ionic frieze. Meaning-based
theories sounded great until one had to use the orders in the actual design process
or one had to teach students how to implement them. My doubts increased when I
started teaching at the University of Notre Dame. Notre Dame’s architecture school
is a classical school, and my teaching studio there meant teaching the use of the clas-
sical orders in design. Working with students obliged me to consider classical
orders as systems of shapes. Asking students simply to draw representations of
female hair or protruding beams was of little use; what one had to discuss with
them was the placement, details, geometrical construction and proportions of clas-
sical elements. Anthropomorphic or tectonic interpretations were interesting, but
they were of no use in an actual design process. Right there I realized that the stu-
dents sorely needed a good text from which they could learn how to use the
classical orders. On occasion, I considered directing them to Vignola, but, at first, I
was still under the sway of Modernist prejudices against this book.

Indeed, it was some time before I realized how great was Vignola’s work. It was
obviously a very useful manual, but its manual form had also brought to it the rep-
utation of not being a particularly intellectual work; in any case it contained little of
interest to those who, following Wittkower, searched for meanings in Renaissance
architecture. Toward the end of my doctoral studies, I also became aware of the
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alternative, formalist justification for the use of classical orders, which seemed
much more plausible. According to this view, the appreciation of classical architec-
ture is based purely on the appreciation of the shapes of the orders; it does not
depend on culturally derived meanings associated with their elements. Aesthetic
validity of the orders is explainable by the fact that their shapes were developed
through gradual improvements by generations of architects over thousands of
years; those that were found satisfactory were retained while others were dis-
missed. Among Vignola’s contemporaries, the idea appears in Daniele Barbaro’s
commentary on Vitruvius; in this century it was defended by Geoffrey Scott, who
saw in Renaissance architecture “an experimental science of taste.” The discovery
that Vignola described his formulation of the canon along such lines made me real-
ize that the classical movement badly needed a modern version of the Regola.
Gradually I started appreciating the little treatise precisely for those reasons that
many other people had dismissed it. Its formalism appealed to me; in Vignola’s
straightforward concern for shapes I saw the theoretical purity that our contempo-
rary architectural writings so often lack. I learned to see in it much more than a
manual. I think that the battle for modern classicism has to be fought and won in
architectural theory first, and because of this I believe that the greatest attributes of
Vignola’s treatise are that it not only teaches how one should use the orders but
why one should use them as well.




Introduction

This translation and commentary of Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola’s Regola delli cinque
ordini are intended for the use of practicing classical architects and students of clas-
sical architecture. Only a few years ago this kind of public was almost nonexistent.
But what was then a small group of enthusiasts has since become a significant archi-
tectural movement.

The increasing interest in classical architecture has surprised even those who have
been engaged in the classical movement from its early days. As a consequence, only
a few books on the classical orders are currently available in English—a problem felt
particularly strongly by those who teach classical architecture. The theory of orders
has been conspicuously absent from the training of architects for decades, and, there-
fore, both books and competent teachers are few; even active scholars in the field and
studies on the comparative theory of the classical orders are rare. Hardly any book
could better suit the intention of providing an introduction to the theory of orders for
students and practitioners than Vignola’s Regola, just as no Renaissance architectural
treatise can compare to its publishing history of over 500 editions in 400 years. The
reasons for its success are obvious: Vignola’s short treatise presents the methods for
combining the components of the classical orders in a way that is extremely easy use.
One needs only to try to draw the details of the classical orders following the precepts
of other Renaissance architectural writers and the advantages of Vignola’s modular
system become obvious. It is precisely for that reason, with the classical movement
gaining strength and with classical architecture being more in demand, that there is a
significant need for a new English version of the Regola with analytical commentary.

Early in my work I faced the difficult decision concerning which edition I should
reproduce. Both versions of the first, 1562, edition were reproduced in this century.
In my opinion they are not convenient for educational purposes or use in everyday
office work. The first of these versions (preserved in Florence in the Biblioteca
Nazionale Centrale) lacks captions to the illustrations and plate 20 is incomplete,
which renders Vignola’s description of the construction of the Ionic volute hard to
understand. The second version of the first edition (for example, Cicognara 416 in
the Vatican library) corrects these mistakes. But both versions of the first edition
lack the well-known plate in which the five orders are mutually compared and
instead have a plate with the Papal privilege. Thus, they start with the front page,
followed by the privilege and Vignola’s introduction. What was later regarded as
the standard ordering of Vignola’s plates (front page, introduction and the plate
with the orders) appears for the first time in the second edition (1572). A copy of
this edition is preserved in the Biblioteca Alessandrina in Rome and is reproduced
in this volume; this is also the first edition with the plate comparing the five orders.
The authenticity of this illustration and the 1572 edition has been denied by
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Christof Thoenes' but affirmed by Maria Walcher Casotti." In any case, I felt that for
the purposes of teaching classical architecture it would be advantageous to work
with an edition that would include the comparison of the five orders, even though
its authenticity has been disputed; whereas, the Papal privilege would be of little
interest to students of classical architecture and to practitioners.

The public for which this book is intended also determined many of the solutions
I adopted for the translation. When I was confronted with the choice between the
more literal or scholarly rendering of the text or the version that would be easier to
follow and use in everyday architectural practice, I opted for the latter. I have not
even attempted to convert Vignola’s style into English—his long sentences are hard-
ly enjoyable to read in Italian and in English they are incomprehensible. I faced
significant problems with those paragraphs where Vignola’s textual explanations
are unclear, vague or insufficient to understand his drawings. In these cases I opted
for more liberal versions of the translation, which I believe make Vignola’s instruc-
tions easier to follow. Where Vignola’s text is incomplete I added my explanation of
the related geometrical construction in the footnote. Vignola also uses a number of
important terms in a highly nonstandard way: for example, his imo scapo refers to the
top fillet of the base, and pillastro refers to the wall segment behind an engaged col-
umn. While translating passages that contained such terms, my main objective was
my main objective was to render Vignola’s intentions accurately.

The commentary is intended to summarize Renaissance theories of the classical
orders so that they are easily applicable to design work. This means placing Vignola’s
theory of orders in its contemporary Renaissance context, pointing to those issues
where Vignola’s views differ from the standard Renaissance approach and organiz-
ing this material so as to facilitate its practical use. Most Renaissance treatises have
poor graphical support and are very hard to work with; their textual descriptions of
the classical orders are formulated in a way that is extremely hard to follow. Only
Vignola’s and Palladio’s treatises offer the illustrations that efficiently define the
dimensions of the elements of the orders. Therefore, I decided to include a system of
comparative tables expressing all ratios in fractions of the lower column diameter as
defined by Vitruvius, Sebastiano Serlio, Andrea Palladio, Daniele Barbaro and
Vignola. This should make it possible not only to compare the views of these different
authors but also to use their ratios efficiently in design work. The commentary thus
summarizes most major Renaissance texts on the theory of orders, although Leon
Battista Alberti’s and Pietro Cataneo’s views are included only when they seem rele-
vant to individual problems. My original intention was to include Vincenzo Scamozzi

i. Christof Thoenes, “Vignolas Regola delli cinque ordini,” Rémisches Jahrbuch fiir Kunstgeschichte, 20, (1983), 345 -376.
ii. Maria Walcher Casotti, “Le edizioni della Regola,” in Pietro Cataneo, Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola: Trattati,(Milan, 1985), 527 - 538.
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in this comparison, too, butIsoon realized thata complete account of his views would
take up so much space that it would dominate the rest of material. Because of the con-
flicting systems of measures that Scamozzi uses, his illustrations would be of little use
in contemporary design work. Still, I included an account of his views on intercolum-
niation, since this topic had been poorly treated by the other authors.

Among the writers whose views I analyzed, Palladio and Barbaro (Palladio’s
mentor and the author of a commentary on Vitruvius), are particularly interesting.
They were Vignola’s contemporaries and their expositions of the theory of orders are
more detailed than those of Serlio or Vitruvius.™ Barbaro’s commentary on Vitruvius
has been included as the most representative Vitruvian commentary of the
Renaissance. Palladio’s theory of orders presents a number of problems. He wrote
his treatise over a long period of time but compiled the final version hastily in 1570.
Consequently, the sizes of the elements of the classical orders, which he gives in the
text, tend to follow Vitruvius, and, where Vitruvius had left some elements unde-
fined, Palladio’s textual statements are equivalent to Barbaro’s. However, this does
not occur in the drawings, where Palladio’s ratios have been defined with inordinate
precision and rarely follow the text. One can assume that Palladio’s text and illus-
trations represent different stages of the development of Palladio’s thought.

As presented in his drawings, Palladio’s account of the orders could almost com-
pete with Vignola’s in clarity and organization had it been completely exposed, but
Palladio is much more thorough concerning the Tuscan, Doric and Ionic than he is
with the Corinthian and Composite orders. Palladio derived his detail of the
Corinthian capital and entablature from Vignola. But Palladio’s details of the Tuscan,
Doric and Ionic can compete in graphical quality with Vignola’s and are likely to find
use in everyday design practice, which is why I have included them as illustrations
in the commentary. They are surely valid alternatives to Vignola’s version.

It is the ease with which Vignola’s precepts can be applied that has made the
Regola the most published architectural book in history. This facility is the conse-
quence of three aspects of Vignola’s work: the completeness of his account of the
orders, the easy applicability of the modular system (combined with clear indications
of sizes in the drawings) and the author’s formalist position. Vignola’s system of clas-
sical orders leaves no detail or ratio undefined—something rare among Renaissance
treatises, in which certain orders (the Corinthian and the Composite) and elements
(cornices, for instance) were systematically treated with less care. Finally, Vignola
treats the orders as ornaments to be applied to the facade after the main dimensions
of the building have been determined. Their use, for Vignola, is a formal exercise.

iii. For the relation between Palladio’s and Vignola’s formulations of the theory of orders, see Branko Mitrovi¢, “Palladio's
Theory of the Classical Orders in the First Book of I quattro libri dell'architettura,” Architectural History, 42 (1999).
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Vignola’s formalism and his reluctance to derive the canon from the meanings
ascribed to architectural shapes make his theoretical position particularly strong.
The significance of this approach becomes obvious if we take into account that
meanings cannot be inherent to objects but must be culturally derived, based on
convention and mutable as the culture changes. At the same time, a classicist archi-
tectural theory must explain the uses and sizes of the elements of the orders in a
way that leaves no room for relativism in their use—it must be canonical. But if the
correct use of the elements of the orders depends on the meanings we attach to
them—and since meanings are always relative to the system of interpretation—
then the use of the classical elements would be relative to the system of
interpretation as well. The idea of a canon would become impossible.”

From this point of view, Vignola’s formalism and his reluctance to rely on argu-
ments based on the ascription of meanings to architectural shapes seem well
justified. Formalism here implies that the aesthetic sensation humans derive from a
building is based upon the contemplation of the shape of the building regardless of
the meanings associated with the shape. Leaving meanings aside, Vignola justifies
his precepts by the general consensus (“common judgment,” as he says) that exists
about the beauty of certain shapes. Classical orders, under this view, are the accu-
mulated experience of generations of architects who gradually improved them from
crude and primitive forms to more refined ones. Vignola’s position implies that the
“common judgment” provided that those improvements that met with wide
approval were retained, while the others were discarded.

Thus, Vignola’s is not only the most complete and easiest to use Renaissance
account of the classical orders, but it is the one whose theory is the most appro-
priate to our contemporary aesthetics. From the point of view of twentieth-century
theories of language and meaning, formalism makes Vignola’s theoretical position
look particularly well thought out. Today one simply cannot assume that certain
objects have meanings by themselves nor that there exist symbols that are uncon-
ventional. The theory of contemporary architectural Classicism has to be formalist
or it will run into many difficulties. Vignola's treatise should thus be read not only
as a handbook on the orders but also as a very well-conceived theoretical treatise
in its own right.

—Branko Mitrovié

iv. For a wider discussion of this argument see Branko Mitrovi¢ “Paduan Aristotelianism and Daniele Barbaro’s Commentary
on Vitruvius’ De architectura,” The Sixteenth Century Journal, 29 (1998), 667-688.
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Plate 1
Title Page [opposite]

Plate 2
To the Most Illustrious and Reverend Signior and
My Most Excellent Lord, Cardinal Farnese [following]

The beginning of every work published to adorn the world shows us how common it is to dedicate 7
one’s efforts to those men whose nobility, greatness of soul, virtuous deeds, and abundance of rich- o ENER i x
es elevate them above others, almost like terrestrial gods; following this example I, too, my most i L e | Sl ol L s, ™ i ;

illustrious and reverend Signior, could dedicate this little work to you as it is, thereby ensuring that, ‘ - HE] E
protected by your great favor, it will safely find its way to the hands of men. However, since it was i -
born in the garden of your great generosity, it all belongs to you, and my contribution is that of a

they were great, since they proceed from great fervor and the soul’s pure affection. Let those of
greater talent and other professions sing their praises on the greatness of your judgment in this art,
which equals your magnanimity and the royal expenses that you have been pleased to bestow on it
continually; I beseech you only to accept this little fruit I now bring before you. I hope that it will
soon bring forth even greater fruits, which will prove to the students of this art that, as much as
have benefited from your courtesy and generosity, I have tried to distribute them further with equal :
largesse. At this point I kiss your hand most respectfully. ‘ |

mere manual worker. Assured of your kindness, in spite of the insignificance of the fruit, I cannot :

but present it to you most respectfully, trusting that the Lord above will act similarly to terrestrial 1]

lords, who sometimes enjoy small plants in their gardens for reasons of variety even when they do a8

not appreciate them as equal to most noble ones, and that He will approve of our lowly efforts as if ue . }
il -

To the Readers

In order to ensure its better understanding, I intend to explain briefly the reason for which, kind

readers, | have undertaken to do this little work, and then to offer it, such as it is, to the public use (

of those who find delight in this art. ‘
While practicing the art of architecture for many years and in diverse lands, I have always i

enjoyed consulting the opinion of as many writers as possible regarding the practice of orna-

ments. Having compared their works with each other and with ancient buildings still in existence,

I attempted to formulate a canon on which I could rely with certainty and which would please

every expert of the same art in its entirety or in large part. This I did for my needs only, without

any other purpose in mind. Leaving aside those subjects on which authors disagree considerably,

in order to achieve greater certainty I studied the ornaments of the five orders that can be seen ‘,

in the antiquities of Rome. Having considered and examined all of them by diligent measure- { #

ment, I discovered that those that seem more beautiful to common judgment and appear more

graceful to our eyes have a correspondence and simple numerical proportion so that every small-

est part can be used to measure all other elements. Having dwelt at greater length on the delight

our senses find in this proportion, and the fact that what is displeasing falls outside it, as musi-

cians wisely prove in their science, years ago I undertook to arrange the five orders of architecture

mentioned above into a simple and easily applicable canon. The method I used to achieve this

was the following. For instance, when I wanted to include the Doric order in the canon, I started

i
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from the fact that its version in the theater of Marcellus is for everyone the most prized example
of Doric architecture, so I based the Doric canon on this example and accordingly defined its prin-
cipal parts. If some small part did not fully obey the numerical proportions (since small elements
can frequently be changed by the work of stonecutters or for other accidents which may have sig-
nificant impact when it comes to such details) I accommodated this in my canon without yielding
in important issues, and I made up for this small license by relying on the authority of other Doric
buildings, which are also regarded as beautiful and from which I supplied other small parts when
I found it appropriate. I made this choice for all the orders, not the way Zeuxis worked with vir-
gins in Croton but the way my judgment led me. I took everything from the ancients and did not
add anything of my own, except that I expressed proportions in simple numbers and avoided
working with cubits, feet or palms of any city. Instead I introduced an arbitrary measure called
module, divided into parts as will be seen for each order in its place. Thus this part of architec-
ture, otherwise difficult, became so easy that even a mediocre talent, with at least some taste for
this art, will be able to understand everything at a single glance and conveniently use it without
much arduous reading. Though my intention was not at all to publish this, I was influenced by
requests from many friends who urged me to do so and even more by the generosity of my per-
petual signior, the illustrious and the most reverend Cardinal Farnese. Having received from his
honorable house courtesies that enabled me to carry out this task, I was also given the means to
satisfy my friends and to present to you soon other important things related to this subject, if you
receive this one as I hope you will.

Since it is not my intention and I do not believe that I should here discuss objections that I know
will be raised, I leave this to the work itself which, if it would please the more judicious readers,
might prompt them to answer for me to my opponents; I shall only say that if someone would dis-
miss this labor by saying that it is impossible to formulate a Canon with certainty since, in
everyone’s opinion, and especially Vitruvius,” it is often necessary to enlarge or reduce the propor-
tions of the parts of ornaments in order to compensate artificially for the imperfections of our
eyesight, my response in this case would be that it is always necessary to know what we want our
eyes to see, and this will always be a firm rule regarding what is intended to be perceived. Then,
one should proceed according to certain beautiful rules of perspective, whose practice is necessary
both for this art and for painting, and about which I hope soon to publish a work which I am
assured will please you.

As mentioned, my intention was only to be understood by those who had some introduction to
art, and this did not require using any names of the elements of these five orders, since I assumed
them to be known. But having seen later from experience that the work pleases many signiors who
were moved by the zest of being able to understand with little effort all the art of these elements and
that these individual names were missing for this, I decided to add them, in the form they are com-
monly called in Rome and in the order in which they can be seen. I only have to warn that the names
of elements that are shared by more orders will be stated only in the order in which they appear first
and will not be repeated later.
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Plate 3
The System of the Orders

Having to discuss the five orders of columns, ie., the Tuscan, Doric, Ionic, Corinthian and
Composite, I thought it may be useful to see the shapes of each of them. Individual dimensions are
not included and the drawing is intended to show the canon in general; details will be discussed
afterwards.
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Plate 4 | |
Tuscan Order

Having failed to find in the antiquities of Rome the Tuscan ornament on which I could base the for-
mulation of the Canon—the way I found it for the other orders, i.e., Doric, Ionic, Corinthian and
Composite—I followed the authority of Vitruvius, who says, in Book Four, Chapter Seven, that the
thickness of the Tuscan column* is one-seventh of its height, including the base and the capital. As
regards the remaining ornament (i.e., the architrave, frieze and cornice), I think it is appropriate to i
obey the rule that I have discovered in other orders, whereby the architrave, frieze and cornice make
one-fourth of the height of the column. The latter equals 14 modules, including the base and the cap-
ital as numbers indicate; so the architrave, frieze and cornice equal 3% in modules, i.e., one-fourth
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of 14. Their individual parts will be carefully indicated later. o
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Plate 5
Tuscan Order

When making the Tuscan order without pedestals, one should divide its total height by 17%. Each
of these parts will be called a module and is further divided into 12 equal parts. The entire order
with all its individual parts will be formed using these units, as shown by the whole numbers and
fractions in the illustration.

A —— Ry

WWM"MWWW

A wu_.......\w s uwwww»‘w

"“‘MM]\WNNI AT

fITHeS

"fil"‘f T i}i'li“i‘”ﬂ“iiinm e m T

T

. Jclam;“

[mposm |

&/ﬁodul{ 6%,

g ’Dr:aln in disggio notato. per e, sosi ol come’

[{;xumrfasi aq fdn' Fordine Toscano senza f}ca man
sf partind i laliezza sua in parti 17 cmr

cuna df gucffv part; chiamaremo Modulo il 7144 par:
liamo in 12, parii Vguall, ¢ con. quicste sone _ﬁmnnq
wito 1l detto ordine con suoi Immmlan manbri come

mﬂm

]‘/" i

SO o S S A

mmp




Plate 6
Tuscan Order

But if this order is to be made with its pedestals, one should divide the total height in 22'/s parts
because the height of the pedestal must be one-third of the column taken together with the base and
capital. Since the column height (including the base and capital) is 14 modules, one-third equals 4/.
When this is added to 17%, it makes 22'/s altogether.
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Plate 7
Tuscan Order

Although the Tuscan order rarely is used with pedestals, nevertheless I have included here such a
combination. I have noticed that in all five orders the pedestals with their ornaments must equal
one-third of the column height taken together with the base and the capital; the total thickness of
the ornament on the top (the architrave, frieze and cornice) should be one-fourth. Understanding
this and taking it into account makes work very easy. To apply any of the five orders, one should
determine the required height (including the ornaments) and divide it into 19 parts. The height of
the column is then determined and divided into modules depending on whether it is going to be
Corinthian, Doric or of some other order*. Finally, this module, divided into its parts (as will be seen
later), serves as a basis for everything else.
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* The height of the column will be **/1 of the total height; the height of ‘ornaments’ */»s and the height of the pedestal */1. The
choice of the order determines the column height-to-diameter ratio; once the lower column diameter is known all other sizes
are easily calculated.

t Vignola used imo scapo as the name for the fillet on the top of the base; the standard Vitruvian use of this term referred to
the bottom of the column. (cf. Cristof Thoenes, “Vignolas Regola delli cinque ordini,” Rémisches Jahrbuch fiir Kunstgeschichte, 20.
1983, p. 358).
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I'have already described the principal measures of the Tuscan order; since the clarity of the drawing
with numbers next to it is sufficient for understanding without many words, as everyone will real-
ize with little consideration, I have presented the parts of the Tuscan order enlarged here and on the
next page,* showing the division of even the smallest parts with their projections.
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* Vignola obviously refers to the previous page.

T Very much like Palladio, Vignola avoids Vitruvius’ terms “hypotrachelium” and “apophysis”. The use of the term “frieze”
for the part of the capital below the echinus appears in other Renaissance treatises, for instance in Serlio.

Plate 8
Tuscan Order
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Plate 9
Doric Order

To make the Doric order without pedestals, one should divide the total height into 20 parts, of which
one part is to be taken for the module. The module will be further divided into 12 parts, as it is done
for the Tuscan order. The base, together with the fillet* on the top of the base of the column, will take
up 1 module; the trunk of the column without the fillet on the top of the base will consist of 14 mod-
ules, the capital will be 1 module and finally the ornament (i.e., the architrave, frieze and cornice)
will make 4 modules. At the same time these 4 modules make one-fourth of the column height,
including the base and the capital, as was stated earlier. The architrave takes up 1 module, the frieze
and the cornice 1'/> modules each. Altogether they make 4 modules; after the addition of other ele-
ments, their total comes up to 20.

* Here Vignola used the term inmo scapo to refer to the fillet on top of the base. See footnote 1, plate 7.
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Plate 10
Doric Order

If one wants to decorate loggias or porticos using the Doric order it is necessary, as described earli-
er, to determine the module by dividing the height into 20 parts. Wall segments will be 3 modules
wide and the width of the openings between them will be 7 modules. Widths will thus be adjusted
to heights so that the openings are 2 widths high; metopes and triglyphs will be properly distrib-
uted as the illustration shows. The column must project from the wall for one-third of the module
beyond one-half of its diameter* so that the projection of the impost does not exceed the middle of
the column.T This rule applies to all similar situations in all orders.

* The column projects for two-thirds of its diameter from the wall.

T The impost projects for one-sixth of the column diameter (see plate 12).
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Plate 11
Doric Order

If porticos or loggias are to be made in the Doric order using pedestals, it is necessary to divide the
height into 25'/s parts, taking 1 part as the module. The distance between the wall segments is 10 mod-
ules, their width 5 modules. This will yield the proper distribution of the metopes and triglyphs. The
height of the opening will be twice its width, which is 20 modules, as can be seen in the illustration.
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A Flutings of the column
B Fillet*
C Astragal

Plate 12
Doric Order

The pedestal of the Doric order must be 5'/> modules high. The impost presented here measures 1
module and its parts are divided as indicated by the numbers.

* Vignola actually wrote: “Inno scapo of the column; to be understood so in all orders.” For the use of the term imo scapo see
footnote 1 plate 7.
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Plate 13
Doric Order

As mentioned in the introduction, this segment of the Doric order is taken from the Theater of

Marcellus in Rome and retains the same proportions.

Cavetto

Dentils

Capital of the triglyph

Triglyph with 2 channels; the square spaces between the triglyphs are called metopes
Guttae

Top of the abacus*
Annulets

OFEHgO W

* Vignola’s cimatio here designates the cyma and fillet together. Palladio used the term cimacio in the same context. Vignola
normally used the term gola for the cyma alone and cimatio or cimasa for the combination of cyma with another element (but

cf. plates 24, 25 and 27.)
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Plate 14
Doric Order

This, another version of the Doric order, has been taken from different fragments of Roman ruins. I ]
have put these elements together, and found them successful in practice.

A Cyma recta
B Modillion—all elements that support the corona are called so, regardless of their shape*

C Bead-and-reel
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* Vignola here used the words modiglione and modello. During the Renaissance the distinction between mutule (a panel bel- i ' ‘ i
low the soffit adorned with gittae) and modillion (a bracket supporting the corona) was not always clear. For a discussion of : i R o . : PR ; : STkl I
this problem see Branko Mitrovi¢, “Palladio’s Theory of the Classical Orders in the First Book of I quattro libri dell’architet- . : ' i : s
tura,” Architectural History, 42 (1999).
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Plate 15 ‘i
Ionic Order ‘

If the Ionic order is to be made without pedestals, the total height has to be divided into 22!/ parts,
one of which will be taken as the module and divided into 18 parts. This is because this order is more
graceful than the Tuscan or Doric and requires more precise division. The column takes up 18 mod-
ules, including the base and the capital. The architrave takes up 1% modules, the frieze 1% modules
and the cornice 1°/s. This way the architrave, frieze and cornice together make 4'/> modules, which
is one-fourth of the height of the column.
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If porticos or loggias are to be made using the Ionic order, the wall segments will be 3 modules wide.
The width of the opening will be 8'/2, its height 17 modules, i.e., twice the width. This rule is to be
followed firmly in all arches of similar ornaments and one should depart from it only in the case of

greatest necessity.

Plate 16
Ionic Order
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Plate 17
Ionic Order

But if porticos or loggias are to be made using the Ionic order with pedestals, the total height will
be divided into 28'/: parts. The pedestal with its ornament equals 6 modules, or one-third of the col-
umn with the base and the capital—the way it was said it had to be in all orders* The width of the
opening will be 11 modules, the height 22, the width of wall segments 4 modules, as indicated by
the numbers in the drawing.

A  Console

* Cf. plate 6.
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Plate 18
Ionic Order

A Scotin oucro cameno :t?zq'iorc :
.B,A.xh’aﬂall owero tondin

The cornice of the impost is 1 module high and projects for one-third of the module.* The sizes of indi- \ | + C « Scotia uerg caet i forire

vidual elements (both those belonging to the pedestal and those of the base) are indicated by numbers.

A Scotia or upper trochilus
B Astragals
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* The edge of the impost goes through the middle of the column, cf. plate 10.
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Plate 19
Ionic Order

To ensure better understanding, the construction of the Ionic capital is presented here both in hori-
zontal plan and in elevation. Two vertical lines should be drawn 2 modules apart; these lines are 1% S RN ! ; : : L
called cathetes and pass through the eyes of the volutes. The total height of the volute should be 16 Wl _ TR 7o b Xk REEigs
parts of the module, 8 parts should be above the eye, the eye itself takes up 2 parts, and 6 parts are L - S s e e : daaerass 2

below the eye. The construction of the volutes is presented in the following plate, along with a brief = ST YR ol T
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Plate 20
Ionic Order

One should draw the cathete and the horizontal line that passes through the center of the eye. The
eye is to be divided as indicated in the drawing A. Starting from point 1 and using a compass, one
should draw one-quarter of a circle; after this from point 2 one should draw the next quarter of the
circle and, progressing further, 3 full circles are to be made. After this, one should provide for the
thickness of the fillet, equivalent to one-fourth of the segment with which the construction of the spi-
ral started. Consequently every segment of the lines that have provided centers has to be divided | i
into 4 parts, and by drawing 12 new quarter circles the fillet will be constructed. ' ‘ ‘ i , Y TN R ~:l
In order to draw the volute according to the method below, one should start from a cathete + Tirato 1/ C4tlwc{o di qucsta prina uolut{t ot un’a}hm lina in 'ﬁuﬂ 29,50 pasit Bty
whose length is 16 parts of the module. The center should be placed so that there are 9 parts above cniro dell occhio si diuide il deivo. ouchio ﬂ‘f“mOdO sofuaio 4l soprd nella jjﬂ‘{mﬁ’d
and 7 parts below and the circumference be divided into 8 parts as indicated in the drawing. After si comincia poi al primo Juutriz “}?“““’J st sigita col compasso una i it ‘010,‘ i
this one should draw the triangle B-C-D so that line B-C is 9 parts of the module and line C-D is 7 ‘ di}vm‘ al punio sggnato. 2 sigits ‘alra quatia et con }:rf)c’cdcm{o i fai frym cornpi:
y tamenie, Per far Zaoi la rossezza del lstello 5i come gyl ¢ la guarta parte della larghez:
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parts. Since the drawing and numbers show this well, I think that this explanation is sufficient. After ‘ : ; ,
this the points from the line B-C are to be transferred onto the lines that divide the circumference of , 2 cho lascia di sopws il privo givo cosi 5* ha da partiv ciascuna di quelleparti | |
the volute, as shown by the numbers in the drawing. Going around the volute, from one point to the ‘hao servito por contri in 4. et Jirando poi plre v quarte di i
next, the centers are determined by placing the stationary leg of the compass in point 1 and, taking dircolo ot 7uc111'fcmm' mm’fomim. i

the distance to the center of the eye as the radius, one should draw a small segment of a circle. Then, ' ‘

without changing the opening of the compass, one should move its stationary foot onto point 2; the

center of the curve between points 1 and 2 will be where the segment of the circle whose center is 1

e

intersects the previous one. After this, one should place the stationary foot of the compass at 2 and, wl 13 - & 7 ‘ : ' B
taking the distance between point 2 and the center of the eye as the radius, draw a small segment of | \ , , : ' : : , ey
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Plate 21 , _
Corinthian Order :
In order to make the Corinthian order without pedestals, the total height should be divided into 25
parts, one of which should be taken as the module. The module itself is divided into 18 parts, as in :
the Tonic order. Further principal divisions are indicated in the drawing. The distance between the
columns should be 4°/5, so that the architraves do not bear too much weight and also to ensure that |
the modillions in the cornice coincide with the axes of the columns and are placed at an equal dis- i ‘ :
tance from each other. ‘ |
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Plate 22
Corinthian Order

If this order is used on arcaded loggias without pedestals, it is necessary to make the dimensions as
the numbers indicate: the openings should be 9 modules wide and 18 modules high; the wall seg-
ments should be 3 modules wide.
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Plate 23
Corinthian Order

But if the loggias or porticos are to be made with pedestals, the total height is to be divided into 32
parts, one of which will be the module. The width of the opening will be 12 modules and the height
will be 25. The opening will exceed 2 squares, but this will make the order more graceful. The wall
segments are to be 4 modules, as indicated.
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Plate 24
Corinthian Order

If the pedestal of this Corinthian order were one-third of the column, it would make 6°/s modules,
but in order to achieve greater slenderness, which is appropriate for such an order, it can be made 7
modules. Also, in this way the pedestal alone, without the top and bottom areas, makes 2 squares,
as can be seen from the numbers in the drawing.* The dimensions of the base, the top and the bot-
tom of the pedestal, as well as the impost of the arch, have been carefully indicated and need no

further description.

A Upper torus
B Lower torus
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* The width of the pedestal is 2 modules and 14 parts, the height of the dado with its fillets 5 modules and 10 parts. Vignola
used the term cimasa to refer to the entire upper ornamented zone of the pedestal, not only the cyma. (Cf. also plates 13, 25 ‘ e | i :

and 27.)




Plate 25
Corinthian Order

All the dimensions of the Corinthian capital can be understood from the plan and section. To deter-
mine the widths from the ground plan one should draw a square whose diagonal is 4 modules. Over
the side of this square a triangle should be constructed as shown and, using a compass, one should
draw the curve of the abacus from the point marked +. The height of the leaves, the cavliculi and
the abacus are to be taken from the section. The projections of the leaves and the cavliculi are to be
determined using the line that connects the abacus with the astragal at the bottom of the capital as
shown in the section. The rest can be understood easily, with little effort.

A and B are together called the abacus of the capital; A is also called the cymatium of the abacus*

OEHgn

Cavliculus
Minor leaves
Central leaves
Lower leaves
Flower

* Another example of Vignola’s non-standard use of the term cymatium. In this case it refers to the ovolo. Cf. plates 14, 24

and 27.
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Plate 26
Corinthian Order

This Corinthian cornice has been taken from different sites in Rome, but in the first place from the
Pantheon, and the three columns in the Forum Romanum. Having compared the principal elements
I have formulated the rule without departing from ancient works; and I have reduced proportions
so that a modillion always comes in the axis of the column and that its ovoli, dentils, egg-and-dart
and bead-and-reel are carefully adjusted to each other, as can be seen in the drawing. The numbers
that express modules and their parts are sufficient to understand the measures, the module being
divided into 18 parts, as noted earlier.

AS wf‘;{; 2 ;¢ lmrh?’ pX

e e Y
FaSir T U LY A o A

T

|

I

IR

L L )
AN AT AT A

B e

1 (A
b sth 2 &

o + &
& 3
3
wy
s
; MR b

i .,
: %ﬁr—muf corintiy e cauata da dinevsi fuﬁyﬁ 4 @yma,
| | 7:16%71:’7162)4571@%{/]2{ _@)@,“&) et dalle tre colomnz S ssmo 4
e fom Romano, et mﬁaﬂtm[i suor lfzmcya[l membri ui
|' % st [0 sua g ofa, non mi scoffando punto dalle antice’
et redotioly in G Lo or totie’ cﬁe’lwnjﬁlf un mo@ﬁmxe’u(
Sl cz‘@/]g” 0, mmt)jgt che sieno i suo?wwuoﬁ'.tl?nfica/f, ar-
| chett <k fisaroff indritti [ ﬁnoamaﬁ;v'cm'r'cﬁ@mt’onﬁ'nc,co—r
© e si pud uedea? /ch%trfnfone delle sue 'miﬂm’ .ngﬁkmuo hu
‘ | mert it pmodu fi ecparts demochuls partito il modilo in_»
. parti 1, come ¢ detto 'i'ncmm@‘\)

XXVI

ppen g o

1A A T ) RS T R R M

[eerenransennraonsmnnsansmonrneanessanee

i




Plate 27
Composite Order

This Composite pedestal preserves the same proportions as the Corinthian and the only difference,
as can be seen, is in the parts of the top and bottom moldings.* Since the Composite order uses the
same proportions as the Corinthian, I have not considered it necessary to show how columns are
aligned or how arches are made. Instead, I have only presented the parts wherein this order differs
from the Corinthian—the base, the capital and other ornaments, as will be seen.

* As in plate 24, cimasa refers to the entire upper ornamented zone of the pedestal and not only the cyma.
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Plate 28 CEER
Composite Order £l

This plan and section of the Composite capital are equivalent to those of the Corinthian, but instead
of cavliculi it has volutes made the same way as in the Ionic order. The ancient Romans, taking part
of the Ionic and part of the Corinthian, invented the Composite, which unites in one piece as much
beauty as possible.
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Plate 29
Composite Order

This example of the Composite order—its capital, architrave, frieze and cornice—has been taken
from different Roman antiquities and its proportions are reduced the way that it was described for Ll
the Corinthian,* which is evident since it has been diligently indicated by numbers. e
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* Here Vignola refers to the adjustment of the elements of the entablature to the axis of the column in plate 26. However, in e s e
this case, he did not place the dentil in the axis of the column. oo




Plate 30
Composite Order

Among the ruins of Rome there exists an infinite variety of capitals that do not have a name of their
own but can be described collectively as Composite. Since they were derived from the Corinthian
and the Ionic, they too follow the proportions of the Composite order. In some of them there are ani-
mals in place of the cavliculi and horns of plenty in others. According to what was deemed
appropriate, other things are also found, as can be seen from the one presented here, which has four
eagles instead of the cavliculi, and in place of the flower is the face of Jupiter with thunderbolts
below. It is easy to conclude that it came from a temple dedicated to Jupiter. The same can be said
of the other capital, which has four griffons in the place of the cavliculi and four eagles in the cen-
ter, each with a dog in its claws, and was thus rendered suitable to some other idol of theirs. Except
for the animals, its proportions are similar to those of the Corinthian

In his Book Three, Chapter Three, Vitruvius called this base atticurga, since it was first invented
and used by the Athenians. In our times it has been used at the bottom of the Doric, Ionic,
Corinthian and Composite orders indiscriminately. It suits the Composite order best and can be tol-
erated in the Jonic order when its proper base is not used. But under columns belonging to other
orders I would judge it rather inappropriate. I could state more reasons for this, but I do not want
to discuss something used with so much license. Suffice it to say that its module is divided into 18
parts, as is the case with the Ionic and Corinthian orders.
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Plate 31
Entasis

There are several ways to make the entasis and here I shall discuss the two regarded as the most suc-
cessful. According to the first and best known method, one should first determine the height of the
column, its thickness and the reduction in the top. The reduction starts above the lowest third of the
column. At this level, one should draw a semicircle. The part of the circle outside of the vertical line
that falls from the sommo scapo” should be divided into as many identical parts as one wishes. The
upper two-thirds of the column should be divided into an equal number of parts. The points of
intersection of horizontal and vertical lines will determine the curve of the column, as can be seen
in the drawing. This form of column can be used with the Tuscan and Doric orders.

The other method I have devised myself and, although it is much less known, it-will be easily
understood from the drawing. Once all parts have been defined,t one should draw an infinite hor-
izontal line at the level of the lower third of the column, starting from point C and going through
D.1 One should then determine point B, which is on the vertical axis of the column; its distance from
point A is equal to C-D. Point E is on the extension of the line A-B.f From point E one should draw
a number of lines that cut the central axis of the column and go towards the edge. The end of these
lines§ will be found by indicating the line length CD from the axis towards the edge, both above and
below one-third of the column height.” This kind of swelling is to be used with the Ionic, Corinthian
and Composite orders.

If one wanted to make columns straight but twisted, similar to those in the church of St. Peter
in Rome, it would be necessary to start from the horizontal plan as shown in the drawing. The small
circle in the middle determines how much the column is to twist. Once it has been divided into 8
parts and the 4 lines parallel to the central axis of the column have been drawn, the entire column
is to be divided into 48 parts. Thus one should form the central spiral from which the thickness of
the column has to be measured, line by line, as shown. Since the laying out must start in the center,
one should be warned that points 1, 2, 3, 4 indicated in the plan should be used between the bottom
of the column and the first crest. Further up one should follow the small circle except that, in order
to determine the last half cycle of ascent, one should use the 4 points as at the bottom."

* Vignola used somo scapo to denote the smallest, top diameter of the column; unlike his use of imo scapo, this corresponds
to the Vitruvian tradition. Cf. plate 7.

t Le., the lower diameter, the upper diameter and the height of the column.

I Le,, it cuts the axis of the column in D.

f Le., The intersection of the extensions of lines AB and CD is point E.

§ Le., the contour of the column .

o Le., one should draw a number of lines that radiate from E and intersect the central axis of the column. Then one should
indicate, on each of them, the distance CD starting from the point of intersection with the central axis of the column. This will
define the swelling of the column.

1 Vignola’s account here is cryptic, incomplete, and his drawing not as precise as it should be. The small circle and 48 hori-
zontal lines are used in order to define the central, spiral, axis of the column. The form of the column is determined by
marking, on each of the 48 horizontal lines, the radius of the column starting from each point where a horizontal line cuts the
vertical spiral axis of the column.

Exceptionally, in the areas close to the top and bottom end of the column the central axis is not determined by using the
small circle. The tangents of the column in the final points of the column have to be vertical, which means that at the bottom
and the top of the column the central axis must go through the center of the small circle. Points 1, 2, 3, 4 are intended to pro-
vide this transition of the central axis from the circumference of the small circle to its center. Vignola does not explain how
these points are constructed—he draws them on the intersection of the diameters of the small circle with a spiral, but the con-
struction of this spiral is unclear. Additionally, his drawing is marred by graphical imprecision: in the plan, point 3 is more
to the left than point 2, whereas in the elevation it is the other way around. Points 1, 2, 3, 4 can be easily determined by plac-
ing point 1 at the distance of % of the radius of the small circle from the center, point 2 at the distance of % of the radius, and
point 3 at % of the radius from the center. Point 4, as can be seen in the drawing, is already on the small circle.
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— Plate 32
Cornice

I have used this cornice successfully in my work on the upper parts of facades. Although it is my
invention, I do not find it inappropriate to place it at the end of this work for those who want to use
it. The height of the facade should be divided into 11 parts, 1 of which should be assigned to the cor-
nice and the remaining 10 to the facade. The rest can easily be seen.
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Commentary 87

Vignola’s Introduction
Plate 2

Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola was born in Vignola in 1507; he was educated as a painter and in that
profession commenced his career in Bologna.! Vignola’s introduction to architecture was gradual,
but already in 1541 he was appointed the architect of the church of San Petronio in Bologna by
Pope Paul III. He took this position only in 1543, and during the period from 1541-1543 Vignola
also worked at Fontainebleau. His work on San Petronio left little mark and his main work in
Bologna was the later Banchi facade, which completed a side of Bologna’s main piazza. In 1551
Vignola, together with Giorgio Vasari and Bartolomeo Ammannati, started working on the Villa
Giulia for Pope Julius III. Probably at the same time he designed the little church of St.Andrea in
Via Flaminia. Together with his late church of Sant’Anna dei Palafrenieri (1572-1573), the church
of St. Andrea initiated the Baroque tradition of oval church plans. Towards the end of the 1550s
Vignola started working on the Palazzo Farnese in Caprarola. This palazzo was started earlier as
a fortress by Antonio da Sangallo and Baldassare Peruzzi, but Vignola reshaped the project into
one of the most cheerful Renaissance palaces. Another project by Vignola for the Farnese family
was the unfinished palazzo in Piacenza, also begun in the late 1550s. The Farneses were thus
Vignola’s most important patrons and there should be little wonder that he dedicated the Regola
to Cardinal Alessandro Farnese. It was through Cardinal Farnese that he received his last major
commission, the church of Il Gesti. This last work was completed by Giacomo della Porta after
Vignola’s death in 1573.

However, Vignola’s reputation as an architect was overshadowed by his little treatise on the
classical orders. With over 500 editions in 400 years, the Regola delli cinque ordini is by far the most
frequently published architectural book in history. For generations of architects it has laid out the
proper way to design the orders, and its great success can be measured by the imperceptibility of its
influence: we are little aware of how strongly our understanding of the classical orders is shaped by
the solutions formulated by its author. When Vignola published his Canon, it was one of many
attempts to formulate a system of the classical orders. These attempts constituted the core sections
of Renaissance architectural treatises starting with Alberti and Renaissance commentaries on
Vitruvius, such as Cesare Cesariano’s and Barbaro’s, which carefully discussed Vitruvius’ explana-
tions of the classical orders.

Renaissance architects and theorists had two sources from which to recover the forgotten
knowledge of composing the elements of the classical orders: Vitruvius’ Ten Books on Architecture and
Roman ruins. As regards terminology, however, only Vitruvius was of any use. Vignola’s treatise
came out during an interesting period—it was the first major discussion of the classical orders after
Barbaro’s and Palladio’s commentary on Vitruvius of 1556. Because of their terminology and abun-
dance of technicalities, Vitruvius” Books Three and Four (which contain the theory of the classical
orders) were notoriously hard to comprehend for Renaissance readers. The publication of Barbaro’s
and Palladio’s commentary was the turning point in the history of Vitruvian exegesis: it allowed
Vitruvius’ theory of the classical orders to be understood the way we understand it today. Modern
scholars regard it as the first commentary to have achieved the full understanding of Vitruvius’ text.?
It is remarkable that Vignola used the ruins of Rome and not Vitruvius as his main authority and
preferred to work with archaeological and not textual evidence. Recent studies have pointed out, on
the basis of his terminology, that Vignola was not too well acquainted with Vitruvius’ treatise in any
case and we shall see that his proportional precepts differ significantly from those of Vitruvius.’

The impact of Vignola's treatise thus can be measured by the wide acceptance of the details that
he advocated. He was probably the only Renaissance author to favor the use of the Ionic base, and




88 Commentary

the fact that this base was widely used by Baroque architects may be seen as an aspect of his influ-
ence. Similarly, Vignola’s version of the Corinthian capital became the standard Corinthian capital
during the Baroque. When Gian Lorenzo Bernini chose to use Vignola’s version of the Doric base in
the colonnade of St. Peter’s, he stepped out of a long tradition that regarded Donato Bramante’s
application of the Attic bases on the Tempietto as most appropriate for the Doric order.

The main intention of this commentary is to explain the contemporary context of Vignola’s the-
ory of the classical orders—not so much in order to explore the lines of influence (which would be a
scholarly undertaking and of little value to practicing architects) but rather to clarify how much and
in which points Vignola’s position differed from those of other Renaissance theorists. This should
help us to distinguish between those aspects of Vignola’s doctrine that were his own and those that
were shared by other Renaissance theorists. At the same time, it should offer a general survey of six-
teenth-century theories of orders, facilitating the application of precepts for the use of orders
formulated by Vignola’s contemporaries as well.

Formalism is a particularly important aspect of Vignola’s empirical approach to the formulation
of the canon. Ever since Wittkower published his Architectural Principles in the Age of Humanism in
1949, researchers have emphasized the conceptual, often esoteric and mystical aspects of
Renaissance architectural theories. This is partly due to the Modernist position that tries to explore
“principles” instead of architectural shapes, leaving aside those segments of Renaissance treatises
that deal with the shapes of the orders. It is true that treatises by Filarete or Alberti and commen-
taries on Vitruvius by Barbaro and Cesariano contain a significant quantity of material that could be
viewed as a discussion of “principles”—i.e., systems of culture-based associations about the orders.
Vignola’s Regola, on the other hand, is little more than a dry canon of the orders. It deals with archi-
tecture and does not regard meanings or the cultural context as relevant. Vignola never mentions the
harmony of the spheres, proportions of the human body, the universal diffusion of numbers, cos-
mology, symbolism or imitation. He never expresses the view that meanings associated with
ornaments contribute to the beauty of buildings or add to the skill of the architect. A good example
can be found in plate 30, where Vignola actually discusses the symbolism of two Roman capitals.
The symbolism of these capitals is obviously pagan, but for Vignola this is not a reason to dismiss
their shapes. The justification of his chosen solutions—both the combinations of elements and their
sizes—is empirical and based on “common judgment.” Having assumed that certain shapes were
more likely than others to meet general approval, Vignola studied the solutions used by the ancient
Romans in order to find pleasing combinations of sizes and elements. In his view, the classical
orders are formal ornaments and their purpose is to make buildings more beautiful; to use the orders
correctly, it is not necessary to account for the origins of the individual elements. The use of the
orders is defined by the canon and there are no abstract “principles” in the background; it is all
about putting together different shapes in a way that is approved by “common judgment.”

The concept of symmetry, upon which Vignola based his modular system, originates with
Vitruvius and, thus understood, was commonplace during the Renaissance. Symmetry implies a
preference for ratios between whole numbers and precludes the use of incommensurable ratios such
as V/2D/1,1/3D/1 or the Golden Section. From Vitruvius’” Ten Books through Renaissance architec-
tural treatises, of all the elements of the classical orders only the Corinthian abacus was attributed a
size that created an incommensurable ratio. Vignola’s reference to musical theories pertains to the
fact that during the Renaissance only commensurable ratios were regarded as musically acceptable:
in fact, incommensurable ratios were normally referred to as radici surdi. For Renaissance men,
music was not limited to audible music; it also included the music of the heavenly spheres, the ratios
present on the human body, and so forth—it was believed that these ratios were universally diffused
and that the Universe was organized in accordance with them.* What we call music today was then
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only the audible aspect of the number-based organization of the world. This also meant that archi-
tects should imitate the works of the Divine Craftsman, who created the world, by using the same
ratios that He had used. But when Vignola mentions musical theory, this does not mean that he
derived the canon on the basis of such speculations. He did not decide to use commensurable ratios
because of musical theory; rather after having studied fragments of Roman ruins, he discovered
that:

those that seem more beautiful to common judgment and appear more graceful to our eyes
have a correspondence and simple numerical proportion so that every smallest part can
exactly measure all other elements. Having dwelt at greater length on the delight our sens-
es find in this proportion, and the fact that what is displeasing falls outside it, as musicians
wisely prove in their science, years ago I undertook to arrange the five orders of architec-
ture mentioned above into a simple and easily applicable canon. (plate 2)

Both the decision to rely on commensurable ratios and Vignola’s formulation of the canon are thus
empirically derived on the basis of common judgment. Musical theory is there only to confirm
Vignola’s empirical observations.

The relation between any two sizes in the canon can be expressed as a ratio between two whole
numbers—the subsequent success of Vignola’s treatise was largely due to the ease with which this
system could be applied. All Vignola's ratios are defined as parts of the same module and their sizes
are easily legible from his illustrations; no other Renaissance presentation of the classical orders has
the same clarity. The descriptions of the classical orders in the treatises of Serlio and Alberti or in
Barbaro’s and Cesariano’s commentaries on Vitruvius are textual and extremely difficult to follow.
Palladio’s Four Books gives textual descriptions parallel with illustrations but the dimensions stated
in the illustrations are not the same as those in the text, and neither the text nor the illustrations can
compare to Vignola for clarity.

The use of the orders as described by Vignola is extremely convenient: the orders are applied to
a building only after its main dimensions have been established. Depending on the choice of the
order, the height of the building is to be divided into a number of units whose further division
determines the size of every element.

The end of Vignola’s introduction mentions an issue deeply rooted in Renaissance proportion-
al debates: the problem of optical corrections. The idea that the human eye deceives us and that we
need to adjust the proportions of buildings accordingly is mentioned a few times by Vitruvius, espe-
cially in his treatment of the Ionic entablature, whose ratios he defines depending on the position of
the observer. Consistently applied, this approach would render Vignola’s canon either meaningless
or extremely complex. Barbaro, in his commentary on Vitruvius, favored the idea of optical correc-
tions; Palladio, however, omitted the issue altogether and defined the ratios of the Ionic entablature
in a way similar to Vignola’s, regardless of the position of the observer.’ Vignola’s argument is that
corrections should be made where the eye cheats us, but that the canon should specify which pro-
portions we want to be perceived. The same argument was repeated before the end of the sixteenth
century by Giovan Paoplo Lomazzo.®

The background of the debate is very complex and strongly reflects the influence of
Renaissance philosophy on the architectural theory of the period.” From the Platonist point of view,
buildings are reflections of a Higher Reality and the introduction of optical corrections means mak-
ing them even less similar to their eternal prototypes. In the Sophist, Plato directly criticized the idea
of optical corrections.’ In Renaissance architectural theory, a similar view was behind the dismissal
of perspective as a method of architectural presentation precisely because it distorted proportions.




90 Commentary

This view was clearly formulated in a letter written by Raphael’s circle to Pope Leo X. That letter
defined perspective as apparenza; since it distorts angles and proportions it is unsuitable for archi-
tectural presentation. Similarly, a number of scholars have warned about Palladio’s tendency in his
Four Books on Architecture to represent not the buildings as they were executed but their ideas, and to
compose drawings in a way that the buildings could never have been perceived.’ Vignola’s solu-
tion—later repeated by Lomazzo—combines both views. The eye deceives us but the canon
enumerates the proper proportions. Since buildings are judged in the mind of the observer, it is
important to adjust proportions so that the building can be properly appreciated.”
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The Five Orders
Plate 3

If Vignola’'s treatise is the most frequently published architectural book in history, the plate present-
ing the five orders is its most widely known illustration. It was not, however, the first attempt to
represent the orders in a comparative drawing. Similar illustrations can be found before Vignola in
Cesariano’s commentary on Vitruvius and in Serlio." Neither Barbaro nor Palladio bothered to
include such drawings in their works, but a similar illustration appears later in Scamozzi.

In recent decades the authenticity of Vignola’s illustration has been denied by Christof Thoenes,
who pointed out that it did not appear in the first edition of the treatise but only in the 1572 edition
and that the spelling used (Thoscano, Corinthio) is more similar to Serlio’s than to Vignola’s.”
Contrary to this, Maria Walcher Casotti thinks that the 1572 edition was prepared by Vignola. The
first edition (1562) contained, as its second plate, the ten-year publication privilege granted to
Vignola by the Pope. According to Walcher Casotti, Vignola omitted the expired privilege in the sec-
ond edition, turned what had been plate three (the dedication to Cardinal Farnese) into plate two
and included the representation of the five orders as plate three.”

The extension of the term ordine as a general name for column types (Tuscan, Doric, Ionic,
Corinthian, and Composite) largely is a consequence of the wide circulation of Vignola’s treatise.
Vitruvius himself uses the terms mores and genera. In sixteenth-century treatises, the word genus
tends to be avoided and the term mos hardly appears at all. Cesariano uses a whole range of terms
such as generatione, opera, specie and genera,* and Barbaro uses maniere,” ragione,' or opera” indis-
criminately. Serlio is more methodical; he refers to the Tuscan mostly as opera and to other orders as
ordini.® Palladio and Vignola were the first to use the term ordine systematically and it was due to
the distribution of their treatises that this term gained wide acceptance.

Our contemporary understanding of the term “order” is closer to the intention of Vignola than
that of Palladio. It seems more plausible to think of the orders as ornaments applied to the building
than to see in them a system that defines the building as a spatial object. Yet Palladio and his men-
tor Barbaro used the word ordine in this latter sense. Barbaro explained Vitruvius’ term ordo by
means of the following example: if the column radius is taken as the module when designing a tem-
ple with four columns in front, and if such a temple should have the central intercolumniation of 3
modules and the side intercolumniation of 2'/, modules wide, then the length of the entire elevation
will be 11'/, modules. For Barbaro, ordine was the contribution of proportional relations to the total-
ity of a building, whereas proportion was the ratio between individual parts.” Palladio’s further step,
which Barbaro never made, was to identify the choice of the type of columns (i.e., Tuscan, Doric,
Ionic, Corinthian, Composite) as decisive for the spatial organization of the building (ordine in
Barbaro’s sense). In Vignola’s design process, however, the decision about the choice of the order
only comes after the spatial and structural framework of the building have already been deter-
mined; it is purely formal and affects only the decoration of the building. Depending on the choice
of the order, the height of the building is to be divided into a number of modules whose division
then determines the size of every other element. Vignola explicitly says that the orders are orna-
ments, which is a clear manifestation of his formalism.
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Intercolumniation
Plates 4-6, 10-11, 15-17, 21-23

Closely related to the concept of the orders is the problem of intercolumniation. Vignola described
individual systems of intercolumniation for every order in its turn, but for the purposes of this sur-
vey it may be useful to review them all in one place, by means of tables, as will be done later with
other elements of the orders. Vignola’s ratios pertaining to intercolumniation are compared only to
those of Scamozzi and Palladio, since a comparison with authors who wrote about the orders before
Vignola would not yield much.

Vignola’s system postulates three types of intercolumniation: pure intercolumniation without
arches, intercolumniation with arches but without pedestals and intercolumniation with arches and
pedestals. The principle of composition is always the same: in the first case, columns stand alone; in
the second and third case they are engaged. Intercolumniation with arches and without pedestals is
thoroughly discussed only by Vignola. Scamozzi’s description is full of dimensional inconsistencies,
while Palladio describes this type of intercolumniation only for the Doric order. He states the width
of the opening as 5”/5,D (where D is the lower column diameter), the height of the opening as 41D/4
and the width of the wall between openings as 28D/15.

Intercolumniation Without Arches

Vignola Palladio Scamozzi
Tuscan 2.333D* 4D 3D
Doric 2.75D 2.25D 2.75D
Ionic 2.25D 2.25D 2.5D
Corinthian 2.333D 2D 2D
Composite 2.333D 1.5D 2.25D

* D = lower column diameter
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Intercolumniation with Arches but Without Pedestals: Vignola

Tuscan Doric Ionic Composite
Opening width 3.25D* 3.5D 4.25D 4.5D
Opening height 6.5D 7D 8.5D 9D
Wall between openings 1.5D 1.5D 1.5D 1.5D
Intercolumniation with Arches and Pedestals
Vignola Palladio Scamozzi
Tuscan order
opening width 4.375D 6.417D 4.333D
opening height 8.75D 7.667D 8.542D
wall between openings 2D 1.867D 2.333D
Doric order
opening width 5D 5.633D 5.25D
opening height 10.0D 10.25D 9.933D
wall between openings 2.5D 1.867D 2.25D
Ionic order
opening width 5.5D 5.408D 4.833D
opening height 11D 11D 10.25D
wall between openings 2D 1.883D 2.167D
Corinthian order
opening width 6D 4.6D 5D
opening height 12.5D 11.167D 12.333D
wall between openings 2D 1.9D 2D
Composite order
opening width 6D 4.85D 5.5D
opening height 12.5D 12.333D 11.75D
wall between openings 2D 2.4D 2.0833D

* D = lower column diameter
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Tuscan Order
Plates 4, 6-8.

Vignola’s complaint that he did not find traces of the Tuscan order in the ruins of Rome was com-
mon among architectural writers during the Renaissance. Alberti already had mentioned that he
never had found in ancient buildings a circular plinth of the type that, according to Vitruvius, the
Etruscans used.? Palladio mentions that something similar to Vitruvius’ Tuscan order is to be found
in the arenas of Verona and Pola, but these similarities are proportional and not morphological. The
descriptions of the Tuscan order supplied by Renaissance authors depended solely on Vitruvius’
account.? All of these authors except Serlio agree that the height of the Tuscan columns should be
7D. Serlio reports 7D as the column height prescribed by Vitruvius but remarks that this ratio is nor-
mally taken to be the height of the Doric column; the Tuscan order, since it is more robust, should
have a column height of 6D.”

Vignola’s Tuscan base is not atypical for the Renaissance. Vitruvius mentions that the Tuscan
base should have a plinth, a torus and an apophysis at the bottom. The interpretation of the term
apophysis has remained to the present day one of the cruxes of Vitruvian exegesis; typically the stan-
dard Renaissance solution is a base consisting of a plinth, torus and fillet.” Palladio suggests the use
of simple pedestals under the base one column diameter in height.* Serlio proposes square
pedestals as high as the plinth is wide.”

In Vitruvius’ view, the Tuscan order should have a wooden entablature.* For Palladio this
means that the span of the Tuscan entablature may be wider than that of any other system of inter-
columniation, and he includes a drawing of the Tuscan order with a wooden beam and the span of
4D. But Serlio already had described the stone entablature appropriate for the Tuscan order” He
stated D/2 as the height of the architrave, which should include the taenia, D/12 thick. The thick-
ness of the frieze and the cornice also should be D/2. The latter should contain the upper cyma
(D/8), the corona (D/4) and the fascia (D/8) between the frieze and the corona.” Vignola is less sum-
mary. He assigns D/2 to the architrave (including D/12 for the taenia), 7D /12 to the frieze and 2D /3
to the cornice. Palladio also supplies a description of the stone entablature for the Tuscan order. Both
Palladio and Vignola carefully state the sizes of the elements of the cornice, but the elements they
prescribe differ in shape and order and have different morphologies, which is why the Tuscan entab-
lature has not been compared in the tables. Palladio supplies no textual description and the sizes he
states in his drawing can be seen in illustration 1. This illustration also presents Palladio’s alterna-
tive version of the Tuscan capital and the Tuscan base. In another drawing Palladio supplies the
standard version of a Tuscan capital; that version has an echinus and an abacus of D/6 each and a
fillet of D/40 below the echinus.

The Tuscan Base
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Vitruvius  Barbaro Serlio Palladio Palladio  Vignola
text illustration
Height of the base 0.5D* 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D
Plinth 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D
Torus and fillet 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D
Torus alone 0.187D 0.167D 0.187D 0.208D 0.208D
Fillet alone 0.062D 0.083D 0.062D  0.0417D  0.0417D
Width of plinth and torus 1.333D 1.414D 1.333D 1.333D 1.375D
The Tuscan Capital
Vitruvius ~ Barbaro Serlio Palladio  Palladio Vignola
text illustration
Height of capital 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D
Abacus width D D D D D D
Abacus 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D
Echinus 0.167D 0.167D 0.125D 0.167D 0.167D 0.125D
Subechinal fillet 0.042D 0.024D 0.025D 0.042D
Frieze of the capital 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.143D 0.142D 0.167D
Bottom astragal 0.055D 0.047D 0.067D 0.042D
Bottom fillet 0.028D 0.024D 0.025D 0.021D

* D = lower column diameter
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Illustration 1. The Tuscan entablature and the alternative versions of the Tuscan capital and bgse
according to Palladio. The module is equal to the lower column diameter and divided into 60 minutes.

A cyma recta E frieze I cyma recta of capital® N column
B corona F architrave K frieze of the capital O fillet
C cyma recta G top of the abacus® L astragal P cyma of the base
D cavetto H abacus of the capital M column Q the plinth
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Doric Order
Plates 9-14

No classical order is more thoroughly discussed in Renaissance treatises than the Doric, but the
ratios stated by the authors often differ from one another. The Renaissance Doric differs from the
Greek in two main aspects: the use of the base and the placement of a segment of the metope in the
corner of the frieze.

The height of the Doric column was a matter of disagreement among Renaissance authors.
Vitruvius prescribes 7D as the height of the column (including the capital); in his commentary
Barbaro says that this should be the ratio without the height of the capital.* Serlio follows Vitruvius
and states 7D as the height”; according to Vignola it should be 8D (plate 9). Palladio states 7'/,-8 as
the height of the column.®

Having in mind the Greek Doric, which has no base, Vitruvius failed to mention any kind of
base in his discussion of the Doric order. As a result, a debate raged during the Renaissance about
what type of base would be appropriate for the Doric. The usual Renaissance solution was to use
the Attic base together with the Doric column. Illustration 6 shows Palladio’s version of the Attic
base combined with the details of the Doric order. In this context, Vignola’s version of the Doric base
fundamentally contradicts other Renaissance statements and is atypical of the time—though in later
centuries it found some very prominent applications, such as Bernini’s colonnade of St. Peter’s.

Another point of disagreement was the width of the Doric capital—i.e., the length of the fillet
on the top of the echinus. Vignola’s 9D/8 differs widely from Vitruvius’ 13D/12. Vitruvius says that
the width of the abacus should be for one-sixth of a module (column radius) greater than the lower
column diameter.* Serlio interprets Vitruvius’ passage accordingly.* Barbaro accurately translated
this passage from Vitruvius in his commentary but interprets this as one-sixth of the lower column
diameter.* Then he remarks that the ancients had used 6D/5, which looks better.” Palladio gives
6D/5 as the proper ratio.® The ratios Palladio supplies in his drawing differ slightly from those in
his text. Palladio, Barbaro and Serlio place three annulets below the echinus, with a total thickness
of D/18. Vignola here gives two versions—either three annulets or an astragal with a fillet; in both
cases the total thickness he suggests is D/16. Barbaro says that the three annulets are of equal thick-
ness and that each of them projects for one-half of its thickness.” Both Palladio® and Vignola (plate
13) place the bottom astragal just below the capital—i.e., the top of the astragal is D/2 below the
top of the capital. The same is true of the astragal below the Tuscan capital. The size of this astra-
gal and the fillet was left undefined by Vitruvius, so that every author came up with his own
version—Palladio with two versions, since the ratios in his text differ from those in his drawing.
According to Barbaro, this thickness equals 3% thicknesses of a single annulet®; Palladio, however,
states this dimension to be equal to all three annulets together.” Also, Barbaro says that the bottom
astragal projects as much as the bottom of the echinus,” whereas according to Palladio it projects as
much as the lower column diameter.? Vignola gives the thickness of the fillet below the astragal as
D/48 (plate 13).

The ratios pertaining to the Doric entablature as defined by Vitruvius were retained by all other
authors. However, Vitruvius did not define the ratios of the guttae and the fillet under the taenia.
Palladio, in his text, and Barbaro state these as D/36 and D/18 respectively; Vignola and Setlio agree
that they should be D/48 and D/16. Ratios in Palladio’s drawing are slightly different: there the fil-
let under the taenia is D/45.#

Palladio and Vignola divide the Doric architrave into two fascias. Vignola says that the upper
fascia should be D/4 and the lower D/6. In Palladio’s text, the lower fascia is 9D /49 and the upper
12D/49; according to his drawing these ratios are 11D/60 and 29D/60 respectively.* The division of
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the architrave into fascias can be traced back to Alberti, who divided the Doric architrave into three
fascias (lower D/6, middle D/4 and upper D/12).®

Vitruvius described the Doric order by expressing all dimensions in modules, which equal half
of the lower column diameter.* His idea of placing a piece of the metope at the corner of the Doric
frieze became the standard solution to the corner problem during the Renaissance. Vitruvius talks
about semi-metopes in the corners; a simple calculation shows that his semi (which normally means
“half” in Latin) should be one-third of the metope or less.

The Doric cornice is the least clearly defined part of the Doric entablature. In the table below, the
ratios stipulated by Vignola in his plate 14 are compared with those of Palladio and Serlio. Vignola’s
version from plate 13, which has dentils and thus differs morphologically from Renaissance stan-
dards, was not considered for comparison. The drawing in Barbaro’s commentary contains little
information about the Doric entablature above the frieze. Barbaro compensates for this in the text by
stating that the corona is placed between the two cimase; together they make D/4, each cimasa being
D/16 and the corona D/8.¥ As he explains, cimasa is a combination of a cyma and a fillet; fillet
should take one-third and cyma two-thirds of the thickness of the cimasa. In the text of the Four
Books, Palladio gives 7D/12 as the height of the entire cornice; the cavetto and ovolo are allotted
14D/ 66, the corona 49D/ 132, together with the cyma recta and cyma reversa.* In the drawing, how-
ever, the corona is 2D/15, upper cymae 9D/80 and 13D/240, and the broken cyma under the cornice
D/5% (see illustration 2). Vignola’s cornice differs from Palladio’s by its double cyma reversa and the
fascia. Serlio’s detail of the Doric cornice is very similar to Palladio’s, but he omits the fillets in the
middle and at the bottom.

The Doric Capital
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Vitruvius Barbaro Serlio Palladio  Palladio  Vignola
text illustration
Capital height 0.5D* 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D
Capital width 1.083D 1.2D 1.083D 1.2D 1.125D
with reserves

Abacus with cyma
and fillets 0.167D  0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.186D 0.167D
Abacus alone 0.1D 0.111D 0.1D 0.112D 0.104D
Cyma and fillets 0.067 0.055D 0.067D 0.074D 0.062D
Cyma alone 0.044D 0.037D 0.044D 0.044D 0.042D
Echinus and annulets 0.167D  0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.164D 0.167D
Echinus alone 0.111D 0.111D 0.111D 0.108D  0.104D
Annulets 0.055D 0.055D 0.055D 0.055D 0.062D
Bottom astragal 0.065D 0.055D 0.058D 0.042D
Bottom fillet 0.032D 0.028D 0.025D 0.021D
Frieze of the capital 0.167D  0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.15D 0.167D

* D = lower column diameter
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The Doric Entabulature

Vitruvius  Barbaro Serlio Palladio Palladio  Vignola
text illustration
Architrave and taenia 0.5D* 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D
Taenia 0.071D 0.071D 0.071D 0.071D  0.075D 0.083D
Guttae with their fillet ~ 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D  0.083D 0.083D
Fillet under taenia 0.028D 0.021D 0.028D  0.022D 0.021D
Guttae alone 0.055D 0.062D 0.055D  0.061D  0.0625D
Height of triglyphs 0.75D 0.75D 0.75D 0.75D 0.75D 0.75D
Width of triglyphs 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D
Thickness of
triglyph capital 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D
The Doric Cornice

Palladio Serlio Vignola

Tlustration (Plate 14)
Top fillet 0.037D* 0.031D 0.042D
Cyma recta 0.112D 0.25D 0.125D
Medium fillet 0.012D 0.021D
Cyma reversa 0.054D Cyma above the corona 0.05D 0.042D
Corona 0.133D 0.15D 0.146D
Ovolo 0.1D Cyma below the corona 0.05D 0.083D
Bottom fillet 0.016D 0.021D
Cavetto 0.083D

* D = lower column diameter
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Illustration 2: The Doric capital and entablature according to Palladio. The module equals half of the lower
column diameter and is divided into 30 minutes.

A cyma recta G triglyph M lower fascia R frieze of the capital
B cyma reversa H metope N top of capital S astragal
C corona I taenia O abacus T fillet
D ovolo K guttae P echinus V column
E cavetto L upper fascia Q annulets X Plan of the capital and the
F capital of the triglyph module divided into 30 minutes
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Ionic Order
Plates 15—20

Vitruvius’ description of the Ionic order left open a number of theoretical and archaeological prob-
lems and they were widely disputed during the Renaissance. Among them are the application of
optical corrections to the Ionic entablature, the geometrical construction of the volute and the use of
the Ionic base. Regarding the height of an Ionic column, Palladio states it as 9D; in Barbaro it is 8D;
in Vitruvius it is 9D; in Serlio it is 8D, and in Vignola it is 9D. Palladio’s textual description of the Ionic
order tends to follow Barbaro’s commentary on Vitruvius, but his drawings differ significantly.

The Ionic base was hardly popular during the Renaissance; however, Vignola used it in the
courtyard of the villa in Caprarola, described it in the Regola and largely contributed to its rehabili-
tation. For the majority of Renaissance authors it was a less favored solution. Serlio mentions that
the Tonic base as described by Vitruvius was found unsatisfactory by most people. Cataneo says
that he strongly disliked its “monstrous and deformed” torus and could not imagine that anyone
intelligent would like it, concluding that it should not be used.”” Alberti’s version of the Ionic base
has a lower torus as well—it is the kind of base that can be seen on the Pantheon and which Palladio
calls composta.” Serlio describes a corrected Ionic base that has the same shape but somewhat dif-
ferent proportions: the plinth is identical but the torus is D/9. With one exception, Palladio
systematically drew the Attic base at the bottom of Ionic columns in his Four Books, openly admit-
ting that he preferred such bases.® Even archaeological evidence worked against the lonic base:
Guillaume Philandrier, for instance, states that he never had seen an Ionic base among the Roman
remains.* Vignola’s use of the Ionic base (as well as his dismissal of the Attic base, which will be dis-
cussed later) must have seemed heretical to his contemporaries.

The Ionic capital is one of the hardest elements to compare. The table supplies a general com-
parison of the dimensions of elements, in so far as the authors defined them in their texts. The only
really workable drawings are those by Palladio and Vignola. Vitruvius” description of the construc-
tion of the Ionic volute does not yield satisfactory results. The same is true of many early
Renaissance solutions, including Alberti’s and Serlio’s. It was probably the Venetian painter
Giuseppe Porta, known as Salviati, who discovered the first of the two methods described by
Vignola; later this became the standard solution to the problem of drawing the Ionic volute.
Salviati’s authorship of the method was disputed and caused bitter confrontations during the 1540s
and 1550s.” Salviati wrote a book about the construction of the Ionic volute and dedicated it to
Barbaro, but in his commentary on Vitruvius, Barbaro was hesitant to give Salviati credit for the dis-
covery. In the first edition of his commentary on Vitruvius, Barbaro remarks that he knows of at least
ten persons who claimed the discovery of the same method.* Palladio, who seems to have been
among the claimants, presented in his Four Books the first of the two methods described by Vignola
as the correct one (illustration 3). Other Renaissance methods for the construction of the Ionic volute,
though numerous, are of historical importance only.

The philosophical aspects of the debate about optical corrections and their application to the
Doric entablature need not interest us here; they have been outlined in the comments on Vignola’s
introduction. According to Vitruvius (and Alberti, Serlio and Barbaro, who follow this approach),
there is no fixed ratio for the height of the Ionic architrave, but there is a whole set of ratios that
depends on the height of the column (i.e., on the position of the observer and perceptual conditions).
All of these authors follow Vitruvius and further deduce all other dimensions of the entablature
from the height of the architrave A; dissenting, Vignola and Palladio supply their own systems of
dimensions, which can be expressed as the ratios of the lower column diameter. Consequently
Vignola’s and Palladio’s ratios do not depend on perceptual conditions. Since Barbaro and Serlio
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repeat what Vitruvius says about the Ionic entablature, there is no need to include their ratios in the
tables. (In the table, A stands for the thickness of the architrave, H for the height of the column and
D for the lower column diameter.) Palladio’s textual description of the Ionic entablature corresponds
morphologically to his drawing, but the ratios in the text and in the drawing are different.
Additional problems follow from the way Palladio defines the dimensions of the Ionic entablature
in his text: he states that the height of the column together with the capital and the base should be
9D (i.e., the column alone makes 8D) and that the height of the entablature should be one-fifth of the
height of the column. He deduces all other ratios by dividing the thickness of the entablature. It
remains unclear whether one should work with one-fifth of the column height with base and capi-
tal included or not. The table lists the ratios according to both options.

Vignola’s use of dentils in the Ionic entablature belongs fully to the Vitruvian tradition:
Vitruvius advocated this solution and it was followed by Serlio and Barbaro.” Vitruvius writes that
it is wrong to place mutules over dentils since the former represent primary and the latter secondary
rafters.”® In his commentary Barbaro remarks that the practice had defeated this way of reasoning
and that such a combination looked good although it did not make sense.” According to Vitruvius,
the dentils should be 4A /14 high, half as wide as they are high with metopes between them being
one-third the width of a dentil. Dentils should project as much as they are high. Vignola’s dentils are
D/4 high and project for D/6. Palladio’s use of modillions instead of dentils in his Four Books was a
non-standard approach during the Renaissance.® (See illustration 4.)

The Ionic Base

Vitruvius Barbaro Serlio Palladio Vignola
text

Height of the base 0.5D* 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D 0.5D
Width of the base (plinth) 1.375D 1.375D 1.75D 1.389D
Thickness of the plinth 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D
Thickness of the torus 0.143D 0.143D 0.111D 0.142D 0.139
Each trochilus with its
astragals and fillets 0.095D 0.095D 0.111D 0.095D 0.097D
Astragals 0.009D 0.009D 0.018D 0.009D 0.028D
Thickness of the fillet
above torus 0.047D 0.048D 0.042D

* D = lower column diameter
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The Ionic Capital

Vitruvius ~ Barbaro Serlio Palladio  Palladio  Vignola
text illustration

Abacus width 1.055D* 1.055D 1.055D 1.055D 1.055D 1.111
Capital height 0.528D 0.528D 0.333D 0.527D 0.528D
Abacus thickness
with its top 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D 0.085D 0.083D
Echinus thickness 0.125D 0.125D 0.139D
Horizontal coordinate
of eye centert 0.083D 0.066D 0.083D 0.055D 0.055D
Vertical coordinate
of eye centert 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D 0.25D 0.314D 0.305D
Eye diameter 0.055D 0.055D 0.055D 0.055D 0.055D
Volute channel 0.083D 0.083D
Bottom astragal 0.042D 0.044D 0.055D

* D = lower column diameter

t The horizontal coordinate is the distance from the vertical side edge of the abacus; the vertical coordinate is the distance

from the bottom of the abacus.
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The Ionic Entabulature

Vitruvius Vignola Palladio  Palladio Palladio
texttH=8D text H=9D illustration
Architrave 12-15ft. = 0.5D*
15-29ft. = 0.07692H* ) 6o5p 0.533D 0.6D 0.608D

20-25ft. = 0.08H
25-30ft. = 0.08333H

Frieze 3A*/4; 0.75D 0.4D 0.45D 0.45D
with figures, 5A /4

Cornice 0.071A 0.868D 0.667D 0.75D 0.762D

Top of the

architrave 0.143A 0.083D 0.107D 0.12D 0.124D

Projection of the top

of the architrave 0.143A 0.139D 0.083D
Lower fascia 0.214A 0.125D 0.107D 0.12D Fascia 0.108D
with with  astragal 0.029D

astragal astragal  total 0.137D

Middle fascia 0.286A 0.167D 0.142D 0.16D Fascia 0.139D
with with  astragal 0.033D
astragal astragal  total 0.172D

Upper fascia 0.357A 0.208D 0.178D 0.175D
with astragal

Top of the frieze 0.107A or 0.178A 0.111D

* A = thickness of the architrave; D = lower column diameter; H = height of the column
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Illustration 3: Palladio’s Ionic base and the method of construction of the Ionic volute. The module is equal
to the lower column diameter and divided into 60 minutes.

A abacus

B channel of the volute
C echinus

D astragal

E fillet L fillet P lower trochilus
F column M torus Q plinth
G cathete N upper trochilus R projection of the plinth
K column O astragals S the eye of the volute
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Illustration 4: Palladio’s lonic capital and entablature. The module is equal to the lower column diameter
and divided into 60 minutes.

A cyma recta

B cyma reversa

C corona

D cyma above the
modillions

E modillions
F ovolo

G cavetto

H frieze

I cyma and fillet above
the architrave

K upper fascia

L middle fascia

M lower fascia

N abacus
O volute

P echinus
R column
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Corinthian and Composite Orders
Plates 21—30

It makes sense to treat the Corinthian and Composite orders together, partly because of their simi-
larity and partly because Vitruvius does not discuss the Composite order at all and his Renaissance
successors left poor accounts of it. Palladio, for instance, mainly enumerates the few differences
between the two orders. In Barbaro and Vitruvius the account of the Corinthian order is limited to
the treatment of capitals and a few words about entablatures. In fact, Vignola’s is by far the most
complete Renaissance account of these two orders. According to Palladio the column height should
be 9'/,D. Vignola’s column height is 10D, including the base and the capital (plate 21). The base
should be of the kind that Palladio calls composta, with two toruses and two trochiluses—like the
bases on the Pantheon. Serlio states 9D as the height of the Corinthian column, including the capi-
tal and the base, and also proposed the use of a base like that on the Pantheon.

Palladio’s and Vignola’s drawings of the Corinthian capital and the entablature are almost iden-
tical. Palladio essentially reproduces Vignola’s version of the Corinthian capital and entablature,
introducing only very minor changes. When describing Roman temples in Book Four of his Four
Books, Palladio draws this kind of Corinthian capital even where it does not correspond to archaeo-
logical evidence. The height of the Corinthian capital as stated by Vitruvius, Serlio and Alberti
includes the abacus; Barbaro, however, recommends adding the thickness of the abacus to this
dimension.® Palladio also treats the abacus as an added element.® The width of the abacus is the
only incommensurable size used in the theory of the classical orders: most of the authors prefer
V2D/1. Palladio’s and Vignola’s geometrical construction of the abacus can be seen in illustration
5. Recent research has pointed out that they both were trying to reconstruct the method by which
the abacuses of the portal of the Pantheon were designed.* Alberti states 10/7=1.428... as the width
of the abacus—an approximation for /2.

Vitruvius describes the Corinthian entablature as a combination of the Ionic and the Doric; accord-
ing to Barbaro, the Corinthian entablature should be the same size and morphology as the Ionic.®
Serlio agrees that the Ionic entablature should be used with the Corinthian order, but he also propos-
es his version of the Corinthian entablature: its height is 9D/4; the architrave and the frieze are
27D/40, and the cornice is 9D/10.¥ Palladio states that the difference between the Ionic and the
Corinthian entablatures is in the cornice. The Corinthian entablature he presents in his Four Books
seems to have been derived from Vignola.® Vignola says that the cornice of his entablature was taken
from the Pantheon and “the three columns on the Roman Forum.” Indeed the lower part of Vignola’s
cornice follows the one on the Pantheon, but the entablature on the Pantheon does not have dentils.
“The three columns on the Roman Forum” Vignola mentions seem to pertain not to the temples of
Castor and Polux or Vespasian and Titus but to the temple of Venus Generatrix on the Forum of Caesar.

While the morphologies of the Corinthian entablature suggested by Palladio and Vignola are
almost identical, the sizes of the elements are different, most notably the thickness of the frieze,
which is much thinner in Palladio. The table below compares the sizes specified by Vignola and
Palladio for the elements of the Corinthian entablature.

Barbaro and Vitruvius don’t discuss the Composite order. Palladio says that its columns are
10D, and the pedestal 10D/3.% In his view, the base should be Attic or a combination of Attic and
Ionic (i.e., an Attic base with a double trochilus, as on the Pantheon).” The upper third of the capi-
tal corresponds to the volutes of the Ionic order. Vignola’s Composite capital (plate 28) has two
layers of leaves (not three, like his version of the Corinthian capital); the architrave (plate 29) in this
case has two fascias (again not three, as in the Corinthian). Composite entablatures supplied by
Vignola and Palladio are morphologically different, so that any comparison would make little sense.

Commentary 109

The Corinthian Capital

Vitruvius Palladio Vignola
Capital height D* D 1.167D
Abacus 0.141D See illustration 5 See illustration 5
Abacus Thickness 0.143D 0.167D 0.167D
Lower leaf of the capital 0.286D 0.333D 0.333D
Central foglia 0.286D 0.333D 0.333D
Stalks 0.286D 0.167D 0.222D

(visible segment)

* D = lower column diameter

Illustration 5: Corinthian abacus according to Vignola and Palladio. Both Vignola and Palladio assume
that the diagonal distance between small corner segments is 2D. Vignola simply states the the length of
small segments as D/9; Palladio determines it geometrically by assuming that the abacus has been inscibed
into a square whose side is 1.5D. For the geometrical construction of the curve, see Vignola's plate 25.

Palladio Vignola
0.086D} = ~[0.079D
1.5D 1.328D 1.336D 1.493D
0.086D{ _ o _Jo.079D
o.omr& P \>D<.111D




Corinthian entabulature according to Palladio and Vignola

Layers listed downwards Vignola Palladio
Fillet 0.028D* 0.037D
Cyma recta 0.139D 0.105D
Fillet 0.014D 0.011D
Cyma reversa 0.042D 0.05D
Fascia 0.139D 0.122D
Fillet n/a 0.011D
Cyma reversa 0.042D 0.039D
Modilions 0.181D 0.125D
Ovolo (egg-and-dart) 0.111D 0.075D
Astragal 0.028D n/a
Fillet 0.0139D 0.017D
Dentils 0.167D 0.092D
Fillet below dentils 0.014D 0.008D
Cyma reversa 0.084D 0.075D
Astragal 0.028D n/a
Fillet 0.014D n/a
Frieze 0.75D 0.475D
Fillet 0.028D 0.046D
Cyma reversa 0.111D 0.083D
Astragal 0.028D 0.033D
Upper fascia 0.194D 0.175D
Vi%nola: cyma reversa

Palladio: astragal 0.055D 0.029D
Middle fascia 0.167D 0.137D
Astragal 0.028D 0.029D
Lower fascia 0.139D 0.104D

*D = lower column diameter
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Attic Base
Plate 30

Vignola’s dismissal of the Attic base is atypical for the Renaissance, very much like his adoption of
the Ionic base. Renaissance treatises usually discussed the Attic base in the context of the Doric
order. Palladio systematically includes the Attic base in all his drawings of the Ionic, Corinthian and
Composite columns because it could be seen in many buildings and—as he said—he liked it better.”
But the Attic base he uses together with these orders in his drawings has an astragal between the
upper torus and the fillet. The thickness of the astragal is D/48 in combination with the Ionic and
Corinthian and D/20 in combination with the Composite order. Another specific aspect of Palladio’s
use of the Attic base is that the plinth should have the cavetto on its edge when it is used with a
pedestal (see illustration 6). This does not occur if the base is used without the pedestal. Barbaro’s
version of the Attic base is omitted from the table because of a printing error that made his text unre-
liable at this point.

The dimensions of the trochilus and its adjacent fillets are not given by Vitruvius. Alberti and
Serlio suggest dividing the trochilus-with-fillets segment into 7 parts, assigning 1 part to each fillet
and 5 parts to the trochilus.” Both Barbaro and Palladio divide the total thickness of the trochilus
with fillets into 6 parts and assign 1 part to each fillet. Palladio’s ratios in the drawing partly follow
Vitruvius (e.g., the height of the plinth), but the thickness of the trochilus-with-fillets segment given
in the drawing is 43D /360, and not D/8.”

The Attic Base
Vitruvius Serlio Palladio Palladio Vignola
text illustration

Thickness of the base 0.5D* 0.5D 0.5D 0.476D
Width of the base (plinth) 1.5D 1.5D 1.333D 1.333D 1.389D
Thickness of plinth 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D 0.167D
Thickness of
the part above plinth 0.333D 0.333D 0.333D 0.319D
Upper torus 0.083D 0.083D 0.083D 0.075 0.097D
Lower torus 0.125D 0.125D 0.125D 0.125D 0.125D
Trochilus with its fillets 0.125D 0.125D 0.125D 0.119D 0.111D
Each individual fillet 0.018D 0.021D 0.021D 0.014D
Trochilus alone 0.089D 0.083D 0.078D 0.083D

* D = lower column diameter
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Entasis
Plate 31

Vitruvius’ drawing, which explains the construction of the entasis, has not been preserved.” Vignola’s
descriptions of the construction of the entasis are the most comprehensive accounts of this problem
supplied in a Renaissance treatise. In his commentary, Barbaro expresses the view that refinements
such as the swelling of the column are much more subject to the judgment and estimation of indi-
vidual architects than can be formulated in a fixed rule.”

Vitruvius gives us a rule about the reduction of the column at the top and Palladio repeats it in
his treatise. Depending on the height of the column, the upper diameter should be as follows:™

Column height

less than 15 ft. 10D/13
15ft. - 20 ft. 6D/7
20ft. - 30ft. 7D/8
30ft. - 40ft. 12D/15

Vignola’s rule for the diminution of the top of the column is different and depends on the order.
According to Vignola, the upper diameter of the column should be 19D /24 for the Tuscan order,
20D/ 24 for the Doric and 5D/6 for the Ionic, Corinthian and Composite orders.
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Illustration 6: Palladio’s version of the Attic base used with the Doric order. The module equals half of the

lower column diameter and is divided into 30 minutes.

A column E lower torus

B fillet F plinth
C upper torus
D trochilus

G cyma of the pedestal

H dado

I base of the pedestal
K imposts of arches
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Endnotes to the Commentary
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