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Abstract
Scope of this study is to explore, at a semiotic level, narrative-making mechanisms 
within the framework of eighteenth-century travel literature. Employing the exam-
ple of the Choragic Monument of Lysicrates, as included in the first volume of The 
Antiquities of Athens (1762) by James Stuart and Nicholas Revett, aim of this paper is 
to demonstrate that two different and distinct semiotic sign systems contribute to the 
production of a single narrative. Reading the description of the monument, one can no-
tice a linguistic and a pictorial narrative, since the monument is discussed both linguis-
tically and pictorially. Therefore, the objectives of this study are to read the linguistic 
part of the above narrative closely, to observe the diverse semiotic sign systems which 
are active in its portrayal, and to attempt to identify semiotic signs as ones which could 
connect semiotic sign systems (the linguistic and the pictorial one, in this case), acting 
as an ever-standing bridge for the reader to continue their reading of the narrative of 
the monument from one semiotic sign system to the other. Taking this into consider-
ation, the narrative of The Antiquities of Athens is thus better understood as the result-
ing force of that specific combination of narratives.
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Introduction

This study consists of five parts. In the first part, entitled The Choragic Monument of Ly-
sicrates, the modern history of the Choragic Monument of Lysicrates is traced, after a 
short description of the monument in question: from its early modern discovery to its in-
corporation in the Capuchin monastery, to the pyrrhic victory of its freedom, and to its fi-
nal current restoration. In other words, what will be traced is its regeneration process. 
The study is conducted by means of a textual approach, based on literal responses to the 
monument itself. The second part, entitled The Antiquities of Athens1 is an attempt at a 
close reading of the description of the same monument, provided in the volume of the 
same name. Coming as a result of the findings above, the next two parts seem to abide 
by a natural sequence of events. This includes examining, in the third part entitled Aes-
thetic taxonomy, the distinct vocabulary used, from the perspective of the dominant aes-
thetic theory throughout the 18th century, and examining, in the fourth part entitled Inter-
mediality, the combination of words and images in the realms of a single narrative. The 
final part, before drawing to a conclusion, is the fifth part entitled Intersemiotic transla-
tion, and it is an effort to illuminate findings and observations noted in the previous part. 
It should be stressed, though, that it remains an undeniable fact that the same monu-
ment may induce different observations and interpretations.

The Choragic Monument of Lysicrates

A concise description of this monument follows. The description cited below is provided 
by the Topos Text project (Aikaterini Laskaridis Foundation):

The monument of Lysikrates is the most famous of all choregic monuments. 
Still in situ at the end of the “Street of the Tripods” and commemorating a victo-
ry in the boys’ dithyramb at the City Dionysia in 335/4 […]. It is a roofed cylindri-
cal structure, ca. 12 m. high, set on a rectangular base, decorated with six Co-
rinthian columns (the earliest use of such columns anywhere on the exterior of 
a building). Above the columns is an epistyle, inscribed on its eastern side, and 
decorated with a relief frieze depicting Etruscan pirates being harried by Dio-
nysos and his satyrs and turned into dolphins. This will have reflected the sub-
ject matter of the dithyramb. It also had contemporary resonance. There was 
an expedition against pirates by the general Diotimos supported by Lykourgos 
in this same year, […] the colonising expedition to the Adriatic of 325/4, explic-
itly to protect against Etruscan pirates, […]. The tripod will have been on the 
top of the monument, its feet set either on the crowning akanthos decoration 
at the very top of the monument or on the roof below.2

In an illustrative selection of milestones of the monument’s afterlife, presented in chrono-
logical order from the 17th century to the 20th century, one might pinpoint at least four: 
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namely, (a) the point in time when the monument was annexed to a monasterial build-
ing complex, (b) its opening to the public, represented here by the visit of Lord Byron as 
the most prominent among numerous travellers, (c) the demolition of the surrounding 
monastery during the Greek War of Independence, and, finally, (d) the restoration of the 
monument to its primary free-standing state under the Greek sun. Each of the above will 
be further discussed. 
 The French Capuchin monastery3 was founded in Athens in 1658, and in 1669 the 
monument was literally incorporated into the architectural corpus of the monastery, 
serving as a reading room and a library. A partial historical response to the question why 
the monument had not been demolished completely in the first place by the monks could 
be traced back to the Constitutions of the Capuchin Order of 1608, from which the follow-
ing text derives. The text indicates the crucial role of Reverend Father General (Chapter 
6, §82):«To avoid all disturbance, we order that no place shall be accepted or abandoned, 
built or destroyed without the consent of the provincial Chapter and the permission of the 
Reverend Father General”.4

 For an insight into the early modern rediscovery of the monument, let us remember, 
one should look into the study of the important archaeologist and epigraphy scholar Mr. 
Herbert Fletcher De Cou (1868-1911).5 The study was sent from Berlin, dated August 19, 
1892, and was published in the Papers of the American School of Classical Studies at Ath-
ens (1897) by The American School of Classical Studies at Athens:6

The Monument of Lysicrates first became an object of antiquarian interest in 
1669, when it was purchased by the Capuchin monks, whose mission had suc-
ceeded that of the Jesuits in 1658, and it was partially enclosed in their hos-
pitium. The first attempt to explain its purpose and meaning was made by a 
Prussian soldier, Johann Georg Transfeldt, who, after escaping from slavery 
in the latter part of 1674, fled to Athens, where he lived for more than a year. 
Transfeldt deciphered the inscription but was unable to decide whether the 
building was a “templum Demosthcnis” [Demosthenes’ temple] or a “Gymna-
sium a Lysicrate” [Gymnasium of Lysicrates] * * * “exstructum propter juven-
tutem Atheniensem ex tribu Acamantia [erected for a young Athenian from the 
Acamantis tribe]”.7

During the opening of the monument to the public, in 1803, a report was published in 
French regarding the condition of the monument, signed by L.G. – plausibly written 
by the French architect, critic, and architectural historian Jacques-Guillaume Legrand 
(1753-1807).8 It referred to the same monument as ”sans contredit un des plus curieux 
monument de l’art des Grecs”9 [without doubt one of the most strange monuments of 
the art of the Greeks]. A few years later, on August 23, 1810, Lord Byron, who was liv-
ing in the French monastery while in Athens, wrote a comment on the monument in an 
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epistle to his friend, the politician Sir John Cam Hobhouse (1786-1869). An extract from 
that letter follows: 

The Roman Catholic service is performed for the Franks in the Capuchin con-
vent. The present Padre is an intelligent man, who, besides the duties of his 
holy office, is occupied in instructing from twenty to twenty-five or thirty of 
the sons belonging to the Frank families; he has fitted up the circular cham-
ber formed by the monument of Lysicrates, with shelves that contain a few 
volumes of choice books. [...] The good Padre has divided it into two stories; 
and the upper one, just capable of holding one student at his desk, serves as a 
small circular recess to a chamber at the left wing of the convent, from which 
it is separated by a curtain of green cloth.10

That would probably have been the state of the monument when James Stuart and Nich-
olas Revett visited it, about fifty years earlier, in 1751. These two travellers-authors pub-
lished their verbal descriptions and pictorial representations, along with their architec-
tural drawings and measurements of its existing state in The Antiquities of Athens. The 
monastery, however, was demolished during the Greek War of Independence in 1821, 
during the invasion of Pasha Omer Vrioni in Athens. Yet, De Cou noted that “the convent 
was accidentally burned down and its most precious treasure was liberated”.11 The Mon-
ument of Lysicrates survived, though not without a scratch. The following extract is from 
the account of the Anonymous Eyewitness:

In the middle of the day arrived the Pasha himself, and took his quarters in the 
house of the Austrian Consul: there he received the chiefs of the Turks of Ath-
ens, and there also the heads of the Greeks were brought, that had been killed, 
for every one of which he paid twenty-five piastres. Some neighbouring villag-
es were plundered, and the churches destroyed everywhere, since the Greeks 
on their side had not spared the mosques. Even the church of the Catholics in 
the hospice of the Capuchins was burnt down, and the beautiful monument of 
Lysicrates (called the Lantern) damaged by the fire.12

Nearly half a century later, in 1845, the architects François-Louis-Florimond Boulanger 
(1807-1875) and Edouard Benoît Loviot (1849-1921)13 supervised the restoration of the 
monument of Lysicrates under the patronage of the École Française d’Athènes [French 
School (of Archaeology) at Athens],14 leaving the monument a free-standing structure 
as it had been originally built, and as it can be seen today. As De Cou notes in his study: 

[a]side from some slight repairs and the clearing away of rubbish, the 
monument remained in this condition until 1867, when the French Minis-
ter at Athens, [Joseph Arthur, Comte] M. de Gobineau, acting on behalf of 
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his government, into whose possession the site of the former monastery 
had fallen, employed the architect Boulanger to make such restorations as 
were necessary to save the monument from falling to pieces. At the same 
time the last remains of the old convent were removed, and some mea-
sures were taken to prevent further injury to the ruin. Repairs were again 
being made under the direction of the French School at Athens, when I left 
Greece, in April, 1892.15

The Antiquities of Athens

The main aim of the architects James Stuart (1713-1788) and Nicholas Revett (1720-
1804) was to record and measure the original architectural antiquities located, primarily, 
in the city of Athens. Yet, their work also includes descriptions, drawings, and measure-
ments from the original Greek and Roman architectural monuments in Korinthos, Spar-
ta, Thessaloniki, Delos, and Pola, along with several ancient statues and medals found 
in British private collections. It should be stated that the word ‘Athens’ is here used as a 
metonymy for ‘Greece’, connoting the Western area of the Ottoman Empire around 1750, 
upon which literate men and women had been projecting their understanding of Ancient 
Greece.16 The site in case here, the Choragic Monument of Lysicrates (400/380-323 BC.), 
a monument of the late classical period of Greece, is included in the fourth chapter of the 
first of the four volumes of the series.17 The volume was published by John Haberkorn 
in London, in 1762. 
 Stuart and Revett started their exposition of the narrative of the monument of Lysi-
crates by referring to the way it was perceived by local community at the time:

The moderns Athenians call this Edifice To Phanati tou Demostheneos, or the 
Lanthorn of Demosthenes, and the vulgar Story which says, it was built by that 
great Orator, for a place of retirement and study, is still current at Athens as it 
was the time of Wheler and Spon; but like many other popular Traditions, it is 
too absurd to deserve a serious refutation.18

The narrative continues with a detailed description of its architectural features, its icono-
graphical program in the frieze, and includes elaborate comments on the accompanying 
plates and figures. Their comments could also be indicative of the appreciation of antiq-
uities in general, on behalf of locals. The passage in question reads:

An Entrance however has been since forced into it, by breaking through one 
of the Panels; probably in Expectation of finding Treasures here. For in these 
Countries such barbarism reigns at present, every ancient Building which is 
beautiful, or great, beyond the Conception of the present Inhabitants; is al-
ways supposed by them to be the Work of Magic, and the Repository of hidden 
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Treasures. At present three of the Marble Panels are destroyed; their places 
are supplied by a Door, and two Brick-Walls, and it is converted into a Closet.19

In addition, their description of an architectural element, a cupola for instance, contin-
ues as follows: 

The outside of the Cupola is wrought with much Delicacy; it imitates a Thatch 
or Covering of Laurel Leaves; this is likewise edged with a Vitruvian Scroll, and 
enriched with other Ornaments. The Flower on the Top of the Cupola, which 
is a very graceful Composition of Foliage, is exactly represented in Plate IX. of 
this Chapter; and is described in the Explanation of that Plate. It will be neces-
sary however, at present, to point out to the Reader, certain Cavities which are 
on its upper Surface [See Plate IX. Fig. 2,] in which some Ornament that is now 
lost, was originally placed. This Ornament appears to have been a Tripod.20

Stuart and Revett were among the first to recognize the depicted sculptural narrative as 
that of Dionysus transforming Tyrrhenian pirates into dolphins, indicating also that its 
textual sources were the Homeric Hymn to Dionysus and Ovid’s Metamorphoses (III.572-
596). In one of the reliefs decorating the frieze, Stuart and Revett noticed the Figure of 
Bacchus with his Tyger. In the extract in question, they stated: “The first of these, Plate X. 
is the Figure of Bacchus with his Tyger. His Form is beautiful and delicate, and his Coun-
tenance is exactly that which Ovid has given to this Divinity”.21

 Moreover, in the third volume of The Antiquities of Athens series, Willey Reveley 
(1760-1799), architect and editor of the same volume, made an additional reference to 
the same monument, commenting on the fact that its roof consisted of a single piece of 
marble: 

Even so small a temple as the Choragic monument of Lysicrates is now entire, 
a circumstance arising chiefly from the great judgement shewn in its construc-
tion, by erecting it with large blocks, and consolidating the whole with a roof 
wisely made of one single piece of marble.22

Aesthetic taxonomy

If one reads the narrative of this architectural monument of the Late Classical Period 
of Greek Antiquity meticulously, and pays attention to the vocabulary used, one will be 
able to notice the use of certain vocabulary, such as the phrases ‘every ancient Building 
which is beautiful, or great, beyond the Conception’, ‘with much Delicacy’, ‘graceful Com-
position’, ‘beautiful and delicate’, from the extract cited above. These words – adjectives 
and phrases – prompt one to read this description under the prism of its chronologically 
contemporary, and dominant at that time aesthetic theory of Sublime, as expressed by  
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Edmund Burke (1729-1797) in his A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of our Ideas of 
the Sublime and Beautiful, published in London in 1757.23 Dora Louise Wiebenson paved 
the way for such a reading in her pivotal book Sources of Greek Revival Architecture, pub-
lished in 1969.24 Vocabulary items, such as ‘graceful’, ‘Delicacy’ or ‘beautiful’ are mani-
festations of the aesthetic category of the Beautiful.25 However, the phrase ‘great, beyond 
the Conception’ may be pointing towards the notion of the Sublime as its aesthetic cate-
gory.26 According to Burke, Beautiful can be described as “that quality or those qualities 
in bodies by which they cause love, or some passion similar to it”,27 while Sublime “is the 
Astonishment, which is the effect of the sublime in its highest degree; the inferior effects 
are admiration, reverence and respect”.28 One may thus deduce from the above cited vo-
cabulary that this architectural monument of the Late Classical Period of the Greek An-
tiquity may have been connected in the 18th century to both the aesthetic taxonomies of 
the Beautiful and the Sublime, according to Stuart and Revett. In support of this claim, 
one could also quote Burke asserting that the union of these two distinct aesthetic qual-
ities is possible:

If the qualities of the sublime and beautiful are sometimes found united, does 
this prove, that they are the same, does it prove, that they are in any way al-
lied, does it prove even that they are not opposite and contradictory? Black and 
white may soften, may blend, but they are not therefore the same.29

Following this union of Sublime and Beautiful, Panagiotis Michelis worked on the same 
conception of the Beautiful and the Sublime, yet referring to Byzantine art, concluding 
that there is no opposition nor contradiction between these two terms, but an interde-
pendence in terms of meaning.30 Furthermore, after examining the vocabulary used, and 
by placing this seemingly natural binary opposition in Algirdas Greimas’ semiotic square, 
for example the Sublime as S1 and Beautiful as S2, one might confirm the existence of 
a narrative that provides a framework for meaning, and one could also validate, in this 
way, the finding that Ancient Greek Architecture embodies both of these concepts at the 
same time.31 However, how could one perceive this single narrative, since it derives from 
two distinct semiotic sign systems?

Intermediality

The Antiquities of Athens series does not only contain verbal narrations and descrip-
tions, nor merely iconographic ones, but a combination of linguistic and pictorial ele-
ments. Noting this, the series acquires the conceptual form of a syncretic, or polysemi-
otic text. Thus, the existence of two different sign systems, the linguistic and the picto-
rial one, suggests a theory that discusses multimodal communication or the synergy of 
two, or more, semiotic sign systems.32 Given that the media is perceived, here, as semi-
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otic sign systems, the theory of intermediality – as this was described in literary stud-
ies, and originally introduced by Irina Rajewsky – may be employed, at this point. Ra-
jewsky started testing this theory on emblem books of the sixteenth century, posing the 
simple question of how narrative is produced in that literary genre with the combination 
of images and words. A current, yet working definition of intermediality is that of Wer-
ner Wolf’s: “a flexible generic term […] that can be applied, in a broad sense, to any phe-
nomenon involving more than one medium”.33 Rajewsky’s and Wolf’s approaches to in-
termediality34 are applied here to illustrate that a single narrative can indeed be formu-
lated from a combination of different media. In Stuart and Revett’s The Antiquities of Ath-
ens, via the presented example of the Choragic Monument of Lysicrates, one can identi-
fy the notion of multi-mediality. According to Rajewsky, multi-mediality is the term in-
dicating that a narrative can be produced when employing two or more different and dis-
tinct media. In the case discussed in this paper, multi-mediality refers to written verbal 
narrative text and written verbal descriptive text (linguistic narrative), and iconograph-
ic narratives (i.e. see below the discussion regarding the ‘Plate 1’ engraving), along with 
rigorously detailed and measured architectural drawings (pictorial narrative). Or, in oth-
er words, it refers to the linguistic and the pictorial semiotic system. The unified product 
of these two media, which remain distinct, bears the envisioned, by their authors, nar-
rative of this monument in the 18th century. This single narrative would be that this ar-
chitectural monument of the Late Classical Period of Greek Antiquity combines the aes-
thetic taxonomies of both the Beautiful and the Sublime which the authors experienced 
before it, as it can be deduced by the linguistic narrative, and reinforced, in this case, by 
the pictorial narrative. 

Intersemiotic translation

The above description of the theory of intermediality includes another challenge: since 
these two different and distinct semiotic sign systems are used to communicate a sin-
gle narrative, how are these two semiotic systems connected to each other? How do 
readers transfer themselves from one semiotic system to the other, and still producing 
one single narrative? The answer to this question may lie in the theoretical framework 
of intersemiosis. According to Roman Jakobson, a definition of intersemiotic transla-
tion or transmutation is “an interpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of nonver-
bal sign systems”.35 This is, of course, its fundamental definition, as research in this field 
has made great progress since that definition was put forward.36 In addition, regarding 
the translation process, one should also highlight that translation is not understood here 
as an act of transferring linguist signs or words from one spoken or written language to 
another. According to Mona Baker, and her seminal work on translation theory, transla-
tion is here defined as the decoding of the meaning of a word from the source language, 
and then encoding it for another specific target audience.37 The existence of both a gen-
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eral and a more specialised audience in The Antiquities of Athens becomes evident when 
one pays attention to its pictorial narrative. The narrative engravings depict the monu-
ments in their contemporary human-made and/or natural architectural context, along 
with contemporary human activities. They aim to appeal to a learned, yet not specialised 
audience. On the other hand, the exquisite architectural drawings may seem to appeal to 
more knowledgeable artists and architects. 
 How should the gap be bridged between the linguistic and the pictorial semiotic sys-
tem, beyond a mere juxtaposition in the polysemiotic text? How can narrative trans-
position be defined?38 If one returns to the quoted passage from the description of the 
choragic monument of Lysicrates in The Antiquities of Athens, one might notice linguis-
tic signs which correlate directly to particular iconographic elements of the narrative. An 
indicative example of the latter may be observed the phrase ‘See Plate IX. Fig. 2’ or the 
reference ‘Plate X’, besides phrases and words acting as accompanying directing guide-
lines to the reader, such as ‘is exactly represented’, and ‘See’. These guidelines – directly 
addressing the reader – were common practice in eighteenth-century literature.39 These 
linguistic signs could be explained as verbal references to the pictorial sign system; the 
latter taking the form of a particular architectural drawing or of a specific engraving, in 
this case, and understood as such only in the context of the text itself. Likewise, when 
we look at the drawings of the volume, we locate a similar reference, directing us to the 
main narrative text. For example, in its bottom right-hand corner, ‘Plate 1’ bears the ab-
breviation ‘Chap:IV. Pl.1.’, indicating, in this way, that this image refers to the text found 
in Chapter 4 in the paragraph entitled ‘Plate 1’.40 One could thus support that these lin-
guistic signs are the first level of signs of intersemiotic translation, upon which later 
art criticism would be based.41 The above mentioned phrases play the role of reference 
points which connect either the linguistic narrative to its pictorial supplement or the pic-
torial narrative to its linguistic context. In the first case, the pictorial visualizes the ad-
joining phrases mostly in the left-hand side of the linguistic sign/text, while in the sec-
ond case the linguistic signs place the pictorial narrative within its appropriate linguistic 
narrative.42

Conclusion

To sum up, having read The Antiquities of Athens through the example of The Chorag-
ic Monument of Lysicrates, its perception in the 18th century seems to combine both the 
Beautiful and the Sublime, as understood with the help of its contemporary philosophi-
cal theory propounded by Edmund Burke. This narrative is produced by the authors em-
ploying both linguistic and pictorial semiotic sign systems. Moreover, these two differ-
ent and distinct semiotic sign systems – two imaginary countries with borders and spac-
es43 – are linked to each other through a kind of intersemiotic translation that will set the 
tone, and will later prevail as the main method of speaking about artwork.
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Publick, cut off one half of his Beard’’ (Cademan, Kettlewell and Churchill, 1682: 397). 

 19.  See Stuart and Revett (1762).
 20.  See Stuart and Revett (1762: 29). For ‘Plate IX’, see ‘Choregic monument of Lysicrates in Athens: 

Fig. 1. The flower on the top of the tholus or cupola. Fig. 2. The plan of the upper surface of the flow-
er. Fig. 3. A perpendicular section of the top of the flower, made through the line A, B, C of the pre-
ceding figure’, Travelogues, Aikaterini Laskaridis Foundation. Available at: https://bit.ly/3fkEbeT (ac-
cessed 24 July 2021).

 21.  See Stuart and Revett (1762: 33). For ‘Plate X’, see ‘Choragic monument of Lysicrates in Athens: 
Sculpture on the frieze of this building, which represents the story of Bacchus and the Tyrrhenian 
Pirates: Figure of Bacchus with his tiger’, Travelogues, Aikaterini Laskaridis Foundation. Available 
at: https://bit.ly/3dK5EGm (accessed 24 July 2021).

 22.  See Stuart and Revett (1794: ix [9]). 
 23.  See Burke (1757). Other authors discussing the notion of the Sublime are Longinus (On the Sub-

lime), Thomas Weiskel (The Romantic Sublime: Studies in the Structure and Psychology of Transcen-
dence), Mario Costa (Il sublime tecnologico), David E. Nye (American Technological Sublime), and 
Jos de Mul [‘The (Bio)Technological Sublime’].

 24.  See Wiebenson (1969). Professor of Architectural History Dora Louise Wiebenson (1926-2019) 
(School of Architecture, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, United States) was one of the first fe-
male full professors in her discipline.

 25.  The characteristics of Beautiful according to Burke are (in alphabetical order): ‘Delicacy’, ‘Elegance’, 
‘Fitness’, ‘Grace’, ‘Gradual variation’, ‘Proportion, ‘Smoothness’, and ‘Speciousness’.

 26.  The characteristics of the Sublime, according to the same author are (in alphabetical order): ‘Dark-
ness’, ‘Difficulty’, ‘Magnificence’, ‘Obscurity’, ‘Silence’, ‘Terror’, ‘Unexpected’, and ‘Vastness’.

 27.  See Burke (1757: 74).
 28.  See Burke (1757: 39).
 29.  See Burke (1757: 114). 
 30.  See Michelis (2015: 273).
 31.  See Greimas (1983), Lagopoulos and Boklund-Lagopoulou (2016).
 32.  See Royce (2002), Zantides, Kourdis and Yoka (2016), Kourdis (2020: 86-87).
 33.  See Wolf (1999: 40).
 34.  Transmediality is another English translation of the German term Intermedialität. See Rajewsky 

(2002), Elleström (2010), Rajewsky (2005). 
 35.  See Jakobson (1959: 233). 
 36.  For a history of the term “Intersemiotic translation”, see Dusi (2015). For a discussion of the same 

term, see Kourdis (2021).
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 37.  See Baker (1992).
 38.  See Fontanille, Sonzogni and Troqe (2016: 14-20).
 39.  See Iser (1974).
 40.  ‘Plate 1’ depicts the famous watercolour – originally engraved – by James Stuart of the internal view 

of the garden of the Capuchin Monastery with the incorporated Monument of Lysicrates. For the wa-
tercolour, see Julius Bryant, ‘James ‘Athenian’ Stuart: The Architect as Landscape Painter’, V&A On-
line Journal, 1. Available at: https://bit.ly/3SuHI9n (accessed 24 July 2021). For the engraving, see 
‘A View of the Choregic Monument of Lysicrates in its Present Condition.’, Travelogues, Aikaterini 
Laskaridis Foundation. Available at: https://bit.ly/3RcIJBs (accessed 24 July 2021).

 41.  See, for instance, Kourdis (2014). 
 42.  This study has explored only the route from the linguistic towards the pictorial sign system. The re-

verse route, from the pictorial sign system towards the linguistic one, is amply discussed, to the 
best of my knowledge, in iconological studies in art history. See, for instance, the following basic 
studies: Warburg (1999), Panofsky (1939), Prevelakis (1975).

 43.  See Lagopoulos & Boklund-Lagopoulou (2015). 
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