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INTRODUCTION

Iconology must start with a study of institutions rather than with a study of
symbols.

E.H. Gombrich, Symbolic Images (London 1972}, 21

‘Take care when you look at old statues’

“Take care when you look at old statues, especially Greek ones.” The
author of this caveat is commenting on a rather distressing episode. He has
been wandering around Constantinople with a local man of learning
(chartularius), looking at the many statues (eikones) to be seen in that city
in the early eighth century AD. As they gaze up at one of the statues, and
the guide begins his speel, the statue (‘small and squat, but very heavy’)
topples down from its pedestal. The guide is killed instantly. The sightseer
panics: after unsuccessfully trying to drag the statue into a river, he seeks
refuge in a church. Relatives of the felled guide gather round; a philo-
sophical bystander blames divine providence. The emperor Philippicus
(AD 711-13) then orders that the statue be buried, before it causes any
more damage.

Take care when you look at old statues. It was a useful rule in Late
Antiquity, when many Greek bronzes still survived in public places, and
nowhere more abundantly than at Constantinople, whose founder (in the
censorious phrase of St Jerome) ‘had virtually the entire city filled with
nudes’. Constantine’s conversion to Christianity in 312 did not, evidently,
entail an aversion to Greek statues, though it was not long before the adjec-
tive ‘Greek’ (Hellenikos) became, in Byzantine parlance, simply equivalent
to ‘pagan’.

We have some idea of what the collection of statuary in Constantinople
looked like. It appears from drawings that part of a now-lost column,
probably of Arcadius, showed a view of the Hippodrome, with statues
conspicuously occupying the central spine of the race track (ill. 1).
Constantine’s clerical biographer, Bishop Eusebius of Caesarea, who
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probably supplied St Jerome with Christian disgust for nude exhibits,
specifically mentions that there were Delphic tripods in this area: and
indeed one bronze fragment survives of the gigantic victory tripod origi-
nally dedicated at the sanctuary of Delphi after the battle of Plataea (479
BC, in which Greek forces defeated the Persians). It is a single serpent head,
not much to look at now, but it belonged to a specially tortuous snaky
column, made to elevate the golden tripod it once supported, and the mon-
ument stood intact until broken up by a drunken Turkish warlord. All that
can be seen in situ today is the lower stump of the twisty bronze column,
still rising to a height of over sm (16ft).

Adjacent to the Hippodrome was the Gymnasium of Zeuxippos. No
image of this baths complex survives, except a poetical series of ‘word-
pictures’ (ekphraseis) attributed to an early fifth-century AD visitor from
Upper Egypt called Christodorus. These hardly constitute great poetry —
poor Christodorus rarely manages to do other than praise the lifelike qual-
ities of the eighty bronzes he sees in the Gymnasium, though occasionally
he will salute an appearance as ‘divine’ (theoeikelos) —but at least they give
us an idea of the range of statuary displayed in the area. There were a few
worthy Romans to be seen — Caesar, Pompey, Vergil — but otherwise it was
a museum of the best representatives of Hellenic mythology, poetry,
drama, philosophy and politics, perhaps laid out according to a sophisti-
cated interest in pagan learning.

Introduction

1 A sixteenth-century Italian
drawing of part of the reliefs
on the column, probably of
Arcadius, erected at the
beginning of the fifth century
Ap but now lost. This section
seems to show a procession
through the Hippodrome of
Constantinople, with
numerous statues in niches in
the background.
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will’); and his aesthetic arrogance makes most modern readers of his essay
antipathetic to its argument. But looking up at the Arch (il. 3) we are
bound at least to sympathize with Berenson’s purism. This monument is a
hotch-potch: cannibalized tondo-reliefs from earlier imperial arches are
dumped on top of the hieratic registers of diminutive minions themselves
compressed into obeisance to Constantine and his colleague Licinius, who
in turn are wearily supported by two flabby river-gods in spandrels where
airy Victory-nymphs would be better placed. ‘Design’ has been replaced by
‘chance’: and chance, or opportunism, is the keynote of Postmodernity.

There is some evidence that the eclecticism of the Arch of Constantine
was dictated by a lack of skilled workmen. Scholars on Constantine’s side
argue that his choice of earlier monuments to incorporate was sensitive
and selective (choosing only images pertaining to ‘good’ emperors: Trajan,
Hadrian and Marcus Aurelius). But this cannot gloss over the obvious aes-
thetic disjunction we see on the Arch, nor account for the curiously redun-
dant agglomerarion of statuary collected in Constantinople. The truth is
that for Constantine, Classical sculpture had lost its original significance.
He used it more for play than purpose. In this respect, his situation may be
judged very similar to our own.

introduction

3 Detail of the north front of
the Arch of Constantine in
Rome, commemorating
Constantine's victory over
Maxentius at the Battle of the
Milvian Bridge in ap 312. The
different parts were
assembled from earlier
monuments.
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on morphology, Goethe argued that the statue was so overpowering and yet
‘ghostly’ in appearance, that if you compared it to actual horses in nature,
you could only conclude that the sculptor had created ‘the primal horse’.

Goethe’s later compatriot Ernst Buschor would exclaim: ‘Das Pferd ist
durch den Parthenon geadelt, ja geheiligt” — ‘On the Parthenon, the horse
is ennobled, even sanctified’. Those who watch the behaviour of visitors to
the British Museum will observe the great effort it takes for most viewers
of the Urpferd not to reach forward and stroke it. But why is it such a com-
pelling image?

Goethe’s own reasons for enshrining this (and other works of Classical
art) as exemplary and endowed with an almost divine validity, are partly
explained by his contribution to a conversation in which some of the
company opined that the Greeks had not been faithful in portraying
animals, often creating very stiff, unshapely and ‘imperfect’ creatures.
Here is Goethe’s response:

I will not argue about that. But above all else we must distinguish at what time
and by what artist such works originated, For no doubt examples could be pro-
duced in large quantities to show that Greek artists, in their representations of
animals, not only equalled Nature, but surpassed it. The English, who are the
best judges of horses in the world, are forced to admirt that their two antique
horseheads [from the Parthenon] are more perfect in form than those of any
breed extant today. These heads date from the best period of Greek art. But our
wonder and admiration is not to be explained on the assumption that those
artists were working from more perfect models than those which exist today.
The reason is rather that they had, with the progress of time and art, themselves
become such that they brought an inner greatness of spirit to their observation
of Nature.

(Goethe, in conversation with Eckermann, 20 October 1828)

Goethe’s final phrase (‘so dass sie sich mit personlicher Grossheit an die
Natur wandten’) requires further exegesis. Conceptual art is art produced
not from the observation of nature, but a concept, a mental image — a
typical representation, undifferentiated by such features as are individual
or accidental. There is no need, as many art historians do, to trawl exam-
ples of conceptual art from Egypt: Greek art in the eighth century BC offers
plenty of examples. Horses that appear on the neck of a Late Geometric
Athenian pot, for example (ill. 5), are entirely conceptual. Their artist may
or may not have had particular horses in mind when he drew these: what
is important is that they came from the mind, and are not an attempt at
direct representation. Apart from the lack of detail, there is no depth to the
picture; even the background patterns bear no semblance to an actual
context or landscape.

On an Athenian vase painted almost two hundred years later we can see
the extent of artistic change (ill. 6). Landscape is still not a major concern,
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5 Detail of a horse on an
Athenian Late Geometric
vase; eighth century ec.

6 A horse on an Athenian
black-figure amphora by
Exekias; sixth century Bc.



but form, detail and a degree of naturalistic conviction have materialized
in a way that invites the word ‘progress’. The horse here has been drawn
by an artist who has studied equine anatomy. This is not to say it consti-
tutes a portrait of a ‘real’ horse: it belongs to a named mythical character,
Kastor, and is being patted by Kastor’s father in a scene of homecoming or
departure; yet it too has a name, Kyllaros (‘The Scuttler’), and, despite its
mythical status, it is not a fantastical beast, but rather an enviable thor-
oughbred. Not only has myth been domesticated, it has been rendered
credible, while at the same time retaining the enchantment of the rare and
special. And that, perhaps, is what Goethe intended when he spoke of the
Greeks grafting ‘an inner greatness of spirit to their observation of
Narture’.

In an age such as ours, when ‘primitivism’ has been saluted as an aes-
thetic virtue, the force of describing Greek art in its Geometric style — its
conceptual stage — as ‘primitive’ is obviously diminished. Prior to move-
ments such as Cubism, however, art historians were inclined to character-
ize conceptual representation as either primitive or childish, so that any
movement in the direction of illusionistic art seemed like a step towards
civilization or an achievement of maturity. In an influential book at the
turn of the century, Emmanuel Loewy used the language of growing-up
and ‘emancipation’ to denote what happened when Greek artists ceased
using mental images as a source. Two examples mentioned by Loewy will
suffice to summarize his case. He took a piece of early cult statuary from
Olympia — the head commonly referred to as belonging to the cult image
of Hera, though it may not be (ill. 7) —and pointed out that the ears of this
head had not been carved according to their natural appearance, but
attached on the principles of ‘mental abstraction’ inorganically, just as
spikes on the neck of a Geometric horse imply a mane, without the
cogency of naturalistic depiction. Later on, the Discobolus (ill. 8) is con-
gratulated on the number of views it offers up, thanks to the desertion of
mental images. ‘Each part of it seeks to exhibit itself to the spectator in a
full and exhaustive aspect’: thus Greek art graduated, by about 600 B¢, to
what Loewy called ‘the discovery of nature’.

The releasing effect of this new attentiveness to the ways in which things
really appear, and the sophistication of devices developed for its transmis-
sion to the viewer — the development of planes, of rounding, of foreshort-
ening — were, in Loewy’s eyes, both new and unique to the Greeks. But he
stopped short of the more dramatic appellations subsequently given to the
same art-historical process. In his now canonical handbook, The Story of
Art (first published 1950), Sir Ernst Gombrich hailed it as ‘the Great
Awakening’. In another of his books, Art and Illusion (first published
1960), he calls it ‘the Greek Revolution’. We are also offered a further, and
similarly momentous name for this phenomenon: ‘the Greek Miracle’, a

7 A colossal limestone head,

usually identified as Hera,
from Olympia.

8 A Roman copy of Myron's
Discobolus, Original in
bronze, fifth century sc.
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phrase first coined by Waldemar Deonna in the 1930s, and which also
served as the title of a recent exhibition of fifth-century BC sculpture at the
New York Metropolitan Museum.

However we choose to describe this ‘discovery of nature’, we do seem
justified in reaching for superlatives when faced with some of the results,
such as the prize item of the New York exhibition, Kritian Boy (ill. 9).
Created in Athens just before 480 BC, Kritian Boy stands at the end of a
series of statues of nude male figures usually referred to as kowroi, or
‘young men’; he also stands at the end of a voyage of technical exploration,
which Gombrich describes as well as anyone ever has.

The sculptors in their workshops tried out new ideas and new ways of repre-
senting the human figure, and each innovation was eagerly taken up by others
who added their own discoveries. One discovered how to chisel the trunk, another
found that a statue may look much more alive if the feet are not both placed firmly
on the ground. Yet another would discover that he could make a face come alive
simply by bending the mouth upwards so that it appeared to smile.

(The Story of Art, London 1995, 78)

But what prompted these ‘discoveries’? Why were Greek sculptors com-
pelled towards naturalism? Gombrich’s own account partly revives a tenet
of eighteenth-century Enlightenment scholarship, which is that the
‘liberty’ of Greek citizens fostered artistic licence (discussed below); but
primarily he was inclined to argue that it was the impulse of narrative, the
need to tell a story, which pushed artists towards involving viewers (or
‘audience’, perhaps) by making the story’s figures more lifelike in appear-
ance. That is to say, a story acquires dramatic verisimilitude through its
enaction by ‘real-looking’ characters: emotions are given — if we can
borrow a phrase from literary criticism — their ‘objective correlative’.

This summary of Gombrich’s argument does it scant justice: but it has
been noted by others that Gombrich acts with the air of a conjuror in
resolving the causes of ‘the Greek Revolution’. The apparently mytholog-
ical significances of early Greek figurative art enable him to produce ‘nar-
rative’ like a rabbit from a hat; the particular social and historical forces
operating upon Greek artists hardly concern him at all. Here, we shall try
to compensate for that, and see how such forces may have contributed to
this stylistic change (which for reasons of verbal economy we may continue
to call ‘the Greek Revolution’).

To take the case of Kritian Boy. Though he was probably not the richest
of early fifth-century BC dedications on the Athenian Akropolis (his scale
is under lifesize, and a bronze statue would have been more conspicuous at
this time), he has become the ‘cover boy’ of the Greek Revolution. That is,
his delicate form has been loaded with huge stylistic significance. As
Humfry Payne wrote: ‘There is . . . no statue which looks forward more

‘The Greek Revolution’

9 “Kritian Boy’; c. 480 sc.
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clearly to the full development of early Classical sculpture, none which is
less reminiscent of the past.” More than that, Kritian Boy has been saluted
as ‘the first beautiful nude in art’ (Kenneth Clark, The Nude, 1956, 29).
So it is easy to forget that this statue once possessed a proper identity. One
guess (and it is only a guess) is that the statue was a representation of the
Athenian founding hero Theseus; another theory, more cogently, holds
that the statue can be reinstated with a base recovered from the Akropolis
— a simple Ionic column capital which is inscribed with a pair of hexa-
meter verses. These verses draw attention not to the artist (who must
remain unknown, since ‘Kritian’ only implies a resemblance to a copy of a
work attributed to an artist of whose original oenvre nothing survives), but
to the Athenian who paid for and dedicated the statue:

Victor in the boys’ foot-race of the Panathenaia
Kallias, son of Didymaios, dedicated this statue to Athena.

If the base indeed belongs to Kritian Boy, then it provides a simple legend
to the statue which may, in aesthetic terms, explain why the figure of the
boy is at once both restrained and assertive. He is an athletic victor, hence
proud; he is dedicating his image to Athena, hence grateful. But what
measure of piety was demonstrated by dedicating a statue at a sanctuary
such as the Akropolis? How significant was it to win the foot-race at the
Panathenaic Games? Why was it important to name the father as well as
the victorious youth? And is this, in any meaningful sense, a portrait of
young Kallias; or else a thing of beauty by itself, presented ex voto to a
goddess who will enjoy its contemplation? As noted, the statue is under
lifesize: would a larger image have been regarded as too much in the way
of self-promotion, perhaps a real political risk in a community which had
just invented the device of ostracizing potential grandees?

Such questions are rarely asked of the statues that are said to represent
the Greek Revolution. Once ensconced in our museums, detached from
their bases, such pieces are not easily returned, in the mind’s eye, to their
original situation. But here we shall try to recapture something of that
context. To do this is not to repress the implied excitement of an artistic
‘awakening’. If anything, it should make the process seem even more lively
than it already is.

Style and democracy

The New York exhibition mentioned above, ‘The Greek Miracle’, was a
timely event: part of a series of celebrations organized in Greece, America,
Britain and elsewhere to mark the 2500th anniversary of the world’s first
democracy. Its subtitle was ‘Classical Sculpture from the Dawn of

‘The Greek Revolution’


















28

democratic activity. The stylisticidentity of the figures reinforces their polit-
ical stance: just as Athenian democracy is opposed to the Persian way of gov-
ernment, so the Tyrannicides are opposed to the world of Persian images.

‘Europe was not born when Greek galleys defeated the Persian hordes at
Salamis, but when the Doric studios sent out those broad backed marble
statues against the multiform, vague, expressive Asiatic sea. . . ." This poet-
ically phrased explanation by W.B. Yeats may sound bizarre, and it remains
difficult to quantify how far Greek artists were aware of a stylistic rivalry
with the Persians. We do know, however, that a number of Greek crafts-
men worked on the site of the great Persian capital at Persepolis; and one
theory for the motivation of that expensive Athenian building programme
we call the Parthenon is that it was done to compete with Persepolis. The
broad design of the Parthenon frieze may even have been directly provoked
by knowledge of the decoration of the huge reception hall, or Apadana, at
Persepolis. Yet while there may be conceptual similarities between the two
projects, in no way are they stylistically twinned. Trailing around the
reliefs of the palaces of the Persian kings, seeing one scene of tribute and
subordination after another (ill. 10; see also ill. 98), or counting the thou-
sandth identical archer in the service of the king, any Western visitor to
Persepolis will sympathize with Lord Curzon’s famous judgment: ‘all the
same, and the same again, and yet again’.

No one is suggesting that the art of Egypt and the Near East was
retarded or childlike. Indeed, those who explain the two-dimensionality of
such art tend to stress how rational and consistent it is. In terms of figura-
tive representation, this rationality can be variously defined: it is a way of
turning all bodily protrusions into profiles; or cutting sections through
three dimensions; or simply an art in which frontal images take priority.

‘The Greek Revolution’

10 Section of a relief from
the Throne Hall of Xerxes at
Persepolis, dating from the
mid-fifth century sc, showing
a procession of client states
bearing tribute to the king.
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of the Greek Revolution. He declares that in Egyptian art, and the
Mesopotamian cultures, ‘there are no mythological cycles telling of the
exploits of gods and heroes’ (Art and llusion, 109). But this is hardly so.
Even on the basis of a superficial acquaintance of Egyptian art, one could
cite a number of complex mythological narratives: the reliefs of Queen
Hatshepsut’s temple on the West Bank of Thebes (Luxor), for example,
telling of specific and generic episodes in dynastic history, such as the expe-
dition to the equatorial land of Punt; a folkrale-studded papyrus in
Moscow, dated to the nineteenth century 8¢, known as The Shipwrecked
Sailor; and all the eschatological cycles of Isis and Osiris. And there is no
shortage of narratives in the Near East. If the act of storytelling were in
itself an impulse to realistic art, why were the manifold narratives of the
Old Testament not convincingly rendered — as they would be, for instance,
by Rembrandt? (The answer that Judaism is not a culture with artistic
traditions may be pragmatically true, but that will not hold for the
Egyptians.)

Gombrich believes that the Greeks made images to ‘match’ reality as
closely as possible. Yet as we shall see, that very much oversimplifies the
range of Greek images. At the centre of the Greek Revolution, Athens in
the fifth century BC, it is not possible to define Athena, the city’s patron
goddess, by any single image of the ‘real” Athena: she is an archaic wooden
statuette, clad in a peplos (Athena Polias, ‘of the city’); an over-lifesize
brazen warrior (Athena Promachos, ‘frontline fighter’); and the colossal
golden goddess in the Parthenon (Athena Parthenos, ‘the virgin’). Not one
of these images, in fact, corresponds to Homer’s Athena, or the Athena
who will appear on the fifth-century stage (e.g. in the opening scenes of
Sophocles” Ajax). So Gombrich’s proposal that Greek artists were bound
by their figurative extension of narrative to produce convincingly ‘lifelike’
protagonists cannot comprehensively cover all the effects and intentions of
Greek art.

This is not surprising to anyone who considers the development of nar-
rative techniques in Greek art, and specifically sculpture. Gombrich’s idea
that Greek artists set out, contemporaneously with Homer (i.e. around the
eighth century BC), to give their viewers the how rather than the what of a
story, looks misleading in the light of surviving monuments. The earliest
known pedimental decoration is a case in point. On the western front of
the temple of Artemis on Corfu (c. 600—580 BC; see ill. 64), the Gorgon
Medusa takes centre stage, dominating the entrance. Perseus, who, accord-
ing to the already established mythology — as recounted in Hesiod, Shield
of Herakles (216ff.), and Theogony (270ff.) — decapitated the Gorgon, is
nowhere to be seen. At first sight, quite rightly so, since Medusa is still in
possession of her head. But on either side of her we can make out the
figures of a youth and a flying horse. These can be none other than
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on pain of death; and since the horses of Oinomaus were magically swift,
all suitors perished. Until Pelops arrived. Pelops wanted to marry
Hippodameia, but also to live: so he conceived the plan of bribing the
king’s charioteer, one Myrtilos, to substitute the pins holding the wheels
of the king’s chariot to its axle with wax replicas. As the king’s chariot
gathered speed, the wax pins would melt, and the king would be thrown
from his vehicle.

This duly happened: the king was thrown, and died; Pelops gained
Hippodameia. But then he refused to honour the bribe. Accounts differ as
to what it was — money, or the favours of Hippodameia herself. In any case,
Pelops had the charioteer Myrtilos drowned to silence him. And as
Myrtilos was being removed, he laid a curse on the family of Pelops — the
house of Atreus.

The local interest here is obviously to do with the origins of chariot
racing — an important event within the ancient Olympic Games — and the
involvement of Pelops, whose heroic tomb was worshipped at Olympia
and who was eponymous to the entire region of the Peloponnese. The pan-
Hellenic interest lies in the curse: for the house of Atreus, including
Agamemnon, Clytemnestra, Orestes and Electra, would provide a grim
cumulus of tragedy for general edification. The fifth-century playwrights
who explored the eventual results of the charioteer’s curse were as popular
in the Greek colonies as they were in Athens: this was the beginning of a
cycle of stories that every theatre-going Greek would know.

With all this in mind, why should the sculptural presentation of the
chariot race not look curiously like a tableau (ill. 12)? It could almost be
the actors taking a curtain call: the cast, frozen in mimetic postures, with

12 The east pediment of
the temple of Zeus at

Olympia, c. 470 ec, with Zeus

flanked by Pelops and King

Oinomaus, and Hippodameia

with a chariot group.
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no attempt at ‘telling the story’ in any continuous manner. There is the
king, with his wife and daughter; there is Pelops; they all studiously avoid
each other. There are the two chariot groups, plus retainers; and in the
extremities of the pediment, two sinuous personifications of the rivers that
bisect the site of Olympia, the Alpheos and the Kladeos. This is very much
a narrative in anticipation: the viewer has to know what will happen —and
there is really very little clue to that except in one figure: the old seer (ill.
13), who clutches his fist to his face in an almost ham attitude of forebod-
ing. He knows the upshot; he sees beyond the immediate success of the
artful Pelops. His gesture betokens the full iterative force of this story.

As Aristotle would explain, in the ninth chapter of his Poetics: to be
effectively ‘cleansing’ for those who witnessed it, dramatic tragedy must
necessarily blur the boundary between art and life. For the viewers of such
drama to feel moved by it, there must be the illusion that ‘real people’ are
participants. Of course, on the Greek stage characters wore masks; and to
suspend disbelief is necessary, especially since, in Aristotle’s terms, good
tragedies come from ‘unified stories’ (mythoi) — stories whose plots are
perfectly familiar to the audience. But there must be an essential probabil-
ity about the actions and words and attitudes of the players. For an hour
or two, at least, we must suffer.

The involvement of the viewer is not then so much a consequence of nar-
rative per se, but rather the corollary of a culture of enactment. In that
sense it is no accident that the Greek Revolution happens in the time and
place where dramatic festivals became great public events. When the same
myths nourished both theatre and art, we should expect mutual influences.
In fact, on the west pediment of Olympia, where Centaurs and Lapiths are

‘The Greek Revolution’

13 The seer from the east
pediment of the temple of
Zeus, Olympia.



brawling, we may notice direct cross-referencing: for the first time in Greek
sculpture, some of the figures involved in serious violence wear expressions
of pain or effort, and one of two of the Centaurs, with their furrowed
brows and squared mouths, look indebted to the nascent tradition of the-
atrical masks (ill. 14).

A general point should be made here. It is hard to think of an Egyptian
or Assyrian relief, complex as it may be, in which any expression of pain
is depicted. There ought to be: pharaoh triumphant has myriad victims,
many trampled underfoot as they hasten to escape him. Their features,
however, are neutral: pity for their plight is not on the artist’s agenda. On
the other hand, what the Greek Revolution entails is a programme of artis-
tic licence which will culminate in the Laocoon group of the first century
BC (ill. 15; see ill. 136), and incur, en route, Plato’s disapproval. (The
absurd extent of that artistic licence is reached in a story of Seneca’s about
a painter in the fourth century BC who bought a slave at an auction and
slowly tortured his purchase to death in order to sketch the contortions of
the man’s face: Seneca, Controversiae 10.5.)

Centuries later, G.E. Lessing began his meditations, Laokoon (1766),
with the remark that both art and literature ‘present to us appearance as
reality, absent things as present; both deceive, and the deceit of both is
pleasing’. Lessing would go on to claim priority for literature (he was
himself a playwright), which is arguable. It may, however, be that
Aeschylus and others did more for Greek sculpture than is ever imagined.
In this highly qualified sense, we can admit that the character of Greek
narrative contributed towards the Greek Revolution. But it is hardly the
whole story.

14 Detail of a Centaur’s head,
from the west pediment of
the temple of Zeus at
Olympia.

15 The head of Laocoon, a
Roman copy, prabably early
first century ap, of an original
produced perhaps at
Pergamum in the late second
century &c (see also ill. 136).
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needs briefly sketching. Pederasty prevailed at Athens and other Greek
states in a more or less shameless way: that is, although it was governed by
its own decorum, the courtship of younger men by their elders, even on the
grounds of overtly erotic attraction, was perfectly lawful, and indeed com-
monplace. And so far as it concerns the art historian, Greek pederasty is
important because it patently encouraged the appreciation of male physi-
cal beauty The late fifth-century BC Athenian writer and soldier
Xenophon, in the opening passage of his Symposium, describes how one
youthful victor at the Panathenaic Games is sought after by an older
admirer, who sets up a party in the boy’s honour: on the entrance of the
favoured youth, all present fall speechless as they gaze on his athletic radi-
ance. So many Greek vases, produced for such symposia or drinking-
parties, were inscribed with the phrase bo pais kalos — ‘what a beautiful
boy!” — that we must imagine that Xenophon is here describing a common
occurrence. But it is clear from rthis and other accounts (Plato’s
Symposium, for example) that beauty implied more than simply sexual
charisma. The beautiful was charged with the good: the Greek phrase
kalos kagathos is an equation which signifies beauty as a moral quality.
So when young Alcibiades crashes drunkenly into Plato’s Symposium,
he makes it clear in his speech to the assembled company that his
mentor Socrates, notoriously pug-nosed and stubby-bodied, is exceptional
to thart rule.

16 Interior of a fifth-
century sc Athenian red-

figure drinking-cup by Oltos,
showing a victorious athlete

- his prize-winning body
garlanded with ribbons.
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A rule it was, nevertheless. In Greek eyes, ugly people were bad people.
Nowhere is that clearer than in Book Two of Homer’s I/iad, where the
demagogue Thersites is described as limping, hunched, narrow-
shouldered, scrubbily-bearded and ‘pointy-headed’ (oxykephalos). To
Homer and his audience, it can be no wonder that this miserable specimen
of humanity is railing against the aristocrats fighting at Troy (for the sake
of a beautiful woman): from his very appearance Thersites is damned as
ignoble, unlovely and a coward. The proper response from the noble ones
— and by definition, the beautiful ones — is to beat Thersites back into the
gutter where he belongs (Iliad Il. 211-69).

Greek mythology supports this culture of male, morally invested beauty
with stories such as that of Adonis, rewarded for an act of kindness to
Aphrodite with eternal youth and endless erotic adoration. Ganymede,
plucked from earth by Zeus to become his Olympian cup-bearer on
account of his lithe desirability, similarly proves that the gods share human
tastes in beauty. But mythology also demonstrates, of course, that women
enter into the competitive mode. The Judgment of Paris is the Classical
prototype for all modern female beauty contests, and it, too, may have
roots in actual Greek practice: we are told by Athenaeus and other anec-
dotalists that there were, for example, official parades of female pulchri-
tude at Lesbos, in which the women were judged ‘as they walked to
and fro’. Although the appearance of the female nude in Greek sculpture
came later than the male, such contests must have helped generate bodily
ideals for the most desirable of all women: not Helen, but Aphrodite (see
Chapter 8).

The importance of the ideal of kalokagathia — ‘good-laden beauty’, or
‘beautiful goodness’ — is something we shall return to when discussing the
dedication of kouroi at Archaic sanctuaries and cemeteries. In the context
of the Greek Revolution, it helps us to understand the process whereby
sculptors arrived, around the middle of the fifth century Bc, at what was to
become recognized as the ‘classic’ Greek male nude. This was a prototype
for so many copies and adaptations, a model so often quoted, borrowed or
alluded to (see #ll. 137), that its retrospective importance is probably
swollen beyond its original measure. Because it is essentially an athletic
male body that is represented, art historians often mention the effects the
practice of athletics must have had on Greek sculptors. The fact that Greek
athletes competed and trained naked (a gymnasium is the apposite place
to be gymnos, naked), causes Kenneth Clark to comment: ‘no wonder that
[the male body] has never again been looked at with such a keen sense of
its qualities, its proportion, symmetry, elasticity and aplomb’. We can
propose a more precise question: what if the caliper-led criteria used by
judges of the enandria and other beauty contests directly influenced the
commemorative presentation of the male nude in Classical sculpture?
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Such guesswork about the intellectual origins of the Canon is mislead-
ing. It is true that metrology — the science of weights and measures —
became important, not least commercially, to the Greek city-states in the
fifth century: special buildings must have been ser aside for fixing stan-
dards, and the well-known metrological relief in Oxford (ill. 19) probably
once served as a lintel over the entrance to a room where measures were
controlled. The adoption of bodily parts (especially the hand length, or
orthodoron) as units of measurement perhaps encouraged sculptors to
look for examples of absolute accuracy or ‘perfection’. But the description
of the Polykleitan Canon as ‘anthropometric’ — based on measurements
of the body, not some absolute, external matrix — must be qualified by
its characterization as ‘organic’, which means that the system was flex-
ible enough to accommodate female as well as male figures, young as well
as old.

Elusive as the actual Canon is, it is probably most accurately evoked by
Erwin Panofsky, who reckons that it proceeded on the basis of ‘organic dif-
ferentiation’, and reminds us that it sought, in Galen’s words, the defini-
tion of what ‘constitutes beauty’ (kallos synistathai). As such, it was never
akin to the Egyptian canon, whereby a grid was laid out, and the human
form mapped on to it according to the positions where noses, legs and feet
should be; instead, Polykleitos started with a figure — a successful athlete,
perhaps a winner in the euandria contest — and tried to work out how the

_ constituent parts of this body, saluted as ‘beautiful’, related to each other.

Thus, says Panofsky, Classical Greek art ‘opposed to the inflexible,
mechanical, static and conventional craftsman’s code of the Egyptians an
elastic, dynamic and aesthetically relevant system of relations.” And as
Panofsky further points out, the assumptions on which this organic Greek
canon rested were not seriously challenged until the third century Ap, when
the Neoplatonist theories of Plotinus and others, arguing that the soul was
reflected in the eyes, caused the sort of distortion of Classical norms that
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monitor, applaud or punish human behaviour; and that they were also
regarded as having prophylactic powers. Greek art and literature are
packed with examples of such credence. Cassandra clutching at a statue
for protection after the fall of Troy (ill. 22) is a common vignette on Greek
vases, and Aeschylus, in his Seven Against Thebes, dramatizes the effort
made by the Theban women to save their city from a siege by appealing to
the ‘regiment’ (strateuma) of the city’s statues (archaia brete). It is true that
in this particular play, the account of the women’s action is flavoured with
misogyny — trust the likes of womankind (gynaikeion genos), complains
the King of Thebes, to suggest such a futile strategy — but men surely also
held this faith, that cult images were talismans that both protected and
needed protection (hence the evacuation of the Athena Polias statue from
Athens to the island of Salamis in 480 BC, when the Persians invaded).
Greek religion was reciprocal in its nature. Before a statue of a deity you
made your offerings and said your prayers: you expected some goodwill in
return. The statue, therefore, must have ears and it must be capable of
sensing the many vanities of human wishes. In this respect, a statue, to be
credible, must appear to have sensory powers. This is why anthropomor-
phism ultimately has so much responsibility for the Greek Revolution. But
at the same time it generates some odd results. We shall encounter later
(Chapter 8) the unfortunate consequences visited upon young men who
became infatuated with statues of Aphrodite. Though in Greek terms this
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was regarded as bizarre (para phusin), it must also have gained sympathy.
We are told about one pilgrim to Delphi who, having removed a statue
from its base and spent a night with it, is not punished. Instead, he leaves
a wreath behind ‘as the price of the intercourse’, and Apollo expresses
satisfaction through his oracle (see Athenaeus, Deipnosopbistae 606).
Why indeed should the priesthood object, since it is in their interests to
further belief in the animated, responsive powers of cult images? The art-
historical consequence of all this is that the primary and popular Greek
criterion for judging the worth of a statue becomes: how far is it lifelike?

Artists blatantly exploited that criterion. Plato’s disapproval of artists
stems precisely from his suspicion that they were out to confuse the public
by blinding them to the differences between truth and fiction and creating
virtual realities which would in the end disorientate their viewers.
Hellenistic art history is packed with anecdotes about the painters and
sculptors in Plato’s time who notoriously succeeded in creating illusions:
the painter who painted a bunch of grapes, and watched birds peck at his
picture; the painter who invited a rival into his studio and asked him to pull
back a curtain to reveal a masterpiece — and the rival, fooled, tries to pull
back a painted curtain, and so on. Almost exactly the same stories would
be resuscitated for new applications in the art history of the Italian
Renaissance. Hence, therefore, the numerous plaudits for a statue of a
heifer made, we learn, by Myron (of Discobolus fame). Here is a selection
of responses recorded in The Greek Anthology:

I am Myron’s little heifer, set up on a base. Goad me, herdsman, and drive me
off to the herd.

A calf died beside thy heifer, Myron, thinking that the bronze had milk inside.

In vain, bull, thou rushest up to this heifer, for it is lifeless. The sculptor of cows,
Myron, deceived thee.

The lead and stone hold me fast, but otherwise, thanks to thee, sculptor Myron,
[ would be nibbling lotus and rushes.

No trace of this statue remains, and none of the great number of epi-
grammatic compliments it received actually describes its appearance; as
Simon Goldhill has noted, they simply dramatize a response. Myron
apparently received similar reactions to his statue of a sprinter, with
Hellenistic wits suggesting that the figure be chained to its base, lest it run
away. That advice was taken seriously by some curators of statues, for
Pausanias several times records seeing chains holding a statue to its base.

In Hellenistic Alexandria, grand carnival processions were staged whose
centrepieces were mechanized statues, engineered to participate in inter-
active displays. For one Alexandrine procession or pompe, a statue, 3.6m
(12 fr) high, was designed of Nysa, nurse of Dionysos, which could rise
automatically, pour a libation of milk, and then sit down again. And
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Hellenistic literature connives in the enterprise, parodying popular judg-
ments of the sculptor’s art. In Theocritus’ Idyll XV, for example, ladies vis-
iting a temple are aroused to almost sexual ecstasies when they see how
‘lifelike’ (empyschous) are the figures on a tapestry, especially the lovely
young Adonis; and in the fourth Mime of Herodas, two ladies, with sus-
piciously disparaging names (‘Kynno’ and ‘Kokkale’) and heavily rustic
accents, talk us through some temple statues ascribed to the sons of
Praxiteles — absurdly, and remorselessly, in terms of how the statues
look like they need a bite to eat, how you can almost hear them talking,
and so on.

Again one is struck by an element of misogyny here, and of course a
sophisticated intellectual audience is supposed to laugh at such naivery. But
it would be rash to dismiss the credence in animated statues as some sort
of popular gullibility. To judge from the results of the Greek Revolution,
the degree to which images could be animated was a matter for very serious
consideration.

Conclusion: “Pygmalion’s power”

Our search for the causes of dynamic stylistic change in Greek sculpture
has explored the traditional explanations, and also advanced along routes
of analysis less frequently taken. It is time to attempt a conclusion.

In his influential essay, on “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical
Reproduction’, written in 1935, Walter Benjamin claimed that the key to
analysing the social history of art was to appreciate art’s aura. By ‘aura’
Benjamin meant ‘the unique phenomenon of a distance, however close [an
object] may be’ — a cultic function, an authenticity derived from the ‘con-
textual integration of art in tradition’. The aura of a work of art, in
Benjamin’s terms, is ‘that which withers in an age of mechanical repro-
duction’. If we take this concept of aura as crucial, then we are bound to
place particular stress on the demands of anthropomorphic cult practice
when explaining the Greek Revolution. And this is not simply because
most Greek sculpture once stood in what were variously, but definitely,
sacred spaces. It is also because the sculptor was conceived of as an essen-
tially vicarious agent: through him came glimpses, or even revelations, of
the divine.

Gombrich describes the enterprise of the sculptors of the Greek
Revolution as a display of ‘Pygmalion’s power’ — the power to bring things
alive by assiduously representational or naturalistic art. A reconsideration
of the Pygmalion story will help clarify how far this power is bound up
with the aura of Greek sculpture. Following the Roman poet Ovid, who
tells the story best (Metamorphoses X. 243-97), we encounter Pygmalion
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3

DAEDALUS AND THE WINGS OF TECHNE

It is accepted that societies and cultures live in a state of equilibrium . . . For
any significant change to take place . . . innovations must be linked in a devi-
ation-amplifying mutual causal system: the innovation produces effects which
favour the further development of the innovation . . . When the structure of
the subsystems is such that marked change can occur in them (for instance
when a technological threshold such as the invention of metal casting, or the
sowing of grain, can be surmounted) a cultural ‘take-off” is possible.

Colin Renfrew, The Emergence of Civilisation (London 1972), 43

The gynaecology of Greek art

It is commonplace to use the terminology of procreation in both art
history and archaeology. Many accounts of Archaic Greek sculpture are
framed in terms of ‘seeds’ being ‘sown’, techniques ‘hatched’ or ‘con-
ceived’, forms ‘born’, and so on. To anyone surveying those books claim-
ing to explain the ‘birth’> of Greek art generally, the gynaecological
metaphor must soon lose its usefulness: for the claimed parentage is often
less a matter of forensic certainty, and more an area of political correct-
ness or ethnic propaganda. Thus Turkish scholars claim ancient Anatolia
to have been the indispensable supplier of motifs, monsters and other dec-
orative devices; Jewish scholars are perhaps inclined to stress the role of
the Phoenicians, not only as commercial transmitters of Eastern objects;
Egyptologists insist that only a knowledge of the ‘Egyptian canon’, and
Egyptian stone-cutting techniques, could have enabled the Greeks to
progress from figurines to monumental statues; and staunch philhellenes
argue that Minoan and Mycenaean sites yield all the necessary precedents
and prototypes for the figurative styles we now generally salute as ‘Greek’.

To locate a time and place for ‘the birth’ of Greek sculpture is probably
a misguided enterprise. As long ago as 1774, the German philosopher J.G.
Herder argued (against his contemporary Winckelmann, whose view of
the absolute ‘perfection’ of Classical Greek statuary we have already
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approaches is not a display of Classical arrogance. And before we go any
further, we must dismantle the Greeks’ own extravagant claims to artistic
independence.

Daedalus: the invention of the arch-inventor

By his works he is known: the works were datdala, and he was Daedalus;
and ‘Daedalic’ is the usual denomination for the earliest style of Greek
sculpture. If only it were so simple.

The first thing to acknowledge is that while he is generically eponymous
to the ‘first’ Greek statues, Daedalus has a truly mixed reputation. One
scholar has registered ‘the hint of treachery which often accompanies the
glamour of daidala in the earliest literature’. This resonance can be sensed
into Roman times and beyond, as the name of Daedalus continues to be
evocative of tricks, ingenuity and a particularly shrewd sort of arrogance
(thus it was Daedalus who fashioned wings for the first airborne humans,
but his son Icarus who tried to fly at an impossible altitude).

The flight, now best-known of Daedalic exploits, occurs in the mythical
context of an escape from King Minos in Crete. Daedalus, without Icarus,
thereby arrives in Sicily, where his clever energies are soon harnessed for all
sorts of useful projects: hot baths, dams and other proto-feats of civil engi-
neering. Apart from providing a rather obvious metaphor for the process
of Greek colonization in the West, this legendary amalgam of artist, engi-
neer and aviation specialist inevitably tempts us to liken Daedalus to
Leonardo da Vinci. But there is a single and substantial difference. The
works and notebooks of Leonardo survive, whereas for Daedalus there is
not a single fragment of archaeological attestation. There is no such thing
as the historical Daedalus.

Some ancient writers thought there was. That diligent tourist Pausanias
tells us on several occasions that he came across statues, especially in the
remoter sanctuaries of the Peloponnese, which he (or his local informants)
believed were made by Daedalus. Pausanias, however, tends not to use the
phraseology of daidala for olden statues; his preferred term is xoana, by
which he usually means wooden cult images. His eye can detect that their
execution may be primitive, or primitivist; but both despite this and
because of it, he sees that they are venerable works, even if not actually
made by prehistoric sculptors (for example, he tells us that one xoanon he
saw on the island of Aegina was by Myron, more often celebrated as the
fifth-cenrury BC author of the Discobolus). The aesthetic equation of *old-
looking’ with *divine’ then applies to those few statues Pausanias accred-

its to Daedalus, which he thought he saw at two sanctuaries in Boeotia:
Lebadeia and Thebes.
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26 (above) An ivory statuette of Hera (front and
side views), from Perachora (Corinth), dating from
the late eighth century ec; the carving is very
frontal, lacking a full profile view.

27 (right) The Auxerre Goddess: a ‘Daedalic’
sculpture of the early seventh century ec, probably
originally from Crete.
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although the context of recovery fails to define the statue’s identity or
purpose, the excavators may be right to label it vaguely as a ‘youthful
deity’. Such figures probably also existed on a much larger scale: at
Knossos, Arthur Evans thought he had come across the remains — bronze
locks of hair, with a mass of charcoal — of a colossal wooden statue mea-
suring some 2.8 m (9 ft) high (Palace of Minos, Vol. 111, §22). How much
of the body of this supposed figure was worked is unknown: it was possi-
bly nothing more than a draped column.

The Palaikastro ‘*kouros’, with its advanced left leg, may well have more
claim to Daedalic authorship than any other extant statue. But the term
‘Daedalic’ has already been hijacked to describe a style of sculprure that
prevails at a later period, and not only on Crete (though Crete looks like
its earliest home); and while no scholar seriously supposes that the myth-
ical Daedalus had anything to do with sculptures labelled ‘Daedalic’, we
are bound to indulge this misnomer — it has lodged too long in the parlance
of Classical archaeology.

‘Daedalic’ covers a variety of media and dimensions, ranging from small
anthropomorphic pots to large pieces of architecrural sculpture, but its
stylistic characteristics can be easily summarized. First, it depends on a
frontal approach from its viewers. There is no depth to Daedalic figures:
faces are mask-like, and bodies plank-like. Typical, in its absence of a full
profile view, is the ivory mannikin of Hera from the Corinthian sanctuary
of Perachora (ill. 26). Second, the style is formulaic, or mannered. Faces
are turned into triangles; hair into blocks (the ‘judge’s wig’); and detail is
rendered according to essentially pictorial conventions. Looking at one of
the best-known examples of this style, the limestone ‘Auxerre Goddess’,
probably from Crete (ill. 27), we may wonder if the gesture of this stat-
uette is not in fact a hand on heart but rather is to be read as extending
forward in supplication: for the rules imposed by frontality would demand
that an arm extended at the elbow be carved as lying across the body. (In
which case, the figure must be deemed more likely a votary than a goddess.)

The plank-like form of this and other Daedalic pieces encourages the
hypothesis that they may be translations of wooden cult xoana into stone,
bronze and terracotta; and the seventh-century BC dating of such pieces
means that they are often claimed as the oldest of Greek sculptures. As we
have seen, their attachment to ‘Daedalus’ is unfortunate. But we can put
some substance into the claim for Daedalic statuary to be considered as
‘Greek’. Its points of production were once identified as predominantly
‘Dorian’ Greek sites — Corinth, Rhodes, Crete and Sparta — but where
Daedalic statues were made is less important than where they were found.
The fact is that they travelled. They were displayed at burgeoning seventh-
century sanctuaries: of Zeus at Olympia; of Hera at Argos and Perachora;
of Apollo at Delphi and Delos, to name the most obvious. These were
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of the seventh and sixth centuries are improbable. The use of island
marble; of added paint for facial details; of abrading materials like emery;
and the application, perhaps, of a basic system of proportions are all
more likely explained by coincidence, rather than distant influence over the
millennia.

We should turn to a more decisive technical factor: quarrying. An inci-
dental phrase from a fifth-century BC historian will illustrate its impor-
tance. Thucydides, describing a passage of the Peloponnesian War in 425
BC, tells how Athenian troops landed rather unexpectedly at Pylos, and
improvised a garrison there. ‘Having no iron tools’, says Thucydides, they
simply gathered loose stones (lithoi logades), and piled them up, as well as
they could fit them together. The explanation of the lack of tools is neces-
sary for his audience. Thucydides implies that if tools had been to hand,
the fortification blocks would have been properly quarried.

This brief reversion to a state of nature, in which stone cannot be quar-
ried because iron tools are not available, again raises questions of indebt-
edness. It is generally supposed (without direct testimony) that Greek
quarrying techniques came from Egypt: and indeed the modes of extrac-
tion seem to have been superficially similar. The Egyptians of the Old and
Middle Kingdoms generally used a bronze punch to stun their rocks
(granite, porphyry, assorted sandstones; rarely alabaster, and never
marble); the Greeks would prefer an iron pick, hewing a trench around a
potential block before levering it out. That the Egyptians also trenched
around an intended piece is shown by an abandoned obelisk of Queen
Hatshepsut (who ruled 1490-1468 BC) at Aswan: this was granite, and a
fine index of how large a single piece of that stone could be extracted.

Both Greek and Egyptian methods must have relied on a preliminary
matrix of measurements. It is not clear, however, that Greek sculptors
applied the Egyptian canon of cubits to their extraction of marble.
Michelangelo, who understood quarrying, would see a block and then
imagine a statue; likewise, if he had a statue in mind before he had found
the block, he might spend many months quarrying in order to find the right
stone. Extracting marble might be said, then, to be more romantic than
mathematical. Certainly its early sculptors were proud of being able to
extract very large pieces and work them into shapes: the colossal Apollo
which the Naxians dedicated at Delos in the sixth century BC boasted (in
the quaint first-person fashion that adds force to a belief in animated stat-
uary), ‘l am from one stone, statue and base’ (to auto litho emi andrias kai
to sphelas).

Marble quarries were opened up in various parts of the Greek world: on
the Cycladic islands of Naxos and Paros, and the northerly island of
Thasos; at Doliana in the Peloponnese; and at Pentelikon and Hymettos in
Attica. Eventually, some of the busiest quarries were connected with large
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Graeco-Roman communities in Asia Minor, such as Ephesus and
Aphrodisias. But our concern here is with the earliest evidence, which
probably comes from Naxos.

Traces of marble quarrying are to be found at several Naxian sites; the
earliest appears to be the village of Apollonas. The name is misleading
since the half-finished statue abandoned in the quarry above the shore-side
settlement is most certainly not Apollo (ill. 29). This figure would have
stood 10.66 m (35 ft) high if it had been erected. To what stage of the
quarry’s chronology it belongs is open to speculation, but a reasonable
guess is somewhere between the mid-sixth and mid-fifth centuries Bc. It
was clearly intended to wear a beard; perhaps as an image of Hermes, or
more likely Dionysos, who was legendarily (via Ariadne) connected with
the island (and the early coinage of Naxos features a tell-tale Dionysiac
vessel, the kantharos). But for present purposes, the eventual subject is
irrelevant. What is important is that it was to have been a colossal statue,
and that whoever was entrusted with the job of extracting the starue’s raw
material from the quarry was also entrusted with carving the figure to
within a centimetre (in some places) of its intended finished surface.

The stages of the operation can be simply retraced. Having identified a
potential block, the masons cut a trench around it wide enough for them
to stand in while working on the basic shape of the statue. They then used
metal punches to strip the block of as much stone as possible, prior to
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attempting to move it. This involved a sure knowledge of what the statue
was going to look like when it reached its ultimate polished appearance.
Then came the trickiest part of the process: levering away this shaped piece
from its bedrock, having probably ‘honeycombed’ the underlying stone.
And it was apparently at this stage that something went wrong with the
Naxian Dionysos: it may have been the fissure that is visible today across
the upper part of the torso of the figure. The enterprise went no further;
thousands of man-hours were wasted.

The reason for removing so much stone from the block prior to its
attempted transport was presumably logistical and economical. The
density of marble (at least 2.7 tons per cubic metre) makes it a formidable
prospect to lug around. The Naxians, as is clear, became well practised at
moving it, and in dimensions even greater than this failed Dionysos,
though the quarries at Melanes, in the interior of the island, show by
further discarded statues that accidents could happen in transit too, But
the chief interest of this process of extraction is, so to speak, vocational.
In modern terms, the stonemason or quarryman holds one job; the sculp-
tor another. This is a division of labour which Italians in the sixteenth
century marked by defining one job tagliapietra, and the other scultore.
Michelangelo was probably unusual in the degree to which he supervised,
or even participated in, the quarrying stage; but he did not allow others to
have any hand in preliminary fashioning or roughing out. He would take
the block back to his studio, and had various methods of his own for sub-
sequently ‘releasing’ the statue within it,

On Naxos, no such division of labour can have prevailed. Modern con-
ceprions of the distinction between ‘stonemason’ and ‘sculptor’ — the one
categorizing a ‘craft’, the other an ‘art’ — have led scholars to suppose that
there was some prevalent canon which enabled a statue to be roughed out
in the quarry, then sent elsewhere to be finished off, by a separate work-
force; but this seems highly unlikely. The Naxian Dionysos conforms to no
other surviving ‘type’, whether in terms of its scale or its subject: so how
can the (unartistic) quarrymen have known what the (artistic) sculptor had
in mind? As we shall see, the isolation of the Greek sculptor as a hermetic
genius, lonesomely meditating his next aestheric shock, is dangerously
anachronistic. [tis far more sensible to imagine the sculptor (or more likely,
sculptors) of Archaic statuary doing as much work as possible prior to
transport. No ‘workshop’ is really required for such sculprure, and what
suits a marble-cutter best is to have his block lying flat on the ground, or
slightly off horizontal, for as long as possible — it makes wielding a mallet
much less wearisome. Such iz situ work also allowed sculptors to discover
flaws in a block before going too far with it.

The stages of carving an Archaic marble figure from a single block of
marble can be simply described as follows:
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1 Sketch or incise the profile of the intended figure on opposite sides of
the block (as in the would-be equine statue in limestone from Sparta,
in the Brirish Museum, ll. 30);

2 Partally carve the profile;

3 Sketch or incise the front view of the intended figure;

4 Partially carve this front view. The result so far will look roughly
shaped (ill. 31), but can be then improved by:

5 Rounding off and cutting into interior space (e.g. between arms and
legs), with some preliminary smoothing. Transport may not be con-
templated until this stage, as evident from the abandoned kouro: on
Naxos (ill. 32). Finally:

6 Definition of forms (e.g. hairstyles, facial features), addition of
incised derails (e.g. markings of abdominal muscles), and fine polish-
ing of surface. A light- or reddish-coloured wash was probably
applied to nude figures, or any exposed flesh parts: there is no evi-
dence that the Greeks appreciated the glare of ‘raw’ marble, and
carved clothes were vividly painted.

Carving a relief is a simpler proposition, with only the front view to con-
centrate on and a reserve of solid stone to work against. Its stages may be
readily understood by comparing two limestone metopes from the ezst
side of the early (c. 550 BC) Heraion at the Foce del Sele sanctuary near
Paestum, in South Italy. They come from a series illustrating a skirmish
between Herakles and Centaurs which the sculptors never finished off. sa
one is only a shadow;, or rather the half-carved form, of a Centaur (#lfs 33
and 34).

Roughing-out of figures was generally done with single-pointed toals —
picks, pick hammers and pointed chisels of varying weights. The mizo-
duction of the claw chisel to Greece — an iron chisel with teeth. used 2t 22
angle to the stone —is dated to the first quarter of the sixth century 8¢, 2nd
may have speeded up the finishing process. Various types of drill were 255
developed during the sixth century, and dexterity with such drills — moss!
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s=tueti= from the temple of
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32 (e A kouros at Melanes,
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miadis of transporting it from
the quarry.




powered by bow-devices or straps, and incorporating drill-bits as large as
20 mm (% in) — is extravagantly displayed on the draperies of the later
sixth-century marble ‘maidens’, or korai, dedicated on the Athenian
Akropolis (see ill. 59). These korai, along with some of their male coun-
terparts, also demonstrate the structural devices by which Archaic sculp-
tors freed themselves from some of marble’s monolithic tyrannies: using
separate pieces of marble for the head or legs, for example (ill. 35); or
making statues more spatially ambitious with separate arms neatly
inserted at discreet junctures of flesh and drapery (ill. 36). No glue was
required for fixing these pieces. Metal dowels might be inserted for added
strength, and the joins sealed with a light cement, but basically the tech-
nique relied on extremely snug-fitting socket-and-tenon joints.

Archaic Greek sculpture is sometimes applauded for its “direct carving’,

33 (top left) Limestone metope of a Centaur from the
Heraion at Foce del Sele, Paestum; sixth century sc.

34 (top right) An unfinished limestone metope from
the Heraion at Foce del Sele, Paestum; sixth century Bc.

35 (centre) The method of joining different parts of
an Athenian marble kore; c. 525 sc.

36 (right) A marble torso from the Akropolis, the arms
of which were added separately and are now lost;
early fifth century sc.
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by whimsical admirers who begrudge artists the use of copying or point-
ing machines, But, in fact, it is unlikely that Archaic sculptors commenced
carving without a model of their intended piece, of at least one-third its
scale, if not 1:1. The two bovine youths found at Delphi, usually known
as Kleobis and Biton (see #lls 76 and 77), may possibly not represent the
two brothers of these names found in Herodotus — there are epigraphic
doubts abour this identification — but one thing is sure: they are sculptural
twins, difficult to distinguish from each other, and are probably both
‘copied’ from a single model (or else one from the other).

What developed in the fifth century BC was a method of ‘pointing-off’
to transfer measurements from a model to the stone being carved. This
practice, which would be refined in later Greek and Roman times, is
usually betrayed by knobs or nodules left on apparently finished statues —
small points of reference left on the surface of the stone, from which the
statue could be checked against its prototype. The pedimental sculptures
of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia (c. 460 BC) bear traces of such measur-
ing points. Later, we find references to paradeigmata, proplasmata and
typoi as essential stages in the sculptural process; and Pliny says that the
models of the bronze sculptor Arkesilaos actually fetched higher prices in
the Roman art market than the finished works of some other sculptors
(Natural History XXXV. 155).

Models for ‘Daedalic’ statuary were probably made of wood. Later on,
terracotta would be the preferred modelling medium. In this respect, it is
perhaps misleading to emphasize, as some scholars do, the ‘plastic’ impact
of bronze sculpture upon marble-working, which may be characterized as
essentially ‘glyptic’ — that is, a process of stripping away and cutting into
a material, rather than building it up. But despite the ingenuity of tenon
joints, and before the Hellenistic practice of making group compositions
out of single large blocks of marble, it is true to say that bronze sculpture
offered, to the exponents of the Greek Revolution, more excitingly ‘life-
like’ possibiliries than marble, limestone or any other stone. It is to the first
essays in bronze that we now turn.

Techne: bronze and terracotta

In Book Eighteen of Homer’s Iliad, Thetis, mother of Achilles, visits the
smithy of Olympus, seeking special armour for her son. Homer, who has
little to say about Daedalus, enjoys himself with a portrait of Hephaistos,
the grimy maestro of the gods. Again, we see the fastidious ‘civilized’
Greek mixture of distaste and admiration for skilled labour exemplified by
the marginality of Hephaistos: lame, sexually frustrated, consigned to
sweat, dust and toil, and consequently asthmatic, he is nevertheless a figure
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figure in wax, which was then given a clay ‘coat’, leaving an aperture; the
figure was fired, turning the clay to terracotta and the melted wax poured
out via the aperture. Into the now-hollow figure was poured molten
bronze. Once the bronze was set, the clay jacket could be chipped off, and
all that was then required was smoothing or minor engraving and chasing,
The wax model was lost, of course, but beeswax, when warmed, is a
pliable and easily-shaped material, and another miniature horse or ox
might be made within minutes.

Solid bronzes beyond a small scale are very rare. Apart from being prodi-
gal in the use of metal, and producing heavy statues, there are technical
risks in solid-casting large pieces. As it cools, bronze contracts, and
releases gases and bubbles: cracks and disfigurements occur more fre-
quently as scale increases. On behalf of the ambitious Archaic Greek
sculptor in bronze, then, we might identify sympathetically three technical
desiderata: first, to cast lifesize hollow figures; second, to cast them in sep-
arate units (so that if one part went wrong, say the arm of a statue, it did
not involve a recasting of the entire figure); and third, to cast duplicate
figures — that is, to devise a method of casting that did not entail the
destruction of the original model (duplication was not only economical,
but also useful for constructing groups).

37 A sphyrelaton-a
hammered bronze - of a
winged goddess, from
Olympia; sixth century Bc.
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but average at around smm (i.e. a quarter of an inch). The outer mould
would then be chipped off. If the statue were being made piecemeal — as
most Greek hollow bronzes were — it would also be possible, once the
bronze had cooled, to hack out the inner core too. The statue was now
more or less complete; it remained to assemble the constituent parts, either
with socket joints (similar to those encountered in marble) or by a sort of
welding that involved pouring molten bronze around the areas to be
joined; and add such detail as was possible when the bronze was cold. A
fifth-century Athenian cup (ill. 39) shows the assembly and finishing stages
of some large bronze statues, involving not only beating out, but also
scraping. Intriguingly, the tools being used to smooth the surface of the
bronze look very similar to the strigils used by athletes to tone and depilate
their bodies after exercise. Also from Athens comes an example of what
the clay mould of a bronze kouros would have looked like (ill. 40).

It has been noted that on really fine fifth-century bronzes, such as the
pair from Riace, most of the final detail was already determined by the wax
model. Gazing at the sinews of one of the Riace figures, and meditating on
the fiery technical hazards that haunted most of the stages of casting large-
scale bronzes, we may appreciate once more that competitive mentality
which the Greeks called eris — a word which at its strongest implies out-
right strife — catalysing the bronzesmith’s art.

The maker of terracottas, the koroplastes, was less honoured among
artists. It was a relatively simple business. From a master model, or patrix,
of any material, moulds were taken (mostly in clay, sometimes plaster). A
single mould would produce reliefs and plaques; with a double mould,
either solid or hollow figures could be produced, by simply lining the
mould with wet clay (which shrinks on drying, and is therefore easy to coax
out of the mould). In central Greece, terracotta figures were mostly small
scale, and often served as children’s toys, or as rather downmarket votive
offerings. One would call these mass-produced, which in terms of quan-
tity they were; however, it is worth noting that surprisingly few duplicates
are found, implying a quick turnover in moulds.

In the Western colonies, however, and in Hellenized Etruria, terracotta
statuary was taken more seriously. Literary traditions (e.g. Pliny, Natural
History XXXII. 152) record that a seventh-century aristocratic exile from
Corinth, called Demarartus, came to Italy with three craftsmen (comitatos
fictores) who specialized in terracotta shaping and painting. It is around
this time that the production of terracotta statues and architectural com-
ponents — anthropomorphic antefixes and gutter-mouldings, for example
— begins in Etruria, and hardly looks back. During the late sixth and early
fifth centuries B¢, complex pedimental groups (the temple decorations
from Pyrgi are good examples) and confident essays on Greek themes, such
as the reclining kouros from Cerveteri (ill. 41) were achieved. In South

39 A detail of the ‘Foundry
Cup’, an early fifth-century sc
Athenian red-figure kylix,
depicting the process of
manufacturing bronze
sculptures.

40 A clay mould for the
lower half of a bronze
kouros, from the Athenian
Agora; mid-sixth century Bc.
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Italy, especially Sicily, marble statuary would eventually make its presence
felt; however, here, too, the terracotta-makers achieved a lightness of touch
which can be a relief from solid stone sculpture. The dancing or ‘fleeing’
girls in Reggio (ill. 42) are exemplary of such lightness.

The colour on ancient terracotta sculptures survives more persistently
than the colouring of stone, but we should not let that deceive us. As
William Gell observed of the Greeks: ‘no nation ever exhibited a greater
passion for gaudy colours’. This passion did not confine itself to terracor-
tas alone: all stone sculpture was painted, and notice of that paintwork
must necessarily cap any discussion of the techniques of Greek sculprure.

A note on polychromy

The excavators of Greek sculpture have had to break the news, unwelcome
to some, that the Greeks were passionate about painting their starues. This
information had dawned on students of Greek architecture in the eigh-
teenth century, but as late as 1862 we find Charles Newton, publishing his
finds from Halicarnassus, rather deploring the vulgarity of colours
employed on the Mausoleum frieze. There is a natural antipathy, inherited
from the Renaissance, towards the notion of obscuring the translucence of
white marble, But there is no doubt that polychromy was an important fin-
ishing touch to Greek sculpture, from its earliest manifestations onwards.
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41 Reclining terracotta figure
from Cerveteri, Etruria; early
fifth century sc.

42 Dancing maidens: a late
sixth-century Bc terracotta
relie? from South Italy.




The olden wooden xoana were certainly painted. Many, standing
outside and exposed to the elements, needed paint for protection, Marble
has a lesser requirement for paint as a prophylactic, but in the glare of
bright sunlight, statues (and buildings) in marble are almost impossible to
appreciate. The Roman architectural writer Vitruvius tells us of a waxing
and oiling process (called ganosis) devised by the Greeks to prevent solar
damage — flaking and fading —to the paint on statues (De Architectura VII.
9.2—4). It has also been established that the Parthenon and other marble
temples were treated with an organic wash that had the effect of toning
down this blank, over-whiteness of raw marble; and it is clear that even
nude statues such as Kritian Boy were treated.

This makes sense in the context of the Greek Revolution: Kritian Boy
was painted the colour of a sun-tanned youth for the same ultimate reason
that he was given inlaid eyes — to add to his verisimilitude. Gentler tints
would have been reserved for the flesh parts of female statues, since women
spent most of their time indoors. But clothes were a riot of colour. The
Acropolis korai have provided many instances of this glorious paintwork,
and new photographic techniques reveal that the textiles on statues such as
the ‘Peplos kore’, whose painted drapery visible at the time of excavation
has been restored on her cast in the Cambridge Museum of Classical
Archaeology (ills 43 and 44), may themselves have been invested with
complex painted figured scenes such as chariot-racing. It seems that the
statue was repainted at intervals, evidently quite short ones. The evidence
may go so far as to attest a division of skills at this stage, with some later
sources (e.g. Pliny, Natural History XXXV. 13 3) suggesting that the art of
the painter (grapheus) was germane to a really fine statue.

Limestone statues were brightly painted (hence the ‘Bluebeard’ figure
from one of the Archaic temples or treasuries on the Acropolis: see ill. 67);
terracottas, too, called for the sort of artwork usually associated with
vases. About bronzes we are less well informed. Late references to ‘rosy-
cheeked’ bronze statues (e.g. Callistratos, Ekphrasis XI. 43 5K) imply at
least the tinting of flesh parts, and hair too was probably enriched with
painted detail. Statues were sometimes gilded to enhance their value, but

never deliberately patinated. Metallic gleams may have retained their own
aesthetic premium: there was no point in giving statues like the Riace
bronzes (see ill. 92) inlaid copper lips unless, presumably, the particular
metal could be perceived and thus appreciated.
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43-4 A cast of the ‘Peplos kore’ from the Akropolis, Athens, dating
from the mid-sixth century ec, with a restored and painted version,
giving some impression of what it originally would have looked like.
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SACRED DECORATION

With the aid of ancient literature and illustrations the expert may be able to
restore in his mind’s eye the activities in house or market, the visitors who
entered the temple with their offerings, the long processions which led to it at
the festivals, and the varied disarray that filled now empty spaces. But the best-
trained imagination has its limitations. Take, for instance, that altar-stone
outside the temple — it rises grey and worn, with flowers in the crevices and
round about, amid grass and aromatic bushes gay with butterflies and bees:
here the Greeks heard the bellowing of frantic cattle, watched the flies blacken
the widening carpet of blood, and smelled a reek that was fouler than in any
slaughter-house.

AW, Lawrence, Greek Architecture (Harmondsworth 1973), 289

The economics of idolatry and the archaeology of cult

The sanctuary of Artemis at Ephesus in Asia Minor was in antiquity one
of the most prodigal of sanctuaries. Endowed already in the sixth century
BC with a temple of unusually large dimensions, its success only seemed to
attract more donors, including Alexander the Great and several generous
Roman emperors. The cult of Artemis as fostered by the Greeks was not
altogether new: it blended with a tradition of worshipping the Mother
Goddess practrised in Anatolia since prehistory. And the cult statue of
Artemis at Ephesus looked grotesquely ancient: a simple wooden xoanon,
festooned with amber globules that gave her the appearance of being
super-fertile and ultra-matronly. Marble copies of the image render the
amber globules as so many breasts, and to anyone not persuaded of the
truth of anthropomorphic representations, this goddess (ill. 4 5) must have
seemed not only bizarre in her nature, but also downright licentious.
(There is a view that the supposed breasts were bull scrota, but the point
about fertility stands.) It is not surprising that the jews and Christians who
visited Ephesus deplored the sanctuary.

St Paul came to Ephesus in around Ap 34, and spent a little over two years
in the area. The New Testament (Acts 19) records how he disputed with
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Greek philosophers there, ministered to the sick, preached to both Greeks
and Jews in the area, and organized bonfires of their books: thus ‘the word
of the Lord’, as Acts notes with satisfaction, ‘increased and prevailed’.

But not without controversy. A certain Demetrios, a silversmith (argyro-
kopos) who specialized in making miniature silver shrines of Artemis,
convened a meeting of his fellow technitai, and pointed out the threat that
this preacher was posing to their livelihoods. A part of Paul’s message,
Demetrios rightly saw, was that ‘there are no gods which are made by
hands’ (ouk eisin theoi oi dia cheiron ginomenoi): and if his message con-
tinued to gain ground, not only would they all be out of business, but the
great goddess Artemis, who was worshipped not only in Asia but in the
wider world, would be insulted. Demetrios succeeded in raising an uproar:
crying ‘Great is Artemis of Ephesians!’, the Ephesian craftsmen rushed
across to the theatre on what appears to be a collective accord to lynch
Paul.

Partly by virtue of Paul’s discretion in lying low, and shortly afterwards
slipping away to Macedonia, but mostly by the calming invocation of
Roman law, the situation was defused. Paul was judged legally blameless
of either ‘temple robbery’ (hierosylia) or blasphemy. Yet anyone coming to
this episode with an archaeological acquaintance of Greek religion will
sympathize with Demetrios and his fellow workers. They were right: the
Judaeo-Christian hostility towards the fabrication of divine images would,
eventually, destroy their handicraft and bring about the eclipse of their
goddess.

Many readers of this book will belong, like its author, to a broadly
Judaeo-Christian background; or at least, if we would prefer to define it
thus, to a tradition of scientific rationalism. As such, we are not well placed
to understand the nature of religious belief at Ephesus, We are likely to
take a cynical view of the operations of Demetrios and his fellows, or the
priesthood which encouraged their presence: we may imagine simple pil-
grims to Ephesus being fleeced at every angle of the sanctuary, cajoled into
believing that the great Artemis would heal their limbs, gratify their
desires, punish their enemies or make their crops grow — just so long as they
parted with cash for votives or souvenirs. Like Paul, we will consider this
a brazen case of manipulation: we may go even further, and condemn it in
Marxist terms as the mass administering of opiates by a cunning and con-
trolling class of priests-cum-politicians.

There is no denying that Greck sanctuaries were places where a great
deal of what one might call ‘business’ was conducted, with an exchange of
valuables both in cash and in kind. Often in rather remote areas, they gen-
erated a sector of service crafts and industries, and promoted communi-
ties which would not otherwise have existed. Curiously, they may be seen
to have functioned in ancient times rather as many function as tourist

45 Artemis of Ephesus: an
engraving of the Wilton
House copy of the cult statue.
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a persuasion that their harvests were the effect of her [i.e. Demeter’s]
bounty’. Previous attempts by French antique-hunters to remove the statue
had failed: having been dragged to the port, ‘Demeter’, according to the
locals, had flown back to her proper place.

‘Like the virgin of Loretto’, sardonically comments E.D. Clarke, the man
who eventually succeeded in transferring the statue from Eleusis to
Cambridge. His strategy for wresting it away from its poor credulous
keepers was simple and ruthless:

1 found the goddess in a dunghill buried to her ears. The Eleusinian peasants, at
the very mention of moving it, regarded me as one who would bring the moon
from her orbit, What would become of their corn, they said, if the old lady with
her basket was removed?  went to Athens and made an application to the Pacha,
aiding my request by letting an English telescope glide between his fingers. The
business was done.

(W. Otter, Life and Remains of Rev. E.D. Clarke, London 1824, 505)

Neither an ‘enlightened’ English scientist — Clarke would become a
Professor of Mineralogy at Cambridge — nor a Muslim governor — the
Turkish ‘Pacha’ referred to by Clarke, who would later allow Lord Elgin to
take ‘one or two pieces of stone’ from the Athenian Akropolis — could care
very much for residual Greek faith in sacred statues. (Irritatingly, Clarke
went back to Eleusis a year after his removal of the fertility-bringing
goddess, and claimed that despite her absence there had been a bumper
harvest.) We may find ourselves similarly inclined to dismiss such phe-
nomena as the workings of the primitive mind, which we would rather not
imagine lingering in Classical Greece — so often considered as the cradle of
science, mathematics and rationality.

It is true that some ancient tension can be shown to have existed between
what we would call ‘magic’ or ‘superstition’, and the development of sci-
entific or ‘rational’ inquiry. The Pre-Socratic philosophers of the sixth
century BC have been described as apparently ‘ignoring with astonishing
boldness the prescriptive sanctities of religious representation’. Geoffrey
Lloyd has established that in the arena of ancient Greek medicine, relations
berween ‘faith-healers’ and the Hippocratic physicians should be
described as ‘adversarial’, at least in terms of the respective rhetorical posi-
tions adopted by either side; and the Greeks perhaps betray a basic unease
with the protocols of established cult when they create an ambivalent
meaning for the word deisidamonia, which can signify either a healthy
‘respect for the gods’ or an unhealthy ‘superstition’.

The complexities of the social psychology involved here are beyond the
scope of this book to explain. (We have only to think of the mystical cult
that was associated with the philosopher-mathematician Pythagoras to

46 A caryatid from the
Propylaea at Eleusis; probably
second century Ap.
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The enthusiasm of dedicants caused some practical problems. From the
Asklepeion at Rhodes comes a third-century BC inscription which says:

No one is permitted to request that an image be raised, or some other votive
offering [anathemata) be set up in the lower part of the sacred precinct . . . or
in any other spot where votive offerings might block the passage of visitors.

Like any other religious practice, the custom of dedicating votives was
open to manipulation, self-seeking and hypocrisy. Doubtless there were
Greeks who found some sanctuaries excessively zealous in their turnover
of images, or repellently eager to lighten the purses of their visiting devo-
tees. But the archaeologist of cult is required to show more charity than St
Paul. Votives should be appreciated for what they are: the best relics of
faith and belief that we have.

47 Some of the votive
terracotta statues and
statuettes found at the
sanctuary at Ayia Irini,
Cyprus, rearranged in a
museum.
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Votive occasions and votive sculpture

Probably the greatest oversight of many historians of Greek art is to forget
the fact that most of what we call Greek ‘works of art” were fashioned for
dedication ex voto. Once in museums, and detached from their original
dedicatory inscriptions, these votive objects are too easily absorbed into an
art history that stresses the skills of those who made them, while ignoring
the pieties of those who commissioned them. It is true that public credit
may have attached to certain votive gifts on the grounds that they were
made by the most highly regarded artists of the day. To achieve a votive
memorial with maximum artistic akribeia, or finesse, may have been as
valuable as having it executed in solid gold. But some survey of the occa-
sions and motives for these offerings is essential to understanding a very
large proportion of extant Greek sculpture.

Before we commence that survey, several further comments on general
votive purposes are in order. All sorts of objects might be dedicated at a
Greek sanctuary, though here our attention is focused on those involving
sculpture, Whatever the object was, germane to the act of its dedication is
a reciprocal religious mentality. Benefits between deity and devotee are
traded on a strictly mutual basis. Many formulae employed for votive ded-
ications have a pseudo-contractual tenor to them, even when in verse, as in
the following epigram addressed to a goddess of childbirth, Eileithyia,
requesting an easy labour (eulochos): ‘Come again, Eileithyia, answering
the call of Lycainis, alleviating her birth pangs and producing a trouble-
free delivery. Just as you have now received this as thanks for a daughter, so
will your fragrant temple receive something else in thanks for a son’
(Callimachus, Epigram LIV).

Votives are therefore usually made in a spirit of gratitude for past
favours, or else on a conditional basis. By establishing a reciprocity of
favours, in Walter Burkert’s words, ‘the insecure future is psychologically
mastered’. With this in mind we may now survey the occasions when votive
dedications were made, and give some examples of the statuary thus
generated.

Tithes and first-fruits. Any deity might be rewarded for ensuring a good
harvest, or invoked to do so in the future, by dedicating a share of the
produce — the first-fruits (aparchai). Demeter’s cult was particularly appro-
priate for such dedications, given the mythology which evolved around the
abduction and seasonal return of her daughter Persephone. At Eleusis,
therefore, we find sculptures which articulate gratitude in these mytholog-
ical terms. Best-known is the relief, now in Athens, which shows Demeter
and Persephone briefing a boy, Triptolemos, before he sets off on an air-
borne mission to instruct mankind in the skills of agriculture (ill. 48).
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48 A relief from Eleusis, of
¢. 440 8¢, showing Demeter
and Persephone with
Triptolemos.

(opposite)

43 Reconstruction by C.R.
Cockerell of the interior of
the temple of Apollo at
Bassae in the mid-late fifth
century Bc.

50 A detail of the
Gigantomachy of the north
frieze of the Siphnian
Treasury, Delphi; late sixth
century sc.

51 The Nike of Paionios, |
Olympia; fifth century sc.



War. Deities were likewise given a cut of the spoils of war, or else enjoined
by gifts to take one side or another (as any Greek familiar with the Iliad
would know, the Olympians did not stand aloof from human quarrels).
Trophies might be set up to display captured arms and armour, or else
sculptural representations made of such booty-stacks. The inventories of
the Parthenon reveal that the temple was cluttered with shields, missiles,
spears, breast-plates, helmets, greaves, swords and bridle-bits. A nine-
teenth-century reconstruction of the temple of Apollo at Bassae, showing
trophies standing between interior columns (#ll. 49), is not at all fanciful.
In the more open spaces of a sanctuary, visitors would also see the prows
of ships, festooned with naval regalia, and perhaps incorporated into
statue-groups.

Treasuries — small temples, mostly endowed at the pan-Hellenic sanctu-
aries by city-states with something to prove — might also be erected as
thanksgivings for success in war, and consequently serve to display cap-
tured booty. This function is important to remember when assessing their
sculptural decoration. Of the treasury of the Megarians at Olympia,
Pausanias relates: ‘in the gable of the treasury is wrought in relief the battle
of the gods and the giants, and above the gable is a shield with an inscrip-
tion stating that the treasury was dedicated by the Megarians from the
spoils of the Corinthians’ (VL. 19.2). It is hard to resist interpreting the
gable as a sculptural allegory for Megara’s triumph over Corinth. The
Gigantomachy theme was played out, too, on the north frieze of the
Siphnian Treasury at Delphi (ill. 50), which had a Trojan combat on its
cast side (the remaining two sides, showing a rape and an assembly of gods,
may refer to causes of war), Although a highly specific political allegory
has been suggested for the Gigantomachy here — encouraged, perhaps, by
the representation of the giants in more or less contemporary military
costume — we may be content to view such imagery as being generally suit-
able for a sanctuary such as Delphi, packed with military memorabilia,
and with the treasuries of some eighteen city-states competing for atten-
tion. As Herodotus notes (IIl. 57), the Siphnians, thanks to a one-tenth
tithe from their gold mines, ‘furnished a treasury at Delphi as valuable as
any to be found there’.

Other tokens of military success might involve an aggrandizement of
victory by casting it in legendary terms. We shall encounter this on a large
scale when dealing with the Athenian votive memorials after the battle of
Marathon (in Chapter 6). A lesser, but typical, example is the memorial at
Olympia mentioned by Pausanias (V. 26.7) dedicated by the citizens of
Heraklea Pontica who, having vanquished a barbarian tribe in their Black
Sea environs, celebrated this victory by dedicating sculptures showing
selected labours of Herakles (their mythical founder). We may also notice
the monument set up at Delphi by the Spartans after their naval victory
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52 (opposite, left) The Delphi
Charioteer; c. 470 gc,

53 (opposite, right) The Motya
Charioteer; a marble figure found
on the island of Motya, off Sicily,
which probably belonged to a
group dedicated to commemorate a
chariot-victory. The holes are for
metal attachments; c. 470-460 ec.

54 (above) A relief of an athlete
crowning himself, from Sounion in
Attica; fifth century sc.

55 (below) Athena and Nike
crowning an athlete, on a relief of
c. 440430 Bc.
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over Athens at Aegospotami in 40§ BC, which showed the Spartan com-
mander Lysander, along with his admirals, his pilot and his soothsayer,
surrounded by, presumably partisan, deities: Zeus, Apollo, Artemis, the
Dioscuri — and Poseidon, conferring a crown upon Lysander. (The inclu-
sion of the soothsayer in this group is a significant token of the role of cult
in military affairs.)

At Delphi, too, stood the bronze palm tree commissioned by the
Athenians after a victory over the Persians at the River Eurymedon in 469
BC. In the description of Pausanias (X. 15.4) this had not only fruit in its
branches, but a gilt Athena and two of her owls — plainly symbolizing an
Oriental victory for Athens. And, of course, there were the manifold Nikai
—winged personifications of victory, often in gold, which served as generic
images of triumph when borne aloft as decoration of a temple gable, or
cradled in the hand of a powerful deity, but became specific emblems of
commemoration when they were set on individual bases or pillars. Such
was the nature of the most memorable victory-figure recovered from
Olympia, the Nike of Paionios (ill. 51). Its sculptor, Paionios, might feel
justly proud that he had won the commission to make it, but even more
important (according to the inscription at the base of a pillar which raised
the Nike to breezy heights) was the fact that the Messenians were cele-
brating their part in the capture of Spartan Sphacteria, during the
Peloponnesian War (in 425 BC). In the same precincts at Olympia stood a
statue of Zeus erected by the Spartans at least a century earlier, on the
occasion of a war with Messenia. The inscription at the base of that statue
(see Pausanias V. 24.3) may be taken as typical of votive formulae on such
monuments: ‘Receive, O prince, son of Kronos, Olympian Zeus, a fine
statue [kalon agalma), and be propitious to the Lacedaemonians
[Spartans]’.

Games. “War minus the shooting’, as George Orwell describes them, games
were contested so fiercely by the Greek city-states that fatalities were not
unusual. Prizes were varied, including tripods, crowns, amphorae, jumping
weights and equine accoutrements, all of which were available for votive
display. But vast quantities of sculpture were also generated. Such sculp-
tures were initially humble enough: at Olympia, miniature clay or bronze
figures of horses and chariots dating to the eighth and seventh centuries BC
have been recovered by the thousand. But such offerings quickly grew in
scale. The well-known charioteer figure from Delphi (ill. 52) is a thanks-
giving for victory in a race, around 470 BC, from one of the Deinomenid
tyrants of Syracuse (Polyzalos, or his brother Gelon); and a similarly
dressed marble figure found on Motya, near Sicily, seems to have been part
of a comparable chariot-victory dedication (ill. 53).

Successful athletes appear to have been granted, as an intrinsic part of
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Leto, mother of Apollo, and the generally bountiful Demeter, are among
other ensurers of kalligeneia (‘fair offspring’).

The image of the child at its mother’s breast would appear to be a simple
one, but of the Greek kourotrophos figure it has been claimed that
‘nowhere in the world, either before or after, has any other art explored so
extensively and for so long the possibilities of form, content and symbol-
ism in the group of the child-bearer’. It is true that Greek sculptors turned
many variations around this basic theme. The figure might be male,
cradling the infant Dionysos, and in which case weaning the babe on to a
bunch of grapes (such is the fourth-century Bc Hermes ‘of Praxiteles’, ded-
icated in Hera’s temple at Olympia). Or it might be a symbolic maternal
relationship embodied: the statue attributed to Kephisodotus, of Peace
(Eirene) nurturing the cherub Wealth (Ploutos), was one such. This was
crected on the Areopagus perhaps in association with a new cult of Eirene
introduced to Athens in 375 BC and particularly apt for Athens after the
disasters of the Peloponnesian War.

One of the most tender monuments of Archaic Greek sculpture is prob-
ably a variation on the kourotrophos theme: the fragmentary relief of
mother and child from Anavysos in Attica (ill. 57). Its original context is
not clear: if space is allowed for the seated figure of the mother, it looks
too wide to be a grave stele. The child’s eyes are not closed, as they might
seem, so it may not be a memorial of premature death (as it is usually

57 Fragment of a late sixth-

century sc relief from

Anavysos, Attica, showing a

mother and child,
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listed). A mythical nursing scene may be intended, perhaps Demeter and
her adoptive son Demophon, but the scene stands as a generic, yet closely
observed epitome of the infant-nurturing relationship.

We shall look more specifically at funerary monuments in the next
chapter as their inclusion here might overstretch the sense of the term
‘votive’. But one grave-marking statue should be mentioned here, because
its dedication poignantly refers to a rite of passage unfulfilled. This is the
marble girl (kore) from Merenda, also in Attica, who must have served as
the tombstone for a woman who probably died young, and certainly
unmarried. The inscription on her base draws the viewer’s attention to
‘Me, marker [sema)] of Phrasiklea. I will forever be called maiden [kore],
and be known to the gods as such in lieu of marriage’. The poignancy is
heightened by two possible translations of this girl’s name, both equally to
her credit, as either ‘Famous-for-her-thoughts’, or else ‘Conspicuously-of-
good-report’. Since her statue is slightly over lifesize, and she is shown
wearing a crown, the chaste Phrasiklea must have been honoured with
posthumous adoration.

Official honours and social progress. It was not unusual for someone
elected or appointed to office to set up a votive sculpture in gratitude for
advancement, The city magistrate, the gymnasium superintendent, the
athletics trainer, the priest and the priestess — all might celebrate their term
of office with a statue or a plaque. Equally, a trader or craftsman enjoying
good business might indicate (and perhaps further promote) his success by
means of a conspicuous dedication. Thus, from the Athenian Akropolis,
we find a potter (Euphronios or Pamphaios may be his name) dedicating a
relief of himself ¢. 510 BC (ill. 58). It shows him holding two of his own
drinking-cups or kylikes, partly to define his metier, but probably also as
a memorial of two cups actually left at the sanctuary for Athena’s benefit,
Earlier in the sixth century another potter, Nearchos, commissioned a kore
on the Akropolis, expressly as a share of profits (aparche): Nearchos
anetheken [ho kerame]us ergon aparchen t'ath[enaiai], reads the principal
line of the statue’s base. It is rather perverse that this should be known now
as ‘Antenor’s kore’, after the sculptor responsible for making it (mentioned
in the second line of the dedication).

We know from that inscription and a number of others that men could
dedicate ‘maidens’ on the Akropolis and elsewhere, and not necessarily to
a female deity (one kore was dedicated to Poseidon by a fisherman thank-
ful for a bountiful catch). So it is probably wrong to think of them as por-
traits of priestesses, though their garb and gestures somerimes suggest as
much, and there is certainly a tradition within Greek sanctuaries of com-
memorating female sacerdotal servants, There are undoubtedly erotic
touches to the representations of the Akropolis korai, most particularly in
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59 Kore from the Akropolis,
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the way that they tug the side of their skirts, pulling them tight around
their legs and backside, and the manner in which long strands of plaited
hair are allowed to define pert breasts (ill. 59). Perhaps we should under-
stand the image of the kore as a surrogate ‘lovely girl’ in the service of the
host sanctuary. This would not be the only situation where Greek males
liked to define their ideal woman as both devout and sexy at the same time.

The religious calendar. Although the nomenclature and the order of
monthly cults and observances at Athens are more or less known, about
many details — and the religious calendars of other cities — we remain sur-
prisingly uninformed. We know enough about the cult of Demeter to rec-
ognize, for instance, that a votive figure carrying a piglet will have been
connected with Demeter’s worship; and a case for relating the frieze of the
Parthenon to the procession of the Panathenaic Festival can arguably be
sustained. But we cannot be very precise in identifying the occasion that
generated one of the earliest, and finest, dedications on the Akropolis — the
Moscophoros or ‘Calf-bearer’ set up around 560 BC by one Rhombos (ifl.
60). Rhombos may have won his calf as a prize at the Panathenaic Games

60 The Moscophoros or
‘Calf-bearer’ from the
Akropolis; c. 560 ec.
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(which are supposed to have been first codified in 566 BC); or perhaps he is
bringing the beast for sacrifice, having culled it from his own herd (some
claim that he is wearing a herdsman’s cloak); or he may have won the right,
by a show of athletic strength, to carry the calf around in some special pro-
cession. The motif of man carrying a calf or sheep on his shoulders is
known from other sanctuaries — many simple bronze versions of such a
figure have been recovered from a sanctuary of Hermes at Viannos, in
Crete, and an unfinished colossal ‘Ram-bearer’ has been found on the
island of Thasos. But none other is as wonderful as the Athenian
Moscophoros, even if his precise significance eludes us.

Many further examples of references in the votive-sculpture record to
feast-days could be gathered: not only memorials of the religious act itself,
of which a plaque from Gela is typical (ill. 6 1), but also numerous models
of whatever animals, fowl, fruit or cakes were dispatched on this or that
occasion. Some accompanying inscriptions make it plain that these were
not always commemorative of an act, but in themselves constituted its per-
formance: thus to dedicate a terracotta piglet may have passed muster for
the real thing.

The votive register also gives iconographic articulation to certain reli-
gious initiations that would otherwise remain obscure. The Mysteries at
Eleusis, for example, can be partially explained by reference to votive
reliefs recovered from the sancruary.

Propitiation and atonement. An athlete caught cheating today may be
banned from further competition. An athlete caught cheating or bribing at
the ancient Olympics was bound to express penitence through a votive
statue. It is a measure of the ancient unscrupulous will to win that a good
many of these punishment-statues, showing Zeus hurling his thunderbolt,
were once to be seen at Olympia, complete with pious inscribed injunc-
tions (‘victory comes from strength and speed, not money’). The sculptural
type has survived in figurines, and in a fifth-century BC bronze from
Artemision, which despite its marine provenance probably shows Zeus
rather than Poseidon (ill. 62).

Political misdemeanours were similarly open to the expression of repen-
tance through statuary. Plutarch tells us that when the fifth-century Bc
general Themistokles held office as overseer of the Athenian water supply,
he used the collected fines from those caught diverting water to dedicate a
bronze kore to Athena.

So much for votive occasions, and their results. If only more Greek sculp-
ture had stayed in contact with its inscribed or painted sentiments of ded-
ication we should be able to construct a far more satisfactory picture of
individual motives behind sculptural commissions. But there is also a
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wider perspective on the process whereby sanctuaries became crowded
with images. We may broadly call this perspective ‘political’ — though that
means less in ancient Greece than in a society where secular and religious
powers are more clearly distinguished.

Religious instruction, propaganda and ‘peer polity interaction’

It may readily be imagined that the construction of a Greek temple was a
major political and financial commitment. To decorate that temple was to
pile additional costs on an already hefty bill. In some parts of the Greek
world — the Sicilian and South Italian colonies, in particular — temple archi-
tecture might be left unadorned, to speak for itself. But otherwise the pres-
sure to buttress architectural statements with sculptural props was
evidently there; and in certain circumstances, a virtual decorum — a ser of
artistic expectations — of temple decoration seems to have prevailed. No
temple erected on the Greek mainland during the fifth century BC is
without one of the following sculptural subjects: the Gigantomachy
(Olympian deities against primal Giants); the Centauromachy (the tribe of
Lapiths against Centaurs); or the Amazonomachy (Greeks fighting female
warriors from the East).

In very broad terms, most temple decoration can be described as reli-
gious instruction — the prescriptive articulation of the thoughts instilled in
worshippers at a given temple or altar, What Paul Veyne has called ‘the

62 A bronze statue of Zeus
from Artemision; c. 470 sc.
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63 A reconstruction of the
sixth-century c temple at
Assos; the frieze illustrates
some of the exploits of
Herakles.

constitutive imagination’ of the Greeks is thus exposed, though we can
only hope for glimpses of its workings. To categorize the programmes of
friezes, pediments and metopes as instructive in this sense is generally
straightforward. The Centauromachy and other combats become emblem-
atic of right triumphing over wrong, civilization over barbarism, divine
order over impiety, and so on. In the case of an early decorated temple at
Assos, in the Troad, put up around 550—§30 BC (ill. 63), the recipient of
such instruction was shown Herakles fighting a sea-monster, Herakles
fighting Centaurs, and perhaps Herakles enjoying a banquet with King
Eurytos, or else Herakles assumed to Olympian heights. The complex
mythology of Herakles, with all its triumphs and trials, must here be
deemed to say to all who arrive before the temple, follow Herakles’.
Elsewhere, we may find temple decoration that is not so much prescriptive
as proscriptive: the metopes from the Heraion at the Foce del Sele, near
Paestum (the Greek colony of Poseidonia) contain, among other scenes,
what has been called a ‘sinners’ cycle’: images of mythological miscreants
being punished in the Underworld, such as Sisyphus, Tantalos and Tityos.
We are a long way yet from the iconography of damnation as displayed in
some Romanesque cloister, but a Greek priest may well have used the
example of Sisyphus as the basis for some homily or chastisement. The
function of sculpture to illustrate such moralities was natural enough on a
temple wall. When it comes to public messages in Greek sanctuaries, the
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interests of priests and politicians might very often be identical. So should
we be looking for more than simply moralizing themes in temple sculp-
tures?

The problem here is that no Greek author ever informs us about politi-
cal symbolism in temple sculptures. That does not mean that none ever
existed, but it does make it a matter of pure academic speculation to
‘decode’ such symbolism. It is unlikely that programmes of temple deco-
ration were free from political bias, but also unlikely that we shall recover
the nuances of propagandistic intent. Some attempts to interpret political
imagery are, however, broadly plausible.

The carliest attempt at pedimental decoration is a case in point. When
the limestone temple of Artemis on Corfu (Korkyra) was built in about
600 BC, its western pediment was used to present a medley of scenes carved
in very deep relief. We have already noted (in Chapter 2) how tricky it is to
interpret these particular scenes as having any narrative or even thematic
unity, and in fact no definitive explanation can be given for one vignette in
the corner of the pediment that shows an enthroned figure being threat-
ened (even the sex of the enthroned figure is unclear). But the central scene
is recognizably the Gorgon Medusa (ill. 64), and, in fragmentary state, her
offspring — the monstrous boy Chrysaor and the flying horse Pegasus. The
Gorgon was a creature who dealt in fear, and her appearance in the centre
of a temple pediment may be described as ‘apotropaic’ — turning away evil,

64 The relief pediment from
the temple of Artemis, Corfu,

with the Gorgon Medusa in
the centre; c. 570 sc.

Sacred Decoration

97



98

or else instilling a decent measure of fear and reverence in those approach-
ing the building. So it is perfectly understandable why, when the legend of
Perseus decapitating the Gorgon demanded that her children be born after
she has lost her head, our sculptors here preferred to let her keep it. While
it might seem ironic that the Gorgon herself was made of stone (since that
was the effect her gaze had on humans who encountered it — literally
petrify them), this was nevertheless a head worth conserving for the
frontage of a sacred place.

But there may well have been a political motive here too. Corfu was a
Corinthian colony, established by a branch of a tightly knit aristocratic
ruling group at Corinth known as the Bacchiads. During the seventh
century BC, the Bacchiads at Corinth were displaced by a tyrant, Cypselus.
The incomplete histories we have of the tyranny of Cypselus and his son
Periander suggest that a part of their foreign policy was to assert control
over those Bacchiads in Corfu. It may be that the Cypselids accordingly
endowed the island with a large temple and commissioned a pedimental
symbol of central Corinthian power. What makes this theory attractive is
the fact that the numismatic hallmark of Corinth, from earliest coins
onwards, is the image of Pegasus. Legend connected many of the adven-
tures of Pegasus with Corinth, so an image of his extraordinary genesis
was an appropriate means of reminding the colonists on Corfu of their
Corinthian loyalties. It is also worth noting that temple decoration in
another Corinthian colony, Sicilian Syracuse, also seems to favour Gorgon
images: Medusa, by her maternal association with Pegasus, thus became
not only religiously apt for a Corinthianizing temple, but also politically
correct.
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various Aegean sites (see Chapter §). A map of the kouros findspots (ill.
68), though it excludes some important finds from western Greek colonies,
shows a basic clustering of the kouros type as not only a Greek, but a pre-
dominantly Ionian Greek phenomenon (they are remarkably rare in the
Dorian Peloponnese). It does not show local weightings, of course, nor
does it explain the variety of contextual meanings that a kouros statue
might assume, but to claim that this distribution shows the ‘extent of sym-
bolic interaction’ among the Greek city states in the sixth century BC is
probably reasonable. It has been estimated that there were twenty thou-
sand kouroi once in existence. Even when fragmentary, they are instantly
recognizable as Greek rather than Egyptian (despite resemblances of
pose); and even more significantly, they can be recognized as ‘standard’
kouroi even when their stylistic development is sufficiently dynamic for a
close chronology to be devised around them. Whatever else they were — we

68 The distribution of kouroi
in the Aegean (certain finds
beyond the Aegean are not
shown).
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shall look at their meanings more thoroughly in the next chapter — they
must be admitted to carry symbolic value.

We may appreciate that value by contemplating a selection of statues
excavated from a site which is off the map, but nevertheless illustrates
nicely the process of symbolic interaction. This is the polity of Naukratis,
in the Nile Delta. ‘Polity’ allows us to escape a number of ambiguities in
the Greeks’ own classification of Naukratis — it is termed both a city, polis,
and trading-post, emporion — and equal ambiguities left by a hurried late
nineteenth-century excavation of the site. But finds from Naukratis more
or less support the account of it given by Herodotus, who describes the
proper settlement there as a concession from the pro-Greek pharaoh whom
the Greeks knew as Amasis (Ahmose: §70—526 BC). Amasis also granted
traders frequenting Naukratis the right to erect altars and temples. Of
these sanctuaries, says Herodotus (II. 178) the most prominent was the
Hellenion, ‘founded jointly by the following cities: of the lonians, Chios,
Teos, Phocaea and Clazomenae; of the Dorians, Rhodes, Knidos,
Halicarnassus and Phaselis; of the Aeolians, just Mytilene. . . Apart from
this the Aeginetans have founded by themselves a sanctuary of Zeus, the
Samians another of Hera, and the Milesians one of Apollo.’

Naukratis was discovered in 1883 by the Egyptologist Sir Flinders
Petrie. How he located the site is highly significant. At an antiquities
bazaar in Giza, near Cairo, Petrie was offered an alabaster statuette of a
male warrior figure. He immediately recognized it as non-Egyptian: to be
precise, as Carian work. Where might Carian statuary have come from?
Since Herodotus lists two Carian cities, Halicarnassus and Knidos, as
those with Naukratite interests, Petrie thought he might be on the
Naukratis trail. He snapped up the figure, and asked where he could get
more like it. Eventually he was led to a site in the Delta near Nebeira,
where, as he memorably describes it, his feet crunched over a carpet of
exposed Greek pottery.

The chances of clarifying the nature of Naukratis are now slim as most
of the site is inundated. But the means by which Petrie found the site surely
illuminate the process of symbolic interaction among the Greeks.
Naukratis must have had a very curious status: a busy place of transit, with
relatively few long-term Greek residents, it was watched over by a sub-
stantial garrison of Egyptians. Greek traders came and went, and said
their prayers at various altars. What these traders wanted was symbolic
assurance that, in a strange land, among powerful and suspicious barbar-
ians, they were ensconced among Greek-speakers, and protected by Greek
deities.

The numerous dedicatory inscriptions from Naukratis reveal partisan
loyalties: Apollo will be hailed, presumably by visitors from Miletus, as
Milesios or Didymaios; he is never Naukratitos. But there are also dedica-
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According to mythology, it was Herakles who first instituted the games and
so all participants were encouraged to think of themselves as following the
Heraklean way. We see the hero at his best on the twelve metopes of the
Temple of Zeus: he wrestles with colossal bulls, and his weightlifting
involves supporting the entire globe (frontispiece), but he is also
Everyman, and the choice of labours here seems designed to appeal to ath-
letes from all over the Greek world. Six of the labours take place in various
parts of the Peloponnese; two in the West; one in the East; one in Crete;
and one in the Thracian North (the remaining one is in Hades). Several of
the metopes make it plain that Herakles cannot achieve what he does
withourt his sponsor Athena. Take the scene of his holding up the world:
Atlas, who normally does that job, has abandoned it in order to fetch the
golden apples of the Hesperides; Herakles, a smaller man, needs a cushion
or two to make up the height (or soften the burden). He thinks he may be
holding the globe alone: but we, the viewers, can see that Athena, as usual,
is lending a helping hand. She is his ally, his epikouros.

No wonder, then, that when Pausanias arrived at Olympia he counted
no less than seventy altars in the sanctuary. Athletes competed by the grace
of Zeus, and for the gladness of Zeus: there is no victory without divine
assistance, and some truth in the description of Greek sport as ‘the ritual
sacrifice of physical energy’. Yet athletes also competed for themselves and
their cities. Olympia became part of a circuit (periodos) of sanctuaries
where games were held (Nemea, Isthmia and Delphi were on the same
circuit); and what was a circuit for the athletes was also a circuir for the
sculptors too. Athletes sought victories, and victories sought sculptors.
City-states interacted with each other, and interaction required expressive
symbolism. In short, the sanctuary became a marvellous monumental host
of dynamic athletes — and dynamic art (ill. 72).
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dedicated by victorious
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The Homeric hero is, moreover, usually ‘god-like’ (theoeides). King
Priam says of his son Hector: ‘he was a god among men, and he seemed
to be the child not of a mortal but of a god’ (lliad XXIV. 258-9).
Agamemnon’s appearance is described in terms of a series of divine points
of comparison: ‘in eyes and head like Zeus who delights in thunder, in
girdle like Ares, in chest like Poseidon’ (Ifiad 11. 478). Plainly these com-
paranda only make sense to an audience used to visualizing their gods; it
may consequently be rather difficult, in iconographic terms, to distinguish
a hero from a god.

Homer knew about hero-cults as eighth-century BC religious institu-
tions: in his description of the funeral games of Patroklos (Iliad XXIII) he
seems to be imagining the beginnings of a hero-cult in the contest (agon)
held to commemorate Patroklos. And his warriors are very well aware of
the honours they may receive in the event of their death. Here is one of
Homer’s most attractive characters, the Lycian ally of the Trojans,
Sarpedon, enjoining a fellow-Lycian to come out and fight in the front line:

‘Glaucus,’ he said, ‘why do the Lycians at home distinguish you and me with
marks of honour, the best seats at the banquet, the first cut off the joint, and
never-empty cups? Why do they all look up to us as gods? And why were we
made the lords of that great estate of ours on the banks of Xanthos, with its
lovely orchards and its splendid fields of wheat? Does not all this oblige us now
to take our places in the Lycian van and fling ourselves into the flames of battle?
Only so can we make our Lycian men-at-arms say this about us when they
discuss their Kings: “They live on the fat of the land they rule, they drink the
mellow vintage wine, but they pay for it in their glory. They are mighty men of
war, and where Lycians fight you will see them in the van.”

‘Ah, my friend, if after living through this war we could be sure of ageless
immortality, | should neither take my place in the front line nor send you out to
win honour on the field. But things are not like that. Death has a thousand pit-
falls for our feer; and nobody can save himself and cheat him. So in we go,
whether we yield the glory to some other man or win it for ourselves.’

(Hiad XI1. 310-28, trans, Ricu)
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C.R. Cockerell of the west
pediment of the temple of
Aphaia, Aegina; c. 490 sc.




This impressive exhortation of noblesse oblige from Sarpedon says more
about the Homeric concept of heroism than might many pages of schol-
arly prose. And it should be completed by noting what happens later on in
the Iliad (XVI) when Sarpedon meets his death art the hands of Patroklos.
His body on the battlefield is in danger of mutilation, so Zeus commands
Apollo to speed down, lift the corpse to safety, anoint it with ambrosia, and
then send it to Lycia, where the kinsmen of Sarpedon ‘will give him burial,
with a barrow and a monument, the proper tribute to the dead’. So
Sarpedon, as he himself forecast, will be heroized when dead: though his
death is terrible, and an experience which pitches him into coldness and
darkness and the spheres of the bloodless shades, it is also a blessing.
Sarpedon, as a hero, thereby becomes glorified and immortal (athanatos).

The concept of a ‘beautiful death’ (thanatos kalos) was a powerful ideo-
logy in societies where it was normal for most male citizens not only to
train regularly for the eventuality of war, but also to have first-hand expe-
rience of battle. They needed no war artists or film crews to show them the
realities of bloodshed. At their drinking parties or symposia, men who
trained and fought together craved the ennobling entertainment of epic
poetry such as Homer’s. And of course, the sculptors were not unmoved
by this ethos. If we glance at two of the most ambitious sculptural attempts
to depict heroic combat, from the early fifth-century BC pediments of the
temple of Aphaia on Aegina, we see an overall effort to convey the clash of
arms, and the tumult of battle (ill. 73); and in detail, palpable sympathy
for the heroic way of death (ills 74 and 75). It is essentially unrealistic,
insofar as the warriors are without clothes or body armour; yet there is a
vivid interest in the postures of life deserting the heroic body. We may
remember the immediate reaction of the Achaean warriors when Hector is
finally despatched by Achilles: prior to any acts of vengeance, they regis-
ter the ‘beautiful death’ of their enemy and ‘they gazed in wonder at the

stature [phue] and awesome appearance [eidos agetos] of Hector’ (Iliad
XXIL 370).

74 Engraving by C.R.
Cockerell of the dying warrior
from the east pediment of
the temple of Aphaia, Aegina.

75 Detail of dying warrior
from the east pediment of
the temple of Aphaia, Aegina.
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‘Say not that the good die’

In Book One of Herodotus, the early sixth-century BC Athenian law-giver
Solon, a man of almost proverbial wisdom, is asked to nominate people he
considers to have been supremely happy. Among his candidates are two
young men from Argos, Kleobis and Biton. Athletes of prowess and prize-
winning renown, their greatest test of strength occurred when their mother
was due to celebrate a festival of Hera at the Argive Heraion, which lies
some way from Argos proper. The team of oxen due to take their mother
by waggon to the sanctuary failed to materialize on time: so Kleobis and
Biton harnessed themselves to the cart and dragged it along, with their
mother aboard, for a distance of § or 6 miles, until the sanctuary was
reached. Solon continues the story:

‘After this exploit, which was witnessed by the assembled crowd, they had a
most enviable death — a heaven-sent proof of how much better it is to be dead
than alive. Men kept crowding round rhem and congratulating them on their
strength, and women kept telling the mother how lucky she was to have such
sons, when, in sheer pleasure at this public recognition of her sons’ act, she
prayed the goddess Hera, before whase shrine she stood, to grant Kleobis and
Biton, who had brought her such honour, the greatest blessing [¢ychein ariston]|
that can fall to mortal man,

‘After her prayer came the ceremonies of sacrifice and feasting; and the two
lads, when all was over, fell asleep in the temple — and rhat was the end of them,
for they never woke again.

“The Argives had statues made of them, which they sent to Delphi, as a mark
of their particular respect.’

(Herodotus I. 131, trans. de Selincourt)

This account comes in the course of an unlikely conversation between
Solon of Athens and Croesus, the fabulously rich king of Lydia. Its
purpose is to puncture the inflated egotism of Croesus, who thinks that his
wealth should qualify him as the happiest man in the world. But to advo-
cate fatal acts of piety as a route to happiness is not as perverse as it might
sound. The idea that the good man (aner agathos) does not die, but instead
lapses into a ‘holy sleep’ (hieros hypnos) is echoed in Greek elegiac litera-
ture., This is not merely a matter of semantics or poetic postures, rather it
sets up genuine intimations of immortality. One could read the story of
Kleobis and Biton as a tragedy glossed as a triumph, a ‘blessing’ (an inad-
equate translation of the Greek makarismos) in disguise: did the poor boys
die of exhaustion at the end of their heavy duties? And yet it is suggested
that divine ordinance brought about their end, in response to a prayer,
which makes it not so much of an end as an apotheosis, or assumption.
At any rate, they were heroes ever after, and the Argives, not otherwise

Heroes Apparent










Right) are so ashamed of their puny bodies that when it comes to doing a
Pyrrhic dance, they have to try and cover themselves up as best they can
with their shields.

We know about the Pyrrhic dance as an event of the Panathenaia: a
votive slab in the Akropolis Museum shows two groups of such dancers
who display the taut musculatures of which Aristophanes’ Mr Right would
approve. And, of course, they are naked. This brings us to a concept which
is so often misunderstood or thoughtlessly invoked by modern scholars
that it deserves a brief discussion by itself.

‘Heroic nudity’

If Thucydides be a fair index, the Greeks considered nakedness, in certain
circumstances, a characteristic of their civilization. Thucydides (1. 6) says
that it was the Spartans who set the example first, competing naked at
games, and stripping off to anoint themselves and practise gymnastic exer-
cises. As already noted, to go naked, in Greek, is to be gymmnos: a gymna-
sium, therefore, is a public space where nakedness is to be expected.
Non-Greeks, as Thucydides implies, are shyer in this matter — or else they
live in climares less conducive to the removal of clothes.

To say that nakedness is ‘civilized’, at least when practising sports, does
not however explain the term ‘heroic nudity’. Undoubtedly, there are
scenes in Greek sculpture where the action naturally calls for the depiction
of naked male bodies: the Pyrrhic dance, for one; and, on an earlier relief,
the lads apparently playing an archaic version of hockey (ill. 78). But this
does not seem to qualify as ‘heroic nudity’: it would be better to call it
‘gymnastic nakedness’,

“To be naked is to be oneself.” John Berger’s well-known dictum seeks to
establish a difference berween nakedness and nudity which may be useful
here. Berger proceeds:

78 'Hockey-players’ on a late

sixth-century ec Athenian
statue base.
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To be nude is to be seen naked by others and yet not recognized for oneself. A
naked body has ro be seen as an object in order to become a nude. (The sight of
it as an object stimulates the use of it as an object.) Nakedness reveals itself.
Nudity is placed on display.

To be naked is to be without disguise.

To be on display is to have the surface of one’s skin, the hairs of one’s own
body, turned into a disguise which, in that situation, can never be discarded. The
nude is condemned to never being naked. Nudity is a form of dress.

{J. Berger, Ways of Seeing, Harmondsworth 1972, 54)

Berger’s distinction was formulated with the tradition of European oil-
painting in mind; with some thought also of modern stereotypes of adver-
tising and pornography. But we may be inclined to agree that the nakedness
of the kouroi is sufficiently formal to be considered as nudity. The almost
fetishistic way in which some Classical archaeologists have scrutinized the
anatomical details of the kouroi might suggest that the sculptors of kouroi
thought about nothing else but getting the naturalistic features of the male
body right, but this is a dangerous assumption. It is true that if one com-
pares kouroi a little under a century apart (ills 79 and 80), sculptors have
made something like anatomical ‘progress™: the earlier kouros, with its
ribcage outlined by a single hoop, and a triangular groin, is virtually geo-
metrical. But of course, the later, more ‘accurate’ figure is still an ideal:
however widespread the practice of athletics, however punishing the
regime of military exercises, men do not easily achieve torsos like this. It is
the sort of ideal which, in the mid-fifth century Bc, would develop into the
‘canonical’ nudes of Polykleitos.

As we saw in our previous notice of Polykleitos (Chapter 2), some social
basis may lie behind the ‘beautiful-and-good’ (kalos k’agathos) ethic, in
the form of beauty competitions. Some also see the regularly muscled
sculpred Greek torso as a sort of pseudo-armour (the so-called cuirasse
esthétique), inherently aggressive because of its military overtones.
Feminists go further, and declare it to be symptomatic of a misogynistic
and ‘phallocentric’ regime — the difficulty with this, though, is that the gen-
italia of Greek nudes are hardly threatening (to be endowed with a large
penis was a sign of bestial or barbaric nature: satyrs, being half-equine,
might be shown as such). And women were not the primary viewers of such
images: if anything, it was the prevalence of pederasty, and the respectabil-
ity of homosexual attachments, which encouraged the display of what
were homoerotically considered fine young bodies. But we can nevertheless
say that for statues such as the kouroi, and the gravestones we shall look at
presently, nudity should be considered a costume. The figures we see here
are unlikely to have been portraits in the proper sense: the costume of
nudity is worn by men aspiring to be something (or someone) on a higher
level. Greek men did not normally walk around with no clothes on, so if
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So much for the event. Should it be labelled as ‘tyrannicide’? Not strictly,
if we follow Thucydides, whose account of what happened (V1. 54—9) is
perhaps not as honest as it at first seems (the introduction of Harmodius’
sister is suspiciously archetypal), but credibly stresses that the original
motive for the killing came from a love affair (erotike lype). That is,
Harmodius and Aristogeiton seem not to have conceived their plot from
political motives; if it chanced to develop that way, that was almost
accidental.

Nor, strictly speaking, did they effectively rid Athens of tyranny: things
got worse before they got better. Hippias remained in power another four
years, growing ever more malevolent towards his subjects, until a coalition
of the powerful family exiled by Peisistratos, the Alkmaionids, and the
Spartan army, succeeded in driving Hippias out. It was probably then —in
510 BC, or the following year — that the original statue of Harmodius and
Aristogeiton was raised in the Athenian Agora. What it looked like, we
cannot be sure, for it was abducted in 480 BC when the Persians occupied
Athens, and although there is a story that it was returned to Athens by
Alexander the Great or some other Hellenistic king, the version of which
we possess a Roman copy is a replacement, entrusted to the sculptors
Kritios and Nesiotes, and apparently raised in 477 BC. Quite possibly this
more or less replicates the original, ascribed to the sculptor Antenor. Both
groups were in bronze, and both enjoyed the unusual distinction of being
placed in the heart of Athenian civic life. There is subsequent evidence of
special laws prohibiting the erection of any other statues in their vicinity.
This group was a very cherished image, no doubt the more so because by
fixing the birth of democracy upon these supposed tyrannicides,
Athenians might conveniently erase in vulgar consciousness the role of the
Spartan army in expelling the last Peisistratid. And its resonance may be
registered throughout the iconographic record of Classical Athens, on
vases, coins and other monuments. The striking gesture of Harmodius
(‘the Harmodius blow’) may be consciously or subconsciously mimicked
by other Athenian heroes in art, such as Theseus. In short, the group
became a talismanic icon for the Athenian democracy. As a symbol of a
political faith, it was not only the focus of subsequent admiration by the
allies of Athens, but seems to have been copied by them: a fourth-century
RC inscription from Chios enjoins the clerks of the market-place to keep
the local tyrannicide statue spotless, adorned with garlands, and shining
(lampros).

Harmodius and Aristogeiton were cult figures. Were their images in any
sense portraits, as some sources suggest? Superficially, they present the
ideal pederastic couple: Aristogeiton bearded, and protective; Harmodius,
as Thucydides describes him, ‘in the full bloom of youth’, an object of
desire both to the man he is killing and the man protecting him. Both are
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81 The Tyrannicides: a Roman
copy of a bronze Greek
original of ¢. 477 s, itself a
copy of the first version,
kidnapped by the Persians.

naked — or rather, since they would not have been participating in a reli-
gious procession without their clothes on, they are given the costume of
nudity. And we must call this heroic nudity, for in every technical sense
Harmodius and Aristogeiton, very soon after their deaths, were wor-
shipped as heroes or demi-gods. At their cenotaph in the Kerameikos,
annual offerings (enagismata) were made by the city’s war-minister or
polemarch, perhaps cognitively treating the pair like those fallen in battle.
In this sense, it is important to recognize that the cult of Harmodius and
Aristogeiton focused not so much on the fact that they ended the tyranny,
but that the tyranny ended them.

Both Herodotus and Thucydides felt some need to deflate the heroiza-
tion of Harmodius and Aristogeiton. This is hardly surprising, when we
consider how mawkishly the pair were celebrated in Athenian drinking-
songs, or skolia, sung at symposia. These credited the tyrannicides as the
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making sense of the images we find on grave-markers or stelai. We have
already seen how the kouroi could serve as such grave-markers, and repre-
sent a man who died in old age as being in the physical splendour of his
youth. The youthful form may anticipate a rejuvenation beyond the grave;
it may leave behind a mnema of how he was in his prime — but most impor-
tantly, it puts him in the ranks of the great and good. At one sanctuary in
Boeotia, Mount Ptoion, some 120 kouroi were found. Though they are not
grave-markers, these must have seemed like an immortalized host, the
flower of Boeotian manhood, bound one day to join Achilles and
Agamemnon and all the recreations of Elysium. And from another
Boeotian site, Tanagra, comes the double memorial raised by one
Amphalkes for Dermys and Kittylos, c. 60o BC (ill. 82). This is from a
cemetery and we suspect that Dermys and Kittylos were the sons, possibly
twins, of Amphalkes. They, too, are stripped bare, with their knees nicely
flexed: model boys, heroized in readiness for the place they are due to
remain. There is no epitaph here, but the sort of epiraph that might be
inscribed on the base of a kouros is exemplified by one recorded from late
sixth-century BC Athens: ‘Look on the memorial [mnema) of Kleoitis, the
son of Menesaichmos, and pity him for dying, with such beauty [hos
kalos]’.

Other inscriptions assist iconography to define not only the beauty, but
also perhaps some special skill of the deceased. From Athens again, in the
mid-sixth century Bc, we find the following: ‘Anyone with any sense,
Xenokles, will know when he looks at your marker [sema] that it belongs
to a spearman’.

The stele of the runner wearing a helmert (i/l. 83), despite appearances,
probably does not show the subject dead or unconscious. His pose is better
read as one of triumph: crossing the finish gloriously. The monument reas-
sures those who knew the deceased (and informs those who did not) that
he has gone to a Hades where his fleet-footedness will be appreciated;
whatever victory of his we may remember from the Games, we are to
imagine him now matching Homer’s nimble heroes.

Of course, grave monuments were expensive, and from Athens at least
there is some evidence for intermittent legislation to curb excessive spend-
ing on funerary protocol. But the polis was obliged to honour those who
died defending it: as Sally Humphreys has observed, ‘it was the state funer-
als for war dead which first brought the honours of heroic burial within
the range of every Athenian citizen’, and families with cavalry connections
were particularly fond of displaying their status. So we notice, on the lower
part of a stele shaft, of c. 525 BC, showing now just the feet of a figure with
a spear (ill. 84), a secondary figure on horseback, carrying two spears and
a sword: this will be the squire of the dead warrior, marking him out as a
cavalryman (hippeus) who could afford to keep not only horse but also
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82 (above) Dermys and Kittylos: an early sixth-
century sc limestone grave marker from Boeotia.

83 (above right) A helmeted runner on a late
sixth-century Bc Athenian stele.

84 (right) A horseman, possibly the squire of
the dead person, whose feet are visible above,
is shown on this fragment of an Attic stele;

c. 525 Bc.
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squire, And a well-known relief from the Athenian Kerameikos cemetery
over a century later develops this allusion into overt heroization (ill. 85).
This is the relief commemorating Dexileos, who died, aged twenty, at
Nemea in 394 BC, in the first battle of the Corinthian War. It is not actu-
ally a grave-marker: as a casualty of war, Dexileos was placed in the state
burial ground (Demosion Sema) of Athens. Burt this relief adorns his
family’s own burial precinct (peribolos) in the Kerameikos. The accom-
panying inscription defines Dexileos as one of ‘the five knights’ who fell in
this battle. Since a separate monument to the casualties specifies eleven
cavalry dead, it is proposed that Dexileos belonged to a special shock force
within the cavalry — an elite within an elite, of which his father was duly
proud.

B5 The stele of Dexileos;
early fourth century sc.
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The image of Dexileos does not show his death, but rather the sort of
death he was prepared to deal out to the enemies of Athens. Astride his
rearing horse, he strikes his lance down into the chest of a collapsing oppo-
nent (bridles and lance were evidently separate bronze fittings). To show
Dexileos clothed nor only gives the sculptor the opportunity of creating
movement with a flying cloak, but also adds credibility to the triumph. The
nudity of the victim — frozen in a diagonal combat posture that would be
much exploited by the sculptors of the friezes of the Mausoleum — then
heroizes by association the exploits of young Dexileos. And the archaco-
logical circumstances of the cenotaph suggest that it may have functioned
as the focal point of a proper hero-shrine, or heroon. Excavation at the
precinct showed that offerings had been made here in the hero-cult
manner: among the small jugs dedicated was one featuring, perhaps sym-
bolically, the sketched figures of the Tyrannicides.

The Dexileos memorial has in common with many others the fact that
it was erected by parents for a deceased child. The same holds for another
well-known relief, the so-called Ilissos stele (ill. 86), in which the senti-
ments of the living are made apparent. The dead youth gazes out at us,
relaxed in his heroic nudity, while he in turn is regarded by an old man,
probably his father, in appropriately pensive mood. A dog miserably sniffs
the ground where once his master trod; and perched on a step is the
hunched figure of a boy, perhaps a slave or valet, who looks to have wept
himself into a state of exhaustion.

Greek tombs were places of worship — places where a fellowship
(koinonia) was established and maintained between the living and the
dead. Many grave-markers show the motif of a handshake (dexiosis)
between the deceased and the living, symbolic of a bond that does not
cease with death. We may readily sympathize with the terrible grief of
parents who have had to bury their own children; we should also realize
that there was a strong social obligation, and some legal requirement, for
children to honour their parents beyond the grave. This called for regular
visits to the grave and the enactment of certain rituals. Gravestones would
be decorated with wreaths and ribbons. Food would be brought to feed the
dead: honey cakes, or perhaps some favourite dish which the deceased was
imagined still to relish (there is a record of one tomb receiving plates of
fried fish). Sacrifices were also conducted, which would release *blood for
the shades’ (warm blood is what even the heroes crave, when in Book
Eleven of the Odyssey Homer conducts us to Hades); there might then be
a meal for the participants, unless the sacrifice was an all-consuming holo-
caust. On some grave-reliefs such pieties are recorded: we see the extended
family group, processing to the grave, with their intended objects of sacri-
fice (ill. 87).

Since the difference between tomb-cult and hero-cult is only one of
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86 The ‘llissos relief’; a Classical Athenian
gravestone.

87 Fragment of fourth-century ec relief showing
a family taking offerings to sacrifice at a tomb.

88 A sixth-century ec funerary relief from
Chrysapha, Lakonia.
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degree, it is fair to speak of ancestral veneration as a sort of heroization,
even when heroization is couched in quaintly familiar terms (inscriptions
speak of a child being remembered by his nickname of ‘Chatterbox’, or a
wife commended because she loved her husband more than her clothes and
her jewelry). A relief from Chrysapha in Lakonia illustrates best this
process of posthumous aggrandizement (ill. 88). The enthroned figures
here are so dominating that have been taken as Pluto and Persephone, the
presiding deities of the underworld. But they are more likely to be the hero-
ized ancestors of the diminutive figures seen dutifully bringing tribute —a
hen and an egg from the boy, a pomegranate and a flower from the girl. A
serpent, the standard symbol of the underworld, rises conspicuously
behind the throne. It is not clear whether the Dionysiac kantharos
extended by one of the enthroned giants indicates a state of bliss or is a
vessel demanding to be filled by the living. But the message is clear enough.
Those who have died may have disappeared and been buried below; but
conceptually they are greater than ever, and accordingly not below but
above the living. They are members of a society requiring respect. They are
heroes; they are ‘the powerful dead’.

So we should acknowledge, generally, the pervasive influence in ancient
Greece of an “archaeology of ancestors’. It is clear from innumerable liter-
ary sources that the chronological distance established between the living
and their deceased heroes tended to be telescoped into a matter of a few
generations. In the case of the Tyrannicides, heroization actually hap-
pened within a decade; in the case of those who fell at Marathon (as we
shall see in Chapter 6), it occurred virtually overnight. Though the events
described by Homer may have been broadly associated with what we
moderns call ‘the Mycenaean period’ (roughly 1400-1100 BC), the Greeks
of the eighth century BC onwards were not concerned to establish some
annalistic chronicle of exactly when the Trojan war took place. The heroic
‘fame’ and ‘glory’ (to which the Greek concepts kleos and kudos more or
less correspond) acquired by Homer’s heroes were actively beneficial to
those who considered themselves inheritors or successors of the world of
Agamemnon and Odysseus; and, more importantly, these were heroic
attributes to which any athlete or infantryman could aspire. Women were
not entirely excluded from this brave old world: a good citizen wife could
become a heroine in the mould of the patient Penelope, who busied herself
during the protracted absence of Odysseus by dutiful patience at the loom,
diligently repelling all suitors. And the sculptural contribution to this
heroic and heroizing culture is highly important. It sets the physical tone
for the practice of emulation and aspiration. It embodies those standards
of appearance and self-presentation which both show the heroes as larger
than life and yet at the same time make them attainable.
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This makes sense as a symbolic ensemble. It has to be pointed out,
however, that the inscribed base was much altered in antiquity, and some
have wondered whether this was not in fact the base of the monument that
Pausanias saw just inside the entrance to Delphi, with statues of Apollo,
Athena, Miltiades and others upon it, which in a subsequent re-ordering
of the sanctuary was shifted up to the Athenian Treasury. We shall address
that monument shortly (below), but, whatever the truth of the matter, we
are still left with the fact that Pausanias thought the Treasury a
Marathonian monument.

Delphi was certainly an effective site for broadcasting triumph to other
Greek states. The sanctuary could almost be termed a gigantic pan-
Hellenic war memorial. At another Athenian contribution to the sanctu-
ary, the Athenian Stoa, pride of place went to the display of lengths of
cable cut from the pontoon bridge Xerxes built across the Hellespont. Even
if it was not originally conceived as such, it was entirely appropriate that
the Athenian Treasury should have been presented at Delphi as a thank-
offering for the Marathon victory.

The Stoa Poikile. Erected in the northwest corner of the Athenian Agora,
the Stoa Poikile (‘Painted Colonnade’) was, for hundreds of years, one of
the great rendezvous-points of Athens. Frequented not only by philo-
sophers (hence ‘Stoics’), its public location heightened the importance and
influence of the paintings commissioned to decorate its walls. Though we

89 Theseus and the

Marathonian Bull on an early
fifth-century sc metope from

the Athenian Treasury at
Delphi.
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a single, large column, about 10 m (33 ft) high, capped by an Ionic capital
and a statue (probably a Nike figure) with some emblematic trophy. It is
thought that it originally stood near the marshy area at Marathon, where
the Persians suffered their heaviest losses. Dating the column is a problem:
Vanderpool’s estimate is the mid-fifth century BC.

The Marathon monument at Delphi. From Pausanias’ description of this
monument, we learn that Miltiades was truly heroized as the inspirational
strategos of Marathon: he stood next to Apollo and Athena, in an ensem-
ble that comprised thirteen figures. Of the remaining ten, seven of those
named match the Eponymous Heroes of Attica, and perhaps reflect the
tribal order of battle at Marathon: Erechtheus, Kekrops, Pandion, Leos,
Antiochos, Aigeus and Akamas, Pausanias then lists three further names:
Kodros, Theseus and Philaios (or Neleus, in some manuscripts). The usual
representatives of the tribes Hippothontis, Aiantis and Oineis seem to be
missing. In that respect, these three intruders are perplexing. Herodotus
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Even in antiquity the terms of the treaty accredited to Kallias (brother-
in-law of Kimon) were challenged, but that need not concern us. Back in
Athens, Perikles was ascendant, and he almost immediately began that
massive programme of public spending which we call the Parthenon
(though it includes the monumental entrance to the Akropolis, the
Propylaea, and elides into other temples: the Erechtheum, and the Nike
Bastion). Even today we can still capture something of the spectacular
nature of this project (ill. 94). It may be that Kimon himself had started a
‘hundred-footer’ (Hekatompedon) temple on the Akropolis: Rhys
Carpenter once argued optimistically that this was why the metopes of the
Parthenon look, in stylistic terms, out of kilter with the rest of the sculp-
tural project — because they were meant for a ‘Kimonian’ Parthenon,
whose architect was dismissed when Perikles replaced Kimon, The initia-
tive, however, may have been entirely Periklean; and the sources suggest
that it depended very much on the use or abuse of Delian League funds,
which might be deemed ‘available’ for non-military use once peace had
been negotiated with the Persians. But the settlement of peace did not
betoken an end to the definition of the Persians as, generically, ‘the enemy’.
Triumphalism was bound to permeate public works, and it is entirely cred-
ible that one of the less-discussed Periklean buildings, the Odeion—a huge,
multi-pillared auditorium erected on the south slope of the Akropolis —
featured a conical roof based on the shape of Xerxes’ tent (as Pausanias
reports: I. 20.5), and that masts and spars of Persian ships captured at
Salamis were incorporated into the roof structures.

94 General view of the

Athenian Akropolis, from the

northwest.
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The cynical will reckon the Periklean building programme to have been
a political ploy: the classic means of gaining public support, and to provide
both high levels of employment and the morale-boost of brave new mon-
uments (as Thucydides noted in the preamble to his account of the
Peloponnesian War, the Periklean monumentality of Athens made the city
seem far more powerful than it actually was). But two factors are worth
considering in any discussion of the ideology of the Parthenon. The first
is admittedly tenuous, depending again on a mistrusted historical record.
This, if we are to believe it, stated that before the battle of Plataea in 479
BC the Greeks made a joint declaration (the ‘Oath of Plataea’) whereby
they promised to fight together, punish any Greek city that took the Persian
side, and — this is the important clause — ‘not to rebuild any of the temples
that have been burnt and destroyed by the barbarians, but let them be left
as a memorial to those who come after of the sacrilege of the barbarians’
(Lycurgus, Against Leocrates, 81).

The logic of this is comparable to the deliberate non-renovation of parts
of Coventry cathedral in England, left in a bombed-out state as a memor-
ial of World War II. While we may suspect the historical existence of the
Oath of Plataea, it is an archaeological fact that on the Athenian
Akropolis, at least, very little development took place in the two decades
after the Persian occupations and desecrations of the sanctuary. A marble
temple whose construction had been started shortly after Marathon, then
burned by the Persians while in mid-construction, may have been left as a
series of charred half-columns. What statuary the Persians wrecked was
piously interred. Single dedications, such as the Athena Promachos, were
allowed but no co-ordinated attempt to replace the ruined Archaic temples
was made until 447 BC. A motive of belated reparation is thus under-
standable, and an obvious focus for the sentiment of revenge for Persian
crimes was, of course, the never-forgotten triumph of Marathon.

The second factor concerns ethnic rivalry and self-definition. The mon-
umentalization of the Akropolis did not happen in a worldwide vacuum.
Even the Spartans, notoriously reluctant to spend money on beautifying
their city, erected a colonnade to commemorate their part in repelling the
Persians. But more importantly, the Persians themselves — traditionally a
nomadic people, without a significant history of monumental settlements
—were creating their own centres of empire, most notably a grand complex
at Persepolis (near Shiraz, in modern Iran). Persepolis lies not far from
Pasargadae, the family home and burial place of what we know as the
Achaemenid dynasty. And it is Darius I, whose reign (522—486 BC)
included Marathon, who should be credited with the initial development
of this ceremonial centre at Persepolis. Work on the complex continued
more intensively under Xerxes (486—465 BC), and his son Artaxerxes
(465—424 BC): it was a vast project, laid out on a terraced eminence, whose
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monumentality survived its sack by Alexander in 330 BC, and later raids
by European archaeologists.

According to a surviving decree of Darius from Susa, and confirmed by
masons’ marks at Pasargadae, Greeks were involved in the various sixth-
and fifth-century BC building projects of the Persians. More specifically,
they were Ionians. At Persepolis, they were conscripted or enslaved in
gangs to assist in not only the sculptural decoration, but also the fortifica-
tion and architecture of the site. It is claimed that there are stylistic traces
of Greek workmanship, though the evidence of this will probably be lost
on most observers, whose main impression is of an iconography, and a
schematism to that iconography, entirely Oriental. When one realizes that
a serious analysis of the two thousand or so figures carved at Persepolis has
been conducted on mathematical grounds, the extent to which Persian and
Greek concepts of decoration diverged seems enormous. The reaction of
one Western viewer to this repetitious, unengaging imagery (already
quoted in Chapter 2 of this book: ‘all the same, and the same again, and
yet again’) might discourage any notion that the Parthenon was launched
as a rival enterprise to Persepolis. And yet that notion deserves to be taken
very seriously: as A.W. Lawrence noted, it is ‘conceivable that some par-
ticular sculptor may have carved figures in the friezes of both Persepolis
and the Parthenon’.

Putting aside the issue of Greek craftsmen at Persepolis, we may imagine
the reactions to this complex of a visiting Athenian delegation at about the
time of the Peace of Kallias. Perhaps, like a Spartan embassy to Susa
recorded by Herodotus (VII. 136), they may have refused to obey the pro-
tocols of proskynesis — abasing themselves at the feet of the king. But all
around they would have seen symbols of the king’s irresistible power. Quite
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apart from the legions of archers at his disposal, he himself was a slayer of
lions and gryphons (ill. 95). The vast throne upon which he sat was sym-
bolically supported by his subject nations; and once inside the Apadana,
Xerxes® great reception hall (ill. 96), visitors were intimidated by a con-
tinuous frieze which showed (‘again and again’) client kingdoms bringing
tribute to this very place. Figures move almost invariably in a linear direc-
tion; intriguingly, the rare occasions when they are shown turning round
to interact with each other are judged to be touches by Greek sculptors at
Persepolis.

The cognitive associations created at Persepolis between Oriental despo-
tism, symbols and sculptural style can hardly have been wasted on
Athenians who grew up with their own associations of figurative natural-
ism, democracy and Hellenic identity. It has been argued that the
Parthenon frieze attempts in several respects of both style and design to
mirror or challenge the reliefs at Persepolis, in particular those of the
Apadana. And yet more difference than similitude is apparent. Though the
Parthenon frieze is ‘Orientalizing’ in terms of its unrelieved processional
solemnity, its designer has tried his utmost to display all the self-defining
elements of the Greek Revolution: the Polykleitan nude or semi-nude mus-
culatures, the figures turning to front, side and back with equal facility, the
‘minor incidents’ (restless horses, chatting deities) of the depicted cere-
mony — all these proclaim to the (imaginary) visitor from Persia, and to the
actual visitors from allied Greek cities: this is our world view.

What better focus of commemoration for such a statement than the
battle of Marathon?

Myth-history and the Parthenon

The Parthenon was a work of art. That statement is dragged reluctantly
from an author who largely denies the production of art for art’s sake in
ancient Greece, but it is difficult for anyone to describe the Parthenon
purely in terms of its cult functions, and hence tempting to treat its deco-
ration as functionally redundant. Where was the altar of this temple? What
festivals were celebrated here? Why did another temple, the Erechtheum,
have to be built to house the cult statue of the Akropolis — the small olden
image of Athena Polias —and was the luxurious assemblage of the Athena
Parthenos no more than a treasury dressed up as a goddess? Can the
Parthenon be termed ‘a temple’ at all?

The columns of the Parthenon were specially designed to accommodate
a viewer from a certain distance: by a process known as entasis, the
columns were carved wider in the centre so that they would not look
(according to a natural optical distortion) concave. In fact, the architects
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of the Parthenon built in a host of ‘refinements’ to make the temple appear
beautifully symmetrical. But otherwise the Parthenon was a work of art
not specially considerate of those wanting to see it: the frieze particularly
so. On the exterior wall of the inner temple chamber, boxed in and almost
12 m (40 ft) above the floor (ill. 97), no one could comfortably secure a
proper view of even sections of it, let alone the whole (as is now deceptively
easy, given the eye-level, all-round display of the frieze at the British
Museum). ‘Artistic hubris’ is how one response to this inaccessibility goes;
according to another, we should desist from seeking coherent scholarly
accounts of the meaning of the frieze, if its iconography were based on
getting no more than lofty glimpses.

Works of art, however, are not necessarily bound to care whether anyone
sees them or not: as Paul Veyne has pointed out, the logic of monuments
such as Trajan’s Column may be precisely based on their ‘visual non-
visibility’. Just as the sculptors of the figures on the Parthenon pediments
took care to finish those rear parts of their statues that no ground-based
viewer would ever be able to see, so the creators of the frieze worked
according to the specifications of the ‘ideal spectator’ who would espouse
the same perspective, and comprehend the artistic intentions.

No ancient writer has told us what iconographic programme informed
the Parthenon’s decoration. With regard to the metopes, the first of the
Parthenon sculptures to be executed (in the mid-440s BC), this is not
perhaps a great problem. They may be read as plainly invested with a
mythical symbolism that exalted Greek or Athenian order over those who
would challenge it. On the east side there were excerpts from an old
favourite, the Gods versus the Giants. The Giants courted their own
primordial destruction by a challenge of extreme self-esteem or hubris —

97 A cavalcade on the
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the same sort of hubris that Xerxes would manifest when he launched his
invasion via the Hellespont, threatening the very elements of the earth (the
story of Xerxes’ fury when a storm broke up his bridge, and how he had
his minions whip the waves in vain revenge, was archetypal of the Greek
characterization of their Oriental enemy). On the west side were scenes
from the combat against the Amazons. Here the enemy was again Asiatic,
and more specifically anticipated the Persians: fighting on horseback, with
bows and arrows, and seeking (as we have noted in the description of the
paintings at the Stoa) to seize Attica—and even (as the shield of the Athena
Parthenos would show) storm the Akropolis itself.

The south metopes featured a Centauromachy. According to Xeno-
phon’s Cyropaedia (IV. 3.17—22), admittedly more a work of imagination
than history, the Persians admired the Centaurs, stemming from pride in
their own horsemanship, and thought it amusing that the Greeks should
regard them as terrifying as Centaurs, It requires little effort to understand
how the Centaurs’ mythical violation of the wedding of the Lapith prince
Pirithoos became a fifth-century BC metaphor for the barbaric intrusion of
the Persians upon Greek territory.

The north side metopes are badly preserved, but seem to have shown
episodes from the llioupersis (“Troy Taken’). Depending on which version
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of it one consults, that epic contained episodes which cast little credit on
the Greek victors: unfortunately, whatever nuances the Parthenon dis-
played are largely lost to us. It is hardly necessary to elaborate on the pos-
sible metaphorical force of the Ilioupersis in the context of an Athenian
monument celebrating triumph over an Eastern enemy, but it is worth
pointing out that its pairing with the Amazonomachy was already estab-
lished in the Stoa Poikile; alongside, of course, the battle of Marathon.
Approaching the Parthenon from the Propylaea, the monumental
Akropolis gateways also commissioned by Perikles, the most obvious
element of sculptural decoration was the temple’s west pediment. Perhaps
because it was so obvious, no ancient writer ever thought to describe it
properly. It appears to show Athena contesting the possession of Attica
with Poseidon. From what survives of the pediment, and various echoes of
it, it seems likely that what most ancient viewers would chiefly have regis-
tered was the central group of this arrangement — Athena versus Poseidon.
The mythographers tell us that both deities produced the tokens of their
claim to Attica on the Akropolis itself: in Athena’s case, an olive tree, and
in Poseidon’s, a salt spring. Given the choice, it is not difficult to see why
Athena won the contest. But our ancient sources cannot agree quite how it
was adjudicated, and the west pediment does little to clarify the situation.

99 Parthenon frieze, north
side, slab VI: the procession

of hydriaphoroi or water-
carriers.
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As for the opposite, east, pediment, we are no better informed by ancient
commentators. The central sculptures evidently showed the Birth of
Athena. Hers is a bizarre genesis, not easily represented in stone: she must
appeatr, in all her glory, from the head of Zeus, thanks to an axe-blow of
Hephaistos (and Zeus must appear unharmed by all this). Deities witness-
ing the act should register astonishment and delight, and the cosmic forces
acclaim it, too. To the Athenian viewer, the central importance here was
the arrival of Athena, the city’s protectress. Specific identities of the cir-
cumstantial figures, still subject to scholarly debate, were presumably once
fixed; but they may have been obscured or forgotten within a couple of
decades. As with the west pediment, certain figures here have been more or
less plausibly given half a dozen different identities by modern scholars but
nearly all are tentative, and again we remain unsure how far the original
programme was patent to those gazing up at it in ancient times. One may
question, indeed, whether the executive sculptors of this work, and those
who paid them for it, knew exactly what programme they were supposed
to be following. The building accounts that relate to the frieze of the
Erechtheum, quoted at greater length elsewhere in this book (see Chapter
7), are disturbingly anonymous in this respect: figures singled out for
piece-by-piece payment are identified by posture, not name (thus ‘the man
leaning on a staff’, or ‘the chariot, the youth, and the horses being har-
nessed’ — such phrases could so easily describe figures from the Parthenon
frieze too).

Familiarity with ‘the Elgin marbles’ as works of art, then, is no guaran-
tee of our knowing what they are and it is quite wrong of the British
Museum guidebooks to suggest (as they do) that a history of meticulous
museum tutelage has ensured a proper understanding of the Parthenon
sculptures. It is evident from the manifold variants in the Classical and
post-Classical mythography of the Athena versus Poseidon episode that
the Parthenon pediments were curiously ineffective at canonizing that
story. And yet on a basic level of comprehension, we can see as clearly as
any ancient viewer what the Parthenon was about: very simply, the glorifi-
cation of Athens, Athena and everything Athenian.

The limited success of scholars in clarifying the iconographic compo-
nents of the pedimental ensembles does not augur well for a detailed expla-
nation of what was the least accessible part of the Parthenon’s decoration:
the frieze. Again, no ancient writer comes to our aid, though that is not to
say that the frieze went ignored in antiquity (its resonance is surely felt, for
example, in the Ara Pacis of Augustus in Rome). As we have noted, some
element of rivalry with the Apadana at Persepolis is plausible in both the
general concept and the detailed execution of the frieze, perhaps creating
a heightened sense among Athenian viewers of their own democratic iden-
tity. Where the Apadana reliefs show client states trailing along with
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tribute for the Great King (ill. 98), the Parthenon frieze shows the unmis-
takable tokens of religious ritual being performed: here the portage of
bydriai (water) (ill. 99), elsewhere also spondai (libations), skaphai (trays
of cakes) and other items of sacrificial paraphernalia. From what basic
understanding we have of the Parthenon’s programme, this should be a
religious ritual with an Atheno-centric (or Athena-centric) focus, What
might that focus be?

The first recorded response to the Parthenon frieze comes from the
fifteenth-century traveller Cyriac of Ancona, who judged it to represent
‘Athenian victories in the time of Perikles’. This suggestion has found few
supporters: historically it is difficult to attach much military success to the
name of Perikles. If indeed a victory is being celebrated, it must be one
from the past. But most scholars (since at least the end of the eighteenth
century) have preferred to see here no victory celebration as such, but some
representation or evocation of the festival special to Athens, the
Panathenaia, celebrated on the date assigned as Athena’s birthday. This
was honoured annually, but every four years there was a grander version,
the ‘Great Panathenaia’, which involved replacing the peplos dress on the
statue of Athena Polias by a new one woven by the ladies of Athens. Since
a central section of the east side of the frieze appears to show the exchange
of just such a garment (ill. 100), it is true to say that, if any interpretation
of the frieze can be called ‘standard’, then the Panathenaic festival reading
is just such.

100 Parthenon frieze, east
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We know more about the Panathenaia as a festival than most other occa-
sions in the busy Athenian religious calendar, but this knowledge does not
invariably assist the full explanation of what we see happening in the
frieze. In no sense can it be treated as a ‘realistic’ depiction of a particular
year’s festival: the presence of twelve Olympian deities is enough to scotch
any notion of a documentary enterprise, and in any case, the decorum of
Greek temple decoration generally rules out the direct depiction of con-
temporary events. Might the frieze then show us an early, paradigmatic cel-
ebration of the Panathenaia — possibly the very first festival? Perhaps: some
consonance would then be achieved with the pediments, at least. However,
as with the pediments, we will then find ourselves blundering about in all
the obscurities of Athenian myth and aetiology, and possibly no better off
in our grasp of artistic intentions than the ancient viewers were.

A much more attractive interpretation — though it takes us into the same
area of essential obscurities — has been made by Joan Connelly. She mini-
mizes the Panathenaiac element, and draws attention instead to the story
of King Erechtheus as recounted in a play by Euripides, probably per-
formed at Athens in the 420s BC. The play is only partially preserved, but
its tragic core is known. Erechtheus, in order to ensure Athenian victory
over a Thracian force poised to invade Attica, was bound by the Delphic
Oracle to sacrifice one of his daughters. The central scene of the east frieze
thereby becomes a rather grisly vignette of sacrificial preparations. For the
sake of his city, Erechtheus will cut the throat of his own daughter. His wife
Praxithea, and other daughters (there are three or four in the mythology)
assist at the scene. As for the cloth here, it is not a peplos at all, but the
wrapping in which the sacrificial victim will be conducted to the altar.

It was suggested a century ago (by A. Furtwingler) that the tussle
between Athena and Poseidon on the Parthenon’s west pediment symbol-
ized two competing myth-historical and cultic claims on the Akropolis,
those of Kekrops and his family (for Athena), and those of Erechtheus and
his daughters (for Poseidon). A reading of the Parthenon frieze thart aligns
it within the mythical proto-history of Athens has much to recommend it,
especially when one considers that Erechtheus was shortly to have his own
temple on the Akropolis. But worries about this interpretation remain.
Athenians in the fifth century BC probably knew as much abour Erechtheus
as the British know about King Lear. To see his personal vicissitudes unfold
on the stage was one thing; to have them carved on a monument designed
to commemorate triumph over the Persians was another. True, the extent
to which King Erechtheus was prepared to go to save his country from inva-
sion may be regarded as exemplary. But human sacrifice was not a feature
of Greek religion. On the contrary, the Greeks regarded it as barbarian
(hence the myth of Herakles exploding against the Egyptian pharaoh
Busiris who was preparing to sacrifice him); and no Greek temple either
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before or after the Parthenon shows anything like this. And what of the rest 101 Parthenon frieze, west
of the frieze? Obviously, sacrificial attendants can be accounted for, and :::‘::_:"ah": the procession of
the Olympians too; Connelly is prepared to see the frieze as an explana-

tion of the myth-heroic origins of the Panathenaia. But in quantitative
terms, the most striking feature of the Parthenon frieze is its display of
young men with horses, and to explain them as the celebratory mustering
of King Erechtheus’ forces after their success in battle with the Thracians
at Eleusis is not quite convincing. Where, for a start, are their weapons? If
they are celebrating victory in a sanctuary, why has the virgin sacrifice to
ensure victory not yet taken place?

Objections against and points in favour of various individual readings
of the Parthenon frieze can be exchanged endlessly. We return to the orig-
inal theme of this chapter with those young horsemen (ill. rox). Cantering
along in a state of semi-nudity may have been an actual privilege of the
Athenian cavalry, but hardly in the associated context of a religious ritual.
Why is the frieze so dominated by them — as it undoubtedly is, and was?

From what we know of the Panathenaia, the cavalry did not take partin
the procession involved in the ritual to replace Athena’s peplos. Foot-
soldiers did, and fully armed too — but not cavalry. So the horsemen hardly
square with a conventional Panathenaia. They exhibit some differentiation
of dress, perhaps sufficient (as some have suggested) to indicate their mem-
bership of the ten Athenian tribes. But what they exhibit more than any-
thing else is an ethos of heroization. To glimpse just one of these figures
(ill. 102) is to be left in little doubt how to read it as a piece of fifth-century

: 3 102 A heroic figure from the
BC sculpture: Polykleitan torso, flying cloak and features of athletic, self- parthenon frieze.
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conscious seriousness. These may be ideal epheboi, the best examples of
young Athenian manhood, dedicating themselves to both Athena and her
polis. But temple decorum requires that they should not be portraits of the
living, Instead, they must evoke a generation that is to come — or a gener-
ation that has already been.

It must be stressed again: no interpretation of the Parthenon frieze
which attempts to be specific is free from problems. Conversely, each spe-
cific interpretation has something in its favour. And the one so far only
anticipated, but not discussed, is as follows: that if you count the number
of heroized figures on the frieze, their total comes out at a very significant
number - 192.

This is, of course, the number enshrined in Herodotus as those who fell
at Marathon. As a tally of ‘heroized’ figures (subject to some dispute,
admittedly) it was first noticed by W.-H. Schuchhardt in 1930, John
Boardman then incorporated it into his argument that the frieze ‘shows the
fighters of Marathon celebrating the prime festival of their goddess, on the
temple dedicated to her as a thanksgiving for her aid at Marathon and
afterwards, and in a manner which indicates the heroic status of those who
fell there’. This is not the place to rehearse the substance and detail of
Boardman’s interpretation, which readers may explore for themselves (see
Further Reading). But with regard to what has already been said about the
burial of the Marathonian dead — in a consciously archaizing, even
Homeric style — we cannot be surprised to find them presented here with
horses and chariots. Yes, those who fought at Marathon fought on foot,
But those who died in that battle were conceived as joining the same
nether-world as Ajax, Achilles and Agamemnon. Just as large grave-
marking vases from eighth-century BC Attic cemeteries show the heroized
dead with ‘Mycenaean’ shields and fleets of chariots, so the Parthenon
frieze shows the glory-clad Marathonians as riders and chariot-owners.
Everything we know about the Greek historical consciousness of the fifth
century BC points to a blurring of boundaries between myth and history.
There is also discernible a tendency for the ‘factoids’ of history to become
the stuff of both myth and religion, and the communion (koinonia) of
living and dead maintained by the imaginative ‘visibility’ of heroic ances-
tors.

We must admit that the circumstantial pressure upon the Parthenon-
designers to make some allusion to the heroes of Marathon was extremely
strong. Of course, once in place, the frieze offered no chance to viewers,
especially not the dim-sighted old Marathonomachai, to count out the
glorious 192, But the conception of an ultimate Marathon memorial may
once have been there (see /. 105) for the perfect viewer. In fact, given the
lineage of Marathon commemorations already established, we should
rather be amazed by its absence.
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Coda: the Erechtheum Caryatids and the Temple of Athena Nike

‘Architects should inform themselves about history.” So writes Vitruvius, in
the opening pages of his De Architectura (1. 5). If they do, then inquisitive
members of the public may be quickly satisfied. Suppose, continues
Vitruvius, that someone asks why an architect has replaced columns with
‘marble statues of long-robed women, which are called caryatids’. It is the
cue for a display of historical erudition. Caryatids, according to Vitruvius,
are thus called because during the Persian wars, the Laconian city of
Caryae was one of those Greek states which sided with the Persians. After
defeating the Persians, the Greek allies turned on Caryae. The menfolk
they killed; the women were put into slavery, however ‘high-born’ they
were. And the architects of the time symbolized their shame with
‘Caryatids’: stone figures of the heavy-laden women, whose punishment
would thus be broadcast to posterity.

103 The caryatid porch
of the Erechtheum, on the
Akropolis, Athens.
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The notion that serving as a column represents a form of punishmentis
not controversial. Figures of Giants or Atlantes, when they serve to hold
up a building, may readily be explained as Giants defeated by the gods in
the primal Gigantomachy. Yet this explanation of the Caryatids has
encountered general scepticism. Scholars suspicious of the Vitruvian idea
of history will point out that the Erechtheum (ill. 103) is not in fact the
first building to use female figures as columns: the late sixth-century BC
building at Delphi which we know as the Siphnian Treasury also has them,
and as anthropomorphic basin-stands (perirrbanteria) ‘Caryatids’ have a
long Archaic tradition. But this does not exclude the possibility that they
acquired a fresh significance of humiliation in the fifth century. And why
should Vitruvius be making up his explanation? He goes on to say that the
Spartans, when they laid out their ‘Persian Stoa’, similarly set up supports
in Persian garb (statuas Persicas sustinentes) as architectural emblems of
victory. If he is right, and the construction of the Erechtheum beginsin 421
BC, then we are bound to extend our survey of post-Persian wars com-
memoration thus far. At the time that the Erechtheum was being built,
Athens had agreed a truce, or even peace, with Sparta: and to dwell on old
successes had become a form of refuge from the present, which offered pre-
cious little to celebrate.

The same may be said for the little lonic temple perched on a bastion of
the Akropolis, which we know as the Temple of Athena Nike. Again, it is
reckoned to have been built and decorated in the late 420s BC; and again,
despite the lapse of time, one is impelled to explain its decoration in terms
of retrospective commemoration. Being lonic, the temple carried a frieze
above the architrave on all four sides. Though it has survived poorly, this is
the tentative consensus on what the frieze represents: on the east side, a
gathering of gods, with Athena probably central; on the south side, Greeks
fighting Orientals — some (e.g. Evelyn Harrison) go so far as to call this the
battle of Marathon; and on the west and north sides, battles which appear
to show Greeks against Greeks —according to one suggestion, scenes from
the battle of Megara in 458 BC, when the Athenians indecisively took on
Corinth, or perhaps more contemporaneously, evocations of the
Peloponnesian War itself (ill. 104).

The structurally unusual feature of the Nike temple is its decorated
parapet or balustrade. The reliefs from this part of the building seem
equally unusual: Athena, in the company of assorted Nikai, or female
victory figures, is vigorously conducting bovine sacrifice, and arranging
piles of armour as trophies. Though there appears some inclination on the
part of the sculptors to dwell on the femininity of Athena and her com-
panions (the erotic possibilities of deep-cut and wayward drapery are fully
explored, as one figure, for instance, stoops to adjust her sandal), there is
in fact no ladylike delicacy at this sacrifice. The bulls are wrestled to the
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ground: at least one is shown having its throat slit. But there is no sign of
any altar. So where is this supposed to be happening? Quite possibly on the
battlefield itself. The presence of the bulls has favoured suggestions that
some connection with Theseus may be implied here, but he is nowhere to
be seen. A more cogent solution is that the victory being celebrated here is
(or rather was) a cosmically-ordained triumph. Athena herself may be
imagined on the battlefield, helping to set up trophies, plunging herself
into the protocols of post-battle thanksgiving.

Which battlefield might qualify for such honours? At the time of this
temple’s construction, there is really only one candidate. Over half a
century on, there is still no forgetting, Its exhortatory power will have been
felt by all those who gazed on the Nike bastion (and it was hard to miss).
The source of that power was Marathon.

104 Detail of the south side
of the frieze of the temple of
Athena Nike, on the
Akropolis, Athens, showing
Greeks versus Persians.
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IN SEARCH OF PHEIDIAS

Here, as P. Vidal-Naquet has pointed out, is one of the most profound contra-
dictions of Greek civilization. Greece, particularly in the fifth and fourth cen-
turies, was a ‘civilization of the craftsman’; but its ideology, that of the ruling
class (as expressed, for example, in the works of Plato), denies the importance
and the effective role of the craftsman. He is condemned to the shadows: to be
none other than ‘the secret bero of Greek history’.

Translated from E Frontisi-Ducroix, Dédale (Paris 1975), 25

Pheidias lost

Opus LX of Sir Lawrence Alma-Tadema is not a great painting, but it is
(albeit not quite in the sense it was intended to be) an instructive one.
Pheidias and the Parthenon Frieze (ill. 105) aims to recreate, in almost doc-
umentary fashion, the first ‘private viewing' of the Parthenon frieze:
Pheidias, scroll in hand, stands somewhat bashfully by his handiwork;
sundry prominent Athenians, including Perikles with Aspasia, and
Socrates with young Alcibiades, perambulate the scaffolding to inspect the
details — as well they might, since for all its bright paintwork (boldly imag-
ined by Alma-Tadema), the frieze will be very difficult for anyone to see
properly once the scaffolding is down.

This was one of the first of Alma-Tadema’s pseudo-photographic recon-
structions of Classical subjects, and in relative terms one of his most con-
vincing (reveries of languid nymphs thence dominate his work). It is
instructive for us not, however, because it reminds us of polychromy in
Greek sculpture, but rather insofar as it reflects a powerful and durable art-
historical image. This is the image of Pheidias the immortal sculptor;
Pheidias the divino artista, the masterhand, the unparalleled virtuoso;
Pheidias the epitome of creative energy in that nursery of genius, Periklean
Athens. Typical of the enthusiasm buzzing for this Pheidias after the
arrival of the Elgin marbles in London is an anonymous sonnet on the
sculptures which ends by apostrophizing their creator thus:
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Phidias! thou hast immortalized thy name
In these thy handy-works, and they will tell
Loud as ten thousand thunderings thy fame
Wherever truth and beauty deign to dwell.

(From The Gentleman’s Magazine, January 1818, 65: the suspected
author is Benjamin Haydon, friend of the poet, John Keats.)

This enthusiasm entered the streams of serious art-appreciation. A little
after Alma-Tadema’s painting, in 1871, John Ruskin would hold up a
portion of the Parthenon frieze and eulogize ‘the noble hand’ which
wrought it. Indeed, he claimed that the great artistry of Pheidias was
directly betrayed by the work: ‘you may recognize the decision of his
thought, and the glow of his temper, no less in the workmanship than the
design’ (my italics).

Alas, the truth is this: not a single work survives which can be attributed
with real certitude to one artist called Pheidias. The Riace Bronzes may be
by him; and there is a sense in which Alma-Tadema could rightly show one
man standing to take the credit for the Parthenon frieze: someone — say
Pheidias, the man with the scroll in his hands — may have sketched its
design, even if forty other sculptors actually carved it. But we need to think
very carefully about what it means to attribute Greek sculptures to indi-
vidual artists. Attribution is a game in which we have so far refused to par-
ticipate: this chapter should help to explain why.

Before we address modern critical theories about authorship and their
relevance to Classical art history, it is worth taking stock of the ‘Pheidias’

105 Pheidias and the
Parthenon Frieze, by
L. Alma-Tadema (1868).

In Search of Pheidias

153




































wants to draw the distinction between the artist and the artisan: and
Pheidias is the measure of the difference.

So Pheidias is not chimerical. But it is clear from all our ancient sources
that what raised the esteem of Pheidias — what promoted him, as it were,
into the ranks of the creative elite — were his two celebrated large-scale
chryselephantine cult statues, the Athena Parthenos and the Zeus at
Olympia. Not a fragment of either work survives; in our mind’s eye, there-

fore, if we want to glimpse the ‘genius of Pheidias’, we shall have to recon-
struct them.

Pheidias found

The Athena Parthenos statue has, in fact, twice been reconstructed for
modern edification. One reconstruction belongs to the larger project of
replicating the entire Parthenon in an unlikely second home at Nashville,
Tennessee. The other is in the Royal Ontario Museum at Toronto: a model
at one-tenth of the original scale, which makes Athena look indeed rather
doll-like, though in detail it is probably accurate enough (ill. 106). A
number of ancient souvenir copies (ills 107 and 108) have survived, some
of them of very shoddy quality: the best is the “Varvakeion’ statue in
Athens (ill. 107), carved from marble and standing just over T m (3% ft)
high. A larger marble version, undoubtedly a ‘free’ version, which once
stood in the Library at Pergamum, probably best captures the dignity of
the Parthenos, and the Pergamene location is significant: two centuries
after the Parthenos was dedicated on the Akropolis, Pergamum was rising
as ‘the Athens of the East’, and the kings of Pergamum were making their
own sculptural dedications on the Akropolis (see Chapter 9).

The historian Philochorus relates that 44 talents of precious material
were invested in the drapery of the Parthenos. The ancient Greek talent is
equivalent to around 26 kg (over 50 lb); if by ‘precious material® we
assume gold, the total weight of gold on the statue was 1144 kg — worth
something like £90 million, or $15 million, at current rates. This sheer
quantity of gold, and the allegations of its occasional theft or ‘borrowing’
from the statue, have encouraged some scholars to think of the Parthenos
not so much as a work of art as a glorified treasury — or a rather overstated
way of keeping public funds under public scrutiny. But this concept is
wrong on two counts. First, it should be noted that the simple olive-wood
statue of Athena Polias, which the Parthenos supplanted (or comple-
mented) as the main cult image of Athena on the Akropolis, was, as early
as the sixth century BC, embellished with a kosmos of gold trappings. The
prehistoric Polias image may have had an essentially aniconic core, but its
exterior was bright and golden (perhaps including a mask for a face). So
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although it was on a small scale, the principle of associating precious metal
with the divinity of Athena was already established.

As for the colossal scale of the Parthenos, we have some evidence that
huge size was cognitively associated with divinity. In the Homeric Hymn
to Aphrodite, for example, Aphrodite first manifests herself as a young
submissive virgin to the shepherd Anchises, who delightedly makes love to
her; she then wakes him from his post-coital sleep as Aphrodite the
goddess, so large that her head ‘touches the well-hewn roof” of his house,
terrifying the small mortal man. Much later, we find in the rhetorician
Aclius Aristeides (second century AD) a ‘Sacred Tale’ relating to a vision of
the Athena Parthenos, in which the statue (‘the Athena of Pheidias’, as
Aelius calls it), appears ‘in all her beauty and magnitude’ (kai to kallos kai
to megathos: Sacred Tales 11.41). The phrase is immediately repeated, like
some prophylactic formula; and the conjunction of beauty with size to
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the Athena Parthenos - the
chryselephantine sculpture in
the Parthenon by Pheidias -
in the Royal Ontario Museum,
Toronto.




delineate Athena incarnate is unlikely to be a novel concept belonging to
Aelius. So one is inclined to allow a genuinely religious motive for the com-
mission of such a huge statue.

The paradoxes of Athena the female patron of a city dominated by men;
of Athena Parthenos (‘the Virgin’) and yet the Mother of Men (a chorus of
old men in Euripides’ Heracleidae, lines 770—72, hails Athena not only as
‘Queen’, potnia, but also as ‘Mother, Mistress and Protectress’ — mater,
despoina, phylax), cannot themselves be resolved here, though the
Parthenos statue embodies them. As they gazed on her, Athenians saw a
figure at once comforting and threatening. Athena’s warrior status was
implied by her helmet, from whose visor sprang winged horses, like the
protomai of old-fashioned tripods; the spear resting against her left shoul-
der; and by the Nike figure, flourishing a wreath, in her extended hand:
victory assured. In the myth-history of Athens, and specifically of the

107 The ‘Lenormant’
statuette: a second- or
third-century ap version of
the Athena Parthenos.

108 The ‘Varvakeion’
statuette: a second-century
Ap model of the Athena
Parthenos.
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Akropolis, Athena — whom most Athenians would simply refer to as ‘the
goddess’, be theos — was protective beyond the normal bounds of mater-
nal instinct. She had her shawl with its aegis, the apotropaic gorgoneion;
and her shield, propped up by the ‘home-guarding snake’ (oikouros ophis):
thus she harboured the city, its mythical founders and all its manhood past
and present. At the same time, she sponsored the model behaviour of the
citizen woman. Not quite so overtly as Archaic versions of the Athena
‘Palladium’ statue, which brandished a javelin in one hand, and a distaff
and spindle in the other; but by her title-claim to chastity, and the volumi-
nous style of her dress, the ‘sensible’ Doric peplos, the Parthenos embod-
ied the testing ideal which Athenian men created for their women — to be
sexually pure, rear children and keep the citizenry well fed and well
clothed.

Pheidias, as ancient commentators noted, explored every available space
for extra figurative decoration. Just as an orator turned his speech around
a series of topics or paragraph-headings, said Pliny, so Pheidias used each
“unction’ of the Parthenos to build up its thematic swell (Natural History
XXXVIL18). Hence the Gigantomachy on the inside of the shield.
Athena’s part in the cosmic defeart of the Giants was an almost obligatory
part of her iconography, and every year the peplos woven for the little old
Athena Polias statue carried some sort of Gigantomachy. Here Pheidias
chose to show the Giants storming Mount Olympus itself. Then, on the
shield’s exterior, an Amazonomachy — a clever pairing of themes, since the
Amazons, like the Giants, were shown assailing an eminence, obviously
implying a shared sort of impiety. Here, frissons of recent myth-history
were evoked by the resemblance of Amazons to Persians, and the object of
Amazon attack being the Akropolis; and further frissons were generated,
apparently, by the sculptor showing himself and his friend Perikles among
the heroic Greeks repelling the Amazon—Persians.

On the sandals of the statue were scenes of Lapiths fighting Centaurs,
and the allegorical force of that story must by then have been widely appre-
ciated by contemporary viewers. But what are we to make of the most
innovative scenes on the Parthenos — the reliefs along the base, which evi-
dently featured the birth of Pandora, in the company of twenty
Olympians? The myth of Pandora, at least as related by Hesiod in the
seventh century BC (partly in his Theogony, and more fully in Works and
Days, 42—105), seems at first sight inappropriate; Hesiod is after all
obsessed with the pithos of Pandora, brimming with evils, and presents her
creation as a curse on the male gender. Of all the gifts bestowed on
Pandora, the ‘all-endowed’, Hesiod dwells with most relish on the ‘bitchy
character’ (kuneos noos) given to her by Hermes. But this disenchanted
Hesiodic reading may have softened by the fifth century. Pandora may be
deemed pertinent to this statue because she is a parthenos too, who will be
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109 A reconstruction drawing of the Olympic Zeus, a colossal chryselephantine sculpture by Pheidias.
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REVEALING APHRODITE

Far from being merely an entertainment for males, the nude, as a genre, is one
of many cultural phenomena that teaches women to see themselves through
male eyes and in terms of dominating male interests. While it sanctions and
reinforces in men the identification of virility with domination, it bolds up to
women self-images in which even sexual self-expression is probibited.

Carol Duncan, The Aesthetics of Power (Cambridge 1993), 113

1 would rather see her lovely walk and the

shining sparkle of her face than the chariots

of the Lydians and armed infantry fighting.
Sappho of Lesbos (Greek Lyric 1, 67)

The stirrings of pornography

In a strictly etymological sense, the Greeks endowed the world with
pornography: porne, prostitute or whore; graphein, to depict. The Greeks
were not the first culture to depict their women erotically naked, nor did
the first female nudes in Greek art properly belong to an erotic ambience:
statuettes of ‘fertility goddesses’ or kourotrophoi can be invoked as fore-
runners. But the appropriation of the female nude as an objet d’art by male
artists and male voyeurs undoubtedly derives from the realms and institu-
tions the Greeks associated with porneia or ‘bodily desire’.

‘Prostitution’ is perhaps a misleading term here, since the functions of
the Greek courtesan entailed rather more than the straightforward
exchange of sex for cash. Bearing in mind the circumstances of the
respectable Greek wife — not only confined to mostly domestic duties, but
also largely uneducated — we should recognize that Greek prostitutes
offered their minds as well as their bodies. Commercial promiscuity was
based on more than a range of skilful sexual manoeuvres: these were
unusual women who knew how to drink wine, play music, dance dances
and quote Homer. Such women were called betairai, which means simply
‘female companions’.

fopposite)

110 Aphrodite of Knidos; a
cast of a Roman copy of the

Greek original.
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They appear where we should expect to find them: on the decorated
drinking vessels produced for symposia. The symposium was essentially a
drinking party, and primarily for men. But it admitted women who could
match men in their drinking and conversation, and go beyond that in
musical and sensual entertainment, On vases used for liquid refreshment
at these parties we often see the betairai partaking themselves, and usually
they are naked save for a garland or two. The whiff of ambitious sex is
never very far away from their bodies, whether according to male fantasy
or indeed because symposia were regularly orgiastic. For now, however, we
may content ourselves with a class of quieter images. These are the
glimpses of hetairai when the women are not actually on show: the hetairai
at their toilette.

Sometimes such images are splashed over the exterior surface of a vase
— groups of girls at a pool, washing and drying themselves. More often,
though, they are on the insides of drinking cups: small tondo depictions
that the drinker (usually male) would come across as he drained his wine.
If the wine was dark, as it generally was, then the image may be reckoned
to have a sort of surprise element to it. One such scene is showninll. 771,
painted in Athens during the early to mid-fifth century Bc. On this and
other vases similar to it, the girl is shown next to a wash-stand and basin.
She may be hanging up her boots, or carrying her clothes and towel in a
bundle. Such figures tend to look boyish, for reasons that we shall
encounter shortly, but they are definitely female, and the vase illustrated
includes the inscription kale — ‘lovely girl!” — beside its subject.

The element of voyeurism here is undeniable. It is the artistic prehistory
of what has been characterized as ‘the male gaze’. This, as John Berger has
pointed out, is an essentially European artistic tradition, mythologized in
the Judgment of Paris, and later sustained by centuries of oil painting, in
which the woman is always set up to be surveyed by male viewers — and
now knows that she is being surveyed. The pretence of invaded privacy is
part of the game: a peeping-tom may lurk unseen, but is still representa-
tive of the male gaze.

The voyeuristic element is also important in determining the difference
berween the naked and the nude (discussed earlier). These betairai are not
naked ladies, but nudes: women whose naive nakedness has been trans-
formed into a focus of artistic appreciation; women who have therefore
become nudes in the long art-historical procession of nudes. It is a loss of
innocence, and a loss of innocence that the Greeks themselves must have
registered.

The images from vase-painting are significant for sculpture in several
ways. In the first place, the favourite moment for catching the betaira naked
(or nude) is when she is washing. The statues of Aphrodite, as we shall see,
also prefer this bagneuse moment, with one key difference. Whereas the
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111 A naked female figure in
the interior of an early fifth-
century ec Athenian drinking-
cup by Onesimos.
















statue destroyed; or else it ended up in Ottoman lime-kilns. It is now gone,
and we get only an approximate idea of the statue from two types of copies
(or rather, adaptations) — one showing the goddess bathing al fresco, the
other seemingly an interior scene, with a huge water carrier involved.
These approximations are so stodgy and sexless that they can only be
something of a disappointment (ill. 110). Instead we may contemplate an
imagined reconstruction of the Knidian temple (ill. 1173) and review the
archaeological context in the light of a literary account which is basically
convincing as a deseription, though of dubious authorship.

This is a dialogue titled Erotes (‘Loves’, or ‘Affairs of the Heart’) and
attached, with scholarly misgivings, to the work of a Greek satirist and
essayist called Lucian, who was writing in the second century AD. The
actual authorship is not important to us here; it prov1des us witha ir;gnette
of what it was like to visit the Knidian temple in Roman times. As Pliny

113 A reconstruction of the

temple of Aphrodite at

Knidos, with the famous cult

statue in the centre.
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now in the museum at Tivoli—its naturalism was not its source of enchant-
ment. One conspicuous feature is the absence of pubic hair. Greek sculp-
tors were not averse to showing male pubic hair, and the betairai painted
on fifth-century vases seem to display it. Possibly Phryne shaved or
depilated herself. If she did, then she perhaps should be held ultimately
responsible for that unfortunate honeymoon experience of John Ruskin —
apocryphal or not— when a man thoroughly versed in Western art was hor-
rified to discover that women possess hairy genitals (and is said never to
have admitted his wife to his bed again). Such may be the extent of the
influence of this nude at Knidos, that all subsequent nudes were given
smooth pubic triangles. We shall never be able to appreciate how fine in
other respects the statue was. But it is clear that its resonance was stylisti-
cally, and socially, deeply felt around the Mediterranean.

Aphrodite at large

Aphrodite at Knidos was worshipped as Aphrodite Euploia— Aphrodite of
“fair sailing’, or ‘blessed navigation’. The increase of sea-borne trade in the
Hellenistic Mediterranean naturally fostered the spread and expansion of
Aphrodite’s cult. Before we look at the variations of the cult image gener-
ated after the fourth century, we might note that the round temple itself
became a celebrated design. Hadrian’s act of architectural homage was
only the latest of many previous ones. For instance, one of the Hellenistic
rulers of Egypt, Ptolemy Philopater (222—205 BC), replicated the temple

114 A drawing of part of
the west pediment of the
Parthenon, attributed to
Jacques Carrey, c. 1674. It
includes a naked female
figure, now lost, probably
Aphrodite.
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on board one of his ships, close to his own cabin, complete with marble
cult statue. Similar temples were erected to rival that of Knidos —at nearby
Caunos, for example; and on Kos an alternative attraction was created by
a painting of Aphrodite Anadyomene — Aphrodite rising from the waves —
by Apelles. Knowledge of this from literary sources doubtless inspired
Botticelli’s well-known versions of the same subject, now in Florence and
Berlin. Apelles is said to have served as court painter to Alexander the
Great; the stories allege that his model too was Phryne, sketched as
Aphrodite when she walked into the sea near Eleusis with her hair down.
(She would appear to have aged elegantly)

The eroticism of the Knidian Aphrodite was most overtly trumped by
the cult and cult images of Aphrodite Kallipygos — Aphrodite of the
Beautiful Buttocks (sometimes also Aphrodite Kalligloutos). A number of
statues and reliefs attest a figure who, as if in the course of a dance, lifts up
her skirts to reveal her bottom —and glances over her shoulder to check its
beauty for herself. We are told, unreliably, that a cult to Aphrodite
Kallipygos grew up at Syracuse after two peasant sisters began bickering
as to which of them possessed the fairer behind, and eventually asked a
passer-by to adjudicate (the passer-by not only fell violently in love with
one of girls, but despatched his younger brother along to inspect the other:
double nuptials ensued); and we are told that hetairai might stage, among
themselves, bottom competitions (philoneikia hyper tes pyges), though
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Though the statue was found
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specified, but seems likely to be in the mind’s eye of any writer wanting to
make a shorthand description of female pulchritude, especially in writing
intended to titillate (logos erotikos). A nice instance of this comes in the
romance Chaireas and Callirhoe, attributed to Chariton, and thought to
belong to some time between 100 BC and AD 1 50. Callirhoe is introduced
to us as ‘a maiden of amazing beauty, the ornament [agalma] of all Sicily’;
and in Book Two of the story, we are given a lingering vignette of this
beauty at her bath, through the eyes of female companions:

When she undressed, they were awestruck.. .. Her skin gleamed white, sparkling
just like some shining substance [marmarygei —implying marble]; her flesh was
so soft that you were afraid even the touch of a finger would cause a bad wound.

(Chaireas and Callirhoe, 11. 2.2, trans Reardon)

Like Pygmalion’s statue coming to life, there is the fantasy of an object
gleaming and unblemished as carved marble, yet also wondrously soft to
the touch. The image of Aphrodite baigneuse has become a quick and easy
literary means of evoking the fantasy of ideal — bur atrtainable — beauty.

We may conclude with a Roman image, from the Flavian period (c. AD
80). Roman matrons, like Greek citizen-wives, did not customarily display
their bodies in public. But such was the power and ubiquity of Aphrodite’s
nude image in the Roman world that a number of Roman women, some
with direct Imperial connections, had themselves portrayed in the mode of
Venus pudica — essentially the Knidian Aphrodite, with her hands shield-
ing breasts and genitals. They kept their own ‘veristic’ portrait features,
and there is nothing Classically Greek about their beehive hair-dos. One
lady, called Ulpia Epigone, went so far as to have herself commemorated
for eternity as a semi-divine semi-nude (ill. 117). She may be imagining
herself as a sleeping Ariadne here, and is firmly clutching the lower half of
her modesty. But the exposed breasts are thanks to Aphrodite — or rather,
thanks to that sculprural tradition from the Late Classical period onwards
which took artistic delight in revealing Aphrodite.
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117 The Roman matron
Ulpia Epigone shown on her
funerary relief; c. ap 80.
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the beginning of ‘the Hellenistic world” is a phenomenon traditionally
explained in Macedonian terms. The issue of how far the Macedonian
kings considered themselves Greek is difficult, and a tender point of
modern nationalistic politics in Greece and the Balkans. Traditional
histories will assert that the Macedonians effectively ‘conquered’ Greece.
The battle of Chaeronea, in 338 BC, when Philip II of Macedon and his
eighteen-year old son Alexander crushed a combined Athenian and
Theban army, is usually given as a fixed point of Greek ‘enslavement’ to
the Macedonians. At the same time, Philip endowed Olympia with a
family statue-group that suggested a Macedonian at-homeness in the pan-
Hellenic world; and Alexander’s personal tutor was none other than
Aristotle. Undoubtedly, the cultural ambitions of the Macedonian dynasts
in the fourth century Bc were directed towards Greece, and the phenome-
non of Alexander makes Hellenistic art easy to explain. But if ‘Hellenistic’
implies Greek artists working on non-Greek commissions, we shall have to
begin our account of Hellenistic sculpture not in Macedonia but Asia
Minor, and at a slightly earlier date than is usually allocated for the
‘Hellenistic’ category. Certain coastal kingdoms in Asia Minor— Lycia and
Caria are the two examples we shall address, though others would also be
relevant — maintained, throughout the wars between Greeks and Persians,
a sort of independence (if not political, then at least cultural); and
inevitably served as buffer zones, in terms of the meeting of Greek and
Asiatic minds. Alexander himself would sweep through them in the 330s
BC, technically incorporating them into the Macedonian empire, burt long
before he arrived, these kingdoms had offered work to Greek sculptors.

The results of such commissions may sometimes seem hybrid or
‘grotesque’. At Sidon, a Phoenician city on the Levantine coast (Lebanese
Saida), we find a series of royal sarcophagi from the fifth century BC
onwards which must have been inspired by the anthropoid coffins first
designed in Egypt. Yet this Egyptian concept was soon adapted by Greek
sculptors, as seen in the use of marble and the Hellenizing features of the
face (ill. 119). Further stylistic evidence of Greek sculptors at work is to
be found in the statuary from the sanctuary of the Phoenician deity
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The columns of the Mausoleum, however, are in the Ionic order. And,
like the Lycian chiefs, and indeed the Persian kings, for the decoration of
his tomb Mausolus called in Greek sculptors. Larer sources speak of an

assortment of ‘great masters’ brought over for the commission: the names
of Scopas, Bryaxis, Leochares, Timotheos and Praxiteles are mentioned,
and there is supposed to have been a sort of competition between several
of these sculptors, each taking a different side of the monument. On
stylistic grounds this has so far proved impossible to demonstrate, and
attributing the various and numerous fragments of the Mausoleum’s dec-
oration to named sculptors is likewise a fairly fruitless exercise. But anyone
who looks closely at even the more battered remains of the Mausoleum’s
sculptures (il. 122) is bound to agree that whoever they were, the sculp-
tors called to Halicarnassus were as capable as any on the Greck mainland.
And in iconographic terms, they pandered fully to their patron’s
Hellenizing tendencies.

120 The‘Nereid Monument’

from Xanthos, Lycia, in Asia
Minor; early fourth century
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Uncertainties remain about precisely how the relics recovered from the
site (mostly in 1857 by Sir Charles Newton of the British Museum) relate
to the building. But the sculptural programme of the Mausoleum may be
hypothetically detailed as follows (descending in order from the top of the
building):

1. On top of the stepped pyramidal roof: a four-horse chariot. There
may have been a rider in this chariot — some suggest Mausolus himself,
others propose Helios. The latest nomination is Herakles, whose apo-
theosis was accomplished in a chariot, and from whom Mausolus (in
company with Alexander, and divers other Hellenistic despots) may have
claimed his ultimate ancestry. In any case, such quadrigas were to become
standard emblems of royal power: the bronze horses now in San Marco at
Venice may come from one of the many Hellenistic groups of this sort.

2. Around the base of the chariot group: a frieze depicting Greeks
against Centaurs. By the mid-fourth century BC, this theme had become
almost an essential token of the Classical. There is no reason why Maus-
olus should not have embraced its broadest symbolic meaning, and aligned
himself with the civilization of the Greeks as challenged by outsiders.

3. At the foot of the sloped roof: patrolling lions. Greece (Delos), Lycia
and Persia might all offer precedents for these, whose function (beyond the
decorative) may be described as apotropaic.

4. Below the roof: a colonnade of thirty-six lonic columns. On the inner
wall of this colonnade was a second frieze, showing chariot-racing: a ref-
ererence, perhaps, to the Homeric-style games that would mark the funeral
of Mausolus. Some freestanding figures — possibly Hekatomnid ancestors
of Mausolus — may have stood between the columns.

5. Immediately below the colonnade: a third frieze. Both the largest and
best-preserved, it shows an Amazonomachy. Less cluttered than some of its
Classical predecessors (e.g. the Amazonomachy from Bassae), it was made
readily comprehensible to a viewer below by lavish indulgence in what
Kenneth Clark called ‘the heroic diagonal’ (ill. 123) — sharp postures of
combat, strikingly outlined against a simple background of shields and
flying cloaks. Like the Centauromachy, this theme was inherently
Classicizing, but it may also have had some family pertinence, since we are
told that the Hekatomnids claimed to possess, as a sacred relic, the axe of
Hippolyte, Queen of the Amazons. Slab number 1008 in the British
Museum shows ‘Herakles destroying a principal Amazon lady’: it may be
that some epic was composed for Mausolus, linking his ancestors with this
feat. It is worth noting that on coinage issued on the island of Kos, which
came under his influence, Mausolus is shown in the guise of Herakles.

6. Finally, there were sculptures in the round, apparently on different
levels and on different scales, towards the base of the podium. Cuttings in
the cornices of the podium indicate that this is where most of the free-
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121 (opposite above left) The
over lifesize statue identified
as Mausolus, from the
Mausoleum, though it may
represent another Carian
dynast.

122 (opposite above right)
Detail of the Mausoleum
frieze; carved c. 360-350 sc.

123 (opposite below) A detail
of Mausoleum frieze: an
example of the use of the
‘heroic diagonal’ in a scene of
Greeks fighting Amazons.
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standing statuary must have been, though the fragmentary state of its sur-
vival permits only a vague account of it. Imaginative reconstructions of the
entire monument have to allow for the fact that the sculptures are on three
different scales, from lifesize through to ‘colossal’ — so some figures have
to be elevated either to the colonnade, or the roof (or both). But there is
no way of knowing whether the two colossal figures usually identified as
‘Mausolus’ and ‘Artemisia’ are actually the royal couple. ‘Artemisia’, face-
less as she is, has been reckoned to strike an ‘adoring’ pose; ‘Mausolus’ (/1.
121) displays physiognomic features, and a splendid moustache, that
relate closely to other images of Persian satraps (as evident, for example,
from numismatic portraits of Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus, who ruled
in these parts in the late fifth century Bc). However, it may be wiser to
reserve the remains of one colossal enthroned figure as Mausolus; and as
for the rest of the figures, the distance between immediate family and
heroic ancestors may never have been easy to ascertain even when the mon-
ument was intact.

The Mausoleum was an excessive tomb. Excavations of the royal chamber
underneath have revealed traces of an equally excessive cremation. Only
some of the tomb treasures (keimelia) have survived, burt a vast deposit of
bones of sacrificed animals was found at the chamber’s entrance, adding
archaeological substance to the literary sources that record a funeral for
Mausolus conducted in Homeric style. The monument itself was included
in the Hellenistic compilation we know as the Seven Wonders of the
Ancient World, and by the late first century BC the term ‘Mausoleum® had
become eponymous for any ambitious sepulchre.

Mausolus had his own court bard: one Theodektes, who would design
his own tomb, to be situated between Athens and Eleusis, and include
portraits of all his ancestors, among whose number he claimed Homer. At
the funeral of Mausolus it was a Greek rhetorician and historian,
Theopompus, who delivered the eulogy. As we have seen, the Mausoleum
as a concept is largely non-Greek, and non-Greek in some of its details too.
But there is no doubt that Mausolus was consistently, and assiduously,
Hellenizing. And what the Mausoleum amounts to is an overt architectural
manifestation of what we know as ruler-cult, one of the symptomatic
traits of ‘the Hellenistic period’. Alexander would develop its potential,
but he was not the first.

Alexander and his ancestry

‘In the studio Alexander used to talk a great deal about many things
without any real knowledge of them, and Apelles would politely advise
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ingly named ‘Alexander sarcophagus’, now in Istanbul, which probably
contained the remains of King Abdalonymus of Sidon. Abdalonymus was
a local royal who had been down on his luck until Alexander ‘liberated’
Sidon from the Persians after the victory at Issus in 333 BC. Abdalonymus
seems to have acknowledged his benefactor accordingly on the reliefs of
his own coffin. There are scenes of battle (perhaps Issus) between
Macedonians and Persians (ill. 128); but there are also scenes of Persians
and Macedonians hunting together (ill. 129), probably in a dedicated
game-park (paradeisos). Their prey are lion and deer. Hunting was a
favourite pastime of the Macedonian elite, and also a well-known symbol
of Persian royal power: here Abdalonymus allows the ideological affinity
of Persians and Macedonians as much decorative space as their political
opposition.

Anyone who reads Plutarch’s biography and the other ancient histories of
Alexander will realize that, however unreliable they may be in detail, the
overall impression they leave us is that Alexander’s power — including his
ability to command as much loyalty as fear — was largely due to his per-
sonal charisma. That is why his portraiture makes such intriguing study.
We cannot prove that the odour of Alexander’s body, as his biographers
say, was a marvellous perfumed essence. Nor can we readily separate
Alexander’s leonine endowments from his diplomatic shrewdness (as
Machiavelli would indicate to his Renaissance readers, the prince who is
nothing but leonine will not last very long: there must be an element of the
fox in him too). But we are permitted, thanks to the portraits, to sample
Alexander’s ethos. And in all but the most ragged examples, the effect is
unarguably impressive. Humans, notoriously, crave strong leadership.
What we see in the image of Alexander is its classic physiognomy: it is, in

The Patronage of Kings

128-9 Macedonians fighting
Persians (above left) and
Persians and Macedonians
hunting together (above
right). Details from the
‘Alexander Sarcophagus’.







-

204

rather than outright domination. Alexander’s coinage is in fact fairly
homogeneous: many of his issues carry what the Greeks would broadly
recognize as an image of the enthroned Zeus, holding eagle and sceptre;
but this image could double as Gilgamesh in Babylon, as Baal in Cilicia and
as Melquart in Syria and Phoenicia. The accompanying image of Herakles
wearing a lion’s scalp was likewise a relatively ecumenical imprint, and in
due time easily assimilated to the portrait features of Alexander himself.
Otherwise, Alexander allowed his subject-kings and satraps to issue their
own images locally. It was not so much Alexander, then, who made numis-
matic capital out of his image, but his successors. Since this is probably
true of his portraiture generally, it is to those successors that we now turn.

Alexander’s legacy

Alexander died young, at Babylon, of an illness possibly compounded by
heavy drinking. His ‘companions’ and generals then became his official
‘Successors’ (hoi Diadochoi), for whom his image was patently talismanic.
According to their local spheres of influence and military experience, they
divided up Alexander’s empire between themselves. With varying success,
they then attempted to create their own dynasties. It was in the early part
of this process that the indebtedness to Alexander’s image, the Alexander-
mimesis of his Successors, appears as an essential element of ruler-cult.
Before we examine the programmes of sculpture commissioned by one of
these post-Alexander dynasties, the Attalids at Pergamum, it is worth
sketching the nature of this ruler-cult as it is manifest in the various parts
of the ‘Hellenistic’ world.

The prize possession was Egypt: rich, easily defended and with a native
population already used to saluting Alexander as son of Amun-Ra, or (at
the oasis sanctuary of Siwah) Zeus-Ammon. One of the most sensitive
pieces of Alexandrian sculpture is the series of reliefs which decorate the
chapel added to the temple at Luxor. These show Alexander enjoying the
same formal relationship with the Egyptian deities as any pharaoh; and,
more importantly, there is no difference in style or symbolism from what
had gone before in the long history of this temple. To anyone unable to
read the hieroglyphs in the cartouches relating to the reliefs, Alexander
could just as easily be Ramesses III. There was no doubt of his divinity in
Egypt: Alexander was son of Amun, and openly worshipped as such.

Egypt fell to a close Macedonian colleague of Alexander’s, Prolemy, who
would in due time be styled Ptolemy I Soter, ‘the Saviour’. Prolemy not so
much lionized Alexander as elephantized him — showing him on coins
wearing an elephant’s scalp head-dress, sign of his Dionysiac conquest of
India. And Ptolemy went further than numismatic homage. When he
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Demetrius who provided the world with one of its most flamboyant
statues, the Nike of Samothrace (ill. 130). Samothrace, an island in the
north Aegean which the Macedonians considered theirs, offered a natu-
rally spectacular site for architectural endowment, and it was in the exedra
or portico of the elevated sanctuary of the Great Gods that this massive
Nike was displayed, shown as if she were alighting on the prow of a ship.
The sculpted prow itself was set in a pool of water, whose surface must
have been ruffled by sea breezes. This, combined with her flying and extrav-
agantly deep wind-channelled drapery, and the huge outstretched wings,
resulted in a Nike to make all others of her type seem static. In the face of
such statuary scholars are apt to reach for art-historical anachronisms such
as ‘Baroque’, or impose a ‘theatrical’ mentality upon its designers; but it
can be explained equally well in terms of the competitive patronage fos-
tered by Alexander’s legacy. A coin issue of Demetrius Poliorketes features
a Nike on a prow; although in this case she blows a long trumpet (as the
Nike of Samothrace seems not to have done), it makes sense for Demetrius
to have advertised his victory at Salamis with a sculptural landmark to
drive home his numismatic message. The Samothracian sanctuary, while

130 The Nike of Samothrace.
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The citadel of Pergamum may be said to be similarly misleading. A
visitor to the site today (about 96 km or 6o miles north of modern Izmir)
is immediately struck by an Athenian-style grandeur. There is a magnitude
and a sophistication to the planning of this eminence which give it the air
of the capital of a great territory. But in fact the kingdom of Pergamum
was the daintiest of all the relics of Alexander’s empire. It incorporated
the land once known as Mysia, and contained some valuable natural
resources, but pine forests and silver deposits cannot by themselves explain
Pergamene development. This was more by accident than design.

When Alexander died, he had amassed substantial reserves for the
Macedonian treasury — largely booty seized from the Persians. Not sur-
prisingly, his Successors quarrelled over it. At the battle of Ipsus in 301 BC,
Lysimachus, a Macedonian ruling in Thrace, contested its possession with
Antigonus, a Macedonian fighting in Asia Minor for his dominions there
(and whose family would eventually rule Macedonia itself). Supported by
Seleucus, Lysimachus prevailed. Much of the treasury he took to Thrace.
But a portion he left in Asia Minor, to be guarded there by a deputy gov-
ernor, one Philetairos, son of a Macedonian general called Attalos. The
place chosen for safekeeping the treasure — 9000 talents, the value of which
may be impressionistically conveyed by pointing out that all the gold on
the colossal statue of Athena Parthenos amounted to a mere 44 talents —
was a natural stronghold in territory assigned to Lysimachus. That strong-
hold was Pergamum.

Philetairos was a scrupulous curator. His portraits show him as a jowly
and self-satisfied banker. He held on to his bullion when Lysimachus died;
and he held on to it equally carefully when the erstwhile ally of
Lysimachus, Seleucus, was assassinated in 281 BC. Eventually there was
dynastic confusion about the status of Pergamum and its precious con-
tents. Since Philetairos had taken precautions to arrange suitable defences,

131 A reconstruction of the
Akropolis at Pergamum, Asia

Minor.
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Pergamum, for Attalid patronage was not only philhellene; it was posi-
tively Atheno-centric. Like Periklean Athens, Attalid Pergamum felt itself
to exemplify civilized life; and like Periklean Athens, Attalid Pergamum
was beleaguered by barbarians. For the Attalids, these were not the
Persians, but the Gauls. In terms of artistic symbolism, however, those
Gauls could be directly descended not only from the Persians, but also such
mythical prototypes of barbarism as the Amazons and the Giants.
‘Gauls’ is deceptive. Galati is strictly what we should term them: Celts
who around 300 BC began to migrate more or less down the course of the
Danube, and through the Balkan peninsula. Eventually they would settle
in an area uncomfortably close to Pergamum — an area which became
known as Galatia. They are recorded as having attacked the sanctuary of
Delphi in 280/279 BC and though their aggression might be harnessed by
hiring them as mercenaries, these Gauls troubled various Hellenistic king-
doms through most of the second century BC. It appears that around
240-230 BC Attalos | met them in battle at the River Caicus. The portraits
of Attalos I, who ruled from 241 to 197 BC, suggest a would-be Alexander
(ill. 133), but a lack of Alexander-style documentation means that we do
not know how serious an engagement this was. Since the Pergamenes were
not averse to buying off their enemies when it was expedient to do so, it
may not even have been much of a battle. But it was commemorated as a
great victory in the Pergamene Akropolis, specifically in the sancruary of
Athena Nikephoros, where a statue-group comprising three lifesize bronze
figures was set up. Two of the figures were of a Gaul and his wife. Having
killed his wife (in order to prevent her capture and violation), the Gaul is
heroically turning his sword upon himself too. The third figure is the statue

133 A head of Attalos | of
Pergamum, depicted in the
style of an Alexander.

134 The ‘Dying Gaul’: a

Roman copy of a statue from

a group at Pergamum;
€. 220 BC.
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we know as the ‘Dying Gaul’ (ill. 134). The original bronzes probably
stood in Pergamum until AD 64, when Nero may have removed them; but
good marble copies or adaptations were made locally, perhaps in the mid-
first century BC, and transferred to Rome, quite possibly to grace the
gardens of some Roman involved in the conquest of Gaul (Julius Caesar
makes an attractive potential patron for these recontextualized ‘copies’;
and some scholars argue that new ‘Dying Gauls’ were actually commis-
sioned by late Republican Romans).

As we shall see, the political and ideological links between Pergamum
and Rome are essential to understanding the continuity of the Classical
tradition in sculpture. The broadly Celtic identity of the enemies of both
Pergamum and Rome made the transference of statuary commemorating
triumph over Gauls almost natural. However, that is a later recontextual-
ization. The original Arttalid group was set up with a more specifically
Hellenizing motive. This can be appreciated from a roughly contemporary
poem written by the Alexandria-based Callimachus, in whose Hymn to
Delos there are injured references to the marauding Gauls. Callimachus
not only styles them as barbarians, but as ‘latter-day Titans’ (opsigonoi
Titenes: line 174); he then goes further, and describes them as a ‘senseless
tribe’ (aphron phyle). In the Attalid group, we may see Titanic features in
the body of the Gaul killing himself (especially his swollen, twisted
thorax); and in the Dying Gaul, the indicators of barbaric ‘Otherness’ are
clear. Hence the distinctive Celtic torc, or golden choker; and the moustache,
hair and the curved battle-trumpet surrounding the moribund warrior.

Writing a century or two later, Diodorus Siculus (V. 28.1—3) tells us how
the Gauls washed their hair in limewater, making it dense and tousled, and
consequently looked like satyrs, or even Pan. From Pan comes panic — a
good thing if you create it on the battlefield (as has been claimed for one
of the Macedonian kings, Antigonus Gonatas), but dangerous to be on the
receiving end. The group created for Attalos [ retains respect for the
enemy: these are images of not only physically formidable opponents, but
also of a people with pride —the same refusal to surrender, the same dignity
in defeat that Tacitus and other Roman writers would guardedly admire in
the Celts. Of course, the achievement of Attalos in defeating such spirited
enemies is thereby heightened. But the likeness of the Gauls to chaotic
Titans also invites the Pergamene partisan to reflect on the divine alliance
between Attalos and the gods: a special relationship which would be fully
publicized by the next Attalid, Eumenes II.

The rule of Eumenes I lasted from 197 to 160/159 BC, a period which
witnessed extensive remodelling of the citadel at Pergamum. Eumenes was
a bibliophile, and built the library; he also added the theatre, which largely
survives, and a gymnasium. And it is probably under his sponsorship, some
time after 168 or 166 BC, that the Great Altar of Zeus was raised. Now in
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from blows. It is as if each victory was sanctioned by the same universal
moral justification. The Giants threatened proto-divine order in an excess
of hubris: they were pur down. The Amazons threatened prehistoric
Athens: they were repulsed. The Persians threatened historic Athens: they
too were beaten back. Finally, the Gauls threatened Pergamum, Athens of
the East: and thanks to Atralos, they suffered the same fate as their pre-
decessors. This ‘Lesser Gaul Group” (as it is called, to distinguish it from
the earlier monument of Attalos I featuring the Dying Gaul and Gaul
killing his wife) was patently programmed by someone who had studied
patterns of symbolism in Classical Athenian iconography (the friezes of
the temple of Athena Nike, for instance, and the paintings of the Stoa
Poikile). The fact thatr a Pergamene king was able to count on a second-
century BC audience’s ability to recognize a genealogy of civilization-
versus-barbarism images should be a grear comfort to those students of
Classical art who sometimes worry about seeing anti-Persian symbolism
in every Gigantomachy or Amazonomachy,

The conclusion of our account, however, belongs not with Athens, but
Rome. Artalos II was succeeded by Attalos 111, whom the sources describe
as a curmudgeon. Perhaps he was. After five years in power (138-133 BC)

135 Okeanos and marine

deities in a battle against the

Giants: detail of the Great
Altar at Pergamum. The
figures spill out from

the frieze on to the steps of

the altar.
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marble version are named as three Rhodians (Hagesander, Polydorus and
Athenodorus), there is little doubt that the style is essentially Pergamene.
And, upon reflection, it seems a thoroughly plausible Pergamene commis-
sion, Pergamum was not only ideologically connected with Troy (through
her mythical founder, Telephus); she enjoyed a similar topographical and
geographical location. In the second half of the second century Bc, it
became increasingly clear that as an independent bastion of treasures and
high culture in Asia Minor, Pergamum was unlikely to survive. What better
symbol of her pseudo-Trojan fate than a sculptural evocation of Laocoon’s

death?

136 The Laocoon Group:

perhaps a Roman copy of a
Pergamene bronze original of

c. 140 sc.
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GRAECIA CAPTA

When Athens sinks by fates unjust,
When wild Barbarians spurn her dust;
Perhaps ev’n Britain’s utmost shore
Shall cease to blush with stranger’s gore,
See arts her savage sons control

And Athens rising near the pole!

Alexander Pope, from ‘Chorus of the Athenians’,
in Minor Poems (London 1954), 1512

Himmler paid a brief visit to Athens in May 1941, chiefly — it seems — to see
the Acropolis.

Mark Mazower, Inside Hitler’s Greece (New Haven 1993), 219

The rights and wrongs of plunder

To plunder was an ancient right of war. The seizure and display of booty
is a less conspicuous aspect of modern warfare, though Napoleon
indulged, and in World War II it was Nazi policy to build up secret collec-
tions of looted art (Russian soldiers invading Berlin in 194§ were happy to
reciprocate openly). And so we are likely to forget plunder’s martial logic.
To annex works of art is to express superiority: by taking your enemy’s
cherished objects of self-esteem and self-definition, you symbolically
incorporate and assimilate him. We have already seen how the Greeks
themselves operated this logic: the city-state treasuries at Olympia and
Delphi were designed to expose fruits of victory, and on the Athenian
Akropolis the display of spoils (aristeia) taken from the Persians was con-
spicuous. When the Carthaginians attacked the Greek colonial city of
Akragas (Agrigento) in 406 BC, they, too, are recorded as having carried off
‘all kinds of works of art’ (kataskeuasmata). And as for Alexander, he is
reckoned, during his Persian campaigns of 333—331 BC, to have accumu-
lated 180,000 talents of booty. This is estimated (depending how much is

counted as gold) to equate to between £1.7 and 22 billion or $2.5 and 33
billion.
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opera? And Pliny, rather condescendingly, can only praise Pasiteles as ‘the
most conscientious of artists’ (diligentissimus artificis). Pasiteles was
clever and adept: but he could never match the achievements of his fellow-
countrymen of earlier centuries.

Such was the Roman respect for great works that some even came to
appear on coins, such as Myron’s much-applauded bronze heifer, which
ultimately stood in Vespasian’s Temple of Peace. No wonder that certain
statues were perceived as public property. When the emperor Tiberius, in
the early first century AD, decided to expropriate from public view the orig-
inal bronze figure of an athlete scraping himself, the Apoxyomenos of
Lysippos (#ll. 138), to keep in his own quarters, there was a protest vehe-
ment enough to force the statue’s return. But of course there was no limit
to what wealthy Romans could commission in private. To Tiberius we may
probably attribute one of the most imaginative private displays of Greek
sculpture known to us: the mini-theme park of statuary in the grotto at
Sperlonga, on the coast south of Rome. Here marble groups depicting
select adventures of Odysseus, some of them extremely complex, were
placed in a huge marine grotto where dinner could be taken, and conver-
sation turned, no doubt, on the many philosophical and literary topics
arising from the Odyssean scenes.

The statues at Sperlonga were saved for us by a collapse of rock. In
Rome, the statues once placed in temples, colonnades, fora, baths and
gardens were mostly doomed when Constantine transferred his capital to
Byzantium in AD 330. Bronzes suffered their usual fate in furnaces; and
medieval Romans found that marbles, too, had some use. The processing
of statues into building lime is recorded at Rome as late as 1443. Then
came the Iralian Renaissance, and with it a resurrection of Roman con-
noisseurship of Greek statues,

A brief history of modern collecting

Not all Classical statuary suffered in the Middle Ages. On a parapet on the
front of the basilica of St Mark’s cathedral in Venice stood a set of bronze
horses which was almost certainly taken from Constantinople in 1204,
during the Fourth Crusade. They are recorded in Venice in 1364, and may
well be work of the fifth or fourth century Bc, though no exact Greek
provenance can be fixed for them. And as Umberto Eco showed in his 1959
monograph Art and Beauty in the Middle Ages, medieval asceticism co-
existed with a degree of medieval aestheticism. But reverence for the
achievements of Classical sculpture is not really evident until the early six-
teenth century, when we have our first notice of excavations dedicated to
finding antique statuary. In Vasari’s Life of Giovanni da Udine, we are told

138 The Apoxyomenos
(‘Scraper’) by Lysippos: a
Roman copy of a late fourth-
century ec bronze original.
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how young Giovanni (1494—1 564) went digging in the ruins of the palace
of Titus, ‘to find statues’ (per trovar figure); and it was from the palace of
Titus that the Laocoon group was recovered in 1506, allegedly in the pres-
ence of Michelangelo. Contemporary scholars would have known of
Pliny’s high esteem for the Laocoon, and the matching of Roman esteem
with an excavated object encouraged immediate fresh celebrity for the
Laocoon.

It was put in a niche in the Vatican’s dedicated Belvedere (‘lovely to see’)
statue court, and artists paid homage to it as artists were increasingly
bound to do: by sketching in front of ‘great works’ (ill. 739). Although
certain popes worried about nudity, and periodically insisted on the appli-
cation of fig leaves over male genitalia, some of the first pieces of antique
sculpture collected in Renaissance Rome were female nudes, including the
Aphrodite of the Lovely Buttocks (Kallipygos) and the Crouching
Aphrodite, sketched by one artist as ‘Helen of Troy’ (ill. 140). The Farnese
family, including Pope Paul 111 (1468-1549), and his grandson Cardinal
Alessandro Farnese (1520-89), were particularly assiduous collectors:
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139 The Laocoon, as sketched
in the Belvedere gardens of
the Vatican. Engraving of
1539.

140 Sketches of statues once
in the collection of Charles |
of England, including one
labelled ‘Helen of Troy’ but in
fact based on the Crouching
Aphrodite (see ill. 116)



from the ruins of the Baths of Caracalla, which lay on their own property,
they salvaged some spectacularly large pieces of Hellenistic-Roman pro-
duction, notably a colossal marble Herakles and a group showing the sons
of Antiope tying Dirce to a rampant bull.

Francis I of France communicated some of this new enthusiasm north
of Italy, but the Vatican maintained control over collecting sculpture,
though very little that was not Roman or Hellenistic had yet come to light.
It is all the more astonishing, then, that when Winckelmann entered the
employ of Cardinal Albani (1692-1779), he was able to construct an
entire history of ancient art based on the Vatican holdings. Explorations
of Hadrian’s villa at Tivoli had swelled the collection, burt it was still
limited in its range. Winckelmann’s work, however, awakened strong inter-
est in aristocrats in France, Britain and Germany: the idea of the ‘Grand
Tour’ was developing, and sculptures made excellent souvenirs of such
tours. Since Greece was apparently thought dangerous and bandit-ridden
by most grand tourists, Italy, and Rome in particular, remained the main
markert for Classical antiquities in the eighteenth century. A good example
of whar was then considered a very fine collection is represented by the
Townley Marbles, now displayed separately in the British Museum as a
curiosity in the history of taste.

The prestige status of Classical statuary can be measured by a list of
what Napoleon Bonaparte and his revolutionary French forces confiscated
in Italy during 1796. From Venice they gathered the horses of St Mark;

141 Napoleon and his court

inspecting the Laocoon,

brought from Rome to Paris,

in the Louvre at night.
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from the Vatican, all the celebrated pieces, including the Laocoon, the
Apollo Belvedere, and the so-called ‘Belvedere Torso’ (ill. 141). These were
laboriously transported back to Paris overland, lest the English navy
pounce on them: and when they were triumphantly deposited in the
Louvre in 1798, a banner proclaimed:

‘Monuments of Ancient Sculpture. Greece gave them up;
Rome lost them;

Their fate has twice changed:

It will not change again!”

That was a rash boast: in 1816, after Waterloo, the neoclassical sculptor
Canova escorted nearly all the looted material back to Italy.

A change in taste was imminent; compounded, ironically, by Napoleon’s
occupation of Italy. Two British artists, James Stuart and Nicholas Revett,
had ventured to Greece and Asia Minor in the mid-eighteenth century, and
in 1762 they published the first volume of their handsome account of
Athenian Antiquities. Apart from meticulously detailing what was to be seen
at Athens and elsewhere, they demonstrated that the difficulties of travelling
in Turkish-occupied Greece might be regarded as more &f an adventure than
a series of inconveniences; and the footloose British aristocrar, since
Bonaparte had taken Italy, needed a new destination to complete his educa-
tion. So Greece became available. And one of those who desired the ‘Grecian
gusto’ described by Stuart and Revett was Thomas Bruce, the Seventh Earl
of Elgin, who occupied a rather gloomy ancestral home at Broomhall in
Fifeshire, He thought he could combine a diplomatic posting to
Constantinople with an expedition to Athens, to collect some sketches and
plaster casts of architectural mouldings that might ennoble his stately home.

The rest of the Elgin saga is so well documented by others that it requires
no repetition here. Much of the invective directed at Elgin came from
Romantics who liked their ruins to be in a perpetual (but fixed) state of pic-
turesque decay: whereas he himself became an unquestioning apostle of
the Enlightenment, who believed in the didactic utility of stripping the
Parthenon of its decoration, and placing it in a guarded collection, before
it decayed beyond repair in situ. Of course, there was an element of
nationalistic competition here, and Elgin would have removed very little
had Nelson not prevailed over the French at the battle of the Nile in 180713
and there must be a measure of retrospective disingenuousness when Elgin
wrote, in 1831, that he had taken the Parthenon marbles ‘wholly for the
purpose of securing to Great Britain, and through it to Europe in general,
the most effectual possible knowledge, and means of improving, by the
excellence of Grecian art in sculpture and architecture.” But there can be
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Grecek conditions. Likewise, the interdisciplinary approaches favoured by
archaeologists, particularly prehistoric archaeologists, should be brought
to bear on the Greek evidence. Systematic methods for deciphering the
iconography of ritual, for example, are all the more important if Greek
writers remain silent on such matters.

Lastly, and most importantly: students of Greek sculpture must be
archaeologists. Once statues are ensconced in museums, and labelled with
their dates and styles and supposed authorship, it is too easily forgotten
that they usually had to be disinterred to get where they are now. Too often,
in the chequered history of Classical archaeology, the prime concern of
excavators has been to dig up objets d’art, caring little about precise prove-
nance and stratification. Most surviving Greek sculptures come from sanc-
tuaries: but how those sanctuaries functioned remains unclear to us, and
the fault must partly lie with the way in which excavations were once con-
ducted. Studying the modes of worship — for instance, the reverence of
family ancestors, and cult heroes — are now more important to archaeolo-
gists, and our understanding of ritual objects can only improve as a result.

One reason why new explorations of Greek sculpture need to be pro-
duced is because archaeology steadily yields new evidence. It is instructive
to consider that when the father of Classical art history, J.J. Winckelmann,
compiled his first account of Greek art in 1764, he not only had no know-
ledge of the Athenian Akropolis, but many key sites — Olympia, Delphi,
Samos, Pergamum — had yet to be excavated. Distinguished scholars in the
first half of this century had little knowledge of the Athenian Agora; and
only in the last thirty years have such crucial materials for the history of
Greek sculpture as the Riace Bronzes, and the finds from Vergina, become
available, and such discoveries continue. The re-excavation and renewed
analysis of certain sites first explored in the last century, such as the
Mausoleum, is also genuinely adding to our knowledge and under-
standing.

Our aim here has been to restore to Greek sculpture a measure of the
imaginative sympathy it required of its ancient viewers. Modern viewers
cannot hope to engage so comprehensively with it as their ancient prede-
cessors. But this should not deter us from making the effort to recover at
least some of the original and powerful enchantment of this art.
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