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ABSTRACT

During the second half of the sixth century B.C., the popularity of Herakles scenes in Attic
vase-painting reached a pealz. New scenes were clevelope&, old scenes gajned variants. This phenomenon
was noticed by ]ohn Boardman who used it as the Laclzgroun(l to a novel Jcheory, that Peisistratos and
his sons were &elﬂ)era’cely using Herakles as a propaganda tool to further their own interests, and
moreover, that in this program there was some association of Peisistratos with Herakles. Furthermore,
he argued that certain Herakles scenes reflected specific events from Peisistratos' career. This theory
was clevelope(l in several influential articles in the 1970's , and subsequently attracted many followers.
In this thesis however I shall argue that the ’c]:\eory is seriously ﬂawe&, so much so that it must be
considered untenable.

The thesis will Legin by setting out Boardman's side of the argument. First, the developments
in the iconography of Herakles are laid out (Chapter One), then Boardman's (an(l his foﬂowers')
interpretations of them (C]:lapter Two). A critical examination of the theory follows. The statistical
evidence is not as supportive of Boardman's theory as he suggests (C]:lapter T]:lree), nor do the
developments ocecur in ways that would necessarily confirm his interpretation (Chap’cer Four). No more
supportive are the historical events taken to lie behind the images (Chapter Five). The possiljle
mechanisms for the transmission of the needed influence from the Peisistratids to the vase-painters
create another major prol)lem area (Chapter Six). A variety of other factors also argue against the
poli’cical interpretation (Chapter Seven). As a result of the failure of this interpretation, a different

explanation must be found for Herakles' popularity during this era (Conclusion).
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INTRODUCTION

In the his’cory of Attic vase-painting a perio& of especial interest is that of Peisistratos and his
sons." In terms of s’cyle, }Jlacle—figure reached its peale while the invention of red—figure enabled new
approaches and new solutions to the prol)lems of depicting forms. Al’cl’lough these stylistic
developments are certa'mly notewortl‘ly, 10 less important are the iconographica.l developmen’cs. There
appears to have been a thoxougll change in the types of themes,clﬁpictecl - many scenes that had been
popular lost their standing, while new scenes took their places.z Herakles scenes playe& an important
role in the changes; in this period their populari’cy rose in general, new scenes appeared and some old
scenes developecl variants, and certain painters or groups of painters showed a definite preference for
depicting Herakles.?

So much can be said with certainty; when an explanation for the changes and the popularity
is soug]nt, then the realm of speculation and controversy is entered. One scholar who has attemptecl
an explanation is Boardman. He, claim'mg a great increase in the populari’cy of Herakles scenes and
seeing this as a peculiarly Athenian, Peisistratean phenomenon, has arguetl that Herakles was used for

propagan&a purposes ]:)y Peisistratos and his sons, even to the extent that Peisistratos and Herakles

! Because of the nature of the source material, the cllronology of Peisistratos and his sons has been debated at great length,
and unanimity has Provecl unattainable. For such a thesis however as this, in which the Chronology will Play a part, a decision between
the competing Proposals must be made. Rhodes' c}xronology is accepted here, althoug}x it is understood that other systems have merit as
well. Peisistratos' first two tyrannies, especiaﬂy the first one, are therefore seen as })eing very sl'lott, lasting perhaps as little as cnly afew
months each. Peisistratos' first accession to power is dated to 561/0, his second to 557/6 or 556/5, and his third to 547/6 or 546/5.
This third attempt at tyranny was successful; his rule lasted until his death in 528/7. His son Hippias then assumed power, and ruled
until his expulsion in 511/0. Cf. Rhodes 1976, esp. 231, and also 219 1.1, in which a selection of the previous bibliography is given.

2 Cf Shapiro 1990. Tl’lis argument \vill ]:)e explored more fully in Chapter Four.

3¢t Cl—xapter Three for a discussion of the statistical l)aclzgrouncl to this assertion.
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2
were sometimes assimilated to some &egree. Certain Herakles scenes are t]nere]:)y seen as direct
reflections of historical events, and their usage as a promotion of the Peisistratids and their policies.4
Other scholars, inspire(]. Ly this example and not necessarily hmiting themselves to Herakles scenes,
have joined in the search for poli’cical allusions in the vase-paintings of this period.s Whatever their
va.li(],i’cy, such interpretations have at least forced much more though‘c to be given to the cultural
context of the images.

Boardman's arguments have also been cri’cicise(l,é but a full examination has so far been
laclzing. Such an examination is necessary, given the importance of this tileéry for the Worlzing of
archaic Athenian society in general and speciﬁcaﬂy for the conditions under which the vase-painters
of this period laboured, perllaps even for the political views of some. If his arguments are true,
important insights into all these aspects of Athenian life could be obtained. In this .thesis, however, 1
shall argue that the idea of Herakles as a propagancla tool, at least in the way Boardman and his
followers have argue(l it, is uni:ena]:)le,7 and that a different explanation for Herakles' popularity must
be found.

The examination will Legin l)y setting out the changes in Herakles scenes, as Boardman sees
them. Foﬂowing this will be a summary of the poli’cical interpretations of a compre]nensive selection
of scenes, both Herakles scenes and others. Next will come a discussion of the statistical Laclzground

that Boardman has ptesented for his tlleory, in which I hope first to point out the flaws in Boardman's

- * Cf. Boardman 1972, 19752, 1978a for the major statements of his views.

5CL Brijcler 1984b; Glynn 1981; Keuls 1984; S}lapito 1983b, 1981b; and Williams 1983 for a selection of such

arguments.

° Cf. Bazant 1982; Blok 1990; Cook 1987; Moon 1983k; Oshorne 1983/4; and Viviers 1987b for a selection of the

criticism offered.

7cf Boarclm;m 1989, where a defence of his argument is presentecl. Altllougl'l there has been some retreat from his previous
position, he still feels that his tlleory is the best available.



3
method and then to present a better treatment of the same raw data. I shall then return to the sul)ject
of the changes in the iconography of Herakles, in order to determine whether this is as unique a
pllenomenon as it has been claimed to be. For the Herakles scenes, it will also be necessary to examine
their cl'n:onology: when did they }Jegin, when were tlley most popular, and when did they die out. The
vases will then be set aside, while two other aspects of the prol)lem are discussed. The first of these
involves a critical study of the historical events said to underlie certain images; the second looks at the
various influences that could have been acting upon the vase-painters. In the final c]:xapter I shall
return to the question of the interpretation of ’ehe Herakles scenes, pointing out some further proMems
with the narrowly political interpretations, and a&vancing some other possi]ole explanations for the
popularity of these scenes.

Given the external constraints place(l on this ’cllesis, it will not be possible to discuss
exhaustively every scene, Herakles and other, that has so far been Lrought into this argument. I shall
therefore cheose three Herakles scenes - his fig]rlt with Nereus/T" riton, his Introduction to Olympos,
and his theft of the Delp}u'c ’cripod - to be discussed in depth, in the chapters in which such discussion
is relevant. These scenes have played a major role in Boardman's theory; it is J:.i’c’cing that they receive
the closest scrutiny. In order to L’eep the broader picture in min&, however, a selection of the other
scenes will also be discussed in these chapters, but in lesser detail.

It is hopecl that as a result of this investigation, some insights will indeed be gained into
Athenian society and the worlzings of the potters' quarter, but insights of a less speculative nature than

those which are curren’cly on offer.



CHAPTER ONE: CHANGING SCENES

The iconography of Herakles, as has already been mentioned, changed in two ways during the
sixth century - established scenes develope& variants, and new scenes appeared. The purpose of this
c]:lapter is to describe these changes as they have been presented Ly Boardman and his followers. Scenes
comprising the focus of this thesis will be dealt with first; of these, two are examples of scenes that gdain
variants - Herakles vs. Nereus/Triton and the Introduction to Olympos, and one is new - the Theft
of the Tripod.? Following these will be a brief description of other relevant Herakles scenes.

Looking first at the battle of Herakles with Nereus/Triton, we actually see three main versions
of the fight. The ealiest (Plate 1), running from ca. 590-70, shows Herakles fighting an elderly male
monster-figure, Nereus, who has a fishy body with snakes or flames and once, a lion's head projecting
from it. Nereus may sometimes hold a snake as well. Herakles sits astride Nereus and grapples with
him, all the while looking back to see the mutations.”

The second and third versions are roughly contemporary, each having begun before ca. 560.
In the second version we see Nereus not as a monster, but as a (lignified, elderly man wearing a chiton
and himation. He no 1onger mutates, but may hold a fish.™ In the third version (Plate 2), Herakles

again fights a ﬁshy—laoclied sea-monster, sometimes in the presence of Nereus. There are no mutations ;

8 For compre}lensive lists of these three scenes, see: Herakles vs. Nereus/Triton - Glynn 1981 and Ahl]aerg—Cornell 1984;
Introduction to Olympos - Brommer 1973; Struggle for the Tripod - von Bothmer 1977 with the additions in Brommer 1985, 195
n.45.

? Boardman 1972, 59 with Glynn 1981, 123-4.
10 Glynn 1981, 126.

11 See the list in Glynn 1981, 125-6. The earliest extant examples are two Siana cups ]:)y the Heicle]]oerg Painter: Basel
Marlaet, and once New York 12.235.3 = ABV 66.56. C{. also Brijcler 1991, 356.

4



5
even so, Herakles sometimes still looks around. On some vases this opponent is narned, as Triton.?
The first such scene known is on a Siana cup;13 the variant continues until it loses populari’cy ca.
510."

With the Introduction to Olympos scenes, in the laeginning we generaﬂy see a procession on
foot, with Athena leading Herakles to Zeus (Plate 3). Boardman gives a cup by Phrynos, da’cing to the
550's, as a typical example.”® However a variant, depicting the formation of a chariot procession,
&evelops at around the same time and becomes the preferre& scheme as the century progresses. Athena
either mounts the chariot or alrea&y stands in it, ]:mlding the reins, while Heralzles stands Lesi(ler her
or on the ground (Pla’ce 4). Iolaos is often present. Other go&s may also attend; when they do,
Boardman feels sure that the scene represents the Introduction to Olympos - the journey must be for
Herakles' benefit, and thus can only be this journey.™

The depiction of the Theft of the Delpllic Tripo& is a new scene, })ecomjng important in
Athenian art in the 560's. Again there are two main schemes. In one (Plate 5), the Tripo& stands on
the ground, between the contestants. The earliest known such &epic’cion comes from a pyxis da’cing to
the middle of the sixth century. Besides Herakles and Apoﬂo many other gods, but not Artemis or
Athena, are present.17 The more usual version of the scene (Pla’ce 6) ' with Herakles li{'ting up or trying
to escape with the tripod and with Artemis and Athena in attendance, Legins around 540, first on a

Peloponnesian s]nield—l)a.ncl and then on Attic Vases.18

2 Boardman 1972, 59 with Glynn 1981, 126-7.

'3 London BM 1947.7-14.16 = ABV 61, 8.

* Glynn 1981, 127.

5 Boardman 1972, 60. Cup: London B 424 = ABV 168.

1 Thid, 60-2.

7 Boardman 1978a, 229 with n.4. Pyxis: Boston 61.1256 = ABV 616,11.
18 Thid, 229; Boardman & Parke 1957, 279 (date).
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The other changed Herakles scenes are those depicting his capture of Kerberos and his fight
with the Nemean Lion, In the former, Herakles is usually shown as dragging Kerberos away, and
maybe swinging his club or threatening Kerberos with it. Athena and Hermes often attend, rarely
Persephone or Hades.” A variant, running from roughly 530-10, however shows a peaceful capture.
Herakles may reach out to pat Kerberos on a head before putting him on a cllain, and Hades and/or
Persephone may be present along with Athena and Hermes. The 'capture' is accepted by all. This
version is seen only in Athenian art.% Concerning the latter, Herakles' defeat of the Nemean Lion
always bad to be accomplishe(l without weapous, and Athenian vases after the middle of the sixth
century emp]nasised this point: on one vase, a bent sword lies discarded.* The Wrestling aspect of the
capture, and thus Herakles' at]aleticism, is stressed ever more as the century passes. Herakles and the
Lion may wrestle lyi_ng down, for example, and speci_ﬁc Wrestling manoeuvres such as throwing the lion
over a shoulder may be used 2
Fina]ly, there are several new Herakles scenes. One, beginning around 520, is a depiction of
his ﬁght with Aﬂzyoneus, in which Herakles advances upon the giant, who sleeps on a rock.? Others
are Herakles capturing the Kerynitian Deer (from the middle of the century on) - another peaceful
capture; playing the kithara (roughly from 530-500) - often with Athena at’cen&i_ng and sometimes

with other gods too; feasting (from ca. 530) - often with Athena and frequently from ca. 510

¥ Boardman 1975a, 7-8.

2 1hid, 8-9. For examples, Boardman gives two vases I)y the Andokides Ptr.: Moscow Historical Museum 70 = ABV 255,8
and Paris F 204 = ABV 254,1 = ARV 4,11.

2 Thid, 11. Vase: Villa Giulia, Castellani 472.

2 1hid. Shoulder throw: London B 193 = ARV 4, 8. Boardman had once thought that the Andokides Ptr. had pioneered
both of these clevelopments (Boarclman 1975a, 11), but later realised that the lying-clown figl'lt was actually cleveloped earlier (Boarc[man
1978h, 14, where he credits Exekias with the invention). Two works by Bxekias show this version: a fragment in BEnsérune and Bexlin
1720 = ABV 143, 1bis.

® Williams 1983, 133.
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Dionysos; driving a bull to sacrifice (from ca. 530); and wrestling with the Giant Antaios (from ca.

520).%

% Boardman 1978a, 10-12.



CHAPTER TWwO: IMAGES AND POLITICS

While the changes in the iconography of Herakles are undeniable, the reasons for the changes
are not so obvious. It has been argue&, first and foremost ]3y Boardman,% that Herakles images came
to be used as political propaganda, that in the Peisistratid period there was "...some degree of deliberate
identification between tyrant and hero...mirrored Ly certain changes and innovations in the
iconographic tradition of Herakles as represented on Athenian and only Athenian works of art of these
yeaucs,"26 and that at least some vase-painters "...abetted the political manipulation of my’ch ]3y
Peisistratos and his sons no less eﬂectively than, no doubt, did their poets and ministers."% Elsewhere
it is suggested that the leaders in spreacling this propaganda would have been the priestly families of
Athens, through both conversation and speciaﬂy commissioned songs and hymns. The vase-painters
would have noticed the prevaﬂing atmosphere, and reflected it in their work.”

One of Boardman's supporters,V'Dyg/Wﬂliap}sj has argued that as the art of this period always
had deeper meanings, it is therefore reasonable to believe that vase-painters could have piolze(l up on
the propagan(listic messages present in other media. Moreover he points to Nikosthenes, who pro&ucecl
works directed towards the export marlzet; it is possible therefore that other vase-painters could also

have directed some of their output to a specific marlzet, in this case the ruling class, or even that

% In a series of artic]es, of which the most important are: Boardman 1972, 1975a, 1978a and 1989.
% Boardman 1975a, 1.
2 1hid, 12.

% Boardman 1984b, 246.
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members of such a market could have commissioned appropriate vases.? In this context, one could also
mention the Tyrrhenian amphorae and the vases of the Perizoma Group, which were also directed at
a specific market, although their decoration has no political connotations.

Altl—lough this theory has not won universal support,30 it has inspirec]. many to search for
political allusions in a wider range of archaic vase-paintings and also to (levelop further the aﬂege&
connections between Herakles images and politics.?’l This chapter is concerned first of all with setting
forth Boardman's arguments as they pertain to the scenes discussed in the previous chapter, and then
with a Iook at the ﬁluch broader range of scenes that have been l)roﬁght into the argument.

Advance notice of Boardman's later work may perhaps be found in an article he co-authored
in 1957 with H. Parke. In it, it is suggested that the myth of Herakles' theft of the Delphic Tripod
became associated with the First Sacred War. Herakles himself, it is clailned, had connections with
the Krisaians, and his theft sym]oolised the Krisaian attempt to regain control of Delp]ni.32 While
Herakles is here seen as opposing the Athenians, the basic idea that a Herakles scene can have a
deeper, political meaning is already clear. This idea was to be fuﬂy &eveloped in his later series of
articles.®

In these articles Boardman argues first for the association of the Peisistratids with Herakles.
Should there be any question about the importance of myth to rulers, Boardman points to Kleisthenes

of Sileyon, who banned epic recitals in Sileyon because Homer wrote well of the Argives.% With regards

» Williams 1983, 132.

3 Cf, Bazant 1982, Blok 1990, Cook 1987 and Oshorne 1983/4 for a sampling of the criticism attracted by this theory.
*! For example: Brijder 1984b, Glynn 1981, Keuls 1984, Shapiro 1983h, 1981b, and Williams 1983.

%2 Parke & Boardman 1957, 276-81.

2 Cf. supra, n.25.

3 Boardman 1972, 57, based on Hdt. 5.67.
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to the political usage of myth, the post-Peisistratid interest in Theseus is referred to - after 510, images
of Theseus become very popular in Athenian arl:,35 and Theseus himself is seen as the syrnbol of the
democrats.® As for Herakles, it is sugges’ce& that he would have been an appropriate sym]ool for an
Athenian ruler, even though he was not speci{icaﬂy an Athenian hero , since he - like Athens - had
Athena as a patron go&dess.gz Athena, in fact, comes to play an increasingly important role in this
argument, and it is her association with Herakles that Boardman stresses more, as his theory &evelops.
Thus just as Athena protectecl Heralzles, so too she protecte& the Peisistratids, and just as Athena
could represerfc thé state, sb too could Heralzles represeﬁt its rulers.é}8

Boardman's arguments have been advanced J[‘irm_ly, yet at times with an awareness of the
pro]:;lems {acing him. He admits that there is no direct evidence to support his argumen’cs,39 and that
his interpretations are "...to’caﬂy specula’cive."4O The suggestion that the vase-painters were clirectly

controlled by Peisistratos he dismisses as "nonsense," yet he does believe that the Peisistratids used the

Herakles stories for their own ends.! As for the degree of association between Peisistratos and;
=

Herakles, he at one point suggested that "[a]t its most extreme it could amount almost to the
® assimilation of hero and tyrant, as in the Phye episo&.e,"'l'2 while later he discounted the possi.loility of
such a close connection: "I do not mean I)y this [ie. political use of Herakles stories| that Peisistratos

believed he was Heraleles, or was seriously persuading others that he was and instructing the vase-

* 1hid, 57-8.

3 See for instance: Boardman 1978b, 13, 15.

37 1hid, 59.

3 Boardman 1978a, 227.

# Boardman 1984b, 240.

** Boardman 1972, 59, referring to the Nereus/Triton and Introduction to Olympos interpretations.
*! Boardman 1984b, 240.

*2 Boardman 1978, 227.
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painters to maintain the illusion..." The occasional hesi‘cancy does not affect the overall impression
left Ly his articles though, that his interpretation is the correct one until a better one be found.*

Underlying this theory is Boardman's claim that Herakles scenes were notably popular in
Athenian art of the Peisistratid perio&, particularly in vase—painting.% It is to these vase-paintings that
we must now turn. Those scenes which first appear in the Peisistratid perio&, and those pre-existing
scenes which experience some change, Boardman argues, may most profitably be examined for signs
of Peisistratid connections.®

We can look tﬁét at the Herakles vs. Nereus/Triton battle. Athens had been at war WithA
Megara over Salamis, and Herodotos writes that Peisistratos had led an expedition against Megara in
the course of which he capturelithe Megarian port of Nisaea, an event dated l)y Boardman to 566.%
This military success thus falls neatly into the interval between the old-style Herakles and Nereus
scenes, and the new Herakles and Triton scenes. It is sgggeste& that the scenes with Triton refer to
Peisistratos' victory; Nereus was too respectable an opponent, and so was replaced by the more
clangerous Triton.”®

A di&erent, but still political, interpretation of this scene has been proposed L)/r Glynn/ She
argues that since the old Herakles vs. Nereus battle was carried on in the new—style Nereus scenes, the
Triton scenes must represent a different story. As the vase-painters do not seem to have been

dissatisfied with the design of the old scheme, she believes that some outside agency must have caused

* Boardman 1984b, 240.

* Boardman 1989, 159.

* Boardman 19754, 1, but see my chapter 3 for a discussion of this issue.
* Boardman 1972, 59.

* Hdt. 1.59; date - Boardman 1972, 60.

** Boardman 1972, 59-60.
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the change.49 In her view there were two important (for At]nens) events &uring the sixth century in
which Peisistratos playe(l a role, and which he would have wanted the Athenians to remember: gaining (:
control of Salamis, and, throug].'l the conqueéfc ofréi’g‘eion, gaining control of the Heﬂespon’c.so In
conjunction with the latter event, she reminds us that Herakles was also associated with this region,
since he had once sacked Troy. This my'l:h, however, would not have been ju(lged suitable for
commemorating the conquest, she argues, because Herakles killed a sea-monster and ruined the ci’cy.s1

; Recaﬂing the possil)i]ity that Peisistratos cllange(], other myths to suit his en&s, Glynn argues that he
(11(1 the same Witil tLe Nereus myth; as Nereus was not a tough enough opponent, Triton was

: introduced. This new variant, as seen on the vases, celebrated Peisistratos' conquest of Sigeion.52

Yet a third interpretation has been offered 1)}{ Ahlberé-Corneﬂ. She does not consider the
change from Nereus to Triton to be sud&en, and suggests that Boardman's theory is "...too
sop]nis’cica’ceél,."53 Moreover, she does not draw as s}larp a distinction between Nereus (in his OH, fish-
bodied form) and Triton as Boardman does - both are ca’cegorised as a sea-monster. The appearance
ca. 590 of Herakles battling this monster might relate to Solon and his policies, she suggests. The

' monster represents social unrest, Herakles either Solon or his acts ; the important feature in the scene
; is the monstrosity of Herakles' opponent.54 This is still a political interpretation of the scene; just the

d time-frame has change&.

* Glynn 1981, 126-7.

% Thid, 130-1.

5 1hid, 131-2.

52 1hid, 132.

% Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 103.
5 Thid.
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Next, the Introduction to Olympos scenes. We must again return to Herodotos, this time
for the story of Peisistratos' second accession to power. Megaleles had been involved in ending
Peisistratos' first tyranny, but :Em(llng himself in trouble thereafter, offered to help Peisistratos regain
power if Peisistratos would marry his daugh’cer. Peisistratos agreed; the two then devised a ruse in which
Phye, a tall country woman, was dressed in armour and posecl in a chariot, in which she and
Peisistratos then rode through Athens and onto the Aleropolis. Meanw]nﬂe, other associates had been
preparing the citizens, te]ling them that Athena herself honoured Peisistratos and was Lringing him
back to her home. The Athenians apparently fell for the ploy, and Peisistratos was easily restored to
powelc.55
Al’c]:tough dou]ﬁ:ing that all of the Athenians could have been taken in, Boardman suggests
that an episode such as this had indeed occun:ed, and that the scenes of Herakles Leing taleen, ina
chariot, to Olympos l)y Athena recall it.% In this context he also refers to a (muc]n later) vase loy the
Priam Painter, which shows Athena and Herakles in a chariot scene.” This is not an Introduction to
Olympos scene; no other gocls attend, and the setting - three Doric columns - per]laps suggests the
Aleropolis. In the scene, Athena appears to be labelled ‘HpoxAéovg kopn, which Boardman interprets
as 'Herakles' claughter.' This would be appropriate, he argues, since if Herakles is associated with
Peisistratos, then Athena would be Phye, who l)y then was Peisistratos' '&aug]nter' in that she had

married his son Hipparkhos.®

% Hdt. 1.60.
% Boardman 1972, 62-3.
57 Oxford 212 = ABV 331, 5, dating from after Peisistratos' death (Boatclman 1972, 64).

% Boardman 1972, 64-5, following Beazley (CVA Oxford II) for the translation (but not the explana’cion of it). For the
marriage, he refers to Kleidemos ap. Ath. XIII, 609 e d = FGH 323, F15.
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With our last scene we return to Herakles' theft of the Delphic Tripod. As stated earlier,
Boardman had once associated Herakles with the Krisaian si(le, but now found that the prol)lerns with
this were too great. Such an interpretation did not fit his new view of Herakles - it would suggest he
was an opponent of the Athenians and {“urthermore, would associate him with a losing sicle, which
would seem inappropriate. Moreover, it would also associate Herakles with the Kragalidai, who were

Dryopians - traditional enemies of his.”

While the my’ch of the theft of the tripo& would still have been used to recall the First Sacred
War, Herakles would have to be seen instead as a syml)ol of the allies - the Athenians, Sﬂzyonians, and
Thessalians. Of these, the Athenians are the most interesting to us, since they were led ]Jy an
Alkmaionid - it will be remembered that the Alkmaionids had once been cursed })y Delphi, after the
lziﬂing of Kylon's supporters. If, Boardman argues, this curse entailed a refusal of puri]r:ication, then
the Alkmaionids were in the same position as Heraleles, who had also been refused puriﬁca‘cion Ly
Delphi.éo

At first, then, the Herakles rnyth would have been connected with the Alkmaionids.
Peisistratos, it is claimed, took over the myth for his own ends: he was not always on bad terms with
the A]lemaionic]s, as the story of his second accession to power shows; the myt]n was, })y the middle of
the century, no longer necessarﬂy seen as 'Alkmaionid’, since I)y then the combination of Herakles an:‘l
Athena (W]JO often appears in the vase-paintings) represented more the state or even Peisistratos with ,I

the state; Peisistratos and Delphi were not on the best of terms; and finaﬂy, Peisistratos ha&&

introduced the oracular cult of Apoﬂo Pythias to Athens in direct competition with, and without the

% Boardman 1978, 231. Earlier, it had been arguecl that since Kragaleus had once settled an argument in favour of
Herakles, since the Dryopes were not always Herakles' enemies, and since Aeschines had referred to the Kirrhaians (= Kiisaians) and
Kragalidai as Leing allies, then Herakles could have sym])olised the Krisaian side in the battle. (Parlze & Boardman 1957, 276-1,
referring to Aeschines In Ctesip}mntem 107—23).

“ 1hid, 232.
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approval of, Delphi.él In this context one must recall one outcome of Herakles' theft of the Tripo& -
he did receive an oracle of his own.

The above paragra.phs have dealt with the three scenes forming the focus of this thesis. It
would not be inappropriate, however, to mention some of the other scenes ]oroug]nt into this discussion,
whether l)y Boardman or others. We can start with other Herakles scenes: the captures of Ketberos and
the Kerynitian deer and the fights with Kylznos, Aﬂeyoneus, the Nemean Lion and Antaios. We can
then examine sporting scenes, male courtship scenes, and fountain-house scenes. A look at the work
of Exekias will conclu(ie this section.

o ’—/Wit]n reganl to the capture of Ker})eros, the variant showing a peaceJ:'ul capture, accor&ing to
Boardman, reflects the Athenian takeover of the Eleusinian I\/[ys’ceries.62 Athens had been involved
with Eleusis since pre-Peisistratid days, but Boardman suggests that the period of greatest involvement
may have occurred during the Peisistratean era. The Telesterion, for example, was proljably completed
in this time, if not in that of Peisistratos a.lone.63 Heraleles, meanwl'lile, after purification was a&opte&
1)y an Athenian - Pylios, a relative of Nestor, from whom Peisistratos claimed to be descended - and

initiated into the mysteries, thus providing the precedent for the initiation of {:‘oreigne]:s.64 The scene

r/ ’
change thus clepicts Herakles in his role as an Athenian-sponsored initiate, who can gain the support
|

f
!

even of gocls.66

——

°! 1hid, 233-4.

2 Boardman 1975a, 7-8.
2 1bid, 5.

% Thid, 6.

* Ihid, 9.



(@)

1
: ];st as Herakles was allowed to capture Kerberos, Boardman argues, he was allowed to captu;:ré”
the Kerynitian Deer. This would be a reflection of Peisistratos' relationship with Artemis - his home
was Brauron, and he introduced the cult of Astomis to the Athenian Akropolia.® g
According to the myth, Herakles fought Kyknos in the Sanctuary of Apollo at Pagasae, at
Apollo's request since Kyknos had been rolal)iné pilgrims to Delphi of their offerings.” Shapiro has
suggested that this myth might be connected somehow with Herakles' theft of the Tripod, since both
stories have Apoﬂo and Delplli in common, and that any political interpretation of one should
therefore encompass both.® e argues that while Delphi was assuredly hostile to Peisistra’cos,r the
converse may not necessarily have been true. That the Peisistratids promoted cults of Apollo, he
believes, does not show them as competing with Delphi, but rather as malzing efforts to satisfy the ll
Athem'ans, win the favour of Apoﬂo, and lessen the influence of the Alkmaionids at Delpln'. I we agree
with the idea that Herakles represents Peisistratos, then the rela’cionsl')ip between Herakles and Afciﬂo - }
figh’c, settlement, fight on behalf of - might reflect Peiﬁistratos' relationship with Apoﬂof)9 |
Another Herakles scene depicts his battle with the cattleherd Aﬂeyoneus, who lived at Pallene.
According to Wﬂhams, this scene may recall Peisistratos' third accession to power, in which his army

surprise(l and defeated, before the temple of Athena Pallenis at Paﬂene, an unrea(ly Athenian army.

Its mernl)ers, having just eaten, were asleep or gaming.70 The sleeping Aﬂzyoneus could syml)olise the

% Thid, 10.

%7 Shapiro 1984a, 271, referring to the Shield of Herakles 68-70 (location), 478-80 (cause).
1hid, 272-3.

 Thid, 273-4.

? Williams 1983, 133-4. The story is given in Herodotos, 1.62-3.
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sleeping soldiers. Williams also points out a version of the scene l)y the Priam Painter, in which
Aﬂeyoneus is sleeping not on a rock but in a I)uilding ' which could represent the Jcernple itself.”

The last of the Herakles scenes to be mentioned depict his battles with the Nemean Lion and
Antaios. Because of the emphasis on Herakles as an athlete, a wrestler to be precise, Boardman has
wondered whether these scenes might have some connection with the Panathenaia, as reorgam’sed ]:)y
Peisistratos.

For other sporting scenes, we can examine some Siana cups Ly the C and Taras Painters.
Brijder has claimed that in the C Painter's late peﬁod (ca. 565—60), ke is very much interested in
sporting scenes. Furt]Jermore, in 256% of the tondos of this periocl he depicts a new su])jec’c: winge(l
youths. Because some of these youths could be mistaken for winged females - one wears a long dress
and a necklace - Brijcler suggests they are male versions of Nikes. The interest in spgﬁ%clieilggs is
therel:)y continued; moreover, nearly all the cups with such tondos are said to have sporting scenes on
the outside. In this same perio&, the Taras Painter is also concentrating on two themes: spo@ scenes
and sy;g_pgfia, whereas before and after he ra,rely &epicts the former.tzﬁgiﬁ@;}sug gests that the sudden

interest in these scenes could be a reflection of Peisistratos’ reorganisation of the Panathenaia, which y

is usually dated to 566/5.™
Sllapi_ro has added male courtship scenes to the discussion. He argues that the popularity of
these scenes in the Peisistrati& period is a reflection of the aristocratic customs promote(l Ly the

Peisistratids, and that the connections of Athens with [onia produced an a’cmosphere suitable for the

" 1hid, 134. Vase: Private collection & Civitavecchia = ABV 332, 22.
™ Boardman 1975a, 11.

 Brijder 1984b, 249-50.

™ Thid, 251, but of. infra, 79-83 for a discussion of this date.
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cultivation of this particular custom. The decline in the popularity of such scenes after 510 is seen as

reﬂec’cing the democra?itrg reaction against qri_gtggrqtic ‘Wz‘iﬂys.75 This does not méan that the practice
stopped, just that it was no 1onger an appropriate theme for art. The decline in scenes of I}untipg .frorn
horse]:)aclz, another aristocratic pursuit, in this same period reflects the same new attitudes.”
Conversely, while aristocratic themes grow 1§ss Popular, scenes of heterosexual love—maleing are said to
have reached the pealz of their popularity in the first quarter of the fifth century.TZ

Fountain-house scenes need detain us only brieﬂy. These are new, })eginnjng around 530 and
generaﬂy Vdepictinrg women at a Eun’cain—house. Hanneéta(l has éuggeste(l that the inspiration fér these
scenes was the Luﬂ&'mg of the Enneakrounos.” It could therefore be argue(l that such scenes also
celebrate the deeds of Peisistratos.

Exekias' vase-paintings, and Ly extension Exekias himself, have been categorised Ly some as
&isplaying either anti- or pro—Peisistratid sympa’cl’]ies. Boardman has argue(l the former case. He claims
that while Exekias was relatively uninterested in Herakles scenes, he did treat Theseus in an
"exceptional" way: rather than painting the usual (but rare) myth scenes, he depicted scenes of Theseus
with his fa,rnily.79 Simjlarly, Exekias' handling of the Dioskouroi deserves mention. Whereas before

they had been the main sul)ject in vase-painting on_ly once, Exekias l)y himself has them as the main

" Shapiro 1981a, 133.
™ 1hid, 142.

7 Thid, 142 n.64.

™ Hannestad 1984, 252.

® Boardman 1978b, 13-15. Vases: i) a fragment in Lund, on which Theseus is named, said to probably be a domestic scene
and ii) Berlin 1720 = ABV 143, lbis, clepicﬁng Theseus' sons wal]zing their horses.
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sul)jects twice.® As the Dioskouroi were Spartans, ’chey sym]aolised oppositiop to tyranny; taken
together with the hancﬂing of Theseus, these scenes I)etray Exekias' anti-Peisistratid 1eanings.81

The treatment of Ajax and Achilles ]txy Exekias, Boardman argues, leads to the same
conclusion. The greatest of the Greek warriors, tlley are the embodiment of the Greek i(leals,sz but
when they are seen gaming, as in the Vatican amphora, the viewer is meant to note that even ’c]ney
could be unprepared in a crisis.®® For Athenian viewers, this would have reminded them of Peisistratos'
third accession to power.84 To see that even heroes had been caugh‘c out in such a way would have
cémforted the A’chenians,r But th;ay would also have derived anotLér message from the écene: a warning
not to be caught again. Exekias produce(l two such scenes in a]l, and in each case the scene on the
other side involved the Dioskouroi, further reinforcing the message.85

An alternate interpretation of vases depicting the Diosleouroi, inlplying that Exekias was not
anti-Peisistratid, has been proposed })y Hermary. He suggests that the perio& from ca. 550-10 was the
only one, before the classical era, in which the Dioskouroi enjoye& some popularity in vase-paintings,
and wonders whether it is just coincidental that this was also the Peisistratid period.86 Moreover, he
asks whether there could have been some-qonnec’cion between the Dioskouroi and Peisistratos' sons; -
altl'lough Hippias and Hipparlzl'los were not twins, he suggests that they were close enough to make the

association possil)le.87

® ABV 145, 13 & 15.

¥ Boardman 1978b, 16.

8 1hid, 17.

8 Thid, 21. Vase: Vatican 344 = ABV 145,13,

8 1hid, 24, based on the story as told in Hdt. 1.62-3.
% Thid, 24.

% Hermary 1978, 70-2.

8 Thid, 74.
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The Rampin Horseman is brought into this argument: it has been shown that there were
originaﬂy two ri&ers, and Hermary suggests Jchey representecl Hippias and Hipparlz]los, not some
victorious athletes. The statue group would have been a votive commemorating the battle at Paﬂene,
in which the sons had taken part as members of the cava]_ry.88 It is then argue& that an Athenian viewer
would have associated this group with the images of the Dioskouroi on the vases. This would mean
&owncla’cing the sculpture slightly, but Hermary sees no prohlem with this, given the vagueness of
archaic (J.a’cing.89
) Pie;isistra,’cos therefore,/:ﬁ%éja;z_ afgues, was trying to establish a connection between his sons
and j:he Dioskouroi.® To conclude this argument, Hermary mentions an amp}lora in Copen]nagen,
depicting on one side the presentation of the Dioskouroi to Zeus , and on the other Athena with four
men, one of whom is bearded ™ Hermary suggests that the bearded man is Herakles, and that on this
vase we might be seeing both Peisistratos (as Herakles) and his sons (as the Dioskouroi) in the presence
of the gods, enjoying the same privﬂeges.92
Al’chough merely a brief survey, the preceding paragraphs have illustrated the wide variety of
scenes that Boardman's theory has grown to encompass. With all the Laclegrounc], information now in
place, this theory can be examined in greater detail in the foﬂowing chap’cers, Leginm'ng with the

statistical evidence.

# Thid.

® 1hid, 74-5.

2 1hid, 75.

" Copenhagen NM 14347 = Para 65.

9 Hermary 1978, 76.



CHAPTER THREE: STATISTICAL ENQUIRIES

Boardman has claimed that Herakles enjoye(l "exceptional popularity" in art produce& in
Athens under the Peis:is’cra’cids,93 and at first glance, the statistics he has used to back his statement
are impressive. According to his calculations, the "...proportion of Herakles scenes to all my’ch scenes
on Athenian vases down to about 510 B.C..." was 44%, but only 2'7.6% for La]gonian, 27% for
Corinthian and 23% —forrghalei&ian—my—t]a~deee—r&ted— vases; an(l—%?é%w for Peloponnesia—n myth=
decorated shield-bands.” If these numbers are accurate, they certainly indicate that cluring the
Peisistratean era Herakles scenes were much more prevalent in Attic art than in the art of other
d that in Athens itself Herakles scenes were strongly favoured by at least one branch of vase-
painters. Both conclusions could support Boardman's argument.

The nurn}_)ers, however, do not stand up to closer scrutiny. Boardman himself has described
his calculations as "rough and reauly,"()5 but the prol)lems are far more comprehensive than such a
statement would irnply. Although the numbers may be accurate after their fashion,% the method used
by Boardman is fun&amentaﬂy unsound, maleing any results obtained unreliable.

For all me&ia,. only ol)jects decorated with myth scenes were exarnined, and of tllese,

Gigantomac]aies and generic Dionysiac, satyr and komast scenes were ignoretl. The proportion of

9 Boardman 19764, 1.

9 Thid. From his table and note 1, it can be seen that for Attic vases, only L[aclz-figure vases were taken into account, while

for all cases, other limitations were also placecl on the data. These issues will be discussed later in this chapter.
% Thid.

% 1 have checked the calculations for ABV/, and have been able to reproduce Boardman's figure of 44% using his methed. I

have been una]:le, however, to reproduce the other figures.
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Herakles scenes for Attic vases was calculated using the Index to AB vV, which indexes the vases }Jy
myt]:lological sul)ject - this is perhaps the reason for the aforementioned omissions, alt]nough it does
include Gigantomachies. Only entries up to page 291 were tal)ulatecl; this, according to Boardman,
gave "...a fair cut-off point for a rich sample of vases earlier than about 510 B.C." For the Lakonian
and Chalcidian vases, the calculations were made from the catalogues in Stibbe's Lakonische
Vasenmaler and Rumpf's Chalkidische Vasen. These vases are said to be contemporary with the Attic
vases. The Corinthian percentage was calculated from the ninth chapter of Payne's Necrocorinthia,
which again only deals in &etaii with selected mythological scenes , whi[e the Peloponnesian sLie]cllan&
calculations were made from the ca’calogue in Kunze's Archaische Schildbénder. Both sets of objects,
accorcling to Boardman, were made in the later seventh and first half of the sixth centuries.” Total
counts are not given for any case, as they are felt to be "...har&ly necessary," and as for limitations,

Boardman does "...not believe [them] to be (,:lamaging."98

An examination of this method can I)egin Ly setting down some general parameters for such
statistical enquiries. First, within the limits of the enquiry the broadest possil)le sample should be usecl;
a percentage is not necessarﬂy meaningful if it is a percentage of some subset of a total. I&eaﬂy
therefore, all the vases or shield-bands alreacly discovered would be studied. Next, these ol)jec’cs should
all be from the same cl'rronological perio&. Finaﬂy, if the authors of indexes or catalogues cast doubts
on the comprehensiveness of these parts of their worles, then such parts should be avoi&e&, if possﬂole.

If we now look at the various calculations, we can see that some or all of these conditions have
been frequently violated. At times this was unavoidable. For instance, the only cornpre}lensive lists of

Attic vases are Beazley's, and essential as they may be they are restricted to attributed, and for the most

9 Boardman 1975a, 1 with n.1 for the method.
% 1hid, 1.
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part decora‘ce(l, vases. Moreover, they are only as up—to—&ate as Beazley could make them, and work on
ABYV - the only source used I)y Boardman - stoppecl rougl'lly 20 years before Boardman's article
appeauced.99 It is therefore clear that ABV lists but a subset of all known (especiaﬂy Ly the 1970's) Attic
Llacle-figure vases. Simjlarly, it would have been very difficult, given the problems inherent in dating
objects from the Archaic period, to choose for study only those objects dating to between 560 and 510.
Even 80, some of the cases could have been narrowed down further chronologicaﬂy, as will be argued
later.

While ‘chrese linlitations can be understood and accepted. ’che furtker limitations placed on 1:];1e
data Ly Boardman are unacceptalale. By elimina’cing from consideration all vases or shield-bands not
decorated with myth—scenes, a significant number of objec’cs in each category was taken out of the
recleoning.wo At this point, Boardman was no longer dealing with a representative sample. In like
manner, the elimination of Gigantomachies, and generic Dionysiac, satyr and komast scenes made the
sample even less representative. These scenes are not marginal; all of these themes were frequently
illustrated l)y the vase-painters and shield-band makers throughout the perio& in question, as a study
of Boardman's sources will show. They should therefore have been included in the calculations.

As has alrea&y been mentioned, these limitations may have been the result of using the Index
to ABV, and would perforce have had to be applied to all the cases tested. The Index has other
drawbacks as well. First, it is incomple’ce, as Beazley himself acienowiedged.ml Secon&, it is not an
index of vases, but of my’chological scenes. Depending on the nature of the scenes it carried, the same

vase could therefore appear more than once in the In&ex, under a variety of heaclings. [ maintain that

9 Boardman's article appeared in 1975, while the latest additions to AB v, Pu]nlisl'lecl in 1956, had been made loy July 1955
(ABV 716). The upr]ates to ABV pul)lisl'lecl in Para would have been available to Boatdman, but he did not use them.

100 of, my Table 1 for the numbers.

1L ABV 723: "Such an index can be but Partial..."
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a vase Wi'l'.l’l, for example, two Herakles scenes should not count for more than a vase with only one; the
important point, I suggest, is the vase-painter's decision whether or not to put a Herakles scene on the
vase in the first place. If there is to be any (liﬂeren’ciation, then perhaps it should be along the lines of
the relative importance of the scene in the overall decorative scheme - whether the scene is a main or
su]osicliary one. This however could get very complicatecl. In any case, the Index has too many problems
to have been used for such important calculations.

The 1ayout of ABV itself also deserves comment, as it affects Boardman's method. It is
l)asicany divided into two parts, 1é.rge vases and sméﬂ, although many srﬁaﬂ vases éan 111 fact be found
in the first section. Each section is rougllly arranged into chronological order, with the first l)eginning
with the start of Llacle—figure and the second somewhat later - "...not indeed from the ]aeginm'ng, but
from the middle [of hlaclz—ﬁguxe]...".wz The first section ends on page 417; Ly only tal)ulating entries
up to page 291, Boardman has ignored in their entirety the remainder of the first section and the
whole of the second part of the book, even though a large proportion of the vases there listed would
have fallen within the relevant era.

Only Llacle—figure vases have been mentioned until now, but it must not be forgotten that the
first years of red—figure occurred under the tyranny as well. 13 Red-ﬁgure vases have been entirely
ignore(l ]Jy Boardman. This is unjustifia]ale, because if outside pressures were leading the vase-painters

to picle certain Jchernes, then one would expect these pressures to affect red—figure artists as well.1%*

192 ABV viii.
103 The red-figure period is generally considered to have lJegun around 530.

194 That is, if such pressures continued under Peisistr‘atos' successors. We can assume that Boardman thought that they did,

since he does not limit his argument to Peisistratos alone: "...Herakles' Political importance in the Athens of Peisistratos and his sons"

(Boarclman 19754, 1).
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Given the method he was using, checlzing the relevant chapters of ARVZ, would not have been
difficult.'®

Another class of vases omitted from the discussion is Blaclz—painted ware. This was pottery
without ﬁgural &ecoration, but not necessarﬂy undecorated. Tt I)egan to be of consistently high quali’cy
around the middle of the sixth cen’cury.106 Although its omission is understandable, one must
remember that this was yet another option available to the pro&ucers of vases, and thus another factor
to be taken into account before conclusions can be drawn from statistical calculations.

Some comments on Boardman's choice of starting and ending dates are also necessary. Since
his argument deals with the Peisistratean era, it would have been better to omit at least some if not all
of the first eight cha.p’cers of ABV, as these generaﬂy consist of vases pro&ucecl before 560.1%7 The early
vases should have been tabulated separa’cely, and the percentage of Herakles scenes on them compare(l
to the percentage of Herakles scenes on vases produce(l Auring the Peisistratean era. Only in this way
would it be possﬂ)le to see if there was indeed a sharp rise in the popularity of Herakles scenes during
this perio&. Moreover, the Tyrrhenian amphorae, included in these early chapters, seem to have been
especiaﬂy made for export to Btruria, and so do not perha,ps represent the normal output of the vase-
painters. At the other encl, it should be remembered that while the works of the Antimenes Painter and
his cixcle may have provicle& Boardman with a convenient pla.ce to stop, we are not able to say
definitively that all of their vases were produced before 510, and none after. The same qualification

na‘curaﬂy applies to the 560 date as well, so at either end precision is not possil)le.

195 T have done 80, and following his method have arrived at a figure of 26% for the proportion of attributed myt}x-decorated
Attic red-ﬁgure vases Protluced from ca. 530-500. This is quite a drop from 44% - could this be the reason that rec[-figure vages were

ignored in his caleulations?
1% Cook 1972, 211-13.

T But again, Boardman's method did not allow this to be done.
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Turning now to the other objec’cs in the study, it can again be poin’cecl out that in each case

the sample was made less than representative lay Boardman's decision to eliminate scenes not clealing
with myth, as well as Gigantomachies and generic Dionysiac, satyr and komast scenes. Moreover, in
the case of the Corinthian vases, the chronological limits are rather too broad - Payne's c}lapter nine

0."® Had Boardman chosen to use Payne's catalogue, he could

covers scenes ranging from 650 to 50
have ]:)rought the start date down to 625 ' and so have his Corinthian sarnple roug]nly match the dates
of his Attic sample. Payne did describe his catalogue as incornple’ce;109 nevertheless, it is still more
comprehensive than hisr chepter nine, which cleals in dep’ch With only selected myth—sceﬁes. Finaﬂy,
regarding the shield-bands, Kunze's catalogue runs from the last third of the seventh century to the
early years of the fifth century.110 As he does date his ma’terial, the objec‘cs from after 500 should have
been omitted by Boardman, in order to keep more closely to his own chronological limits.

In summary, Boardman's method was seriously flawed. His calculations were based on an
unsound footing, and then he used his sources improperly. In doing s0 he obtained artificiaﬂy inflated
figures for the proportions of Herakles scenes producecl in all the cases he studied. To conclude this
c]aapter, an alternative - and I believe better - treatment of the data that Boardman had available to
him will be presented.

The fo]lowing tables break the objects down into three categories: those with one or more
Herakles scenes, those with no Herakles scene(s) but one or more other myth/hero scenes, and those

with no Herakles or other rnyth/hero scenes at all. Bach object was tabulated once only, using the

following hierarchy: Herakles scene = other myth/hero scene = other scene. In this way it was

1% The dates have been extracted from Payne 1931, chapter VIII.
109 Payne 1931, 264.

1® Dates extracted from Kunze 1950, 7-44 (tlle catalogue).
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possi]ole to determine the proportion of o]ajects produced that carried Herakles scenes, which is, 1
laelieve, the correct calculation to malze, and which therefore gives us a better sense of Herakles'
popularity. A total count for the objects in each class is given, along with the percentage of Herakles
scenes. Finaﬂy, to see the effects of limiting the calculations to myth-&ecorated o]ajects, a total count
of such ol)jects in each class has been given, as well as the revised percentage of Herakles scenes. These
last two figures are not very precise, however, due to the occasional difficulties in separating my’ch/hero
scenes from generic scenes. '

For each class of ol)ject, ﬂie actual lists producéd Ly the various authors harverljeen consultecl,
along with any updates to these lists that would also have been available to Boardman.'™ The
limitations place& lny Boardman on the data have, for the most part, been removed.™> In the ta})les,
the internal divisions™™ of the lists from which the data for Attic, Corinthian and Lakonian vessels
were taken have been maintained, with totals given at the foot of each table. Any trends in the

production of Herakles scenes are therefore more rea&ﬂy apparent. Due to the nature of the source

material, such treatment was not Possﬂ)le for the Chalcidian vases or the shield-bands.

" Which is yet another reason not to limit the stucly to only myth-decorated o]ajects.

"2 These comprise the upda‘ces to ABV included in the Addenda to ABYV, in Para and in ARVZ, and the Addenda in NC.
Alt}lough Boardman did not make use of any of these, they have been used in my calculations in the interest of greater accuracy.

3 The unavoidable limitation is that only the material tabulated lny Beazley et al is taken into account, in order to laeep to
the same sources that Boardman had available to him. The work done since these lists were compilecl must however be ac]enowleclgecl,
even if the finclings are not incorporatecl into the tables Presentecl here. Brijder 1991, for example, isa comprehensive stucly of the
Hei(leu)erg Painter Wl’lO, as will be seen, was one of the artists esPecially interested in Herakles. Brijder adds fi&y-six vases, fifteen with
Herakles scenes, to the ones tabulated llere, with the result that the percentage of Herakles scenes to vases is actually 1.4% lower than
the figure given in my tables. There are doubtless very few if any painters, or groups, for whom the numbers Ptesentecl here can be taken
as absolutes.

! Painters or groups of associated painters for Attic and Lakonian vases, chtonologica]/stylistic divisions for Corinthian.



Table 1: Proportion of Attic Maclz—lrtigure vases with Heralzles scenes

N

ABV painters herakles | other other total % total %
myth vases | heraklesf] myth |herakles

I earliest bf 1 26 28 55 1.82 27 3.70
I early bf 8 257 189 454 1.76 265 3.02
It siana cups [ - ¢ ptr 8 50 117 175 4.57 58 13.79
[AY siana cups 11 - heidelberg ptr 21 24 25 70 30.00 45 46.67
v siana cups I1I - others 5 44 72 121 4.13 49 10.20
VI kleitias 1 15 14 30 3.33 16 6.25
viI nearchos and others 8 53 49 110 7.27 61 13.11

M VI Jiyrrhenian group - 29 .97 | 39 R 165 | 1758 F 126 | 23.02

X lydos and his companions 23 115 187 325 7.08 138 16.67
X group e and exekias 56 66 51 173 32.37 122 45.90
X1 amasis ptr 10 46 42 98 10.20 56 17.86
X1 little master and droop cups 18 95 283 396 4.55 113 15.93
X111 proto-a and a type cups 3 76 41 120 2.50 79 3.80
Xiv some stemless cups 6 39 25 70 8.57 45 13.33
XV nikosthenes and pamphaios 18 78 87 183 9.84 96 18.75
XVI bf mannerists 6 73 84 163 3.68 79 7.59
Xvi lysippides ptr 44 41 20 105 41.90 85 51.76
XVIII antimenes ptr and his circle 144 126 32 302, 47.68 270 53.33
totals Lf - ABV to p.291 409 1321 1385 I 3115 | 13.13 I 1730 | 23.64

[o3]

Several aspects of this tal)le, compile(l from the same raw data that Boardman had available

to him, are noteworl:l'ly. Most importantly, it shows how grea’cly Boardman's method affected his

results. Handled correc’cly, the data reveals that only 13.13% of attributed Attic Llacle—]r:igure vases of

the relevant period carried Herakles scenes. Even if all non—my’cl'l scenes are removed from the account,

the percentage is still nearly 20% lower than his ﬁgure. The table also makes very clear that while there

was no great preference for Herakles scenes amongst the vase-painters as a w]:lole, sgr/n{q;seleqfcgrclr

painters or groups of painters were indee&_y@];y mugh intggegtqd in 5}1913\ scenes: fche

1Y

Heideﬂ)erg Painter

L
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(and his associates) - 30%, Group E and Exekias - 32.37%, the Lysippides Painter (and his associates)
- 41.90%, and the Antimengggwa}j_lnjer (an(l his circle) - 47.68%. All of these painters and groups
would have been active during the reign of the Peisistratids - the Heidelberg Painter around the
Leginning, the Antimenes Painter around the end, and the other two more in the middle.™

- While the table does dispel the general impression left l)y Boardman that Herakles scenes were
very popular across the })oarcl, the fact that only certain paintérs or groups of painters &isplayed a
preference for Herakles scenes could be used to support his arguments. It would have been unlikely for
the Peisistratids to have been able to influence all vase-painters, less unlikely that they could have
influenced some. The rather dramatic preference of the Lysippides and Antimenes Painters for
Herakles scenes may also be significant in another way. Coming as they did in the latter part of the
tyranny, and assuming that Peisistratos had indeed used the iconography of Herakles for his own ends,
could the sons have been using the same iconography - ever more heavﬂy - to reinforce their own
claims to power? A more prosaic explanation would be that as the Lysippides Painter was considered
to be a "follower of Hxekias" })y Beazley,ué he at any rate was merely continuing one of the thematic
preferences of his leader. This still leaves unanswered the question of wlly Exekias and Group E

emphasised Herakles scenes.

115 Boardman's dates for these painters are: the Heidelberg Painter - ca. 575-55 (Boardman 1974, 31-3); Exekias - ca. 545-
30 (Boardman 1974, 57); the Lysippides Painter (whom Boardman equates with the red-figure Andokides Painter) - ca. 530-15
(Boardman 1975b, 15); and the Antimenes Painter - ca. 530-10 (Boardman 1974, 109). The Heidelberg Painter has however been
redated ]3y Brijcler in his stucly of the artist; his work is now juc[gecl to run from the late 560's to the late 540's, with three discernable
Perioc‘s - early (late 560's), middle (ca. 560-50), and late (ca. 550-late 540's) (Brijder 1991, 426-7).

1 ABV 254.



Table 2: Proportion of Corinthian vases with Heralzles scenes

[68]

Payne corinthian vases herakles | other other total % total %
myth vases herakles myt]: herakles

I tarly corinthian 4 215 442 661 0.61 219 1.83

1I middle corinthian 7 200 228 435 1.61 207 3.38

151 [ate corinthian I 1 148 170 319 0.31 149 0.67

IV llate corinthian II 0 0 65 65 0.00 0 nam

totals ayne's catalogue 12 563 905 I 1480 0.81 I 5175 2.09

S

Noteworthy here is the almost total lack of interest of Corinthian vase-painters in Herakles,

especiaﬂy in the Late Corinthian period - which is contemporary with the greater part of the

Peisistratean era. Payne's catalogue can be vague and is very much incornplete;ur‘7 neverl:heless, the

percentage of Herakles scenes would cerl:ainly drop even lower were all the relevant Corinthian vases

included in the s’cu&y.

Table 3: Proportion of Lakonian vases with Heraleles scenes

Stibbe lakonian vases herakles other other total % total %
myt]1 vases herakles myth herakles

1 naukratis pir + others 0 29 88 117 0.00 29 0.00
11 boreads ptr + others 3 13 62, 78 3.85 16 18.75
11} arkesilas ptr + others 1 4 10 15 6.67 5 20.00
v hunt ptr + others 5 18 55 78 6.41 23 21.74
A\ rider ptr + others 3 21 24 48 6.25 24 12.50
VI other painters 0 7 22, 29 0.00 7 0.00

v unattributed 4] 0 9 9 0.00 0 ——
totals s’ci]:)lne's catalogue 12 92, 2170 l 374 3.21 I 104 14.54

N2, give but one example, in a discussion of mid-sixth century quatrefoil ary]aalloi Payne mentions that "...well over 550
examples..." were found in three tombs at Rhitsona (Payne 1931, 320 with n.3). These vases are not in the catalogue; they do not have
figural decoration tlxough, so that if tl-ley were added, the proportion of Herakles scenes procluced would c[rop.
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Table 4: Proportion of Chalcidian vases and Peloponnesian shield-bands with Herakles scenes

gource 0]Jject herakles other other total % total %

myth objects | herakles myth herakles
. Rumpf chalcidian vases 7 101 171 279 2.51 108 6.48

Kunze shield-bands 32 106 80 218 14.68 138 23.19

Once more, the vase-painters in Tables 3 and 4 &isplay very little interest in Herakles. It is
interesting however, that Herakles was sligh‘cly more popular with the Peloponnesian shield-band
makers than the Attic vase-painters. This interest of the shield-band artists is perhaps not surprising

though - Herakles' deeds would provi&e suitable themes for Weapons' decorations.
//4
7 In general, Tables 1-4 point out the inaccuracies of Boardman's ﬁgures. Even with the revised

e

numbers tl—lough, it is still clear that Herakles scenes were much more popular with Attic vase-painters

than Corinthian, Chalcidian or Lakonian vase-painters. In the foﬂowing taloles, an attempt is made
i
/ .

i —

e

o) provi(le more precise {-igures for Attic vase-painting, l)y elimjnating the early chapters of ABV while

a&ding relevant chapters that Boardman ignorecl, and by acl(ling the relevant chapters of ARVZ.

Table 5: Proportion of Attic black-figure vases with Herakles scenes (revised)

ABV painters herakles | other other total % total %
myth vases | herakles® myth |lherakles
v siana cups II - heidelberg pir 21 24 25 70 30.00 45 46.67
v siana cups I1I - others 5 44 72 121 4.13 49 10.20
VIL nearchos and others 8 53 49 110 7.27 61 13.11
X lydos and his companions 23 115 187 325 7.08 138 16.67
X group e and exekias 56 66 51 173 32.37 122 45.90
X1 amasis ptr 10 46 42 98 10.20 56 17.86
X little master and droop cups 18 95 283 396 4.55 113 15.93
X111 proto-a and a type cups 3 76 41 120 2.50 79 3.80
XV some stemless cups 6 39 25 70 8.57 45 13.33
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XV nikosthenes and pamphaios 18 78 87 183 9.84 96 18.75
XVI bf mannerists 6 73 84 163 3.68 79 7.59
Xvil lysippides ptr 44 41 20 105 41.90 85 51.76
XVIII antimenes ptr and his circle 144 126 32 302 47.68 270 53.33
XIX psiax 8 22 10 40 20.00 30 26.67
XX other pot painters 150 220 200 570 26.32 370 40.54
xxa some signed strays 2 4 46 52 3.85 6 33.33
XXTI plaques 2 2 4 8 25.00 4 50.00
XXIIT leagros group 128 223 93 444 28.83 351 36.47
XXIV | nikoxenos ptr + companions 12 43 34 89 13.48 55 21.82
1 XXV |bfvasesbyrfps 2 | 8 1 | 1 1818 10 | 2000
XXVII | panathenaics 0 1 6 7 0.00 1 0.00
XXVIII  |oinochoai, trefoil, T 2 5 14 21 9.52 7 28.57
XXIX oinochoai, less common 4 16 5 25 16.00 20 20.00
XXX oinochoai, flat-mouthed 0 4 21 25 0.00 4 0.00
XXXi oinochoai: olpai 6 42 28 76 7.89 48 12.50
XXXIT lekythos I: chiefly earlier 5 21 205 237 2.11 32 15.63
XL, small neck-amphorae 3 1 1 5 60.00 4 75.00
X1I kyathoi and mastoids 1 8 13 22 4.55 9 11.11
XLIT skyphoi 1 15 2 18 5.56 16 6.25
XLIV miniature vases - swan grp 0 0 146 146 0.00 0
totals Lf - ABV: ca. 560-500 688 1517 | 1821 I 4032 | 17.06 I 2205 | 31.20

Table 5 eliminates the early chap’cers of ABV - which can now be found in Table 8, and the

Tyrrhenian amphorae - due to their doubtful status, and adds the remaining chap’cers of the first

section of ABV save the chapters dealing with fifth century vases. It is difficult to decide whether to

keep or omit Panathenaics, both prize vases and imitations; their special status migh’c argue for their

omission. | have included them, however. Had they been omi’c’ce&, the percentage of Herakles scenes

would rise slighﬂy. The second part of ABV has also been included; due to the &iﬂiculty in ascrilaing

dates to some of the painters, the figures listed must not be taken as absolutes.



Table 6: Proportion of earlv Attic re&—{iglure vases with Heraleles scenes

ARV? painters herakles | other other total total %
myth vases myth | herakles
I carliest pot painters 11 29 19 59 40 21.50
1I pioneer group 19 62 73 164 81 23.46
I eatly f oup pts - eye cups 1 21 55 71 22 4.55
v oltos 21 80 69 170 101 20.79
Vv epiktetos 11 72 62 145 83 13.25
VI skythes 3 19 15 37 22 13.64
VII cuergides painter 7 68 163 238 75 9.33
| VAL |kachrylion and others 1 | a0 | 28 0 59 | 169 0 31 | 323}
X apollodoros 2 12 41 55 14 1429
X coarser wing I - nikosthenes 10 56 43 109 66 15.15
XI coarser wing II 3 35 124 162, 38 7.89
XII coarser wing 111 2 72. 158 232 74 2.70
XIII other early rf cup painters 9 94 115 .L 218 413 | 103 | 874
i totals of - ARV?: ca. 530-500 100 650 965 L1715 5.83 i 750 13.33

As a whole, the re&—figure artists were much less interested in Herakles scenes than their black-
figure counterparts. The percentage drop here recalls the &rop seen when the same data was handled
using Boardman's method.™® Either way, it seems clear that rec],—ﬁgure artists in general were not very
much interested in Herakles, even ’chough ‘clley perhaps should have been.'” The first entry in the table
is interesting though. The[éniczle/t{ei‘svgag’ggr, whom many believe to be the same painter as the

,,,,,  his vases carvied Heraklos scenes -

it will be remembered that the Lysippi&es Painter also preferred Herakles scenes.

18 O, supra, n.1085.

9 1f we accept Peisistratid inﬂuence, unless of course only lalacle-ﬁgure artists were involved in the propagancla exercise. This

does not seem to me a reasonable assumption.

120 Bor instance, Boardman. Cf. Boardman 1975b, 15-6 for a statement of his views.
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Table 7: Total proportion of Attic vases with Herakles scenes (ca. 560-500)

ABV/ARV? painters herakles | other other total % total %
myth vases |herakles | myth | herakled
totals bf - ABV: ca. 560-500 688 15617 1827 | 4032 | 1706 § 2205 | 3120
totals tf - ARVZ: ca. 530-500 100 650 965 1715 | 5.83 750 13.33
iﬁrmd total  |attic vases 788 2167 | 2792 I 5747 | 13.71 I 2955 | 26.67

From Table 7, a combination of Tables 5 and 6, we can get a rough idea' of the proportion
of vases produced in Athens in and around the Peisistratean period that carried Herakles scenes. This
figire of 13.71% is a faz ary from Boardman's 44%, but I would suggest that it is a far more accurate
reflection of Herakles' popularity than Boardman's figure, and that it has been derived from a sounder

calculation method. How it compares with the surroun&ing periods will be seen from the remaining

tables.

Table 8: Proportion of earlv Llaclz—figure Attic vases with Herakles scenes

ABV painters herakles | other other total % total %
myth vases | heraklesf myth |herakles

1 carliest bf 1 26 28 55 1.82 27 3.70
il early bf 8 257 189 454 1.76 265 3.02
I siana cups I - ¢ ptr 8 50 117 175 4.57 58 13.79
Vi kleitias 1 15 14 30 3.33 16 6.25
VIIL tyrrhenian group 29 97 39 165 17.58 126 23.02

totals early bf 47 445 387 I 879 5.35 I 492 9.55

121 gl only a roug}l idea because only the vases listed luy Beazley are taken into account, and because the chronological

limits must remain imprecise.
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; Tal)le 8 j':gives some idea of the popularity of Herakles scenes before the Peisistratid era. The

[

percentage is low as it stands; if the Tyrrhenians are removed it would c],rop even lower, to 2.52%.1%

This is a considerable difference from the figure as calculated for the Peisistratid era; even if the
numbers are not as spectacular as Boardman' s, it is still clear that Herakles scenes did gain in

l
/
} populan’cy under the Peisistratids.

Table 9. Pro‘portionr of fifth century Llaclz—fiéure vases with Herakles scenes

ABV painters herakles | other other total % total %
myth vases | heraklesf] myth | herakles

XXVI some very late std neck-amph 3 7 3 13 23.08 10 30.00
XXVII  |panathenaics 1 24 72 97 1.03 25 4.00
XXVIII  |oinochoai, trefoil, T 31 124 83 238 13.03 155 20.00
XXIX oinochoai, less common 1 1 3 5 20.00 2 50.00
XXX oinochoai, flat-mouthed 1 7 0 8 12.50 8 12.50
XXXI oinochoai: olpai 0 4 5 9 | 0.00 4 0.00
XXXII lekythos I: chiefly earlier 4 52. 95 151 2.65 56 7.14
XXXIII  |lekythos IT: gela ptr 2 22 15 39 5.13 24 8.33
XXXIV  |lekythos ITI: edinburgh ptr 22 64 36 f 122 18.03 86 25.58
XXXV |lekythos IV: class of ath 851 58 271 128 457 12.69 329 17.63
XXXVI  |lekythos V: saph/diosph ptss 12 56 90 158 7.59 68 17.65
XXXVIL  |lekythos VI: thes/ath ptrs 47 157 102 306 15.36 204 23.04
XXXVIIL | lekythos VII: haimon grp 135 560 497 1192 | 1133 695 19.42
XXIX lekythos VIIT: empofbel ptrs 7 23 34 64 10.94 30 23.33
XL small neck-amphorae 51 219 41 311 16.40 270 18.89
XILI kyathoi and mastoids 5 54 11 70 7.14 59 8.47
XLII skyphoi 8 104 105 217 3.69 112 7.14
XL late cups 19 219 58 356 5.34 298 6.38

22 The Tyrrl’lenians seem to have been a special line, proclucecl specificaﬂy for export to Btruria, in an Etruscan, not

Athenian, style’. Their special status argues against using them to help draw conclusions about the normal Athenian output. Cf. also
inf;'a, p- 92
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XLIV miniature vases 0 8 32 I 40 0.00 I 8 0.00
totals bf - ABV: 5th century 407 2036 1410 I 3853 10.56 I 2443 16.66
Table 10: Proportion of late archaic Attic red-figure vases with Herakles scenes
ARV? painters herakles | other other total total %
myth vases Iletalzles myth | herakles
14 Lleophrades ptr 20 53 54 127 15.75 73 27.40
15 berlin ptr 17 178 125 320 195 8.72
16 nikoxenosfeucharides ptrs 8 80 76 164 4.88 88 9.09
17 myson + col. krater ptrs 11 100 66 177 621 111 9.91
| 18 [syleussequence 8 62 | 37 | 17 | 748 § 70 | 1143

19 syriskos group 5 54 127 186 2.69 59 8.47
20 other large vase ptrs 28 170 177 375 7.47 198 | 1414
21 ptrs of small vases 3 69 65 I 137 2.19 72 4.17
22 onesimos 6 61 156 I 223 2.69 67 8.96
23 antiphon ptr 3 74 170 247 1.21 77 3.90
24 colmar ptr 1 49 88 138 0.72 50 2.00
25 triptolemos ptr 1 28 88 117 29 3.45
26 brygos ptr & his circle 10 285 515 810 1.23 295 3.39
27 douris 9 87 244 340 2.65 96 9.38
28 ashby ptr and others 3 12 12 27 11.11 15 20.00
29 makron 4 131 230 365 135 2.96

totals f - ARV? late archaic 137 1493 2230 I 3860 3.55 | 1630 8.40

o

Tables 9 and 10 show Herakles' populari’cy in the post—Peisistratid perio&. For both black and

recl—ﬁgure, there is a &rop—of‘f in the fifth century as one would like to see, if support for Boardman's

argument is desired.

.’/\‘

In this chapter I have shown that Boardman's method was wrong, and that it therefore led

to inaccurate results. Equany, I have shown that Herakles scenes were more popular in Attic vase

painting than in the vase-painting of the other centres studied, and that ’chey were more popular in the

Peisistratean era than in the prececling and foﬂowing perio&s. Furthermore, for whatever reasons

/‘
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certain Attic vase-painters were very much interested in Herakles scenes. While the impressive
statistical l)acleground that Boardman presente& for his arguments has disappeared, his ’cheory deserves
further study; the revised statistics do not disprove his arguments, even if tlley no longer strongly

support them.



CHAPTER FOUR: A CLOSER LOOK AT THE CHANGES

With the statistical baclegroun& settle&, we can return to the actual Herakles images and the
changes observed in them. In Chapter One these changes were described as presente& Ly Boardman
and his followers ;7 in this c]aapter, a critical examination of the changes will be undertaken. We need
to know whether or not the changes were as clearcut as has been suggested, when t}ley are first
observed, and howrlong they lasted. Once this has been done for the scenes chosen for i—n~dept11
discussion, the changes will be placed into their context. Three questions will be discussed: whether
Herakles becomes popula,r in more media than just vase-painting; whether any of the developments can

Al

th otiner centies; an(l fjnaﬂy, Wlietlie‘[ Heraleles sceries are the Oiily SCEnes

e seen in tne vase-paintings o
to un(lergo changes in Attic vase-painting of our period. If support for Boardman's theories is Wante(].,
then any developmen’cs should be confined to Herakles scenes in Attic vase-painting of the
Peisistratean perioc],; the broader the range and/or timespan of any developments, the less 1ilze1y that

an explanation as narrow in scope as Boardman's will suffice.

Looleing first at the Herakles vs Nereus/Triton Lattle,lza we can Legin with a summary of the
major cleveloprnents observed during the scene's run, and then turn to the main prol)lem areas: the

c]:lronological distribution of the examples, the (11{{10111’cy in c]ating precisely the C]Jangeover from

123 The most recent, comprehensive stucly of this scene is Al‘A“Jerg—Cornell 1984, in which all the examples available to her
(137 out of 161) are cataloguecl, classiﬁed, and analysecl. Bil)liography and references to Beazley's lists are given in her main catalogue.

38
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Nereus to Triton, and the question of how widely aclenowledgecl this change of i&entity actuaﬂy was.
As the scene is essen‘ciaﬂy confined to ]Jlacla—figure vases, this discussion will also be simjlarly limited."*

The earliest examples, A}Jﬂ)erg—Corneﬂ's Group 1, date to ca. 590—70.125 Six vases belong to
this group; two are just ]r:ragments, showing little more than the monster's head. In the other four
Herakles - in his usual position - stands astride the monster ancl, with the two upper bodies paraﬂel,
grapples with it from l:vehjnd, all the while loolzing back at the animal protomes - serpents and once also
a lion's head - projecting from the monster's })ody and symljolising its a})ility to change form. Both
figures wear a short chiton. On a llydria Ly the KX Painter, the monster is name(l Nereus, 1% while on
anotl'ler, a column krater })y Sophilos, there are spectators - two males and Hermes.'#

Group II runs from ca. 570-60.* Noteworthy here is the de—emphasisi_ng of the protomes;
only on a hydria in Taranto' do we have a certain example, a lion's head, but it seems to be there
more out of convention than as an in’cegral part of the scene - the head faces the monster's taﬂ, and
Herakles has not bothered to turn his own head to look at it. This vase, the latest of the group, is the
last example we have with a protome. It also appears to be the first to have an old man, who on later
vases will sometimes be named as Nereus, s’can(].ing by Watching the action. On a lzyllx in London®

meanwhile, Herakles has turned his head to look back al‘though there are no protomes; perhaps the

scheme with protomes was still an inﬂuence, or, as Alll]aerg—ConleH has suggestecl, there was just no

12 Brommer 1973, 150 lists only three recl—figure examples, of which one is doubtful: Athens Akr. 147 = ARV? 89,19;
once Chiusi = ARV? 1625; Rome, Barraco 226 (doubtful).

125 Ablberg-Cornell 1984, 14-17, 99.

120 Samos Museum = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 1.5.
127 Athens NM 12587 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 1.6.
128 Ablberg-Cornell 1984, 18.

139 Taranto 4343 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 11.4.

130 1 ondon BM 1947.7-14.16 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 1.1, attributed by her to the Heidelberg Painter.
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room to add them. This vase is also noteworthy for ]Jeing the first example on which Herakles wears

the lion's slzin, henceforward his usual costume. The sea-monster no longer wears a chiton.lg’1

Groups III and IV date to ca. 560-40,"* and with them the main run of the scene begins.
Although the old, parallel positioning of Herakles' and the sea-monster's upper bodies will linger, a new
scheme with the bodies overlapping to form an "X" is developed, and becomes the scheme of choice.'®

A]jll)erg-Corneﬂ's next three groups (V, VI, VII) date to the years around 530.53* Only now
do we again have inscriptions naming the figures. Ona hydria in the Louvre, 135 Nereus is written in
front of an old man, Amphitﬁte behind a woman onloolzer, and Herakles in front of the combatants.
This seems to confirm that the sea-monster and Nereus are viewed as in&epen&ent entities, al’choug]n
it must be remembered that the old man was first seen back in Group II. Likewise on an amphora in
the Villa Giulia,'® the names Herakles and Triton - the latter's first appearance - frame the central
scene. There are no onlookers here. On a third vase, a hyclria in London,137 Nereus is written above
the old man, Herakles above the com]oatants, and Triton in front of them.

Groups VIII, IX, and X run between ca. 520 and 500." Most noteworthy are two amphorae
loy the Euphiletos Painter, 19 on which two old men frame the central scene rather than the usual one,

and a hydria in the Louvre, M0 51 which Herakles pursues the monster. Our last inscriptions come from

1 Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 20, 99.

2 1hid, 26, 31.

%3 1hid, 30, attributes the first surviving examples of this development to the Painter of Berlin 1686.

34 Thid, 40, 44, 50.

135 T ouvre F293 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, V.9, from the Nikosippos Group.

1 Villa Giulia = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, V.10, from the Three-Line Group.

37 London BM B223 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, V1.16, from the Group of Toronto 305.

138 Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 56, 61, 64.

139 [ ondon BM B201 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, TX.7; Philadelphia market = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, IX.8.

10 T ouvre C 10684 = A}llberg-Cornen 1984, 1X.9, related to Wﬁrz]:urg 315.
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these groups, two from each of IX and X. All these vases are hydriae; on the Leningrad and New
York™2 examples Herakles is written above the combatants, on the Berlin example'® the names
Herakles and Ttriton frame the central scene, and on the Cambridge example'®* Herakles frames the
figures' heads, Triton is added above the scene, and two of the Nereids who watch the fight are also
named: Potnia and Kallikhora.

The last examples of this scene come from the early fifth century, and make up Groups XI and
XI5 Of note is a skyphos in Marseilles,'® on which Herakles sits on the sea-monster's back and the
two are turned to face each other. The sea-monster's chiton, not observed since Group I, also
differentiates this vase.'

The chronological distribution of the scenes is as follows: ca. 590-70 (Group I) - 6, ca. 570-
60 (II) - 5, ca. 560-40 (LI, IV) - 20, ca. 530 (V, VI, VII) - 46, ca. 520-500 (VIII, IX, X) - 42, after
ca. 500 (XI, XII) - 18. The accidents of survival require any statistical observations to be used with
caution, but over two-thirds of the known examples date to ca. 530 or later. The amount of
propaganda value that could have been extracted from the scene at this time, roughly 25-30 years at
the earliest after the event which it was supposed to commemorate, is doubtful. Moreover, the scene

did not die out with the Peisistratids. A significan’c number of examples, possil)ly even more than a

third depending on which side of 510 the vases in groups VIII, IX, and X fall, date to after the death

41 ] eningrad B1516 (St. 25) = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, IX.1, by the Pasikles Painter.

42 New York 12.198.3 = Ahlberg-Cornell X.9, unattributed.

143 Berlin F1906 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, TX.10, by the Rycroft Painter.

14 Cambridge GR 33-1864 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, X.11, unattributed.

145 Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 70, 76. The one vase in Group X11 is known only from a drawing, which may be inaccurate.
140 Marseilles 7017 = Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, X1.1, by the Theseus Painter.

1 Ahlberg-Cornell 1984, 74-5.
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of Hippias. This would suggest that Herakles was not as unaccep’ca]ale under the democracy as one
would have expected him to be, if he had been as closely tied to the Peisistratidai as has been argued.

The pro])lems in determining whether Herakles is £ighting Nereus or Triton do not support
the political interpretation of the scene either. To recap the inscriptional evi(lence, the sea-monster is
named as Nereus on one early vase (Group I, ca. 590-70), and as Triton on four later vases - two from
Group VI (ca. 530), and one from each of Groups IX and X (ca. 520-500). The old man is named
as Nereus on two vases, one from Group A\ (ca. 530) , and one from Group VI (ca. 530, on which the
sea-monster is named Triton).

It seems very (liﬂicult, from the above evi&ence, to support an axgument that the sea-monster
was viewed as Triton alreacly from the 560's. Granted there were changes around this time, such as
Herakles gaining the lion's slzin, the sea-monster 1osing its chiton and protomes, the paraﬂel grappling
scheme Leing supplan’ce& by the "X" shape& sc]aeme, and the first appearance of an old man as a
spectator, but none of these necessitate a change in the monster's i&entity. If the old man is seen as
Nereus right from the start, then it is permissil)le to ask whether his appearance and the loss of the
monster's protomes are not connected. The vase-painters' habit of &epioting several episocles of a story
in one scene is well-known; perhaps here we have two stages of this story - Herakles must first wrestle
with Nereus in his monster form, before acquiring the information he needs from Nereus in his human
form '

That the sea-monster was identified with Triton ]oy at least some artists ca. 530 is not in doubt

due to the four inscriptions, nor that for at least one artist Nereus and Triton were different Leings.

Thisis a very small subset of the total however, and perhaps these identifications were not universal.

U8 Taranto 4343, on which both the old man and a protome are includecl, may Perhaps be explainecl as a transitional stage.



43

If they were, then it is only at this point that we can be certain that the iconography changecl. Again,
we are at least 25-30 years after the war with Megara, and so the connection between scene and event

must be questionecl.

There are, as claimed ]ay Boar&man, two basic depictions of Herakles' Introduction to
Olympos. In one he is alreacly on Olympos and is 1)eing led, on foot, before a seated Zeus. In the other
a chariot procession is ljeing readied to take him there. Athena acts as his charioteer; Iolaos and various
go&s and god&esses may also be present. In a variant of this scene, some examples portray Herakles and
Athena riding in a chariot, either still on the way to Olympos or alrea.cly there. Of the two basic
schemes, the chariot introductions are much more prevalent; Moon counts over 170 examples,
approxima’cely six times the number of scenes s]:lowing the introduction on foot.'*

Again, the dating of these chariot introductions as well as their chronological distribution
cause prol)lems for Boardman's interpretation of the scene. The earliest examples known are a Lydria
from the Tyrrl’lenian Group, dating to ca. 565 —50,150 and a Siana cup l)y Ly(],os, cla’cing to the mid-
sixth century.lS1 Both clepict the variant, not the standard chariot introduction. Further examples
come from two members of group E - the Towry White Painter'® and the Painter of London B213,153

Exeleias,l54 and the Swing Painter.' Fxekias is interesting, in that we have two other scenes Ly him

on this theme. One depic’cs the result - Herakles among the gods, the other the more standard chariot

49 Moon 1983bh, 98.
190 1hid, 102; Cabinet des Médailles 253 = ABV 104, 127.
151 Thid; Taranto = ABV 112, 65.
152 Cambridge 32.10 = ABV 141, 1bis.
153 London BM B213 = ABV 143,1.
" 194 Athens = ABV 145, 19.
185 Naples 2460 = ABV 307, 56; Rhodes 14093 = ABV 307, 57.
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procession,ls6 which Exelias may have develope(l. Only in the last quarter of the century does this
version become popular, accor&ing to Moon, who claims that one-half of the examples date to ca. 525-
15, the other half to ca. 515-500." In fact, the scene may carry on into the early fifth century; at
any rate scenes with Herakles and Athena in a chariot were paintecl })y, among others, the Berlin and
Edinl)urgll Painters.'®
It may ]3e, ’cherefore, that this scene Legan before the Phye episo&e; it certainly became popular
only after Peisistratos' death; and it certainly outlasted the rule of his sons. Boardman has argued,
reasonal)ly enough; that we need not be concerned that a pre-existing scene was later taizen over for
propaganda purposes, because familiarity with a scene would ensure un&erstan&ing of the message l)eing
put forth." Much more prol)lematical for his theory is the roughly 30 year gap between the rise in
popularity of the scene and the event it is aﬂeged to commemorate. To Boardman this difference is
"irrelevant” ,160 but one would have expecte& the scene to reach its peale of popularity when the event
was still fresh in everyone's memory. Moreover there is, again, the continued populari’cy of the scene
after the expulsion of Hippias to consider. Of all the possil)ly "political" scenes that hang on under the
democracy this one is the most unlilzely, in that it would commemorate the accession of a tyrant, not

one of his perhaps still accepta]ole deeds.

Concerning Herakles' struggle for the Delphic tripod, again the forms of the &epiction present

no pro]:)lems, while the dates and distribution of the examples do. There are two basic schemes: old and

1% On Olympos: Orvieto 78 = ABV 144, 10; Chariot: Oxvieto 187 = ABV 145, 11.

157 Moon 1983b, 102.

158 Borlin Pte: Frankfurt, Stadel Institut = ABV 409; Edinburgh Ptr: Vatican 402.1 = ABV 478, 3.
1% Boardman 1989, 159.

190 fhid,
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new.’® In the former the tripo& stands on the ground while Herakles and Apoﬂo tug at it from
opposite sicles; in the latter Herakles has the tripod in hand and is trying to escape, pursued }Jy Apoﬂo
who may also have taken hold of the tripod in an attempt to stop him.

Nine vases depict the old scheme: six Attic, two Boiotian, and one Chalkidian. Of these, two
of the Attic and all three of the non-Attic examples preclate the Siphnian Treasury at Delphi (ca. 525);
the other four date to the first quarter of the fifth century, showing that the scheme did linger.162

The Siphnian treasury is important in this context because its Hast pe(liment carried a
Jepiction of Herakles steahng the tripod (Plate 7). The stan&ing scheme was not followed Lere; instead
we have the first appearance of the new scheme. Here Zeus stands hetween the two combatants.
Foﬂowing Apoﬂo are Artemis, Leto, and a charioteer with chariot, while Athena, Iolaos with his
chariot, and another male, possil)ly Hermes, prece&e Heralales}éa

By far the greater number of the vase-paintings, 178 in au, postda’ce the Siphnian Treasury
and follow the new scheme as clepicte& in its Hast pedirnen’c. The series runs tl’n:oug]n the first half of
the fifth century. The question of sculptural influence on vase-paintings will be examined in greater
detail in a later chapter, 164}, 1t one must anticipate conclusions somewhat at this point and suggest that
here we seem to have a clear case of inﬂuence, not however in details but in generali’cies. The painters

were seemjngly attracted Ly the running schelne; copying exactly the pecliment, whether in layout or

191 Of von Bothmer 1977 fora complete list, broken down lay scheme and within each sc}leme, l)y composition, of the vases
known to him.

192 1hid, 51.
13 1hid, 52.
194 Cf. infra, 97-107.
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cast of participants, was not a concern.165 An examination of von Bothmer's list uncovers twenty-two
compositional variants, some observed with great JJ;requency, others on just one or two vases.

As only two extant Attic examples preclate the Siphnian Treasury, it seems incorrect to claim
that this scene becomes important in Attic vase-painting in the 560's.'% On current evidence, this
does not occur until the 520's, presuma]aly under the influence of the Siphm'an Treasury and therefore
possi]aly not until after Peisistratos' death. Moreover, the scene's populari’cy long outlives the
Peisistratidai, and as before, one must ask why the (],emocracy would continue to accept the tyrants'
propagancla syml)ols. One must also ask why the Peisistratidai would wait until rouglaly 70 years after
the First Sacred War before beginning to refer to it in propaganda.lé? Even a prior connection with
the Alkmaionidai seems unlileely - they may have been more in power in the earlier part of the century,
between Peisistratos' various exiles, but except for perhaps those early examples the vases do not come

from this period.

Turning to the broader picture, we can first mention Herakles' populari‘cy in other media. A
full treatment of these points is reserved for the discussion of possil)le influences acting upon the vase-
pa,in’cers;168 it will be enough here to summarise the evidence. In and around the Peisistratean period,
Herakles scenes were not the exclusive preserve of Attic vase-painters. At A’chens, his exploits also
found their way onto various pe&iments, (liscovere(l, with one eXception from the Agora, on the

Aleropolis. Elsewhere in Greece, we have the aforementioned Hast pe&irnent of the Sipl’mian Treasury.

165 von Botl'lmer 1977, 52.

186 Ay Boardman has done: Boardman 19784, 229. One must however make allowances for the accidents of survival - there

may have been more examples from this earlier Periotl, which have not survived.
167 Assuming that the First Sacred War even occurrecl, which is doubtful. Cf. inﬁ'a, 67-78.
168 Cf, inﬁ'a, Chap’cer Six.
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As for ﬁee-stan&ing sculpture, a group including Herakles was apparently erected in Sileyon, s]igh’cly
before our period.l()9 In literature at least one epic poem (].ealing with Heraleles, Stesichoros' Geryoneis ,
came from this period."™ Robertson has made a case for another, the Aegimius of Kerkops of Miletos,
claiming that it described Herakles' katabasis "™

Suggesting that Herakles was "popular" outside of Attic vase-painting would be rash, as we
have so little evidence to work with. It can sa£ely be said thougl’l that he was not unlznown, and except
for the Athenian pedimental sculptures, it would be very difficult to see the Peisistratidai and their
propagan(la behind the representations and poems.

As we saw in the last chapter, Herakles was not unknown in the vase-paintings of other centres
cither, even if he was chosen as a sul)ject relatively rarely. In both Lakonian and Chalkidian vase-
painting, there are too few examples to draw many conclusions. In Lakonian ware, myth scenes in
general only appear between ca. 580-500,% while most of the Herakles scenes date to ca. 570-50.%
Chalkidian vases date to ca. 550-10;'™ von Bothmer has given a more precise date to the example
depicting Herakles' Theft of the Tripod: ca. 530. Both fabrics show a wide range of scenes with few

repetitions: nine (rnayl)e ten) different Herakles scenes on fourteen (mayl)e eighteen) total Lakonian

199 Pliny HIN 36.9-10.

1% f Robertson 1969; Page 1973.
1 Cf, Robertson 1980.

%2 Pipili 1987, Introduction.

178 9}4d, 1-13.

1" Rumpf 1927, 139.

15 Naples Stg. 120 = Rumpf 1927, pls. 173-4; von Bothmer 1977, 51.



vases with Herakles scenes,176 and five different Herakles scenes on seven total Chalkidian vases with
Herakles scenes.'”

That Lakonian vase-painters oniy started (iepicting mytiioiogicai scenes ca. 580 does point to
a major ci'iange; iiowever, it came before our perioti. Regarding the Herakles scenes, not enougi'i survive
to determine whether any of the ciianges observed in the Attic exarnpies also occurred in the Lakonian.
The ﬁg}lt with the Nemean Lion is the eariier, stan(i—up version; similariy, the Introduction to
Oiympos is the earlier version, with Herakles ioeing led before a seated Zeus. While some Attic
influence has been postulate«i, B Corinthian vase-paintings proi)ai)iy carried greater Weigil’c. In any case,
most of the themes Jepiote& i)y the Lakonian painters occurred earlier in Corinthian ware.'”

The Chalkidian vases fall rigiit into our perioci, but as with the Lakonian, too few Herakles
scenes survive to comment on possii)ie changes in their iconography, The Theft of the Tripoti follows
the old scileme, with the tripoti stan(iing on the groun(i, while the Nemean Lion scene is on a small
fragment, too small to enable much to be said about it. The oniy ciiange that can be noted is the
generai one, that this ware i)egan to be Produce&.

More Corinthian ciepictions of Herakles survive - a perusai of Amyx uncovers rougiﬂy fortylso -

but oniy one'® comes from our period. Most are ea.riier; three come from the later fifth ceni:ury.182

% There are ciiscrepancies between the lists of Stibbe and Pipiii: the latter has counted as Herakles scenes several which the
former considered doubtful, and has added two Heralles scenes which were not known to Stibbe. Cf. Stibbe 1972, 269-90; Pipili 1987,
1-13, 111-12.

1z Cf. Rumpf 1927, 7-39. One su]Jject is unidentifiable - oniy a fragment with Hetaizies' name is preserveci; tixe figi'it Witl’l
Geryon is ciepictecl twice, once at an eariy stage of the combat (Cabinet des Médailles 202 = Rumpf 1927 no.3, pis. 6-9), and once
nearer the end (London BM B155 = Rumpf 1927, no.6, pis. 13-15).

17 Pipiii 1987, 1, for the Nemean Lion scene.
9 Cf. Pipili 1987, 1-13.
180 Amyx 1988, 627-31 gives a summary of Herakles scenes in Corinthian vase-painting.

18! Amsterdam 1295 = Amyx 1988, 204 #2, ziePicting Herakles and Kyiznos. There may have been more; Amyx admits
that more izyiiiaes exist than he has listed (Amyx 1988, 252), which raises the questions of how much has he omitteci, whether izyiiizes or

other si’iapes, and what scenes these vases carried.
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The almost complete lack of interest in Herakles during the Peisistratean period is a noteworthy
change, but it can be explaine(l l)y the fact that the mid-sixth century was the time when Corinthian
vase-painting, especiaﬂy in terms of figural scenes, coﬂapsed cornple’cely.183

*

The last sul)topic to be examined deals with the idea of a general change in sixl:ll—century Attic
vase-painting. Both Shapiro and Schefold have studied this phenomenon, although from different
angles. The former has examined just the themes depicted through the century, while the latter has in
addition dealt wi;ch questions of style and interpretations of the cllanging moods of the era. Bach
approach has its advantages, although Schefold's relies heavﬂy on higlﬂy su]ajective factors which may
not be universa.ﬂy perceive&. Nevertheless, both lead to the conclusion that change was not confined
to representations of Herakles, but that it can be observed throughout the vase-painters' mythological
repertoire.

In his study Shapiro has argued for three phases in sixth-century Attic vase-paintings. In the
fixst are the old scenes, which may run from as far back as the Protoattic period to ca. 550, after which
they decline noticeably or disappear; in the third are the new scenes, which start ca. 570/60 and run
to ca. 500 and beyond. Between the two lies a transitional period, dating to ca. 570-50, in which both
old and new scenes coexist.'®*

Amongst the old scenes, Shapiro includes depictions of Beﬂerophon and the Cl'limaira, the

full narrative version of Perseus and the Gorgons, the Theban Cycle, and the Polyphemos and Circe

182 Amyx 1988, 275.
183 Thid, 272.
18+ Shapiro 1990. 115-6.
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episodes from the Odyssey, to name but a few.'"® In the new scenes, Herakles plays a major role.
Portrayals of his labours involving the Nemean Lion, Hydra, Erymanthian Boar, Kerynitian Hind,
Amazons, Apples of the Hesperides, Geryon, and Kerberos, also his dealings with Kyknos, Acheloos,
Busiris, and the Kerkopes, and finally his Struggle for the Tripod and Introduction to Olympos all
make their appea,ra,nce.186 Other new scenes include various episo&es from the Trojan cycle, the
Gigantomachy, the Birth of Athena, and portrayals of Dionysos and his circle.”®” A few scenes &efy
such classiﬁcation, and remain popular throughout the century. Among them are various episo&es in

the life of Alehiues, and two Herakles scenes: his battles with Nessos and, as we have alreacly seen,
Nereus/T'riton.'®®

Shapiro has also sugges‘ced that the output of certain painters seems to follow these p]:lases.
Early artists such as the Nessos and Gorgon Painters, Sophﬂos, and the Komast Group, for instance,
only paint old and overlapping scenes. Transitional era painters such as the C and Hei&eﬂ)erg Painters,
and Kleitias, paint all three classes. On the other hand, Ly(los paints only overlapping and new scenes,
even ’c]noug]n old scenes still existed when he began his worle, in the 560's."® This is an interesting

approach, and deserves a fuller stu(ly of its own; it would not be unreasonable to expect some

correlation between new painters and new scenes.

185 1hid, 116-22, with the statistics.
186 Thid, 122-6.

87 1hid, 126-30.

8 1id 1313,

18 Thid, 134.
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Schefold also discerns three phases in both the century and the vase-paintings: the epic,
dramatic , and 1ync phases, which he correlates to perceived &evelopments in the broader artistic world.
Each phase occupies roughly a third of the century.190

In the ﬁrst, epic, phase, the vase-painters are said to have concentrated on frieze-like scenes,
involvi_ng groups rather than individuals. The J1;igures are delicate; the stories detached from the viewer's
world. Other characteristics are an attention to rich details, and a preference for themes of Wrong(loing
and the su]asequent pum'shment that restores order. All these traits are linked })y Schefold to a renewal
of epic poetry, and its conversion from oral to written form. As examples of this stage, we can, for
instance, look to the Frangois Vase as well as representations of the Gigan’comacl-ly.191

Around 560 there was a change to the dramatic pl’lase. Now a shift in scale and emphasis
occurred, away from friezes containing large groups towards fewer but larger, more powerful and more
individualised figures arraye(l in more monumental compositions, place& in panels on a vase. Rather
than the in&epen(lence observed in the epic phase, myths were instead seen as having more relevance
to, and influence on, &aﬂy life. In poetry, the changes were paraﬂele& in the works of Stesiclloros, and
in the later invention of tragecly. As for sul)jec’c matter, themes such as the Birth of Athena and the
exploits of Hera.lzles, which reflect Athenian self—conﬁdence, were preferre(l.lgz

The construction of the Siphnian Treasury ca. 525, in the Hast frieze of which Schefold
perceives a more 1yric a’cmosphere in the composition and style, heralded the ]t)eginning of the thircl,

lyric, phase. In vase-painting there was a return to broader contexts, with the addition of more figures

to the scenes, and also even greater emphasis on the individualisation of the hero. Pre-existing scenes

19 Schefold 1992, 4.
91 Il)icl, 4-5, 305-6. CF. also Schefold 1972, 19.
192 gohefold 1992, 4-5, 307-8. Cf. also Schefold 1972, 22.
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are said to have received a more atmosplleric treatment, and all scenes " whether old or newly clevelope&,
could according to Schefold &isplay a sense of divine ecstasy. Kalos names on vases enjoyed their peale
popularity, while in poetry this was the age of Anakreon and Simonides, victory odes and symposium
songs praising beautiful you’chs.193

There was also, accor&ing to Schefold, a change in the way the apotheosis of Herakles was
viewed in these last two p}lases. In the dramatic phase, Herakles was seen as attaining divine status
t]:urough his physical and heroic prowess, whereas in the 1yric phase, the emphasis was place(]. on his

moral exce]lence . 194

In sum, the evidence presented in this chap’cer argues against a narrowly political explana’cion
for the changes observed in the iconography of Herakles. The chosen scenes do not always Legin, or
at least reach their greatest populari’cy, at the times we would have expected them to ; nor do ‘chey end
when expecte&. Artists in other media, and also other cities, displayecl interest in Herakles. F‘ina]ly,
clla.nge in sixth—cen’cury Attic vase-painting was Widespread, involving the entire mythological repertoire

and encompassing both the themes represen’ced and the style of the representations.

198 Schefold 1992, 4-5, 309-13.
4 11id, 310.



CHAPTER FIVE: HISTORICAL ALLUSIONS IN VASE-PAINTINGS

Having looked in detail at the changes in the iconography of Heraleles, we can now turn our
attention to some of the events that Boardman and his followers see reflected in the vase-paintings.
For the political interpretations to ]301(1, these events must first have }Jappened, at the appropriate
times and with the appropriate participants. [ shall discuss first the events which are claimed to underlie
the scenes of Herakles' battle with N ereus/ [ ritomn, his introduction to Olyrn—pos and his theft of the
Delp]:xic tripo&. A look at two of the other events hrough’c into this discussion - the reorganisation of

the Panat]:\enaia, and the takeover of Eleusis - will conclude this chapter.

It has alrea(ly been noted'® that three different events have been proposed as the Lacleground
for the scenes of Herakles' figl'l‘c with Nereus/Triton. The first of these is the aﬂege& capture of the
Megarian port of Nisai@ ]Vorereisis’cratos, a feat that is to be place(l into the greater context of an
ongoing struggle between Athens and Megara for the possession of Salamis. The cause and starting
date of the war remain unknown. It is clear though that whoever possesse(l the island would be able to
at least annoy the other; Legon suggests that such action would have hurt the Megarians he most,
so t]ney, at the end of the seventh century, gainecl possession of the island and settled it with their own

people. 196

9 . supra, 11-12.

19 T egon 1981, 101. No sources support this assertion; Plutarch does state though that the war had been long-lasting
before the Solonian intervention (Plut. Vit. Sol. 8). French 1959, 54, giving Salamis much more importance than Legon could accept,
saw the eventual Athenian victory as the critical event for Attika in this era: it allowed for much easier Athenian access to the Isthmus
and unhindered access to the Athenian port at Phaleron for all, thus greatly improving Athenian trade facilities. Cf. also French 1957,
in which this argument is presentecl in detail.

53
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A multitude of sources mention suLsequen‘c events in this war, but do not lead to a clear
picture of it. In Herodotos there is just the bald statement that before he became tyrant, Peisistratos
had &istinguishe& himself in the war against Megara, having captured Nisaia amongst other
ac]nievements.lqz The Athenian Constitution first follows Herodotos in this, but omits mention of
Nisaia.'® A little later though, when commenting on the aﬂega’tion that Peisistratos had been Solon's
eromenos, it dismisses this as nonsense, as it does the possil:)ility of Peisistratos' having been a general
in the war for Salamis, because the men's ages would not have allowed it.!” Later stiﬂ, it claims that
Peisistratos had been a popdar leader and general before assuming Power.200 Pausanias mentions only
the capture of Salamis, stating that some Megarian exiles })etraye& the island to Athens. ™ Three
authors - Aenecas Tacticus, Plu’carch, Polyaenus - remain to be &iscussed; with them serious confusion
l)egins.

Only Aeneas Tacticus, a fourth century writer, specifies how Peisistratos effected the
captm:e.m Peisistratos, while still a general, learnt of a plannecl nig]lt attack })y ship—l)orne Megarians
on the women of Athens as tlley celebrated the rites at Eleusis. In response he laid a trap, and after
the Megarians had landed and were on their way inland he attacked. Most of the Megarians were ]giﬂecl,
and their ships were capture&. Peisistratos then crewed these s1hips with his own troops, along with a
few women, and sailed for Megara. Many Megarians went to the harbour to sce the (as they thought)

captives, but found themselves l)eing attacked instead when the troops disembarked. The troops' orders,

YT 1dt. 1.59.

8 Ath, Pol. 14.1.
9 7hid, 17.2.

20 1hid, 22.3.

1 Paus. 1.40.5.

202 Legon 1981, 126-7.
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which they {-ulfiﬂe(l, were to capture alive as many of the lea&ing men of Megara as t]ney could *®
Peisistratos now held hos’cages and Megara's port; whereas the loss of Salamis would have
inconvenienced Megara, these losses would have been crippling. Legon suggests that this would have
been the time for the Spartan ar})itration,m as a result of which Athens gaine& control of Salamis
while Megara regaine& Nisaia along with the hos’cages.zo5

Plutarch gives two versions, the first involving both Solon and Peisistratos. After a lengthy
war Athens was clearly not in possession of Salamis when Solon, feigning madness to evade a law
l)anning any suggestion to renew the s’cruggle, recited a Poem206 in the agora urging just that.
Peisistratos helpe(], stir up support and the war was renewed, with Solon as commander.?” Together
they sailed to Cape Kolias : where the women of Athens were sacrificing to Demeter. Solon made pla_ns
fora trap and then sent a "deserter” to the Megarians on Salamis, who was to let them know that here
was a chance to capture the 1eac1ing Athenian women, if they would only sail back with him. The
Megarians believed him, and sent some men. When the shipload of Megarians arrived, they saw what
t]rley thougl'ﬂ: was a group of women on the beach. Once they landed however, they discovered that the
women were actuaﬂy armed yout]ns in disguise. As a result of this trick the Megarians were all killed,
and the Athenians were able to sail over to Salamis and capture it %8 Polyaenus’s version is much the

same as this one, except that more than one shiploa& of Megarians was involved

2% Aen. Tac. 4.8-11.
29t Which is mentioned in Plut. Vit. Sol. 10 (Cf. infra, on Plutarch's second version of the story).
205 Legon 1981, 137-9. He suggests the 560's or mayl:;e the early 550's as the date of the arbitration.

2 Solon, fragments 1-3 (West), of which fragment 1 is quoted in Plut. Vit. Sol. 8.2, and fragments 2-3 in Diogenes
Laertius Vita Philosophorum 1.47 as well as partially in Plut. Mor. 813-14.

7 From this point on, Plutarch's story is very similar to Aeneas Tacticus'.
208 Plut. Vit. Sol. 8.

209 Polyaenus Strat 1.20.2.
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In Plutarch's second version, which he prefers, Solon with one Warship and a number of
fishing boats sailed out from Athens accompanied by 500 volunteers. They anchored off the island;
the Megarians in the town of Salamis, seeing this, sent out a ship to investigate. This s]:lip was
capturecl })y Solon; its crew was replaced ]Jy some of the Athenians, and it was sent back to the town.
Meanwllile, the remainder of the force attacked the Megarians by land. In the course of this laattle, the
ship reached the city, and cap’cured it.* The war continued nevertheless, until it was finaﬂy decided
l)y a board of Spartan arbitrators. "

A third piece of information is also given ]Jy Plutarch, which is tied into the factional strife
in Athens that led to the exile of the Alkmaionids at some time before the First Sacred War. It is
claimed that in those unsettled times, both Salamis and Nisaia were again lost to the l\/,[ega,rians.212

The pro]alems are clear, and resolving them is difficult. Tt is disconcerting that the greater the
timespan between event and source, the greater the amount of detail given. Any interpretation
presupposes selection and/or reconciliation of the clata, and is therefore open to question.

Peisistratos' birthdate becomes important in this context. Davies, whose &ating is accepte&
here, has suggestetl a date ca. 605-600, based on a combination of factors: the birth of Hippias, which
he argues can not have occurred later than the late 570's, Peisistratos' death in 528/1, and Peisistratos'
hol&ing of a general's office before 561.%8

In neither Herodotos nor the Athenian Constitution is there an indication of the interval

between Peisistratos' achievements in the war and his accession to tyranny. It is however reasonable

29 plut, Vit. Sol. 9.
21 1hid, 10.
227l 12,

2 Davies 1971, 445.
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to suggest that this interval could not have been too great, if as Herodotos suggesjcs214 Peisistratos was
using the favour he won from the earlier operation to help him win the tyranny. A date in the 560's,
and most pro})a]oly not in the early 560, is indicated.

Plu’carch, on the other hancl, who as we have seen gave Solon a 1eading role in the war, placed
it before the First Sacred War,zw and seemingly before Solon's arlahonship and 1:e£orms.216 This would
move the war back into the 590's, where Legon would like to place it,217 but where Peisistratos would
clearly have been too young to participate.

If one %)Va.n’cs to preserveithe involvement of both men, a 1engthy war must be postulate&. Solon
initiated it, and won Salamis in the early years; Peisistratos capture(l Nisaia much later and thus
]Jelpe& Lring about the 1asting settlement. A lengthy war is not in itself unreasonal)le, nor the
participation of Athens' leaders in it.

Such a solution is attractive, and does the least amount of clamage to the sources. The
iﬁconsis’cency in Athenian Constitution 17.2, can be explaine(l as a pro&uct of the author's confusion
of the various stages in the war.® A similar solution may be proposecl for the pro]alem of Plutarch's
two versions. Both Figueira and Legon assign the second version to the early stage of the war, and

219

Solon. Lilzewise, the first version details Peisistratos' efforts.?” The inclusion of Solon in the first

version may be a result of Plutarch's, or his sources', confusion of the stages of the Walf,220 or just

24 Hdt 1.59.

5 Plut, Vit. Sol. 11

216 Plut. Vit. Sol. 13. Legon certainly interprets the timing in this way (Legon 1981, 126).
M7 L egon 1981, 126.

218 Moreover, the assertion that Peisistratos could not have been Solon's eromenos need not be true: Solon would have been

about 20-25 years older than Peisistratos if Davies' suggestecl birthdate of ca. 630-25 for him is correct. Cf. Davies 1971, 323.
219 Figueira 1985, 281-2; Legon 1981, 126-7.

220 Figuiera 1985, 281; Legon 1981, 124.
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another example of the later ten(lency to attribute to Solon any noteworthy clevelopments in Archaic
Athens. #

As for Plutarch's third snippet of information, more confusion on the author's part is
apparent. The idea that Salamis and especiaﬂy Nisaia were lost again is trou]aling, considering that the
other references imply two losses of Salamis but mention none of Nisaia, and only one capture of each.
Figueira argued that the passage ac’cua]ly refers to the period between Solon's and Peisistratos'
participation in the war.?* This is possi]ale, since Peisistratos' action implies that Salamis had been lost
some time earlier. On the other hand, once we start admi’cting confusion it is equa]ly possible that the
kernel of truth in the passage lies in the claim that Salamis was lost in the post—Kylonian unrest, and
thus in the late seventh cen’cury.223 In either case , the reference to Nisaia needs explanation, which is
not rea&ﬂy forthcoming. It would be better to put this passage aside as l)eing totaﬂy unreliable.

This has taken us far away from our starting point, and necessitates belief in the various
additional sources and the modern interpretations. A cautionary note has however been sounded ]t)y
Po&leclzi, who in his stu&y of para]lels between the lives and careers of Solon and Peisistratos has
included some remarks on this war. For all the cases he studied in which the two men are said to have
experience& the same events or followed the same course of action, Podlecki suggests that "the only
reasonable position...is one of total scep’ticism."z'24 For this particular case, he suggests that the most
drastic position would be merely to allow Solon a part in the issue, because of his poems, provi&e(l that

one believes at all in the war's historicity and the relial)ility of the poems. Less drastic would be to

#21 Figueira 1085, 283.

222 1hid, 284.

223 As Hopper believes. Cf. Hopper 1976, 186.
22 podlecki 1987, 9.
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accept the war as fact, but nevertheless to refrain from maleing any comment on the personages
involved because of a lack of definitive evidence. ?

Podlecki makes a valid point in stating that if we allow Solon a successful role in the war, we
should not try to force a role for Peisistratos l)y postula’cing a sul)sequent loss of Salamis, just so that
he could share in the glory of a Vic’cory.226 Against this we could argue that neither in Herodotos nor
in Aeneas Tacticus is there a mention of Solonian involvement. F‘urthermore, at least one later
writer™ expressly denied Solon a role. To be sure there is Solon's poem about Salamis, but if we &eny
any truth to it and moreover if we see the references to Solon in the Athenian C’onst;tution and
Plutarch as all representing that later ten&ency to attribute all archaic Athenian achievements to
Solon, then we could equaﬂy ask w]:1y we should force a role for Solon in the war. These points
illustrate a faﬂing of the foregoing interpretation: is it in fact valid to try and incorporate all the
sources? And if not, which sources should be rejec’cecl?

If Peisistratos' involvement is acceptecl, it must be with the realisation that a great deal of
doubt surrounds the whole issue. Boardman's argument therefore appears very adventurous. H, on the
other han(l, we reject Herodotos and &eny a role for Peisistratos, then Boardman's argument fails
completely.

Peisistratos' conguest of Sigeion has also been proposed as the event undcﬂying‘ these lerakles
scenes. Accor&ing to Hero&otos, Peisistratos took Sigeion from the My’cileneans, and later installed
Hegesistratos, his son ]3y an Argive woman, as ruler. The latter held his position with (11£E10u11:y, a

running figh’c with the My'tileneans at Alz]:n']leion, in which the poet Alkaios was also involve(l, ended

5 1lid, 10.
226 Thid.

22! Daimachos of Plataia FGH 65, T'7.
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when both sides agree& to arbitration. Periander, chosen as the ar])itrator, awarded each side what t]ney
alrea&y held, and so the Athenians kep’c control of Sigeion.zz8 From the Athenian Constitution we learn
that Hegesistratos' mother was Timonassa, and that there was some debate over whether Peisistratos
married her (luring his first tyranny or first exile. Furthermore, Hegesistratos is said to have led an
Argive force at Pallene in support of his father.”

A different version of the story is preserve(l in Apoﬂodoros. We learn that Phrynon, a
panleratist and Olympic winner, led a party of Athenian settlers to the area. The My’cileneans ol)jected
to this settlement, an(i Phrynon was killed after a single combat with Pittakos. Arbitration ]3y
Periander eventua]ly settled the issue.” From Eusebius a date of 637/6 is obtained for the Olympic
vic’cory.231 Je{-fery places the settlement in the 610's, arguing that the position of oikistes require& a
mature man.*> The date of Phrynon's death is also obtained from Eusebius: 607/6.%3

Several prolz)lems must be dealt with if these accounts are to be reconciled. Chief among them
is the idea in Herodotos that Periander and Alkaios were Hegesistratos' contemporaries, considering
that the death of Periander is usually dated to ca. 590,%* while the birth of Hegesistratos could not
have occurred until ca. 560 at the earliest, if the Athenian Constitution's c],ating of Peisistratos'

marriage to limonassa is correct. Hven if it is wrong there is not much room to manoeuvre,

225 1dt. 5.94-5.

29 Ath. Pol. 17.4.

2 Apollodoros FGH 244, F2ah.

231 Husebius Chron., Armenian version (Karst 185-9), which also mentions the duel.
232 Joffery 1976, 89.

2% Husebius C}’n'on., Jerome's version (Helm 98]3) and Armenian version (Karst 185-9). Jerome's version also preserves

alternative dates of 606/5 and 604/3 in other manuscripts.

2 Servais 1969, 41.
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carliest date possi]ole. In the other direction, the marriage to Megalzles' daugh‘cer ca. 557 provi(les a
terminus ante quem.

Next comes the question of Hegesistratos' role at Pa]lene, consi(lering that he could have been
at most about fourteen years old at the time.” This certainly seems too young an age for leading an
army, and on these grounds Viviers rejects the story. He suggests that Hegesistratos may have led an
Argive army at some later point in his ]jfe, and that the two events have become confused. To support
this Viviers argues that Hegesistratos, because of his Argive mother, would ac’cuaﬂy have been
considered Argive and as much the gran&son of the Argive Gorgilos as the son of the Athenian
Peisistratos. The author of the Athenian Constitution was simply trying to mark the connection
between Argive forces and the marriage to Timonassa that pro&ucecl Hegesistratos when he included
this information.” One can, however, question whether Hegesistratos ever led an army. Such a role
may have been attributed to him Ly later commentators as a result of his name, which means leader
of the eu:rny.I237 AS a result, his role at Pallene moves further into the realm of conjecture.

Lastly, Eusebius' information must be dealt with. Sealey would reject it outrigh‘c - althougll
Herodotos does make ohronological mjstalees, such as attrﬂ)uti_ng a visit with Kroisos to Alkmaion, he
is still to be preferrecl because his c‘nrono}ogical data came with the stories he heard. Eusebius, on the

J I I | RSNV 1. SN U T I [ TR N I FYISRs B I DRI e ST |
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its chronological data turned into "...an artificial system by speculation and theorizing."*® Another

poten’cial area of concern is the idea of a single combat, which recalls gla&ia’corial figh’cs. This has led

235 Again Providecl that the Ath. Pol's dating of the marriage to Timonassa is correct.
%5 Viviers 1987, 10-17.
287 W.J. Slater, Pers. comm.

238 Sealey 1976, 54.1 shall return to the question of the teliability of Busebius later in the chapter, in conjunction with the
establishment of the Greater Panathenaia.
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to the suggestion that this part of the story is a Roman invention.? It has also been argue& that the
connection of Phrynon the Olympic victor with the oikistes Phrynon may be tenuous, gdiven the
interval between the victory and the settlement.? Both of these are valid points, and do call into
question Apoﬂodoros' account.

One solution would be to postulate a single war, foﬂowing Herodotos, and thereljy accepting
a "low" dating for Periander. This was in fact the solution propose& Ly Will, who argue& that the war
occurred in Peisistratos' first tyranny.%1 Accepting the resul’cing "ow" &ating for Periander however
Lrings many prol)lems of its own: the rest of the Kypse]i(ls and Alkaios must be downdated too ,242 and
if Apoﬂo&oros' version is to be kept, Pittakos and Pln'ynon.

A much better solution, i_nvolving two wars over Sigeion and there})y aﬂowing the traditional
"]Jigh" dating for the Kypse]i&s to be maintaine&, has been proposed l)y Servais. The first war occurred
as Apoﬂo&oros recounted, ca. 600, and involved Periander and Alkaios. The second occurred ca. 540
and involved Peisistratos and Hegesistratos. It was necessary because at some point after Periander's
arhitration, the Mytileneans had recapture(l Sigeion.z48 If the sugges’ce& date of ca. 560 for
Hegesistratos' birth is correct, then ca. 540 would be about the earliest that one could pla_ce his
installation as tyrant; this does not necessari}y help us in cla:'cing the congquest, but it is reasonable to

e e e .LL,‘.L .LL.‘ Sandin
DUREGOL Litat Ll 1ttt
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29 vill 1955, 383, following Brouwers.

20 Thid.

241 1hid, 389-91. He dates this tyranny to 561/0-556/5.

22 1t is difficult, on present evidence, to justify a date after 580 for Alkaios. (W.].Slater, Pers. comm.)

243 Qervais 1969, 41-2, followed by Viviers 1987, 8-9.
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A funerary inscriptionm from Sigeion, commemorating a Phanodikos son of Hermokrates
of Prokonnesos and dated to not earlier than ca. 575-50 ])y Je{—fery on account of the letter-forms*°
may be relevant, but it too is not without its pro])lems. Two texts were inclu&e(l, one in lonic script and
dialect and the other in Athenian script and dialect. The Athenian element suggests some Athenian
presence; if the &ating is true, then the inscription can not be used as evidence for Athenian presence
in the late seventh century, but could support the idea of a Peisistratean conq[ues’c.246 Further
information concerning the prytaneion mentioned in the inscription could be of great ]JGIP in this
context.

The apparent inconsistency in Herodotos' account has also been ingenjously cleared up ]ay
Servais. He has shown that there are solid grounds for })elieving that most of the passage in question
was ac’cua,]ly a flashback , broug]lt on ]Jy the statement that Hegesistratos did not easily retain his power.
This led to a recapitulation of the earlier war, but not all the pertinent details were given. T]J‘LIS, it
seemed as if only one war was under discussion when Herodotos ac’cuaﬂy had two in mind.**

We need not doubt the Athenian interest in Sigeion, but we must admit that we do not know
precisely when the Peisistratid capture of Sigeion and the installation of Hegesistratos occurred. Glynn
needs a date no later than the late 560's for at least the capture, to fit in with the evidence of the vases.
This, on the basis of the arguments presem’:e& here, is most un}li}eely. Her t}leoqr must therefore be

&iscarde(l, as ]oeing based on insufficient evidence.

2 S1G 2 = Jeffery 1990, Northern Colonial Area #43-44.

5 Jeffery 1990, 72, with a further discussion in 366-7, and an illustration in Plate 71, #43-44. The inscription is also
discussed in Crawford & Whitehead 1983, 91 passage 41 with commentary.

249 1hid, 72 with n.5.
241 Servais 1969, 43-8.



64

The third possﬂoie Lacleground event, Solon's reforms and the unrest that occasioned tilem,
was argue(i Ly A]Jﬂ)erg—Comeﬂ. The main sources are Solon's own poems (ietailing his actions, which
are quoteti and enveioped in commentary in both the Athenian Constitution and Plutarch.®® This is
not the pia,ce to discuss the substance of the 1'e£orms,249 but their timing is of great interest. At issue
is the question of when Solon would have had enoug]:i power to see his reforms tlu:oug]n - (iuring his
ariehonship or a{'ter, when he was a member of the Areiopagos. Related to this pro]oiem are the dates
of his ariziions]:iip and of the unrest.

Solon's arielionship has generaﬂy been assigne(i to 594/3, a date which Hignett considers quite
sure because it was most pro]ja,])iy derived from Apoﬂodoros, and therefore the official arkhon list.*
Our information comes from Sosikrates tiloug]rl, ’cllrougil D-iogenes Laertius, and there is the
Possii)ility that neither copieci their sources accurateiy.%l Miller once suggested a date of 573/2, based
on her interpretation of Solon's reforms and the piace of the Wappenmiinzen within those relc_orms,zs2
but more recent work has shown that these coins were actuaﬂy Peisistratean.” The traditional date
is accep’ce(i here.

The Athenian Constitution seems to piace most of Solon's reforms in his arlzhonship;ﬂ

1 1 1. . 1 . 1 11 11 . . r . 1 .
Plutarch divides them into two, with the debt cancellations and associated reforms in the arleilonsinp

248 Ath. Pol. 5-12; Plat. Vit. Sol. 13-25.

2% Nor is this the place to discuss the veracity of the information in the poems. It must be aclenowiecigecl, l'iowever, that the
works of a poet and a politician need not be entirely reliable.

20 Hignett 1952, 316-7. Plato's Hippias Maior , 285e is said by Hignett to prove that all the eponymous arkhons from his
time to Solon's were lauown, and thus that Apollodoros could have had precise lanowleclge.

! Sosikrates in Diogenes Laertius 1.62.

252 Miller 1971, 25, 46, thus opposing her earlier acceptance of the traditional date.Cf. Miller 1968.
%3 Cf, Kroll & Waggoner 1984, esp. 326-33, and Kroll 1981, esp. 20-30.

% Ath. Pol. 6-10.
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and the law reforms at a later time, after the people had seen that the earlier reforms were successful *
The fourth century Atthidographers concurred with this dating.?° Miller too argued initially in support
of this, suggesting that the reform process began in the months immediately preceding Solon's
arkhonship, with the debt reforms.?”? Constitutional reforms were enacted during his arkhonship, and
then the law-codes, once Solon had become a member of the Areiopagos. All was finished by 591/0,
when Solon went off on his travels; the state of anarkhia that prevailed in 590/89 is seen by Miller as
no coincidence.
A more compelling argument for a later dating of the reforms has however been made. The
580's were clearly troubled times: there were two periods of anarkhia, in 590/89 and 586/5, while a
Damasias held onto the arkhonship from 582/1 through the first two months of 580/79. A group
of ten arkhons then finished out the year.?® Hignett noted these difficultics, and also pointed out that
as Solon was supposed to have reformed the electoral process, this further change in the arkhonship
needed explanation. It would be more reasonable, he thought, to see the ten arkhons as some sort of

compromise Solution, and that rather than JL.o]lowing Solon's reforms, this whole period of unrest

engendere& them. Tllerefore, tl'ley should be placecl in the 570's.%° Sealey has also pointed out that

fLoon . r.h L. . 1 dn.{ . . 261
after Damasias, no rurther unrest is encountered until I"eisistratos Tirst accession to power.

235 Plut. Vit.Sol. 14-16.

0 Hignett 1952, 317.

27 Miller 1968, 67.

28 Thid, 77-8. CE. Cadoux 1948, 121 for the arkhon list for these years.

29 Cadoux 1948, 121. Cf. Ath. Pol. 13.1-2 for an account of these happenings.

2% Hignett 1952, 319-20, followed by Sealey 1976, 121-2. The assigning of the reforms to Solon's arkhonship is
considered lay Hignett to be no more than a conjecture Ly a later writer. CE. Sealey 1979, esp. 241 where he points out other people
who gained greater importance only after their arlzhonsl’lips: Themistolzles, Kleisthenes and Isagoras. Cf. also Markianos 1974, esp. 17.

261 Sealey 1976, 122.
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Confirmation for this dating, Hignett feels, can be found in the account of Solon's travels.

He is said to have visited the ruler of Soloi on Cyprus, Philokypros, whose son Aristokypros was killed

ca. 497 by the Persians. Working back from this date, Hignett claims that Solon's visit and therefore

his travels and reforms can not have occurred hefore the 570's.22 Another point in favour of this late

dating is the question whether, in 594/3, Solon would have had the authority needed to make his

reforms, as he would only have been 30-35 years old.”® As Stanton has suggested, the requisite

authority can more easily be imagined once Solon had already been a member of the Areiopagos for
some time. %

For Ahlberg-Cornell's argument to stand, the reforms must have occurred during or soon after

Solon's arkhonship, since she dates the beginnings of the Herakles vs. Nereus/Triton scene to ca. 590.

The da’cing of the reforms to the 570's however has much to commend it, enough to cast reasonable

doubt on her argument.

- The scenes depicting the Introduction of Herakles to Olympos were aﬂege(ﬂy based on the

story of Peisistratos and Phye, on the occasion of his second accession to power. The tale is told in

1 11 1...1 .. 206 Iﬂ . . 11 | 1. . nl T 1,
several sources, with little variation. Viost motable is the disagreement over I’nye: Ilerodotos
3 DRIEY R (U SRUTI B SR Docowz alo Adl e g BT T T 1L
au LILICD LICL ad a UL LL}’ BJ.LJ. IOl L C‘«lu.lll.a«, LIICG L3LriCIiiuiIt L ornsLituLivse LU‘HC LD LICLUUULUD, 1 L auus alL

%2 Hignett 1952, 320. The story of this visit and Aris’tolaypros' death is given in Hdt. 5.113; the visit alone is mentioned in
Plut. Vit.Sol. 26. Cf. Rhodes 1981, 121-2 however, who while accepting this synchronism as solid, claims it need not reflect on the
clating of the reforms at all.

203 Davies 1971, 323. But of. Rhodes 1981, 121-2, who clisagrees with this suggestion.
?%* Stanton 1990, 36 n.3.

295 11 dt. 1.60; Ath. Pol. 14.4; Kleidemos FGH 323 F15; Polyaenus Strat. 1.21.1; Athen. 13.609; Val. Max. 1.3.3;
Hermogenes De Inventione 1.3. Also of. supra, 13.
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alternative view of her as a Thracian flower-seller from Koﬂytos, while Kleidemos calls her the claughter
of a Sokrates and adds that she later married Hipparlzhos.

Provided that the story is accepted as rememl)ering an actual even’c,266 the (11£E10u1ty lies in the
interpretation of it. The two questions can not be separated; further discussion of this issue is therefore
postpone& until the last chapter. It is enough for the moment to state that I believe the episo&e did

occur, but that I do not accept Boardman's interpretation.

The First Sacred War has generaﬂy been considered to be a historical £act,267 on which any
connection of Peisistratos with the scenes of Herakles stealing the Delphic Tripo& rests. Ancient
sources &iscussing the war are nunrlerous,268 and from them a clear picture of the course of the war has
been &eveloped.

Around 595 Kirrha, a coastal city on the plain beneath the sanctuary at Delplli, was attacked
Ly a force that included troops from A’chens, Sileyon and Thessaly led I)y Aﬂamaion, Kleisthenes and
Euryloc]:los respectively. The Thessalians apparently pushe& the defenders back into the city, which
they then beseiged. In 591, after Kleisthenes of Sikyon had arrived with his fleet, the city was taken;
al"chough some Kirrhaians manag‘e& to flee into the mountains and continue fig‘hﬁng‘ for several years,
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to Apoﬂo. To commemorate the victory, Eurylochos held the Pythian games, giving as prizes money

26 There are those who would reject the story ou’cright, for instance Beloch (RM 45: 469-71 and Griechische Geschichte’ 1:
288) and Meyer (Forschungzn zur alten Geschichte TL: 248-50).

27 (f, for instance Forrest 1956, upon which the following summary of the war is based.

268 Byt according to Forrest 1956, 34 n.1, only some scholia to Pindar are reliable. Other early sources include Kallisthenes
(FGH 124 F1), Aeschines In Ctesiphontem, 107-12, the Marmor Parium Bp. 37 (FGH 239), and the Homeric Hymn to Apo//o, 540-3.
CE. also supra, 14-15.
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derived from the spoils of war. The remaining enemies were dealt Witil, and then in 582 , the Pytiiian
Games proper were ins’ci‘cu’ceéi.269

Forrest's reconstruction®” of the war i)egins with a new interpretation of lines 540-43 of the
Homerie Hymn to Apoﬂo. This passage impiies some upheavai at Deiphi; Forrest agrees with the
association of this trouble with the First Sacred War, ait]rlougi-i he admits that this can not be proven.
Previously, it had been tilougilt that the war was fougiit to liberate Deipiii from Kirri’ia;z71 Forrest
argues instead that the passage credits Deipi]i with provi(iing reason for the war, and that since Kirtha
was at’cacize(i, then Kirrha and Deiphi must have been associate(i, with the former presumai)iy
contro]]jng the latter. The result of the war is also o be gieane(i from the passage - a cilange in the
organisationai structure of Dei_piii.z72

To find the reason for Athens' involvement in the war, Forrest believes that one must look
back to Kyion's attempt at tyranny. The attempt faiie(i, due to a misinterpretation of advice given i)y
Deipi‘ii; that such advice was even given suggests Deipi]i was hostile to the then Athenian government.
In the aftermath many of the conspirators were iei]_ied; the Alkmaionid arkhon was held responsii)ie.273

In the foiiowing years, Forrest suggests, came further social unrest, with the Alkmaionids
continuing to side with the reformers. By the turn of the century, two basic "parties" are envisage(i: the
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aristocracy and the surviving supporters of Kyion. Tiien, a curse was piaceci on the Aﬂzmaioni(is; as

269 Eorrest 1956, 33.
210 1hid, 34-46.

2T Asg ig stated in: Paus. 10.37.5 (Kirri)aians acting impiousiy towards Apoilo and appropriating his ianci), Aeschines In
Ctesiphontem 107 (Kirrhaians and the Kragallidai acting impiously towards the sacred offerings and wronging the Amphiktions), Strabo
P. 418 (Kirrhaians interfering with Pilgrims to Delphi), and Kallisthenes FGH 124 F1 (Kirriiaians lzizinapping some of the Pilgrims).

222 Porrest 1956, 34-5.

3 Thid, 39-40.
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Delphi had supporte(l Kylon, it is propose& as the source of this curse. The result was to stir up feeling
against the Aﬂzmaionids, until even’cuaﬂy, ’clley were exiled. Thus, due to Delphi's interference, the
reformers su{{ered, the reactionaries gaine&. Steps had to be taken ]3y the reformers.**

Sﬂeyon, or more precisely, Kleisthenes, also had reason to be displease(l with Delphi. Forrest
cites three acts of provocation; one - Delpbic sympa,thy for the men of Pellene after Kleisthenes had
defeated them in war - is un&atal)le, but the other two, Forrest suggests, occurred before the First
Sacred War. First, when Kleisthenes first ga,ined power, the Kypselids of Corinth - friends of Delp]:ti
- may have been })acleing his opponents, possibly even to the point of warfare. Secon&, when
Kleisthenes wished to expel Adrastos from Sileyon, Delp]ni oppose& him, caﬂing him a mere
stonethrower whereas Adrastos had been a 12ing. One last consideration is added ]oy Forrest, that
Delphi would not help a city that could potentiaﬂy be a rival to both its overlords in Kirtha, and its
close friend in Corinth.*®

No such obvious reasons could be found for Thessaly's involvement. Forrest makes two
suggestions. This may have been part of an attempt at expansion 1)y Thessaly, to gain access to the
Corinthian Gulf. Or, it may have been a response to an attempt })y Kirrha either to gain influence in
the Amphﬂztiony, or to increase what influence it had. %

As a result of the war, the Alnphiletiony took over the running of Delphi. Thus, Delplli had

still been, in a sense, liberated' from Kirrha. Previously, the go& had been malzing unaccepta]ale

2% Thid, 40-2.
255 Thid, 36-9.
210 Thid, 424,
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pronouncements; as gocls are infaﬂil)le, the mistakes must have been due to Delp]li (or Kirrha). Now,
no such mistakes would be made.?”

This change in organisation might also explain what happened to the Kraga”i&ai, who in
Aeschines' account were attacked along with Kirrha. They would have been the pre-war priests of
Delphi. The role would have been appropriate; their ancestor was Kragaleus, son of Dryops, and the
Dryopes were noted for their connection with the WOIShiP of Apoﬂo.278

For further confirmation of Forrest's reconstruction, we can, he suggests, examine the
behaviour of Delphi and the allies after the war. The nature of those states coming to Delphi for aid
or to make dedications change(l: previously the preserve of Dorian states, now non-Dorian states such
as Athens appear on the scene. Furthermore, Solon's reforms are approve(l by Delphi.ﬂg Kleisthenes
too is now a friend. He introduced Pyt]aian Games at Silzyon -a compliment rather than a chaﬂenge
to Delphi. He also seems to have dedicated some buil(lings at Delphi; it is claimed that two carier
l)ujl&ings underlie the Sﬂzyonian Treasury there, da’cing to ca. 580 and ca. 560.%° Delp]ji, meanwhile,
erased Kypselos' name from the Corinthian Treasury after the tyranny was overthrown. !

There are some difficulties with Forrest's reconstruction. The Thessalians remain enigmatic -
their motives for entering the war are weak when compare& to those of the other allies, and ti'ley seern

to derive no benefit from the war. In fact, Delphi soon turns against them. More seriously, the

accounts of the cause of the war® all have paraﬂels in either the Sacred Wars of 356 and 340, or the

27 Thid, 45.
78 Thid, 45-6.
19 Thid, 48.
20 1hid, 36-9.
21 1hid, 47.

=20 supra, n.265.
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Trojan War. Forrest sees the pro]alem here, but fails to deal with it, prefen’i_ng to accept just the general
impression of the accounts, that Kirrha was inter£ering with Delphi. Moreover, his interpretation of
lines 540-43 of the Homeric Hymn to Apoﬂo must be accepte(],, as well as some assumptions of his:
that Delphi's insulting of Kleisthenes occurred before the war, and that it was possi]ole for Alkmaion
to lead the Athenian contingent. Robertson considers this last item unlﬂzely: since the Alkmaionids
had been exiled t]nrough a judicial process, a repeal of the verdict would have been needed before one
of them could have led an Athenian army, and we have no ]&nowle&ge of such a decision.®®
The pro]olems need not be fatal, provid.e(l that the war actua,ﬂy happenecl. This particular issue
has recently been investigate& at 1engtl'1 ]3y Ro]oertson, who througll an examination of the
archaeological and ]iterary evidence has concluded that the war is a fourth century invention, (lesigned
to provicle a precedent for Phﬂip of Macedon's actions in the Third Sacred War of 356-46.%*
We can start by loolzing at the city that was aﬂegetﬂy destroye& in the war, Kirrha. There was
a hatbour town of that name, for which there is epigraphic testimony clating from the fourth century
onwards. There is also literary evidence - Aeschines in a speech of 330 is said to make the first certain
reference. % Harlier however, Pindar had alreacly specifie& Kirrha as a venue for several contests in the
Py"chian Games. Robertson argues that since in Pindar's time both the stadium and the }nppo&rome
were located in the pla,in between Mt. Parnassus and the harbour town of Kirrha, then Pindar was most

L'leely re£erring to this plain, which shared the name with the town. This takes Kirrha back into the

%83 Robertson 1978, 67 n.1.
284 Of Robertson 1978.

285 Robertson 1978, 41-2; Aeschines In C’tesiphontem 107-23.
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early fifth century; how much earlier we can go is unknown, but Robertson suggests at least to the
seventh century.z‘%

Pindar also refers to the same location as Krisa. However, as the transformation of Krisa to
Kirtha through Kirsa is, accor(],ing to Ro])erl:son, explainalale, Pindar must have been referring to the
same place. This is to be expecte&; no instance of neigla]aouring sites Learing equivalent names has yet
been found in Greece. Kxisa, therefore, is to be though’c of as an ol&er, possﬂ)ly poetic version of
Kirrha.z87 This was, in fact, Pausanias' view, but he is of course much later. He also associated the
names with the harbour town.?®

Some later authors did distinguish Kirtha from Krisa, for instance Stral)o, but Robertson
points out that he is unreliable: Strabo gives a precise location for Kirtha, but leaves the site of Krisa
vague, and claims that Kirrha was des’troyed later than Krisa, but again gives no other details.
Simjlarly, some authors associated Kirtha with the Mycenaean ruing at Ay. Georghios, but Robertson
points out that they are la’ce, and suggests that they are outside of the tradition.”

To this point, everytljing seems clear: the sources for the First Sacred War demand a Kirrha,
the harbour town is the most lﬂeely candidate. Problems now appear: whereas the Kirrha that withstood
01
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a siege I0r rour years must have been neaVle Iortme&, tlns town seems to have 1aclze(1 such delenses.

This, if true, suggests that another site for ancient Kirrha must be foun(l; accor(ling to Ro]oer’cson,

286 Thid, 40-2.

287 H)id, 42, The equivalence of the forms Krisa and Kixrha was alreacly commented on ]3y Herodianus De prasodia catholica
1.266.9-13. The argument is also repeated in his Iept TIoBdV 2.385.27-34;, where he also adds that a certain Leokrines, who thought

that the two names denoted different sites was very much in the minority, for none of those who wrote about geography agreed with
him.

88 I]:)i&, with Paus. 10.37.5.
29 1hid, 46-7, referring to Strabo 9.3.3-4.
20 Thid, 44-5.

1 Thid, 40.
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there is no other suitable site - defensiue, with harbour and alzropolis - around Delphi and
furt]nermore, no traces of such a site have been found. As the city suffered violent clestruction, such
traces should have remained had the war actua]ly occurred. >

Traces of the war are also conspicuously absent from two major early hterary sources,
Herodotos and Thouleyclides, altllough both had cause to mention the war. Herodotos makes many
references to Delp}li, twice &igresses to discuss Kleisthenes and also deals with Athens' early history,
yet nowhere mentions the war that had such an impact on all of them. When he does mention the
Krisaian plain, it is only in the context of the Persian wars.*® Thouley(li&es also ignéres this war. He
writes that before the Persian Wars, possibly only the Lelantine War was not small in scale. The First
Sacred War, however, involved several states and a 1engthy siege - (],ejfjni’cely not small-scale.?*
Whenever he mentions Krisa, he is refen'ing to the Krisaian Gulf.

In fact, literary evidence for the war only begins in the 340's, with the earliest datable reference
coming in 342.295 The Homeric Hymn to Apoﬂo, Robertson l)elieves, should be left out of this
discussion. He does interpret lines 540-3 as referring to the Amphﬂetiony and its takeover of power
at Delphi, but not as a consequence of the war. None of the other sources for the war mention a
change in the organisa"cional structure of Delplhi after the war either, only the razing of the city and
the dedication of the plain. Robertson suggests that the takeover may have been associated with
Thessalian expansion into central Greece, and thus may not have occurred until the second half of the

sixth cel:l’cury.296

2 1lid, 40-1.

» i, 8.32.

2% Robertson 1978, 50-1.
5 Thid, 51.

25 Thid | 48-50.
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Speusippos credited an Antipater of Magnesia as his source, who in his history of the
Amphiktiony equated the destruction of the Krisaians with Apollo's destruction of the Phlegyans and
Herakles' of the Dryopians - all of these being examples of how some Amphiktionic members were
replaced by new ones.” This is passed on without comment in Speusippos; Robertson argues that were
the First Sacred War a reality, then Speusippos could have been expected to distinguish it somehow
from the mythological events.”®

Another version of the story was included in Kallisthenes' monograph on the third Sacred
War, written also in the 340's.*” In it, the First Sacred War seems like a copy of the Trojan War -
it lasted 10 years, it began after the abduction of a woman by the Kirrthaians.*® Again, the story seems
more unreal than real.

Yet another source is Aeschines, whose handling of the story, Robertson claims, further
confirms his views. In 343, Aeschines made no mention of the war in his De falsa legatione, a work
which recalled how in 346 he had advised Philip on how to handle the losers of the Third Sacred
War. " A little later, in 339, he used the First Sacred War as justification for Amphiktionic policy,
as he did again in 330, when referring to the actions that led to the Fourth Sacred War. Robertson
therefore concludes that Aeschines had learned by 339 what he had not known in 343 - the story of

the First Sacred War.aoz

27 Thid, 52, referring to Speusippos Epistula ad Philippum Regem, 8-9.
2% Thid, 53.

9 1hid, 51. Cf. FGH 124 F1.

3 1hid, 53.

31 Thid, referring to Aeschines De falsa kgatione 114-16.

32 1kid, 53-4.
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Finally, the last major literary source of this period is the Register of Pythian Victors, composed
jointly Ly Avristotle and Kallisthenes, and later used I)y Plutarch. Robertson suggests that it was more
than just a victor list. Rather, it was a comprehensive history of the Pythian Games, and as such would
have included a full description of the First Sacred War.3® The date of the work is unlznown, but in
327 a citizen of Delphi received payment for having it inscribed, thus giving us a terminus ante
quem.
A closer estimate of the date of the Register is tied in with the reasons for the invention of the
First Sacred War. The close of the Third Sacred War in 346, and Philip's actions in the aftermath,
bad left him unpopular with many, especia]ly Athens. Moreover, he had been asked to officiate at the
next Pythian Games. He therefore requested help, to improve his image. Aristotle was then living with
Hermias, an aﬂy of Phﬂip's ; his nephew Kallisthenes would have been recommended l’)y his monogra,ph
on the Third Sacred War. Together they produced the Register, ca. 345-40, which had the definitive
version. ™
The First Sacred War was thus no more than a propagancla project, invented to give a
prece&ent for the Third Sacred War, and so to justify Phﬂip's actions. For models, both the Trojan
War and the Third Sacred War were used; no doubt the latter was the primary model in this treatment.
For example, both the First and Third Sacred Wars lasted 10 years, and were divided into two p]:lases:

fixst the defeat of the primary enemy after four years, then the elimination of guen’ﬂa—warfare from the

393 1hid, 55-6, based on comments in Plut.Vit. Sol. 11.1.

30 SIG 252, 42-3. Robertson assumes that an extract, not the whole worlz, was inscri]aeul, which is reasonable considering
the proposecl scale of the work.

305 Robertson 1978, 59.
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mountains after another six. *® Other details came from a local Delphic 1egen(1 involving bandits and
the Mycenaean ruins at Ay. G‘eorghios.go7

It is to be expectecl that such a conclusion would be chaﬂenged. Lehmann devoted an article
to the issue, but spent most of it in merely summarising Robertson's work. A few criticisms did however
emerge. Lehmann first points out that while Aeschines does not (]irectly refer to a Tirst Sacred War
in his De ][a/sa /egatione , he does refer to the Alnp]nilationic Oath sworn at the first meeting of the
Amphilztiony at Delphi: that no member state would henceforward destroy any other member state,
nor &eny it access to running water.*® This oath, along with the undertalzing to protect the sanctuary,
Lehmann contencls, presupposes the eatlier Ampllﬂetionic decision against Krisa, which had sinlply not
been mentioned in the text.*

Lehmann also argues that Robertson has missed some allusions to the First Sacred War. The
first occurs in Isokrates' Plataicus, dated by Lehmann to ca. 374/3.3"° The passage is a reminder of the
fall of Athens in 404, and recalls the advice of several of the victors: that the city should be reduced
to slavery and the territory returned to sheep—grazing, as had been done with the Krisaian plain.311
Other references to this period in Athenian history mentioning utter enslavement and dedication of

territory can be found in Andokides and Plutarch.*? These references, accorcling to Lehmann, show

36 Thid, 65.

37 1hid, 39.

38 1 ehmann 1980, 245, referring to Aeschines De falsa kgatione, 115.
39 Thid.

310 Thid. Lehmann claims the work is clearly (dewtfich) before 371.

31 Teokrates Plataicus, 31.

312 I ehmann 1980, 245, referring to Andokides De Pace, 31 and Plut. Vit. Lys. 156.3.
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that the First Sacred War was used to provi(ie a precedent for such a &ecision; the War could not,
therefore have been a mid-fourth century invention. >

Several other points should also be made. First, the fact that no suitable remains have yet been
found need not mean that they never will i)e; if Kirrha and Krisa denote separate cities, then Krisa
remains to be discovered. Related to this is the equation of the forms Kirrha and Krisa, which is not
as definite as Robertson claims it to be.3" Lastiy, the identification of the pla.in behind Kirrha as the
venue for the competitions mentioned ]3y Pindar may be questionalale. The piai_n lies far away from the
sanctuary; rather nearer is a site in the mountains which may have been more suitable.®

Despite these criticisms, Robertson's main argument remains convincing. Whether one accepts
his equation of Kirrha with Krisa or not, the fact remains that no suitable archaeoiogicai remains have
yet been found. Until tiiey are, this must remain a point very much in Robertson's favour. Fven more
s0 is the ii’cerary evidence. The interpretation of the Hymn to Apoﬂo is very much an individual
matter, but it is strﬂzing that without it, mentions of the war do not occur until the 340's, when such
a prece(ient would have been very useful. The reference to Krisa in Isokrates is distur]aing , and must
somehow be ex]giaine(i.316 In the other autiriors, no mention is made of Krisa, not even of a prece(ient
in general. They can not, therefore, be taken as evidence for a First Sacred War. Lehmann's

interpretation of the Amp]aile’cionic oath is similarly questiona])ie. An agreement between allies not to

injure one another need not mean that they did so in the past; rather, it scems a natural part of an

33 1 chmann 1980, 245.
314 J. Slater, Pers. comm.
31537.]. Slater, Pers. comm.

318 Robertson does not ascribe sole authorsliip of the myth of the Fizst Sacred War to Kallisthenes; the story, he admits, may
have been circulating much earlier. The precedent woulcl, as Lehmann points out, have been useful at the end of the Peioponnesian War
as well. Moreover, the reference in Isokrates does not mention a First Sacred War, and does not necessatily imply that a war was the

reason that the Krisaian Piain was returned to sheep—grazing.
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alliance. Nothing extraordinary is to be seen in their un&erta,leing to protect the sanctuary cither. As
its lzeepers, this would have been just another of their duties. There is no need to read the First Sacred
War into the passage.

The serious doubt cast over the autl'renticity of the First Sacred War has equaﬂy serious
repercussions for Boardman's arguments. He needs the war to have occurred; without it, his

interpretation of the scenes of Herakles' theft of the Delp}u'c tripod can not stand.

We can now turn to some other events that have been said to underlie certain vase-paintings,
starting with the reorganisation of the Panathenaia l)y Peisistratos. This event, it will be remem]aerecl,
suppose(ﬂy forms the l)aclzgroun(l to sporting scenes, whether involving Herakles or not, and those
Herakles scenes, such as the battle with the Nemean Lion, in which he is engagecl in athletic
endeavours.

The origins of the Panathenaia are notoriously o]Jscure, but have been place& in both
mythological and real time ]oy ancient sources. Discussion of the my’chological origins can safely be
omitted here;317 it is enough to say that such accounts suggest that for these writers, the Panathenaia
was an 01(1, established £estiva1, not a new foundation. This conclusion must however be tempere& with
the lenowledge that these were all later writers - what was ancient and well-established to them would
not of necessity have been so in the sixth century.

Nothing is known of the events of this early festival. It is however reasonable to assume that

it had develope(l out of hero-cult or funeral games, and so had an aristocratic bias.*™® It is therefore

3z Harpocration, s.v. Ilovanvoio, gives Erichthonios as the founder, as do scholiasts on Aelius Aristides' Panaihenaicus,
189.4-5, a scholiast to Plato's Prm, 1277A, and the Marmor Parium, Ep. 10. The scholiast to Plato also attributes to Theseus a

reorganisation of the festival.

318 Kyle 1992, 79-80.
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pro]aal)le that equestrian activities played a part in the festival. Such events are in fact mentioned in
the Marmor Parium, which credits Erichthonios with talzing partin a chariot contest, as well asin a
forerunner to the later apo])ates event.?

For origins in real time, we are presente& with three indepen(lent alternatives. Eitller, the
Panathenaia were instituted &uring the arlehonship of Hippoleleides, or, an athletic competition was
added to a pre-existing festival in 566/5 , or, Peisistratos instituted the four—yearly Greater
Pana’c]nenaia, as oppose& to the smaﬂer, pre-existing yearly Panathenaia which then were held in the
intervening years.320 Each of these explanations is problema‘cic.

The source for Hippo]gleicles is Marceﬂinus, in whom we discover that: "Di&ynlos testifies to
these things, that Pherelzydes, spea.leing in the first of his Histories, says as follows: Pl’lilaios, son of
Ajax, settled in Atllens, and from him was prorlucerl Daﬂzlos, ... and from him Hippoleleicles, in whose
a.rlzhons}u'p the Panathenaia were established <in Athens>..."*! Davison has pointed out two possible
pro]alems. First, Marcellinus is quoting a source who is himself quoting a source - there are therefore
two obvious stages at which Phereley(les' information could have been corrupted. Second, the statement
about the festival comes in a genealogy; it is possi]ale that the statement was originaﬂy a marginal gloss
which was later incorporated into the bo&y of the work, and thus is not attributable to Pl‘ie:celzydes.322
Both of these prol)lems may be associated with a third, the difference in time between Pherelzy&es,

writing in the fifth century, and Marcellinus, writing in the Justinianic age. It is easy to imagine a text

319 Marmor Parium, Ep. 10.
320 Corbett 1960, 57.
#1 Pherekydes (FGH 3, F2), quoted in Marcellinus Vit. Thuc. 2-4.

322 Davison 1958, 28.
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Lecoming corrupted over this length of time, even without the additional hazards of misquotations lt)y
other authors or interpola’cions of glosses.

The second alternative is equa]ly unreliable. The source is Husebius' Chronicon, in which for
the years Ol. 53.3-4 (560/5) is written that "an athletic contest, which they call the Panathenaia, was
established".** One prol)lem is the source of the date - we do not know how it was determined.** The
other is the date itself. As Corbett has alrea(ly pointe& out, Eusebius gets the date of Hipparlehos'
assassination Wrong;325 when the date of such an important event is incorrect, can any other of his
dates be trusted? In a case such as this, when no other corroborative evidence exists,3% it may be
hazardous to do so although it must be admitted that Husebius does get dates rigl'lt as well.

At this point, a s]igh’c digression is in order. Ca&oux, in his article on early Athenian arlzhons,
has (tentatively) dated Hippolzleicles' arlzhonslaip to 566/5 1 Closer examination of his work however
shows that he has based this conclusion on the passages in Marcellinus and Busebius discussed in the
prece&ing paragraphs. Given the problems with these authors, this (lating must be considered purely
conjectura.l.

Returning to the origins of the festival, the source for the third alternative is again a scholiast
to Aelius Aristides Panathenaicus 189.4-5, who states that Peisistratos created the Great Panathenaia.
No authori’cy is given for this clainl; no other sources corroborate it.** We must also remember that

Avristides wrote in the second century AC. Once more, the source can not be considered reliable.

322 102a-b, Helm.

32 1lid, 27.

3% Corhett 1960, 58.

3% Panathenaic amphorae do exist, but should not be used for this argument. CL. infra.
32 Cadoux 1948, 104.

328 Corlaett 1960, 57.
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There is, therefore, little help to be found in the literature. About all that can safely be
extracted is the idea of the reorganisation ofa festival; neither the date nor the personalities responsﬂ)le
can be secu_rely determined. Several other pieces of evidence deserve a mention though: Panathenaic
and horse-head amphorae, certain inscriptions found on the Alzropolis, and a concern for elal;orating
the Alzropo]is.

Panathenaic amphorae are well known as the holders of the official prize for many of the
contests in the Panathenaia, olive oil. The earliest one we have is the Burgon amphora,329 dated on
stylistic grounds to the 560's.** This shows a chariot race; the eazliest depiction of an athletic event
is on the Halle fra,cgmerﬂ:.331 Given the very low survival rate of Panathenaics, however, we cannot be
sure that these are in fact the carliest exana};ﬂes,aa2 and so they are less helpful than we would like them
to be in the question of (lating the early stages of the Greater Panathenaia.

Horse-head amphorae are carlier than the Pana’chenaics, Lelongi_ng to the first half of the sixth
century. These vases generaﬂy ha&, for c].ecoration, a profile horse's head in a panel on either side.
Some, however, had a man's head in profjle, and one, a woman's.333 As Kyle has alrea&y sugges’ced, it

is tempting to associate these vases with the earlier festival.*** If we accept an aristocratic, equestrian

3 Tondon BM B130 = ABV 89, 1bis.
330 Cor]aet’c 1960, 55.
%1 Halle 560 = ABV 120, top, r]ating to ca. 560, and depicting the footrace.

3% Burgon, in his letter of 26 November 1831 to the Chevalier Brondsted (quoted in full in Corbett 1960, 52-4) describes
the discovery of the Panathenaic that now bears his name, and adds that four similar arnpllorae, found a little while earlier, had been
discarded as laeing of no value - no-one had ever seen paintecl fineware of such size I)efore, and so all large, thick vessels were thought to
be coarseware. Once the value of the Burgon amp}xora had been petceivecl a search was made for the remains of the other four, but no
traces could be found. Burgon concludes that he had unwittingly aided in the destruction of four Panathenaics. These Panathenaics
could have been very important for the elucidation of the early clevelopment of the form . and the c]ating Pro]:lem too.

33 Hor a full account of horse-head amphorae, see Birchall 1972.
3% Kyle 1987, 23.
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bias to this £estiva1, then the equestrian imagery on the vases would have been appropriate for both the
contests and the recipients.335

The next possil)le pieces of evidence are three inscriptions discovered on the Alzropolis.336 They
are all from stelai, and accor&ing to Raul)itschelz, all concerned with the Greater Panathenaia and
dating to ca. 566-550.%" The second inscription (327) mentions a 8pdpog and an &y@v; one or both
of these elements are restored in the others. Both of these terms, Raubitschek argues, refer to the
Greater Panathenaia. As for the dates, since in 326 the &ydv is referred to as wpoto[t], then this
inscription, it is claime&, must refer to the first Panathenaia in 566, and be an official record of the
festival's establishment.®™ The others will therefore be 1ater, but accor&ing to the letter forms, no later
than ca. 550.*

The possi]:)le unreliability of the date 566 has a_lrearly been discussed. Davison has further
pointecl out that in hgh’c of the various meanings of the terms, it is })y no means certain that dpopLog
and aymv refer to the Panathenaia, or speciﬁc elements within it.** Tt should also be pointe& out that
the third inscription has been very heavjly restored Ly Raul)itsc}lelz, who assumed that it came from a
stele just like the other two ! It may, therefore, have had no connection with the other two. The only

conclusion is that these inscriptions may have dealt with the Panathenaia; certainty is not possible.

3% The Profile woman's head is especially interesting in this context - could she be a forerunner of the later Panathenaic
Athena?

3% Raubitschek 1949, numbers 326-8.

7 1hid, 347.

3 Thid, 352, since the first Panathenaia ocourred during the arkhonship of Hippokleides.

39 1hid, 356, 358 suggests that 327 and 328 are from succeeding festivals, either those of 562, and 558 or 5568 and 554
30 Davison 1958, 29-30.

3 Raubitschek 1949, 357. Neither 8pojog nor dydv is visible on the stone.
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Finaﬂy, there is the apparent elaboration of the Alzropo]is to consider. During the sixth
century the Alzropolis was turned into the cult centre for Athena Polias. A new ramp was l)uilt, for
better access. Furthermore, sometime &uring the century the ’cemple342 that stood on what is now
known as the Db’rpfeld foundation was erected. There were also some smaller buﬂ&ings, generaﬂy
considered to have been treasuries g erected and a shrine to Athena Nike. Camp suggests that there were
two temples on the Dbrpfel(l foundation, the first da’cing to before the middle of the century and the
second to the last quarter of the century. In his view, the ramp and possil)ly some of these other
Luﬂ&ings can be connected with the reorganisation of the Panathenaia.*®

When all the evidence for the origins of the Greater Panathenaia is assemljle&, then the
foﬂowing conclusions WOUlC]., I l)e]ieve, be reasonable. Fixst, the festival was indeed an elaboration of
a pre-existing one; it seems inconceivable that Athens would not have had a festival for its patron
go&dess. This early festival may have &eveloped out of funeral or hero-cult games, and so had an
aristocratic - equestrian - bias in its events. The reorganisation included the addition of athletic
contests.** The horse-head amphora_e may well have been associated with the early festival. Their Style
does not clevelop much, suggesting that they were soon replace(l Ly another type of vase. After the
reorganisation this indeed happened, with the adoption of the Panathenaic amphorae as we know
them.*® The date of the reorganisation must however remain unclear - each of the various pieces of
evidence has wealznesses, and using any one piece to date the others can easily lead to a &angerously

circular argument. The best that can be done, I l)elieve, is to suggest a date in the 560's.

32 O temples - the number and dating of the temples erected on these foundations has been much discussed. 1 shall return
to this question in the next chapter.

343 Camp 1992, 36.
3% Kyle 1992, 79-80.

5 Kyle 1987, 23.
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It therefore seems very unlileely that the reorganisation occurred while Peisistratos was tyrant;
whether he would have had the power to do anyt]aing earlier is debatable. However, estaljlislli.ng a
festival, or changing an aristocratic festival into one that encompassecl a greater proportion of the
populace, would have been a goo& way to earn pul)lic support, no less than performing some other
pul)lic service such as ]Jmldmg fountainhouses or ela]aora,’cing the agora, which Peisistratos and/or his
sons have been credited with cloing.% The elaboration of the Aleropolis would have been equaﬂy well-
receive&, and although the connection with the Panathenaia is conjectural, the conjecture is a
reasonable one. Furthermore, the Istllmian, Nemean and Pythian games were all apparently
established not long })efore,‘:347 and an Athenian desire for a comparal)le festival is understandable.
While solid evidence is laclzing, it is nevertheless difficult to disassociate Peisistratos from the

reorganise(l Panathenaia.

Unlike the Pana’cllenaia, Peisistratos' intervention in the affairs of Eleusis is perhaps more
surely documented. This is best illustrated l)y certain Luﬂd‘mg projects: at Eleusis a new Telesterion,
]ooundary waﬂ, temple to Plou‘con, Sacred House, and orientation to the sanctuary as a wllole, and at
Athens, the Eleusinion.

Around the middle of the sixth century, Mylonas suggests, the Solonian telesterion at Eleusis
was replacecl lt)y a 1arger, fancier version. The foundations were of reddish Kara stone, a Peisistratean
characteristic. Also characteristic was the mixing of styles - the mainly Doric temple had Tonic inner

columns and roof tiles of Parian mau:})le.348 Two inscriptions found on blocks incorpora’ce& into the

34 Cf Boersma 1970, 11-27 for building projects of the Peisistratidai; also Camp 1992, 39-47, and Pedley 1987, 63-8.
37 Neils 1992b, 20 suggests 581, 573 and 582 respectively, but these should Probably not be taken as definitive.

L Mylonas 1961, 78-82, crediting Dérpfeld with the comment about the Kara stone.
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foundations have been dated to the first half of the century, there]oy giving a terminus post quem for
the construction.®”? Another indication of the date is given ]oy the paintecl marble an’chemia, which
resemble those of the Temple of Apoﬂo at Corinth. This latter Jcemple has been dated to ca. 540.3°

The sanctuary as well as Fleusis itself were also enclosed Ly a wall &uring this time. The wall's
course is known almost in its entirety, and enough has survived to indicate its construction: limestone
founda’cion, local stone socle, and then mudbrick. The masonxy Worlz, it is argued, proves the wall to
be Peisistratean. ™"

Perhaps less certain are the Temple to Plouton and the Sacred House. Only some
foun(‘la.tions, again of local stone and unclerlying a later foundation, remain of the former while of the
1a’cter, only some poros blocks and Parian marble roof tﬂes, recaﬂing those of the Telesterion but
smaller.*

The change in orientation of the sanctuary is the last piece of architectural evidence at Fleusis.
In conjunction with the new construction the main gate of the sanctuary, which had previously faced
away from Athens, was now relocated to face Athens. Some other changes went a.long with this,
inclu&ing the relocation of the orchestra to near the new main gate; the old one had the fortification
wall built across it.**

At Athens meanwhile we have the Eleusinion, located below the Alzropolis just east of the

Panathenaic way. It consisted of a ’cemple within a Waﬂé& precinct; the wall dates to the middle of the

39 Thid, 81-2.

3% Boardman 1975, 5.
31 Mylonas 1961, 91-4.
*21hid, 99-102.

32 Thid, 103.
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sixth century. Also ]Jelonging to this stage were some votives. At some later da’ce, the temple was
enlargetl and a new wall was erec’ce&, using Kara stone for the foundations - the same material that has
been found in other Peisistratean works. Pottery in the fill around the foundations runs to ca. 490;
otherwise, Travlos would have dated the wall to the last quarter of the sixth century.e’“%

It is reasonable to link the operations at the two sites - given the ]amlclmg at Eleusis, it is not
1i1eely that the Athenian end of the cult would have been ignored. The &a’cing is nevertheless
prol)lema’cic; the Telesterion certainly seems Peisistratean, but there are &issenting opinions. While
many scholars agree with Mylonas' &a’cing, others attribute most of the projects to the Peisistratids
instead.®® Tt is unfortunate that the early Ljstory of the Eleusinion is not better understood - the date
of its elaboration could help clar]'_‘Ey the &ating of the other ]buil(lings, and so shed more ]igh’c on the
activities, if any, of Peisistratos an&/ or his sons in this matter.

Another possible indicator of Athenian interest in Eleusis, accor(ling to Boar(lman, can be
found in a group of votive plaques and vases found at Eleusis. The vases, tall-necked amphorae and
1outrop110roi, are of shapes used in Athenian ri’cua]s; MOYEOVEr, the clay and the decoration resemble
the Athenian. Dating of this group is (].i&icul’c, but Boardman feels they need not be much eatlier than
the 560's.%°

The pottery evidence seems much weaker than the architectural - even if &eposi’ce(l Ly Athenian

pilgrims , this does not imply Athenian, and specificaﬂy Peisistrati(l, intervention in the sanctuary. The

4 Travlos 1971, 198-9. Lt is of course possil)]e that the fill has heen contaminated.

35 For instance, Boersma. Cf. Boersma 1972, 24 with notes 275-6, as well as the entries in his catalogue dealing with these
works. He does agree, though, that the precinct wall of the Eleusinion as well as the Temple to Plouton at Eleusis could be as early as
ca. 550.

3% Boardman 1975, 5, but he is not certain that the vases are not, in {act, local Eleusinian procluCts.
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architectural evidence, on the other hand, is more suggestive of Peisistratean involvement. Even this

evidence, though, is not as unaml)iguous as we would wish.

We are left with the unsettling conclusion that very little precise information actuauy exists
concerning the events discussed in this chapter. There is, to be sure, an abundance of literary references
to the events, but as has been shown, these references are not always clear or consistent, whether
internaﬂy or as a group. Some manipula’cion of the sources is generaﬂy needed to make sense of them,
and while this is not necessarily Lad, it does introduce a further element of doubt. Each interpretation
requires some selection of the &ata, and is therefore highly su]ajective. Archaeological confirmation of
those events for which such confirmation would be possil)le is for the most part absent or am]oiguous.
iny in the matter of Eleusis does it seem to support more clearly the claims made for a poli’cica,l
interpretation, but even in this case there are doubts. In sum, too much doubt surrounds the events

for them to be confi(lently used as the bases for the arguments we have seen presen’ced to this point.



CHAPTER SIX: INFLLUENCES

H, (lespite all the diﬂiculties, the po]itical interpretation is nevertheless to be main’caine&, one
other aspect of the pro]olem neecls explanation: how (11(1 the Peisistratidai an&/ or t]:teir agents exert ’che
appropriate influence on the vase-painters? There are two possﬂ)ilities,357 which are not necessarily
mutua]ly exclusive: direct and indirect influence. The former implies that vases with the desired scenes
were &irectly commissione&, the latter that some factor, which was itself directly influenced ljy the
Peisistratidai and/or their agents, was acting upon the vase-painters. Both options lead into the more
general question to be inves’cigated in this chapter: what kinds of forces could have been urging the

vase-painters of our perio& to paint Herakles scenes.

Although not even Boardman could accept that Peisistratos himself had directly commissioned
vases to suit his propagan&a purposes,g’s8 this idea of direct influence should nevertheless be explored.
To do so, it will be necessary to examine, for the Peisistratean periorl: evidence for the commissioning
of vases ; a related issue, evidence for vase-painters Airecting their products to specific markets ; evidence
for rulers using art for Propag‘an(la purposes; and (ag‘ain) the statistics for the Popularity of Herakles

scenes.

357 A third possil)ility must at |east be mentioned - that the populatity of Herakles scenes in this Period did not result from
any external inﬂuences, but rather was the result of an independent decision ]3y the vase-painters to depict Herakles. This option seems

too remote to be given serious consideration.

358 Boardman 1984‘]3, 240.

38
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That the produc’cion of an artist may be the result of, and therefore influenced lay, a
comumission is a seemingly obvious statement, but fmdmg confirmation of it in the perio& under
discussion is not so easy.359 Various vases do nevertheless suggest that this could have occurred.
Robertson®® mentions two on which inscriptions were surely added at the customers' demand; one falls
outside our period,361 but the other, a (J.inos362 attributed to Exekias and Signe(l lf)y him as potter, does
not. Of interest to us is a second inscription, in the same hand as the potter signature, which states
that the vase was a gi{'t from Epainetos to Kharopos. Both inscriptions were added after fi.rmg,
suggesting that the puro]naser had seen the vase in Exekias' Shop and had especia]ly asked him to add
the inscriptions. In a similar vein may bea cup363 1)y the C Painter, on which a dedication to Apoﬂo
was added before firing 3o Clearly, customers could have some control over the final appearance of their
purc]aases.

Bespolee iconograp}n'c content is quite different from a special inscription, however. Imitation
Panathenaic amp]norae, pro&uce& between ca. 550-500, may be relevant in this context. These
repro&uced the shape and decorative schemes of prize Panat]rlenaics, but lacked the official prize
inscription and held only about half the amount of oil. Moreover, variants such as the reversal of
Athena's pose or the replacement of the cock columns loy figures were sometimes introduced into the

decoration. Scenes on the reverses of these vases included &epictions of the whole range of activities

359 Panathenaic prize amphorae are an ohvious examPle, but are irrelevant in this context.

360 Ro})ertson 1991, 6—9

%! An aryballos (Athens 15375 = ARV” 447, 2774) attributed to Douris and signed by him as potter, with another
inscription added before firing stating that the vase })elongecl to Asopodoros‘

382 Villa Giulia 50599 = ABV 146, 20.
3% Boston 03.852 = ABV 51, 2.

34 Webster 1972, 44. The problem with this cup lies in determining whether the inscription was added to an ordinary cup

due to a special request, or whether the cup was clelil)erately made as a dedication, in which case it is useless for this argument.
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in which contests were hel(],, not just those for which oil was the priZe.366 Webster's sugges’cion366 that
these were vases speciaﬂy commissioned for the winners' victory parties has great merit. A related
po;sibﬂity is that these vases were souvenirs for the victors. 3 An example by the Swing Painter™®
seems certain to fall into one or other category: on the obverse we see the Panathenaic Athena with
Hermes and a bearded man, while on the reverse we sce a you’c]:l with a tripod, a joclzey ona horse, a
bearded man and the inscription AYNEIKTY HIITIOZ NIKAIL*® Without such a personalising
inscription however, one need not see these vases as special commissions - they could have been
pro&uced in advance by the worleshops, in anticipation of future sales to the victors.

Other functions for these vases have also been propose&. Neils for instance has raised the
possilaili’cy that t]:ley were used Ly the state to dispose of excess oil; i.e. of the oil collected for the
Panathenaia, the winners could sell their winnings but only the state could sell the remainder. The
Panathenaic Athena may therefore have been used as an advertising irnage.?’y0 With this suggestion we
approach the idea of vase-painters directing their output towards certain markets, but before this is
explore(l further we must return l)rieﬂy to Webster's theory of special commissions.

This theory is not just limited to imitation Panathenaics and victory parties. Rather, he sees
a 1arge proportion of Attic vases as having been produce& to order, either from scratch or ]oy the
addition of personalisi_ng inscriptions to a stock scene. The majority of vases with kalos names, for

instance, or those on which figures are named fall into these categories, he believes. Similarly, vases

3% Neils 1992¢, 43-4.

35 Webster 1972, 159-60.

37 Shapiro 1989, 32-3.

3% [ .ondon B144 = ABV 307, 59.

39 Webster 1972, 64, who also gives further examples.

3 Neils 1992¢, 44. This seems to have occurred again in the fourth century, with the miniature Panathenaics. These were
apparently used to hold a scented oil - panat}zenaileon. Cf. Neils 1992¢, 45, and Pliuy HN 13.6.
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with rare scenes are included in his t]aeory. All these vases were commissioned, the theory states, I)y the
1ea<1i_ng men of Athens for their symposia; once used - and each vase would only have been used once,
at the sympositm for which it had been commissioned - they were discarded through the secondhand
market. Associated with this concept is the suggestion that for this same perio& of ca. 550-450 , the
Purchasers moved in the same social circles as the pro&ucers of at least the best fineware. 3!
Webster's is a bold ’clleory, but per]naps a little too much so. Not enough credit seems to be
given to the creativity of the vase-painters, and there is too great a readiness to see special commissions
wherever possﬂ)le. Scenes that are rare, for instance, may only be so due to the accidents of survival.
Kalos names, meanwhile, may be used to support either argument. Boardman has poin’ced out that
kalos names generaﬂy do not have 1ong runs, but also that certain painters tend to prefer certain kalos
names. The former point may, he suggests, indicate that the person who was kalos was not
commissioning the vases, while the latter may indicate some kind of pa’c1:ona,ge.372 As for the social
stan&ing of the artists, it is more lﬂzely, given the Greeks' opinion of tra&es,373 that vases on which
artists and the aristocracy are ming]jng are expressions of the artists' dreams rather than reflections of
reality. In connection with this Boardman has claimed that of the roughly 125 potter and painter
names he mentions in his hanéuaooles, approxima’cely half would have been inappropriate for both upper

and lower class Athenians. By contrast, virtuaﬂy none of the kalos names added to their vases would

37 Cf. Webster 1972, esp. chapters 2-5 which deal specifically with special commissions and chapter 20, which deals with

Purcllasers and Patrons.
3% Boardman 1975b, 88.

B f. Xenop]mn Oeconomicus 4.2-3, where it is claimed that the occupations deemed Bovavcukodi are &oEodvron, and
Plut. Vit. Per. 2, where it is arguecl that no-one ever wished to l'Je, for instance, a Poly]zlitos or Anakreon because of admiration for the
sculptures of the former, or poems of the latter, and that an artist is not necessarily to be admired because his work is Praisewortl'jy. In
this vein, cf. also Burford 1972. For a different view, of. Webster 1972, whose arguments have already been discussed, and most
recently, Cavalier 1995, who argues for two classes of artists - a small group who did mix socially with the aristocracy, and a larger,
much less socially privilegecl group, who did not.
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have been inappropriate.Q’m Nevertheless, the idea that special commissions existed should still be
accepted, but not on as broad a scale as Webster envisaged.

The suggestion that vase-painters could direct their output towards specific markets is much
mozre sounxﬂy based. In our period alone there are several clear examples of this process: Tyrrhenian
amphorae, the Worleshop of N ileost]nenes, and the vases of the Perizoma Group. The imitation
Panathenaics discussed earlier have also been mentioned in this context, in yet another possﬂole
explanation of their purpose.

The Tyrrllenians have tra&itionaﬂy been dated to ca. 565-50 ,375 but Carpenter has proposed
a re-dating to ca. 560-30.3° The majority of the vases found so far have been found in Btruria, along
the Tyrrhem'an coast. 3 For decoration, tlley generaﬂy have a {igural scene in the shoulder zone along
with several Corinthianising animal friezes on the ]oocly. Depictions of sex and violence are common
in the figural scenes of these gau&y vases. They are unlike the normal Attic pro&uction of this era, but
seem to have satisfied Etruscan taste. The Ftruscans had preferred Corinthian vessels, but with these
amphorae it seems as if Athens had decided to take over the market l)y coml)ining Corinthian colour
and animal friezes with Attic myt]a and genre scenes, all &epicte& in the manner preferre& l)y the

378
Etruscans.

3% Thid, 9-10. He gives several examples; the following are just a few of them: Lydos, Skythes (refer to a foreign landfrace);
Amasis, Brygos (clerived from foreign names or more appropriate elsewhere in Greece) ; Epilz’tetos, Pistoxenos (niclznames or adop’ced
names). He admits though that too little is known about names to draw firm conclusions. Cf. also Boardman 1987, for a detailed
discussion of the implications of the name Amasis.

¥ Spivey 1991, 142.

31 ¢, Carpenter 1983, where he bases his argument on elements of iconograpl-ly and letter-forms. His argument has not
been widely acceptecl. .

37 Spivey 1991, 141 claims that 87% of the 260 surviving Tyrrhenians have been found there.

3% Boardman 1974, 36-7.
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Accor&ing to Neils, a similar catering to the Ftruscan market may perhaps be observed with
the imitation Panathenaics. In addition to the functions mentioned earlier, she has added yet another
possibi]ity, that the vases were made speci_‘fica]ly for the Htruscans. For corroboration she claims that
most of the imitation Panathenaics yet found have been found in Etruria, and that 30% of them
carried Loxing scenes as opposed to only 8% for prize Panathenaics of the same perioc1.379
Nileosthenes, whose Worlashop ran from ca. 530 into the fifth century under his successor
Pa,mphaios , is another who Specialised in the Ftruscan market. He took Btruscan Lucchero sha.pes,
decorated them in Attic style, and then shippe(], them to Btruria. The best example of this process is
the distinctive Nikosthenic amphora, but it can also be seen with /eyatlzoi and one-handled kantharoi *
Vases from the Perizoma group, which ]:)egan ca. 520, also included one-handled kantharoi ,
but even more noteworﬁhy is the fact that the athletes, dancers and even symposiasts (lepicte(l on the
vases of this group wear loincloths.® This was not a Greek custom, but Btruscan. With this group
we see an Attic worlzshop catering to a foreign market in both Sllape and iconog:v:aphy.382
We have seen that special commissions could have existed, and that the satisfaction of market
wishes 1)y Athenian artists cer’tainly existed. It is now necessary to examine what evidence we have for
the rulers of our period using art/myth/ cult for propagan&a. Some examples that come irnmedia’cely
to mind are the stories mentioned earlier of Kleisthenes and Adrastos and Peisistratos and Phye,a&o’ and

the herms of Hipparkhos.

3 Neils 1992¢, 44.

380 Spivey 1991, 139-40. He also claims that Nikosthenes copied other regdions' shapes as well; of. Boardman 1974, 64,
where some of these s]naPes are speciﬁed: the Corinthian s/eyp}tos shape and the eastern p}u’a’e. For a general discussion of Attic
imitation of Btruscan shapes, see Rasmussen 1985. Fora speci{ic discussion 0£ leyat}wi in tl‘nis comnttext, see Bisman 1975

381 Boﬁrdlnﬂn 1974, 112.
382 Rasmussen 1985, 36-7.

33 Cf. supra, 13 (Peisistratos & Phye), 69 (Kleistllenes & Adrastos).
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To recap the story of Kleisthenes and A&ras’cos, we are told Ly Herodotos that after a war
between Sileyon and Argos, Kleisthenes banned the recitation of Homer's works in Sﬂeyon because
Homer had spoken well of the Argives. Moreover, Kleisthenes wished to rid his state of the influence
of Adrastos, a former king, who had been an Axgive. This led to that famous insult from Delphi, in
which Kleisthenes was called a mere stonethrower as opposed to Adrastos who had been a king ' which
we have a]ready discussed in connection with the question of the First Sacred War. Kleisthenes then,
with the acquiescence of the Thebans, invited the Theban hero Melanippos, a mortal enemy of
Adrastos having killed his brother and son-in-law, to Sﬂeyon, where a sanctuary was built for him
inside the government Lu]lchng The rites which had previously been celebrated in honour of Adrastos
were then transferred to I\/Iela,nippos.a84

The dating of this act has alxea(ly been discussed,gss and either way it would fall before our
period. Provided Herodotos can be trusted in the details of the story however, it does indicate the
manipulation of myth and cult by a ruler to serve his own needs. Another example may again come
from just before our periocl, if it actuaﬂy occurred and if Plutarch can be trusted: the Spartan
arbitration of the dispute between Athens and Megara over Salamis. Solon is said to have first inserted
appropriate verses into the Catalogue of Ships passage in the Iliad, and then used the passage - and
Homeric authority - to back the Athenian claim.*®

Right in our period was the Phye episode, in which Peisistratos and a woman named Phye who

had been dressed up as Athena apparen’cly rode in a‘ chariot through Athens and onto the Aleropolis,

** dt 5.67.
3 Cf. supra, 71.

30 Plut. Vit. Sol. 10. The passage referred to is: Iliad 11, 557-8.
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while accomplices announced to the people that Athena had come to lead her favourite there. *? If this
is to be interpreted asa propaganda exercise, then no clearer example could be found

Also from our period were the herms of Hipparkhos, erected between 521 and 514>
t]nroughout the Attic countrysi(le and best described in the dialogue f]ippar]e}zos , attributed to Plato.
They served many purposes, but perhaps the most important one was as a marker of the halfway point
between Athens and each of the Attic demes. Hach herm carried an elegiac couplet; the first verse
contained the geographical irﬂ;ormation, while the second contained an inspirational or didactic saying
of Hipparkhos', introduced with the phrase pvijpo 168’ ‘Inndpyov.®® As Shapiro has pointed out,
herms were generaﬂy ol)jects for cult worship, yet here they have two o’cller, seemi_ngly more important,
purposes. Herms would have been appropriate as markers because Hermes was the patron god of
’crav,ﬂers; moxre ilnporta,ntly for our argument, Shapiro suggests that Hipparlzhos' sayings may have
carried greater Weigl‘l’c with their readers if ’clley appeare& to have been spoleen })y a god.391 If this was
the case, then here we have another example of axt/ myth/ cult ]Jeing used for propagancla purposes.

The last possil)le evidence for the direct influence argument comes from the statistics for the
populari’cy of Herakles scenes in the Peisistratean period. As my Tables 5-10 showe(l,392 Herakles was
a more popular sul)ject for the vase-painters during the Peisistratean era than in the preceding and
foﬂowing periocls, al’cllougl'l the populari’cy was not as great as Boardman would have us believe. Nor

was this preference for Herakles shared l)y all the painters. Rather, a small but select group - the

> Hdt. 1.60.
38 But of. infra, 117.
389 Sl‘]apiro 1989, 126.

39 Plato Hipparkhos, 228¢-229b. Two examples are quoted by Plato, one read o1ElXE dixona @povdv and the other pf
oidov EEomdro.

31 Shapiro 1989, 125-6.

2L supra, Cl’lapter Three.
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Heidel]aerg Painter, Group E and Exeleias, the Lysippicles Painter, the Antimenes Painter and his
circle, and on the re&—:Eigure side Andokides - preferre& Herakles. Of the surviving vases from these
artists or groups of artists, 30% or more of the vases Ly the Heicleﬂ)erg Painter and Group E and
Exckias carried Herakles scenes, and 41% or more of the vases l)y the Lysippi&es Painter, the
Antimenes Painter with his circle, and Andokides.®®

These numbers could be seen as supporting an argument for direct influence. This is a
relaﬁvely small group of painters and therefore much easier to control &ﬁectly than vase-painters in
general. However, they were all amongst the leading painters of their time. It is just this category of
artist that one would expect to see lea&ing the way in terms of changing established iconograp]ny,
developing new scenes, and reﬂecting the mood of the time in its work.

We have seen, for the period in question, that purchasers could influence the output of the
vase-painters, and that some evidence for direct commissions exists. Lﬂeewise, vase-painters could
&elﬂaerately aim their products at specific matrkets. We have also seen that rulers could use
art/myth/cult for propaganda purposes. What we lack is evidence for rulers commissioning art or talaing
part in events that portraye& themselves as gods, or at least heroes, which Boardman's theory ilnplies.
Even in the Phye episode there is no evidence that Peisistratos was dressed up as Herakles, no matter

how Phye was costumed.

We should broaden our view of the forces acting upon the vase-painters, and separate
somewhat the populari’cy of Herakles with the vase-painters from the Peisistratidai and/or their agents.

This does not necessarﬂy mean that the Peisistratidai and/or their agents had no say in the matter, but

3% Two other groups are also no’tewor’clly: the Leagros group at well over 28% and a catch-all group of other pot painters at

just over 26%.



if ’clley di&, it was only inclirectly. This saves us from having to make the leap of faith that the direct
influence theory needs, and allows us a much wider range of possi]ole influences.

Two media which are often mentioned as sources of influence for vase-painters are sculpture
and epic poetry. These should be examinecl, to see if Herakles was prominent in either or both cluring
our period. Another possi})ili’cy could be the vase-painters and vase-paintings of other centres, but we
have already seen that Herakles was not very popular outside of Athens ,394' and while Corinthian artists
may have erm'grate& to At]nens,s% the low artistic popularity of Herakles at Corinth does not argue in
favour of their Leing the cause of the later popularity of Herakles at Athens. If we are to look for

outside inﬂuences, then sculpture and epic poetry seem to provi(].e the most lileely sources.

Starting with architectural scu.lpture, we have a series of pe&imental sculptures, mostly from
the Alzropolis and mostly of poros, in which Herakles either features or can reasona]oly be postulated
to have featured. From the Aleropolis come two Herakles vs. Triton groups - small and 1arge, one
wllole, small pe&iment depicting Herakles' battle with the Hy(lra, and one scene depicting Herakles'
Intro&uc’cion to Olympos, which may have been a small pe(lilnent, or part ofa 1arger one. These were
all of poros; there is also a marble pedilnent (],epic’cing a Gigantomac]ny. Although no ﬁgure identifiable
as Herakles survives, it is not unreasonable to pos’cula’ce his participation in the battle. Finaﬂy, there
is a marble group from the Agora &epicting Herakles' battle with the Nemean Lion, which may also

have been part of a pe(limen’c.?’% In addition to these groups were found poros and marble groups of

3% CL. supra, Chapter Three, Tables 2-4.

3% Hurwit 1985, 178 suggests one Corinthian vase-painter moved to Athens ca. 620, and that others may well have
followed. There cerl:ainly was a Cori11tl1ianising element in Attic vase-painting in the first quarter of the sixth century, of which the the
Gorgon Painter is a good example (Cf Hurwit 1985, 219-21).

3% Boardman 1972, 69-70. Cf. Boersma 1970, 240, who dates it to ca. 530-20 and assigns it to an unidentified pul’)lic
building.
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lions attaclzing Lu]ls, a Single ]ion, two poros serpents, the Olive Tree pe&iment, Bluebeard - a winged,
triple—]ao&ie& snaley-’caﬂecl creature, and a group with a ﬁgure of unknown sex climl)ing into a chariot,
a Hermes (7), and ]101‘ses,397 as well as a marble Gorgon, Perseus (7) ' and leopaml.398 Both the clating
of these sculptures, and their distribution among the various structures attested or Pos’culate& for the
Aleropolis have prove& controversial.

Before proceeding any further, it is therefore necessary to discuss these issues, starting with
the (lating question. Accor(ling to Boardman the marble elements are the earliest and latest, with the
Gorgon, Perseus (?) and leopard remains dating to ca. 580-70, and the marble Gigantomachy and
mazble lions-and-bull group to ca. 520. The poros Worlzs, he suggests, are most lﬂeely later than ca.
550 except for the Hy&ra pe(lirnen’c Which, due to its shallow relief, may be somewhat earier. The
primitive appearance of the others : Boardman argues, may just be due to the medium and its inherent
limitations.3® These (la’ces, particularly for the porxos sculptures, have not been universaﬂy aocep’ce&.
Stewart, for instance, dates them to ca. 570-40"® and Ridgway to ca. 560-40," while ca. 570-60
has been considered the traditional date.*® A &ramaticaﬂy different date for the poros sculptures has
been proposecl ]Jy Beyer, who suggests that they and thus the temple that carried them date to the

seventh century; this suggestion has not proved popular.m

37 Boardman 1972, 70-1.

% Boardman 1978c, 154.

39 1hid, 154-5. CE. also Boardman 1972, 69 n.3 for an earlier statement of his views.
4 Stewart 1990, 114.

10! Ridgway 1977, 205.

42 Dinsmoor 1947, 113 n.20.

403 Beyer 19717, 55-72, lnasing his arguments on Perceived similarities between the sculptures and seventll—century vase-
paintings.
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The marble Gigantomachy may also need redating; Childs has recently presented a strong case
for dating this sculpture and thus its temple to after ca. 510, based on stylistic similarities between the
Athena of the pediment and the ca. 490 Nike of Kallimakhos, as well as some late Akropolis korai
(nos. 685, 615).*% The musculature and contorted pose of one of the Giants are also used as evidence;
Stewart points out that similar representations can be found on the Ball-player statue base of ca. 510-
500, as well as in vase-paintings of the same period.*® Both Childs and Stewart agree that this
Gigantomachy is more advanced, and thus later than its counterpart on the allegedly Alkmaionid-
elaborated Temple of Apollo at Delphi, but while Stewart would leave the dating of this temple's
Gigantomachy at the traditional ca. 510-500, Childs would move it back to ca. 530.*® Either way,
the arguments for redating the Akropolis pediment are fairly sound. If they are correct, then the marble
lions-and-bull group should also be similarly downdated.

Looking next at the relevant architectural remains, we have various fragments of a Doric
temple, datable to ca. 570-50. We also have, between the fifth-century Parthenon and Erechtheion,
the sixth-century Dérpfeld Foundation. Underneath the Parthenon lie the remains of the Older
Parthenon, still from the fifth century; no previous temple underlies the FErechtheion.*® Finally, we
have an inscription, dated to 485/4 according to Dinsmoor, which mentions a Hekatompedon.*®

Some scholars, Dinsmoor included, take this to refer to an actual temple, but others have argue(], that

0% ('hilds 1993, 403-6, following Stihler, who suggested a date of ca. 500 for the sculpture.

% Stewart 1990, 130.

40 Thid; Childs 1993, 431.

¥ Stewart 1990, 114.

498 Dinsmoor 1947, 121 claims that traces only of shrines can be found under the Erechtheion.

09 ﬂ:icl, 116-8. Inscription: IGT*3-4.
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it refers to a precinct instead. The da’cing has also been called into question; it may have been much
earlier than tra(litionaﬂy ‘cllough’c.ﬂo

Of primary interest is the D(’jrpfeld Foundation. These remains consist of an inner and outer
ring of foundations, the former of blocks of blue Aleropolis hmes"cone and the latter of Iarger, more
carefu]ly laid blocks of pinle Kara limestone, suggesting the foundations of a cella and pe]:istyle.411
Within the inner ring are the remains of walls E also constructed of blue Alzropolis limestone. In neither
walls nor foundations were any fasteners used.*® The superstructure was of potros, with possilaly some
marble elements.*”® The difference in construction quality of the rings suggests two possﬂ)ﬂiﬁes: the
inner ring had less of a load to bear, and so could be poorer, or, the inner ring l)elongetl to an early
temple, the outer to a later rel)uﬂ(ling. As for &ating, Plommer suggests three possibﬂities: the inner
ring from ca. 600 and the outer Peisistratean, both early, or both Peisistratean. !

Dérpfel(l, Wiegand and other early scholars believed that a temple : called })y them the
Helzatompe&on, was first erected on the site early in the sixth century, over the blue foundations. This
was then rebuilt under the Peisistratids, with the addition of a colonna(le, which rested on the pinle

foundations.*”® As for the poros sculptures, only the four 1arge snaley—taﬂed groups - Herakles vs.

Triton and Bluebeard in one pedimen’c, the two serpents in the other - Lelonge& to the early

0 H yrwit 1985, 242-3. Cf. also Télle-Kastenbein 1993. Cf. Preilfhofen 1977 for a discussion of this inscription, which he
suggests could be from the sixth century. From the text as he restores it, the Heleatompeclon in one passage where it is mentioned cleatly
seems to be a precinct, in which the treasuries stood: ...78 olxépomol [té &v 101 Exotjounédor.... Cf. also Bancroft 1979, 11-15 and,
for the most recent discussion of the inscription which he dates to 499/8 or 498/7, Németh 1993.

1 Plommer 1960, 129.

“21hid, 130.

413 Wycherley 1978, 144.
1 Plommer 1960, 130.

415 Wycherley 1978, 144.
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Helzatompe&on. The others came from purely hypottletical temples or treasuries, postu_tatect to provi(te
enough Luﬂ&ings to hold all the sculptures.416

Somewhat later, as more tragments of architectural elements were discovered, it became clear
that the early temple would have been too wide to fit on the blue foundation. Schuchhardt therefore
widened the propose(t Heleatompe(ton, so that it used both foundations. In this way, the pe(timents
would have been wider too, and so he propose(l to add one of the lions-and-bull groups to the centre
of the Bluebeard pectirnent. e was nevertheless left with architectural tragments he could not include
in his restoration; ttlese, atong with the other lions-and-bull group he assigned to a secon(l,
contemporary, and again tlypottletica.l tempte un(terlying the Parthenon.*?

Dinsmoor could accept none of the earlier solutions. We have alrea(ly mentioned the
preterence for Kara stone as a Peisistratean characteristic : Dinsmoor has further pointe& out that both
foundation rings show the use on the euthynteria of the toothed ctn'sel, a tool which he claims did not
come into wi&esprea& use until late in the Peisistratean era. This instrument was use&, be claims, on
neither the pe&imental sculptures nor on the remains of the Doric temple with which at least some of
those sculptures have been associated - only the point and flat chisels were used on these. Dinsmoor
therefore concludes that both foundation rings are contemporary, and t)elong to late in Peisistratos'
reign.4318

Neither the Doric temple tragments nor the poros sculptures can t)elong to these toundations,

theretore, as ttley are some 40 to 50 years earlier. So, Dinsmoor postulates the existence of another

temple underneath the Parthenon, of which no traces can now be seen, for obvious reasons. This

*15 Dinsmoor 1947, 112-4.
7 1hid, 115-6.
18 7hid, 116-7.
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temple he calls the Helzatompe(lon, based on the inscription discussed earlier. To it he assigns the four
1a1'ge snaley—taﬂe& groups and the two poros lions-and-bull groups - because of s’cylistic similalities, they
must all go togetller, he believes.*"” We are still left with the smaller pe&imen’cs ; these he assigns to
treasuries. No traces of these remain; some, he suggests, stood on the part of the Alzropolis that was
later cut away to form the Khalkotheke terrace.*®

Plommer, on the other hancl, has argued that in very early temples the foundations of cella
and peristyle can be di{‘ferent, citing the temple at Thermon as evidence. Also, the outer foundation
supporte(], only a euthynteria and stylo]:)ate, rather like the Heraion at Olympia only less clevelope&.
Finaﬂy, the (loul)le—square layout of the cella may possilz)ly be a third indicator of an early date. As for
the use of the toothed chisel, Plommer points out that it first appeare(l in ]r:reestanding sculpture before
the middle of the century, on Aleropolis kore 593. Moreover, the highly polislied finish of early Attic
marble statuary is said to be such that it has often removed all traces left })y the sculptor's tools.
Furthermore, he suggests that in architecture, it was first used on horizontal surfaces such as the
eut]:tynteria. Its use does not necessarily, therefore, imply a late date."?

Al‘cerna’cively, if we nevertheless accept the use of the toothed chisel as a marker of a late &a’ce,
then the apparent contradictions can still be resolved Ly postula‘cing two temples, one early and one
1a‘ce, on the same foundations. The early Jce_mple would have been dismantled only down to the

euthynteria, which would then have been reworked with the toothed chisel before the new temple was

erected. This is the argument Plommer has fo]lowed; two successive peripteral temples on the Dérpfel(l

9 1hid, 117,
20 {hid, 125-6.

*21 Plommer 1960, 131-2.
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foundation axe postulatec],, the first coming early in the century, and the second ca. 525 22 Al) of the
L’;u:ge poros pe&i:(nen’cal sculpture, as well as the architectural ﬁagmen’cs, are assigne(]. 1)y Plommer to
the first of these temples, the marble Gigantomachy pe(liment to the Peisistratean J:el)uilcling.423 The
marble lions-and-bull group presmnal)ly came from the other pediment of this louilding , as Boardman
has s1.1gges’ced.4‘24 Accorcling to Boersma, the re})ujlding included new taller columns, a new entablature
and a new roof to go with the new marble peclimen’cs,425 0 Plommer's suggestion of a near-total
reconstruction does not seem unrealistic.

Beyer, of course, had to place the foundations in the seventh century, to match his date for
the sculp’cures.426 He actuaﬂy postulates three temples on these foundations. The first, carrying the
poros lioness and the small Herakles and Triton scene, he dates to ca. 650, the second, carrying the
rest of the 1arge poros sculpture, to the last quarter of the seventh century, and the thi:c&, carrying the
marble pedi_ments, to the period of the Peisistrati&s.427 As he reconstructs the pe&iments of his second
temple, the Bluebeard pe&irnen’c remains untouc]:lecl, but into the other one he promotes the
Introduction to Olympos scene, previously considered an independent Pedilnen’c, and to balance it,
postulates a Birth of Athena scene from some of the remaining ﬁagmen’cs, which seem to indicate a

7
procession.

2 1hid, 133-4.

2 Plommer 1960, 150-9. One architrave block causes problems due to its form, but Plommer believes it could still have
come from the early temple as he reconstructs it.

*# Boardman 1978¢, 155. Cf. Shrader 1969, 345-87 for illustrations and a comprehensive discussion of these two marble

pediments.
4% Boersma 1970, 180-1.
428 Bever 1977, 45-54, lays out his arguments for this dating.
T 1hid, 74.

128 Beyer 1974’, 649-50. Cf. Bancroft 1979, 68 for a discussion of the problems of such a reconstruction. Essentiauy, she
claims that the Introduction scene matches, in technical details , slope, and size, neither the rest of the sculptures, the s]ope of the
pediment, nor the other elements of the Pecliment.
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From even this brief sumumary, it is a])unclantly clear that little can be said with confidence
about either the numbers or the dates of the temples and treasuries on the Archaic Aleropolis.
Dinsmoor has successf:u]ly pointecl out the pro]:)lems caused ]oy the reconstructions of earlier scholars,
but his solutions, particularly his Heleatompe&on, are all too hypothetical. Moreover, his tristyle—in—
antis Helzatompeclon, 1ac12ing a peristyle, would have been rather primitive for the mid-sixth century,
and as we have seen the Helzatompe(lon may be a precinct.4'29 If some proper excavations could be
carried out underneath the Parthenon we would be better able to assess Dinsmoor's proposals; until
then, Plommer's idea of two successive temples on the D('jrpfel& Foundation remains the most
attractive.*® Although Plommer would like to date the fixst temple to early in the century, Shapiro's
suggestion that it was erected as part of the reorganisation of the Panathenaia is per]:laps more
reasonable.*®" Some smaller Lm’l&ings must also have existed, to carry the smaller pe&irnents and other
architectural ﬁagmen‘cs ' but little else can be said about them.***

It is also clear that from the third quarter of the sixth century Heraleles, just as he did in vase-
paintings, played a major role in the architectural sculpture of the Aleropolis. As we are &ealing for the
most part with a temple (or temples) and the Aleropolis, it is reasonable to suggest that the state would
have exercised considerable control over the content of the sculptural scenes. If any of these Luﬂ&ings
were erected while any of the Peisistratidai were in power, then perl'laps it could be argued that the

Peisistratidai may indeed have influenced the vase-painters, indirectly through the sculpture. Simjlarly,

429 Hurwit 1985, 242-3. Ct. also supra, n.410.

3 For a different view see Bancroft 1979, 18 and 45, who, based on the evidence for the use of the toothed chisel, can not

accept an eatly six’c]'l—century date for the founc]ations, and thus asserts that the poros sculptures and associated temple remains are still
in need of a fou_ndation, even ’cllough she admits that this temple as reconstructed ]3y her, would fit the Dbrpfelcl Foundation.

31 Shapiro 1989, 21. Cf. Bancroft 1979, 109-36 for an interpretation of the poros sculptures that ties them in to the

Panathenaia.

432 Cf Boersma 1970, catalogue entries 121, 122, 125, 128, 131 and Bancroft 1979, 46-64, 72-6 for summaries of what

is known about these lmilclings, as well as various suggestions for their sculptural ornament.
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at least some of the sculptural themes could have been chosen for their propagan&a value, which may
have then carried on into the vase-paintings.

We can not be sure however how many or how much of the Luﬂdings under discussion were
actuaﬂy erected while any of the Peisistratidai were in power, especiaﬂy given the sporadic nature of
Peisistratos' rule before 546 and, if Childs and Stewart are correct, the re})uﬂ&ing of the Old Athena
Temple under the democra.cy. Even if Peisistratos took part in the reorganisation of the Panathenaia
and the initiation of the first Jcemple, it was not as tyrant.483 It is difficult to see how he could have
injecte(l propagan(la with persona.l references into the sculp’cural program at this point. However, a
temple takes time to ])uil(l, so Peisistratos could have been in power &uring some stages of its
construction. Bven so the first two tyrannies were very ljrief, and for most of the time between 561 and
546 Peisistratos' opponents ruled Athens. One could harcﬂy expect them to suffer propaganda
glori_{ying their eneimy, if Herakles was as closely tied to Peisistratos as Boardman wants us to believe.
It is however possil)le, as Hurwit has suggestecl, that the temple was not finished until Peisistratos' third
’cyranny;""34 in this case Peisistratos must certainly have had a say in the choice of the pe(],irnental
sculptures. We still lack any eviclence, tl'lough, that any propagancla was meant to be personal rather
than for the state as a whole. Simjlarly, even if the re]ouﬂ(ling of the Old Athena Temple did Legin
under the Peisistrati(ls, it seems lﬂzely that it was finished under the (lemocracy, which one cannot
expect to have countenanced propaganda favouring a tyranny.

Finaﬂy, al’chough the suggestion that architectural sculpture could influence vase-painters is

reasonable, it should also be pointe(], out that at least one of the scenes, that of Herakles and

33 For a discussion of possible Peisistratan involvement with the initiation of this temple see the article ]ny Shear in Childs
1978 (non uia’i).

43 Hurwit 1985, 248.



106
Nereus/Triton, had alrea(ly long before made an appearance on vases. Turning to a theme not
represented on the Alzropolis peclirnents, that of Herakles Wrestling the Nemean Lion, the version in
which the two wrestle lying down as opposed to stan&ing up also seems to appear first on vases, then
ona pe(lirnen’c.485 On the other han&, the pe(lilnen‘cal sculpture from the Sip]jnian Treasury at Delp}]i,
depicti.ng the struggle between Herakles and Apoﬂo for the Delphic Tripod, seems certain to have
influenced the vase-painters' clepictions of the same even’c.486 As has so often been the case, our
evidence remains frustratingly aml)iguous.

One group of {rees‘can&ing sculptures also deserves a mention, although from Sﬂzyon, if only
because Boardman has lz)rougl'ﬂ: it into his argument. From Pliny we learn that two Cretan sculptors
had moved to Sileyon, and received a state commission to sculpt images of Apo]lo , Diana, Hercules,
and Minerva. Pliny places them around the fiftieth Olympia& (680-77) 8 Boardman has suggeste&
that this was a representation of Herakles' theft of the Delphic tripod, and that as Kleisthenes of
Sileyon must somehow have been involved in the project, the group may refer to the recent First
Sacred War.*® We have alrea&y discussed the historicity of this war; other prol)lems with this
reconstruction exist as well. Stewart, for instance, has suggested that the date, tying the artists to
Kleisthenes and Silzyon at the pealz of their power, is too much of a coin<::ic1enc:e,.439 Furthermore, we
know nothing else about these statues: how they were arrange(l, where they I)elonge&, for example.

There is no necessity for them to have depicte(l the theft of the tripo&.

“* Boardman 1978b, 14-5 with n.19.
4% f, von Bothmer 1977. Also of. infra.
37 Pliny HN 36.9-10.

3 Parke & Boardman 1957, 279-80.

9 Stewart 1990, 242,
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As with the pe&imental sculptures, our evidence does not allow a firm conclusion to be drawn.
Strong arguments for rejecting a close connection between sculpture in general and vase-painting have
recen‘cly been presented lay Ri&gway, however. Three reasons are given: the different purposes of
sculp’cure and vases , which influenced the choice of themes &epictecl; the chronological differences that
would appear were one to try to date o]:)jec’cs in one medium ]ay o})jec’cs in the other; and the di{{erenc‘es
in the way clothes and folds in the clothes are depicte(l in the two media.*® This point of view is
perllaps too sleeptical, and even Ri&gway will admit the occasional inﬂuence; a different point of view

will be given at the end of this chapter.

Another possil)le source of influence is epic poetry, but here the evidence is equaﬂy elusive. We
do however have ﬁagmen’cs of the Geryoneis of Stesichoros, and a sudden increase in the populari’cy of
this story among vase-painters just &uring the second half of the sixth cen’cury.4‘41 Stesichoros is dated
to 632-556 by the Suda, and although these dates are disputed it is generally accepted that he
flourished in the first half of the sixth century,m so there could be a connection between poet and
painters. Other Herakles poems must have existe&, but are much more hypothetical; Robertson
suggests that one of these was the Aegimius, attributed ]Jy him to Kerleops of Miletus and having a
terminus ante quem of ca. 540.48 Aegimius himself was a 1eing whom Herakles a.i(le&, and who in turn

]Jelpe& Herakles l)y loolzing after his children. Only eight and a half indepen(len’c lines of the poem

remain, none of which mention Herakles or even Aegimius, but Robertson argues that t]ney would all

o Riclgway 1987, 87.
1 Robertson 1969, 207-8 with n.2. Cf. also Page 19%73.
*2 Stewart 1983, 56; Shapiro 1994, 71.

3 Robertson 1980, 279-83 (a’ctri])ution to Kerlzops), 2176 (date). The taq is based on a black-figure amplmra (Reggio 4001
= ABV 147, 6) depicting Herakles capturing Kerberos, which dates to ca. 540.
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make sense if the poem dealt with Herakles' ]eatalmsis.444 On the vase-painting si&e, we have the Reggio
amphora alrea&y men’cioned,ll46 which is near if not righ’c at the start of a run of Herakles and Kerberos
vases that stretches into the fifth cen’cury.4~46 Again, there may be a connection. Stesichoros too seems
to have dealt with this theme - at least, he wrote a Kerberos : but too little is known about it to draw any
conclusions. "’

The possi]oﬂi’cy for influence certainly existed, but the degree and ﬁequency of such influences
are not easﬂy determined. Some scholars believe strongly in the influence of epics. Schefold is a prime
example; his works tend to leave the impression that an epic lies behind all representations 8 While
this approach may at times be valid, its limitations have been well expressed ]oy many.

Coole, for instance, has laid down three criteria for determining whether a poem has influenced
an artistic representation. In his order of importance: cither the artist &epic‘cs somet]aing that was
invented by the poet, or several scenes from the same epic come into view contemporaneously, or a wide
range of scenes from one epic can be seen. ™ Concentrating on the Trojan cycle, he has poin’ce& out
that for a variety of epics - the Cypria , lliad , I]iupersis , Odyssey , Aitlziopis , and Little Iiad -
representations in art are not overly abundant either in proportion to all scenes , or just to other myth
scenes. Furthermore, nowhere do we see a sudden appearance of a variety of scenes from any of these

epics in the repertoire, nor do we see a wide range of scenes from any one epic.450 As for details

4 1hid, 287-92.

5 Of. supra, n.443.

9 Boardman 1975, 7-8.

Y17 Joyd-Jones 1967, 226.

48 Cf, for instance Schefold 1966, 1992.
* Cook 1983, 1.

50 Ibicl, 2. We should remem]:)er, llowever, that some of the minor epics were short, only two or three books in lengtl'l, and so
cannot be &irectly compared to the Iliad and Oclyssey. (W ] S]ater, pers. comim J)



109
invented Ly the poets and then copie&, Cook argues that only the Ifiad and Oa’yssey are well enough
known to be studied in this context, and that only two works of art can with certainty be said to fall
into this category: a Corinthian plaque and the Chest of Kypselos.451

While agreeing that many more epics must have existed than just the ones we know, Cook does
not see these as inﬂuencing the painters cither. Rather, he suggests we look to folktales, which the
painters would have known from cllﬂculoo&, as })eing the sources of the painters' influences.*® This is
a very reasonable suggestion, although the idea of now-lost poems maleing a contribution should not
be discarded completely.

From 10012ing at the images, it is apparent that the vase-painters were not foﬂowing one set
text - there are just too many variants, from image to image and in the cases where we know the text,
between images and text. In his Jatest book Shapiro illustrates well the variety;453 although he deals
ma'mly with the Classical perio&, a few examples from around our perio& are also to be found: on a vase
from the Leagros Group (ca. 510) depicting the dragging of Hektor's body, we see both Akhilles and
a charioteer, but in the liad ' Akhilles drives the chariot himself;454 on the Frangois Vase (ca. 570-60),
we see the chariot race from the funeral games for Patrolzlos, but even though all five charioteers are
named, only one name is the same as found in the Jfiad A5 Variants of this nature, of course, are quite
different from the standard practice of compressing references to several episodes of one story into one

image, to better tell that story.

1 1hid, 2-5.

2 1hid, 5-6.

43 Shapiro 1994.

3 1bid, 29. vase: Boston 63.473.

55 Thid, 35. Frangois Vase: Florence 4209 = ABV 76,1.
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The variety can be best explaine(l if we see vase-painters as interpreters of, and contributors
to, the story, rather than as passive illustrators. They may have learned of a myth from an epic, but
given a society in which myths and 1egen(ls played such an important role, it would be very surprising
if they had not known the story, in some form, ]Jeforehand, nor had not at times used their own
imaginations to help in forming a a,e]gic’cion.456 Granted, it can be shown that some images do refer
back to a speciﬁc text: returning to Stesichoros and his Geryoneis , we have two Chalcidian vases®” that
&epict a wingec], Geryon, a feature not seen in other vase-paintings and present only in Stesichoros'
work; we also have two Attic vases,"® by Oltos and Fuphronios, in which a grieving woman, taken by
Page to be Geryon's mother, is added behind Geryon.l'j'69 These, however, are the exceptions.
Amyx, in an article clea,ling with the possi]ole influences of mural painting on Corinthian vases
in which a series of varying representations of Herakles and the Hy&ra are studied, draws a conclusion
which is generauy applicable, and worth quoting at length:

"...it seems far more Ijlzely that certain basic narrative configurations, once established
through their invention in any 1neclium, were then adapted, with variations , into sul)sequen’c
Worles, in the same or in any other medium. As we have notecl, such transmissions need not
have been concerned with teclzm'ques or siy/es , but only with types of representation, so that
the exact source of the Lorrowing Ieaﬂy did not matter, ... [a] bronze relief or engraving; a

relief sculpture in stone (W}liC]fl would then have been paintea]) ; a Chest of Kypselos; or

. . C 60
anot}rer Vase-palntlng, C‘Ollld equaﬂy weﬂ have serve& as the velucle O£ transnnssmn."
To the last sentence we could eas:]y add peclim"“‘c"l and ﬁeest"nd"“g‘ sculptures as yet more poten"fl

vehicles of transmission. The Hast pe(lilnent of the Siphm'an Treasury, in fact, is an excellent

illustration of some of the points Amyx has made: while the vase-painters certainly piclee& up the new,

456 Sllapiro 1989, 12 reasona]nly suggests that recitations of poetry, whether private or pu]alic, must have p]ayed some role in
inﬂuencing the painters as well.

7 Cabinet des Médailles 202 = Rumpf 1927, 46 no. 3, pls. 6-9; London BM B155 = Rumpf 1927, 47 no. 6, pls. 13-15.
8 Oltos: ARV? 62, 84 (now lost); Munich 2620 = ARV” 16 and 1619, 17.
49 Page 1973, 145, with Robertson 1969.

49 Amyx 1983, 49.
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running scheme of the fight, no vase-painting is an exact copy of the pe(liment, either in cast of
characters or 1ayout. When von Bothmer's list of vases carrying this scene is examined, twenty-two
composi’cional variants are found.*®!

Amyx ends his article Ly recommending that we do not underestimate the origina]ity of the
vase-painters, nor their capalnﬂities for inﬂuenc‘mg other media themselves.*? There is no reason why
his ideas would not have relevance for non-Corinthian vase-painters. When these ideas are combined
with an acceptance of the capal)i]ity of the painters for independen’c Iznowledge of the stories they were
clepicting ' then it becomes difficult to see only an epic behind every image, and even with the little we

know about Stesichoros or Kerleops or other epic poets, much more difficult to see a personal

propagancla need behind the epics.

The influences on the vase-painters were many, but at’cri]auting any to the personal propaganda
needs of the Peisistratidai would be very ris_lzy. One should ask if the popularity of Herakles was not
the result of a greater considera’cion, aﬂ:ecting both the Peisistratidai and the artists: that the quali’cies
Herakles represen’ce& were genera]ly attractive, and could be used l)y all in an attempt to mould

Athenian society. | shall return to this suggestion in the conclusion of this thesis.

161 Cf. von Botl'xmer 1977.

162 Amyx 1983, 49.



CHAPTER SEVEN: FURTHER CRITICISMS

In the prececling chapters I have shown that the political interpretation of the interest in
Herakles can be attacked on four major fronts: the statistical Laclegroun(l to the argument, the nature
of the changes, the connections between the scenes and (aﬂege(ﬂy) historical events, and the means
Where})y influence could have been exertéd upon the vase-painters. These however are not the only areas
in which criticisms can be levelled, and a look at some other faﬂings of the argument would be
instructive. The purpose of this c]:lap‘cer is to present and comment upon these criticisms.

Given the potentia,l importance of the political interpretation, there have been suljprisingly few
detailed reactions pul)lished to date.2® Bazant was the first, taleing an extreme stance in his main
argument by claiming that there was no sym]aolism - in our sense of the word - at all in Greek art of
the periocl in question. There were attri]autes, which served as aids to i&entification, and signs - for
instance, oracles - which Poi_nte(l the way from the known to the unknown without actuaﬂy i(lenti_{ying
the unknown. There were no sym})ols, in which the true meaning of an lmage was hidden behind the
apparent one; this would require subordination of one meaning to another, but in Bazant's view all
ey representerl, their

meanings inseparal)le from reality. T}ms, Herakles could never represent anyone but ]:lenseH, his image

could not be used to make the populace think of Peisistratos and his deeds.*

493 The only Pul)lishecl reactions I am aware of are those of Bazant 1982, Osborne 1983/4 and Blok 1990 in articles, Cook
1987 in a note, and Moon 1983b as part of an article c]ealing with the Priam Painter.

%4 Bazant 1982, especiany 25-32. As an example Bazant cites Metrodoros' saying that Abkhilles was the sun (fr. 4, non vid).
If this was true, Bazant argues, then the word 'Akhilles' must have changed its meaning and come to mean 'the sun'. This could not
have happenecl, however, because the word could not be divorced from its meaning - the person Akhilles. Bazant thus concludes that

since neither 'Akhilles' nor 'sun' could change, then Metrodoros must have been referring to a new })eing, composecl of both elements.
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A sligh’cly more convincing argument was made l)y Os]oome, who suggeste(l that there was too
much information in Herakles (and other) images to allow only a narrow interpretation of them.
Rat]ner, there could be many interpretations, and as the viewer could not have been forced to piclz only
a certain one of them, nor even to read the image in a specific order like a written text, then the
propagancla value of the image would have been useless 2 Recaﬂing for example Exekias' &epiction of
Ajax and Akhilles gaming, Osborne argues that all Boardman's argument needed was a simple, generic
picture of soldiers playing. Here ‘chough we have much more information; the participants are named
as two great Greek heroes, there is a wealth of detail in their dress, the state of the game is given ]3y
added inscriptions, so that the scene is much too complex to allow the single meaning that a
propagan(la use requires.

This argument perllaps gives too little credit to the Greeks' powers of interpretation. [t also
seems to iIany that the worlds of heroes and or(linary people do not intersect. However, an image
would surely have had a greater impact on a viewer if connections between these worlds did exist, if it
was understood that what was true for heroes was also true for others. One can also argue that the
appropriate interpretation of a vase was aided ]Jy context - the manner in which Herakles was &epicted
for example. Such hints would have indicated to the viewer which meaning out of a set of possible
meanings was to be considered prirna.ry.467

Exekias and his work are, at this point, worth a sligl-ﬂ: &igression. It should be noted that
whereas Boardman has used the aforementioned scene to argue for anti-Peisistratid sympathies, he also

used another possibly ("very close to the master...if not his") Exekian scene to support his argument

95 Oshorne 1983/4, especially 66-9.
96 Thid, 64.

oz WI Slater, Pers. comm.
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for the Peisistratid takeover of Eleusis,468 and aclenowledge& that Exekias seerm'ngly invented the 1ying
down version of Herakles' battle with the Nemean Lion.469 Exckias was also, if not the first, then at
least .among the first to clepic’c Herakles' Introduction to Olympos using the procession—being-readie&
scheme.” He also painte(], at least one scene of Herakles on Olympos, among the goc‘ls.‘i'71 For
someone claimed to be anti—Peisistratid, he seems to have been too much interested in the symbols of
the tyrants, and the deification of the mythologica.] counterpart to a ruler whose Policies he supposedly
found unattractive. As Moon has Poin’ced out in his discussion of the Priam Painter's aﬂege&
contributions to propagan(la, the whole of a painter's output should be considered before genera]isa’cions
about his oeuvre can be made.** Exekias may, of course, have been catering inlpartiaﬂy to both sides,
but given the am])iguity it is per]naps better not to suggest that his vase-paintings ]oetray his political
leanings.

As for the interpretation of the Dioskouroi on, for instance, the reverse of Fxekias' Vatican
amphora as another anti-Peisistratid sym})ol, this also seems unljlzely. If we choose to believe
Herodotos, then the Spartans were on friemﬂy terms with the Peisistratids even at the time of the

latters' expulsion, and took part in it only because they did not wish to offend Delphi and lose the

goodwiﬂ of the god.473

%8 Reggio 4001 = ABV 147, 6, depic’cing Trip’colemos, as also noticed by Oshorne.

199 Boardman 1975, 7; 1978, 14. Vases: Berlin 1720 = ABV 143, 1bis; Ensérune frr. It is noteworthy that the reverse of
the Berlin ampllora carries a scene of the sons of Theseus which, accorcling to Boardman, along with other Exekian scenes involving
Theseus and/or his family may s}xow tlle painter foreshadowing the interest in Theseus that clevelops uncler the clemocracy! Ct.
Boardman 1978, 15-16.

Y0 Oyvieto, Faina 187 = ABV 145, 11, Athens = ABV 145, 19. Moore 1986, 39 points out that the examples by the

Swing Painter are at least contemporary with Exekias'.
7 Orvieto, Faina 78 = ABV 144, 9, which also has a Herakles and Kerberos scene on the reverse.
*” Moon 1983b, 114.

4B 11dt. 5.63.
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This o]oscuri’cy in the sym]aohsm extends also to the image of Herakles itself, and ties in with
some of Osborne's arguments. In the Introduction to Olympos scene for instance, we have a depiction
of Herakles about to receive the reward for his s’cruggles - cleifica’cion, and marriage to a go&dess.
Peisistratos, on the other han(l, is about to make a secon&, ultima’cely doomed attempt at tyranny,
which will fail along with his marriage to the daughter of the man who helpecl him in his attempt. As
more information is extracted from the image, the less it resembles Peisistratos' career.™™

Simﬂarly, the battle with Nereus/Triton seems an odd choice to sym]aolise the events
associated with it. Neither in the war with Megara nor in the war for Sigeion were there any naval
battles - ships were used only as transports, while the fighting took place on land. As for A]Jlljerg—
Cornell's suggestion, why would a sea-monster be chosen to represent land-based factional strife and
the prol)lems of the poor?

Another prol)lem area lies in the very identification of Herakles with Peisistratos. Crucial to
the whole argument, it nevertheless may be suspect because of the diﬂering natures of the two , as both
Blok and Cook have suggested.ﬂs The point is well taken that Herakles was sul)ject to excesses in sex
and violence and glut‘tony, whereas Peisistratos aﬂege(ﬂy pre£errec1 to follow custom and the laws.
Regar&less of Herakles' goo& qualities, it may therefore be debatable whether Peisistratos would have
wanted to iclentify himself with someone who could go mad, kill his famﬂy, and commit other acts of
violence. Recaﬂing however the dual nature of so many of the Greeks' gods and the fact that an outside
agency, Hera, was the cause of many of Herakles' trouLles, then it is not unreasonable to suggest that

a propaganda program. focusi_ng only on the admirable facets of Herakles' character would be possil)le.

% Oghorne 1983/4, 66. It would be different if the vases dated to around the time of this attempt - then one could argue
that the scenes reflected the optimistic mood of the would-be tyrant at the start of his reign. As has been shown however (cf supra,
Chapter Four) R the vases are much later than the event. Regardless of the success of the third attempt, these scenes would still be
documenting a failure.

* Blok 1990, 25-6; Cock 1987, 167.
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To finish off the criticisms, we can iorieﬂy discuss four other points. First, there is the use of
Theseus under the (iemocracy. Boardman cites this as a paraiiei for the use of Herakles under the
Peisis’gr.sﬁcitis,ll'76 but the two cases are not similar. Theseus was himself seen as the founder of Athenian
ciemocracy, and no politician was i)eing equate& with him. % Second, there is the use of formulaic
compositions i)y the vase-painters to consider. In his study of the Priam Painter, Moon has poin’ce(i
out that this painter frequentiy uses the same composition, but with a different cast of characters " and
wonders what effect this rnigii’c have on a Poiiticai ini:erpre‘ca,’cio1’1.4'78 It does not seem to me that this
point can be presseci too far, for sureiy any message would lie much more in the characters than the
composition.

Next we have Boardman's assertion that not all Herakles scenes need be relevant to his
a,rgurnen‘c.‘i‘79 In a way this returns to the idea of the ciari’cy of the symi)oi - how was the viewer then
to know whe’c]ner, in a given Herakles scene, Herakles was representing Peisistratos or had no further
meaning? Tilis usage of the Herakles scenes recalls his usage of oniy parts of Exekias' oeuvre to support
his arguments. F‘inaiiy, there is his claim that other rulers took rny’cil Seriousiy, and were interested
in manipula’ting it. %% This is true, as the case of Kleisthenes of Silzyon shows, but there the simiiarity
stops. It is not recorded that Kleisthenes was equating himself with a hero or a goti in any of his
manipuiations. There is a great step between using my’c]a to support poiicies and using it to claim some

kind of divine status - which the poiiticai interpretation impiies - and as Cook has poin’ce(i out, we have

% Boardman 1972, 57-8.
* Oshorne 1983/4, 67.
4% Moon 1983h, 102.

“® Boardman 1975, 10.

*80 Boardman 1972, 51.
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no record that before the fifth century the Greeks suffered such behaviour ]Jy anyone. That Peisistratos
could have done so without comment would be sur}grisin§.481

With this last point we can return to the Phye episocle whic]n, as Connor™ has recently and
convincingly argue(l, can perhaps best be seen as some sort of ceremony. Many dispara’ce clements made
up the ceremony; one paraﬂel suggested ]3y Connor is the ritual wherein a young woman is compare(l
to a go&dess. As examples ke cites O&ysseus' greeting of Nausilzaa, and the procession in honour of
Artemis in Xenop]non of Epllesos' Eplzesian Tale , in which the heroine is costumed as Artemis while
talzing part in the pau:a(le.483 Neither in this last example nor in the Phye episo&e are the witnesses
considered to be dupes, but rather as wil]jng participants in a shared cerernony. Other rituals in which
males dress up as deities serve as anti—paraﬂels. As even Boardman concecles, there is no evidence of
Peisistratos dressi_ng up to resemble Herakles.®®* To Connor, this reasona]aly suggests that Peisistratos,
in the ceremony, was acting as a human assistant to Athena. As a whole, the ritual would have served
to inaugurate and so]i&i.{y the new po]itical order and draw together the ruler and citizens, all under the
protection of the supreme power in the state, Athena. The episode makes much more sense when
viewed in this hgh‘c; Herodotos' surprise can no doubt be explaine& as a result of writing so many years
after the fact, when the original story had become gar]ale&.

Attemptecl defences of Boardman's position are even fewer; in general, his arguments have
simply bheen accep’ced Ly those who agree with him, and the process of sea.rching out political allusions

has proved ever more popular. The one puuished defence known to me is by Cavalier who, accepting

81 Cook 1987, 167.
82 Cf. Connor 1987, especiauy 43.6.
83 This Xenophon, however, is from a much later periocl, the second or third century AC, so the Parauel may not be valid.

% Boardman 1989, 159 with n.4.
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the fact that Herakles scenes seem to reach their pealz popularity under Peisistratos' sons, argues that
they rather than Peisistratos were behind the propagan&a, because Jchey needed to soli&ify their own
posi’cions.485 Such an argument is, at first glance, attractive an&, from the point of view of the
Peisistrati(ls, understandable. However, it must fail as weH; the criticisms made here apply to the
political argument as a whole, regar(ﬂess of whether Peisistratos, or his sons, or all of them are seen

as l)eing answerable for the propagan&a.

485 L, Cavalier 1995.



CONCLUSION

Alt]nough some of the lesser points may be argued either way, a close examination of the whole
})ody of evidence leads to the conclusion that the Boardman argument is untenable. Herakles was not
used as a personal propaganc]a tool Ly the Peisistratids ; there was no equation of him with Peisistratos.
A different explanation must therefore be found for Herakles' popularity in the Peisistratean period,
for as has been shown his popularity did peale at this time.*® Simjlarly, the other scenes ]Jrought into
this discussion - sporting scenes and fountain-house scenes to name but a few - should also be removed
from the realm of political propagancla.

f we &isregar(l the negative aspects of Herakles' life and character, we are left with someone,
a mortal, who through haxrd wor]a, perseverance and his own abilities (an& also, it must be admitted,
the occasional help of the gods) successfuﬂy met the chaﬂenges J[.a_cing llim, and as a result received an
appropriate reward. The attraction of such a story would cut across class distinctions, the message of \
the story would be pala’ca]ole to all. In Herakles both the aristocracy and ordinary people could find anfi

i&eal; given the pursuits of the former class, his athleticism and musical abilities would be especiaﬂ ]
S

P

Recent arguments concerning the status of finewares in antiquity lie I)eyon& the scope of this
thesis, but if the traditional thinleing is maintained - and to a large extent it is to be preferre& - then

at least the best examples should be seen as Leing elite tableware, used primarily Ly the upper class

8 Cf., supra, Chapter Thres, especially Tables 7-10.
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rather than the masses.®™ Tt should not be a surprise therefore that the vase-painters would proctuce
images suited to their clientele. We may question how close the interaction between painters and clients
was, but we can not doubt this point. Nor should it be a surprise that the aristocratic tastes would be
followed ]:>y the other classes and painters of lesser qua]ity, especiaiiy when the image would have airea(iy
been accepta]ale to them anyway, thus spreatiing the aristocratic imagery over a wider segment of the
popuiace. In this sense there may still have been a propagan(ia element present in the images, but it
would be propagancta of a generai nature, good for the state as a whole rather than certain individuals
within it, if the view of Herakles' popularity presented here is correct.

Looked at in this mamnner, we can see that certain Herakles scenes would be especia]ly
appeaiing. Given aristocratic tastes, scenes stressing Herakles' athleticism - the tigtlt with the Nemean
Lion for instance - or his musical at;iiity - the Herakles Mousikos series - would fall into this category.
So also migtlt the Introduction to Oiympos scene, consi&ering its einptiasis on chariots and horses.

Other scenes too may be expiaine(i as reflections of aristocratic taste. Male courtstiip scenes
are an excellent exainpie of ti:lis, as S]napiro has argue(i,488 but sporting scenes in generai would also
be appropriate. For the latter tilougti there may be an even silnpier explanation. A reorganisation of
the Panathenaia to include athletic events is assurect, even if the personalities involved in the c]aange
are unknown. Given the importance of the new testival, it is not difficult to imagine the vase-painters
reacting to the (ieveioprnents t)y using them as sul)ject matter.

A similar process of reaction may also account for the fountain-house scenes, so that as with

the sporting scenes, there is no need to read a propaganeta program into the images. Consictering that

*87 Byen if Gill and Vickers are rigllt and the images on vases were onty slavish copies of the clesigns on metalwares, there
would be no difficulties with the interpretation proposecl tlere; the arguments for the Popularity of Herakles would be unaffected.

188 Cf Stxapiro 1981a.
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Peisistratos improve& the city's water supply, it again seems natural that the painters would depict the
new fountain-houses. Another factor may also have been at work here. Many of these scenes are on
hy(lriai, vessels for carrying water. From the return of figural scenes in the late Geometric perio&
onwar&s, when funerary vases carried {:unerary scenes, the Greek custom of matching a vessel's
decoration to its purpose has been well-documented. From our perio&, we could point also to sympotic
images on sympotic Vessels; in like manner, scenes dealing with water - such as fountain-house
&epic’cions - would be highly appropriate for hydriai. Herakles' battle with Nereus/T riton, another
marine tlieme, would also be suitable ;a substantial number - over a quarter - of these scenes do in fact
appear on hy&riai.‘isg
An interpretation such as the one presente(l here is much more })roa(ﬂy based than
Boarc]_man's,. and can be app]ierl to a much wider range of scenes. Tt does not rely Purely on Spemﬂaﬁon,
nor does it need close connections with events of questiona})le historicity or date. We need not be
concerned with awkward gaps between when a scene should have been popular and when it actuaﬂy was,
and we need not pos‘cula’ce modes of behaviour for which no evidence exists. The art—as—political—
propaganda interpretation ultirna’cely has too many weak points; however valid it may be for later

perio&s, on current evidence it does not seem to have been applical)le {or the Peisistratean periocl.

8 Of the 161 vases listed in Al‘ll]aerg-Corneu 1984, 7-11, 44 are hydriai.






Plate 1: B.f. 1elzy‘chos, in the Manner of the Qorgon
Painter (Louvre CA 823). Battle of Herakles and
Nereus/T" riton, old scheme.
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Plate 2: B.L. amphora, from the Medea Group (New York
MMA 56.171.21). BaH:le of Heraleles and

Nereus/T riton, new scheme.
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Plate 3: B.L. amphora, l)y the Amasis Painter (Orvieto,
" Faina 40). Herakles' Introduction to Olympos ,

procession on foot.
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Plate 4: B.f. amphora, near the Madrid Painter (ex-Castle Ashl)y) Herakles' Introduction

to Olympos, chariot procession.
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Plate 5: B.f. arnphora (V atican 16598). Heraleles' The{'t
of the Tripo&, s’canding scheme.
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Plate 6: B.f. amphora, l)y the Rycro{‘I: Painter (Basel Antikenmuseum BS 409). Herakles'
Theft of the Tripod, running scheme.
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Plate 7: East peclimen’c of the Siphnian treasury, DelphL
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