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Foreword

euhormos is an international book series intended for monographs and col-

lective volumes on Greco-Roman Antiquity. Specifically, we welcome for pub-

lication manuscripts related to the concept of ‘anchoring innovation’ by clas-

sical scholars of all disciplines from all over the world. Books in this series will

be published as much as possible in Open Access. euhormos is one of the

results financed by the Dutch so-called Gravitation Grant (2017), awarded to a

consortium of scholars from oikos, the National Research School in Classical

Studies. See https://anchoringinnovation.nl/, where we also list earlier results

from this research programme.

The ancient world saw many examples of change and innovations. The

unique accessibility of materials from and about this period in the ancient

Mediterranean frequently makes it possible to analyze successful and unsuc-

cessful ‘anchoring’ of change: the various ways in which ‘the new’ could (or

could not) be connected to and embedded in what was already deemed famil-

iar. ‘New’ and ‘old’ are mostly not used as objective labels, but also a matter

of the perception, framing, and valuation by relevant social groups and actors.

‘The new’ is not restricted to the technical or scientific domains, but can also

include the ‘new information’ imparted by speakers through linguistic anchor-

ing strategies; innovations in literature and the arts; political, social, cultural,

legal, military, or economic innovation; and new developments inmaterial cul-

ture.

The name ‘Euhormos’ itself is well-anchored. It is the Homeric term for a

harbor ‘in which the anchoring is good’, although the careful reader will notice

that danger is never far away. This dynamic nature of ‘anchoring’ and the risks

involved in it are embraced by our research team as part of this title. For now

though we will focus on its auspicious aspect, since we are looking forward to

affording ‘good anchorage’ to studies contributing to a better understanding of

‘anchoring innovation’ in Greco-Roman Antiquity.

Ineke Sluiter

Academic Director, Leiden

On behalf of the Governing Board of the Anchoring Innovation Pro-

gramme

https://anchoringinnovation.nl/


Preface

The present volume is a result of a conference entitled ‘480bce: Reconsidering

the Chronological Anchor of Archaic and Classical Greece’, which took place in

Conference Center Soeterbeeck, Ravenstein, theNetherlands (part of Radboud

University, Nijmegen) from 23 to 26 June 2022. Its content is largely based on

the papers and discussions at that event.

The conference was organized under the aegis of Anchoring Innovation, the

Gravitation Grant research agenda of the Dutch National Research School in

Classical Studies, oikos. This program is financially supported by the Dutch

ministry of Education, Culture and Science (nwoproject number 024.003.012).

The working hypothesis of the program is that for innovations to take hold in a

group or society, they need to be ‘anchored’ in something familiar to that group

or society. ‘Innovation’ is ‘what is perceived or constructed as innovation, the

successful adoption of something ‘new’ ’, while ‘anchoring’ operates as ‘a label

for themany differentways inwhich people connect the new to the old, the tra-

ditional, the already known.’1 The research program centers on technological

innovations in Antiquity. The present book aims to add a new perspective on

the program’s tenets, by considering research itself as an endeavor in which

new views, in order to become accepted in the scholarly community, need to

be anchored in an existing scholarly conception—in this case, in the Persian

attack on Athens as a watershed in Greek history.

Our gratitude goes out to all the participants of the conference and this

volume for contributing to a most stimulating and enriching forum of dis-

cussion during the challenging times of the Covid-19 pandemic, and for their

diligent and collaborative efforts in the preparation of this publication.We also

thank Marek Węcowski for acting as respondent to the papers; Conference

Center Soeterbeeck in Ravenstein and student assistant Thomas van Tussen-

broek for their organizational efforts; the oikos Anchoring Innovation board

for their generous financial support; the Gerda Henkel Stiftung for funding of

the postdoc project that led to the realization of these proceedings; and finally

Euhormos editors Irene de Jong and EricMoormann as well as GiuliaMoriconi

of Brill for their editorial assistance.

1 Sluiter 2017: 21. Formore information about the research program and its results, see theweb-

site www.anchoringinnovation.nl.

http://www.anchoringinnovation.nl
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Introduction: The Impact of the Persian Attack on

Athens on the Study of Ancient Greece

Janric van Rookhuijzen

With their power to reshape political, societal, and cultural landscapes, wars

can—in retrospect—mark the end of eras and the beginning of new ones. For

the Greek world, the Persian attack on Athens in 480 and 479,1 a decisive event

in Xerxes’ invasion of Greece during the Graeco-PersianWars, has traditionally

been seen as such a turning point.

By the beginning of the fifth century, much of the Near East, including all of

Anatolia and Egypt, in addition to parts of the Balkan, had come under Persian

control. In 490, theAchaemenid kingDarius launched an invasion of Greece, as

a response topunishAthens andEretria for their support of the IonianRevolt of

499–493. The Persians landed on the Attic coast at Marathon, where they were

defeated by a mainly Athenian army. In September 480, Persian armies, this

time led by Darius’ son Xerxes, returned to Attica. Large parts of the Athenian

population had already been evacuated. After a difficult siege, the Persians

plundered theAthenianAcropolis anddestroyed the buildings on it. Soon after,

the fighting continued at sea in the nearby strait of Salamis where the Persian

armada was defeated. The Greek success led to Xerxes’ departure from Greece.

However, the land army commanded by the Persian general Mardonios stayed

and set up its base in Thebes. The victory at Salamis roughly coincidedwith the

victory of Sicilian Greeks against Carthaginian forces at the battle of Himera.

In 479, following failed diplomatic endeavors, Mardonios led the Persians

in another assault on Athens. What was left of the city was then destroyed.

The Persian invasion of Greece ended in August of that year with the battle

of Plataea. At some point afterward—the exact timeline remains uncertain—

the Athenians started restoring and rebuilding their city including, from 450

onward, the buildings on the Acropolis.

The fullest account of the events surrounding the Persian attack on Athens

is found in Herodotus’Histories, written in the second half of the fifth century.2

This work, along with a few testimonies by other ancient authors (not always

1 All dates are bce unless otherwise indicated.

2 Siege of the Acropolis: 8.51–56; the battle of Salamis: 8.57–112; destruction of the lower city:

9.13.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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independent from Herodotus),3 attests to the enduring prominence of these

events in the collective memory of the city and Greece at large. Consequently,

the text is foundational for our knowledge about these events.

Since the nineteenth century, modern scholarship sought and recognized

material evidence for the Persian attack on Athens in excavations of the Acro-

polis and the lower city.Given the total destructionof the city reportedbyHero-

dotus aswell as its reconstructionand rapid growth in later years, the year of the

attack, 480, becamea caesuramarking the endof theArchaic period (800–480)

and the beginning of the Classical period (480–323). Accordingly, the attack

itself seemed to have paved the way for the great advances in Athenian, and by

extension Greek arts, architecture, literature, and society. In other words, the

attack on Athens became a definingmoment in a grand narrative about innov-

ation in ancient Greece. This point of view also had concrete consequences. In

archaeology, for example,Greek objects from the late sixth or early fifth century

are often dated by a terminus before or after 480, depending on assessments of

their Archaic or Classical appearance. Thus, the Persian attack on Athens has

left deepmarks on the physical structure of the city and on collective memory,

both in Antiquity and in modern historical and archaeological scholarship.4

However, in recent years scholars have been reassessing the cultural changes

in the Greek world during the late Archaic and early Classical periods, putting

less emphasis on the attack as a caesura, i.e., as the impetus for a grand cul-

tural revolution.5 A divide between the Archaic and Classical periods based on

this event alone, they say, is superficial. Judy Barringer even dismisses any link

between stylistic developments in Greek art and the year of the Persian attack

on Athens.6 Indeed, to associate Classical innovations with this event and year

alone, is misleading. As the Anchoring Innovation program shows, innovation

does not happen in isolation: if an innovation takes hold and proves successful,

it likely builds on something familiar.7 With twenty-first-century scholarship

leaving the grand historical narrative behind, new research can focus afresh on

the underlying question of how the Persian attack on Athens has shaped dis-

course, both in Antiquity (for example in historiography) and in scholarship

today.8

3 Other ancient authors mentioning the Persian attack on Athens and Attica include Thucy-

dides (1.89), Diodorus Siculus (11.14, 11.28) and Pausanias (1.1.5, 1.27.2, 10.35.2).

4 Camp 2020 is an overview of the literary sources and the archaeological record about the

Persian destruction.

5 E.g., Sioumpara and Palagia 2019; Meyer and Adornato 2020 (esp. Meyer 2020).

6 Barringer 2020.

7 Sluiter 2017.

8 E.g., van Rookhuijzen 2018; Yates 2019; Proietti 2021.
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To this broad and layered historical question, the present multidisciplinary

volume aims to provide a variety of answers from several angles. The individual

chapters focus on one of the following three subquestions:

(1) What responses did the Persian attack on Athens elicit in Antiquity?

(2) How did the Persian attack on Athens become a caesura?

(3) What role does the Persian attack on Athens still play in modern scholar-

ship?

The remainder of this introduction elaborates on these subquestions and sum-

marizes the contributions of each paper to their answers. Although the year

480 and the city of Athens are central to this volume, the broader chronolo-

gical and geographical context is explicitly included in the discussion. This is

relevant because the events in Athens have traditionally tended to dominate

the discourse on the history and archaeology of this period, to the point of fos-

tering a kind of Athenocentrism, as several of the contributions to this volume

demonstrate.

1 What Responses Did the Persian Attack on Athens Elicit in

Antiquity?

An investigation into the significance of the Persian attack on Athens must

beginwith Antiquity itself.While the distinction between anArchaic and Clas-

sical age is modern, the event was certainly a major historical turning point for

theAthenians. Asmade clear by thewealth of literary, epigraphical and archae-

ological material, it caused the devastation of the city and was the subject of

extensive commemoration efforts. Two contributions to this volume discuss

Athenian strategies for commemorating the attack.

Giorgia Proietti (Chapter 1) approaches Athenian commemoration of the

attack from the perspective of communal trauma. The Athenians attemp-

ted to make sense of the devastating events and to redefine their collective

identity. Through public burials, casualty lists, and funeral orations, they de-

individualized the fallen and emphasized their role as citizen-soldiers serving

the common good. The preservation and commemoration of war ruins, such as

in the north Acropolis wall, and the subject matter of theatrical plays played a

role in healing this trauma. This communal approach to trauma helped Athens

to reconstruct its identity and made the Persian sack a foundational event in

Athenian collective memory.

Likewise addressing the Athenian commemoration of the attack, Marion

Meyer (Chapter 2) focuses on the monument in the Kerameikos that features

the so-called PersianWar epigrams. This cenotaph honored themen lost in the
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battles of Salamis and the earlier battle of Marathon (490). Meyer argues that

themonumentmarks a shift in commemoration from the battlefield to the city.

This shift coincides with a new emphasis on repatriation of the war dead, as

illustrated by the transfer of Theseus’ remains to Athens.

The impact of the Persian attack on Athens can also be examined in ancient

historiography. Mathieu de Bakker (Chapter 3) studies the different depic-

tions of the Battle of Salamis by Herodotus, Aeschylus, and Diodorus Siculus.

Whereas Herodotus emphasizes the contribution of the Athenians in the bat-

tle, Diodorus glorifies the Sicilian Greeks. Diodorus is furthermore found to

simplify the narrative by attributing decisions solely to Xerxes, minimizing

internal Greek discord, and portraying Themistocles as the sole architect of

the victory. Aeschylus, in the tragedy Persians, underlines the unity and hero-

ism of the Greek forces against Persian hubris, while presenting the conflict

from the perspective of the defeated enemies to explore themes of pride and

downfall. De Bakker thus demonstrates the variety in narrative responses in

Greek historiography as a result of the events surrounding the Persian attack

onAthens—none of which, he argues, provides a clearwindowonto the histor-

ical details of those events, as all are shaped by literary and dramatic influences

as well as genre expectations.

If the Persian attack on Athens elicited varied responses in Greek histori-

ography, the often-criticized response by the Greek historiographer Ctesias,

whose lost work was summarized by the Byzantine patriarch Photius, is of spe-

cial interest. Ctesias depicts Xerxes burning Athens, including the Acropolis,

but the story is very different from Herodotus’ version. How can we recon-

cile Herodotus and Ctesias? Hans van Wees (Chapter 4) argues that Ctesias’

narrative of Xerxes’ invasion deserves reconsideration, particularly when seen

in conjunction with the Ionian Revolt. Herodotus described the first revolt of

494 as a disaster for the Ionians, leading to the destruction of Athens, and the

second one of 479 as the Ionians’ liberation. By contrast, Ctesias reports less

destruction in 494, but significant Persian damage to Ionian temples in 479

(traceable in thematerial record inAsiaMinor,much like inAthens). If asmuch

weight is given to Ctesias as to Herodotus, Ionia becomes more central in our

view of the history in this period.

2 How Did the Persian Attack on Athens Become a Caesura?

Although the Persian attack on Athens left deep marks on the cityscape, com-

memoration practices, and historiography, it is less clear whether the Greeks

themselves conceivedof the event as a caesura (i.e., as an epoch-making event).
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However,Angelika Kellner (Chapter 5) discusses an indication of a caesura in

Herodotus’ text: bymentioning theAthenianarchonKalliades,Herodotus gives

a solid date for the Persian attack on Athens. It is on this basis alone that we

know that the event happened in the year 480. The fact that the attack is the

only event for which Herodotus provides a hard date suggests its extraordin-

ary salience to Athenians and other Greeks. Herodotus’ mention of this date

has had repercussions: events in the Archaic period until the Ionian Revolt in

499 can only be dated by using Herodotus’ relative chronological framework,

in which the year of the attack is a rare fixed date.

After the fifth century, the PersianWars remained a historical landmark, as,

for instance, shown by references in Athenian rhetoric, by Plutarch’s lives of

Themistocles and Aristides, and by Pausanias’ frequent reference to the Wars

when discussing monuments throughout Greece. A rare literal testimony that

something fundamental had changed after these Wars appears in Aristotle’s

Politics (8.1341a): the philosopher writes that afterwards, the Greeks, in their

pride of victory, started to learnmany new things. However, there are no indic-

ations that specifically the Persian attack on Athens continued to be awarded

a singular status, as Ctesias and Herodotus seem to have done. Nevertheless,

Kellner shows that ancient authors until Late Antiquity used Herodotus’ chro-

nologywith the unique archondate of the Persian attack to construct their own

chronologies.

After Antiquity, interest in the Persian attack on Athens dissipated and

Athens lost much of its political and cultural status. Even if Athenian literature

and philosophy were still widely studied, the city itself does not appear prom-

inently in Byzantine writings, let alone in those of the Latin West. Suzanne

Marchand (Chapter 6) shows that, at the beginning of European modernity,

the Persian attack on Athens still did not have much currency in historical

discourse, as the Roman Empire and Christianity loomed larger on history’s

horizon. Dutch and French thinkers of the Enlightenment appear to have been

the first to emphasize its importance. Voltaire, in particular, mademuch of the

heroic narrative of Greek victory over the despotic East. The Persian attack on

Athens and the glory after Salamis thus developed into a universally relevant

story of the defeat of oriental despotism by a state committed to freedom and

the arts. The narrative of the Greek defeat of the Persians as a world-historical

moment gained momentum through the nineteenth century, when it began

influencing imperialist discourse.9

9 See also van Rookhuijzen 2022; Murray 2024.
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Besides in general history, the Persian attack on Athens gained importance

in archaeology, beginning with the history of art. As the early relevance of the

Persian attack in art history is not prominently discussed in the contributions

to this volume, a rough outline is in place in this introduction.

Johann Joachim Winckelmann may have been the first to associate the

attack on Athens with developments in Greek art. In the Geschichte der Kunst

des Alterthums (1764), he provided a foundational narrative of ancient art, in

which he associated artistic developments with political contexts. He regarded

Greek political freedom as themost important catalyst for advance and identi-

fied Athens in particular as the epicenter for this blossoming: the city’s rise to

power in theGreekworld in thewakeof the expulsionof the tyrantswouldhave

led to a new Geist promoting a remarkable cultural evolution centered here.10

He distinguished between an ‘Old Style’ and a ‘High Style’, roughly coinciding

with the later appellations of ‘Archaic’ and ‘Classical’, to describe distinct styles

in Greek art. Although Winckelmann supposed that the High Style itself had

not appeared until the middle of the fifth century with the works of Phidias,11

he directly linked this achievement to the new elan after the Greek victory over

the Persians:

Here begins themost remarkable fifty years of Greece. From this time on,

all the forces of Greece seemed to be in motion, and the great gifts of this

nation began to show themselves more than ever. The extraordinarymen

and great spirits which had been formed from the beginning of the great

movement in Greece now came forth all at once.12

In his thinking, the Persian attack on Athens became even the sine qua non for

the Greek cultural acme:

The disaster itself, which had affected Greece, would serve to stimulate

it.13

10 Winckelmann 1764: 315–333. See p. 319, where Xerxes’ invasion is mentioned as a water-

shed.

11 Winckelmann 1764: 213–227.

12 Winckelmann 1764: 325: ‘Hier fangen die merkwürdigsten fünfzig Jahre von Griechenland

an. Von dieser Zeit an schienen alle Kräfte von Griechenland in Bewegung zu kommen,

und die großen Gaben dieser Nation fingen an, sich mehr als jemals zu zeigen. Die außer-

ordentlichen Menschen und großen Geister, welche sich von Anfang der großen Bewe-

gung in Griechenland gebildet hatten, kamen jetzt alle mit einemMale hervor.’

13 Winckelmann 1764: 326: ‘Das Unglück selbst, welches Griechenland betroffen hatte, muß-

te zur Beförderung derselben dienen’.
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These notions, through the immense influence of Winckelmann’s work, be-

came part of the narrative of the history Greek art and Greek culture more

generally.

Winckelmann would never visit Athens, but others who did began look-

ing for locally preserved evidence for the Persian attack on Athens, hitherto

only known from the ancient texts. From the mid-eighteenth century, travel-

ers started to recognize evidence for the Persian attack in architectural blocks

from a destroyed temple built into the north wall of the Acropolis.14 When in

1833 Athens was added to the growing Greek kingdom, the Acropolis, the main

object of Persian aggression, was declared an archaeological site and excava-

tions could start. The first excavator active here, Ludwig Ross, already related

someof the deposits that he had unearthedwithHerodotus’ historical scenario

of the Persian destruction. He reasoned that the objects had been deposited in

the Acropolis following the clearing of the citadel shortly after 480 and, there-

fore, to constitute a time capsule of material antedating that clearing.15 In a

burnt layer which he interpreted as destroyed by the Persians, he found a red-

figure plate of the Brygos painter. He concluded that by the time of the Persian

attack on Athens, the red-figure technique had already been developed.16 This

reasonable argumentation would contribute to the establishment of the so-

called Studniczka-Langlotz chronology of Greek vase painting. However, it was

later revealed that this particular linkageof the textual recordwith archaeology,

which underpins the chronology, was possibly circular.17

During the great excavations of the Acropolis by Pangiotis Kavvadias and

Georg Kawerau northwest of the Caryatid Temple and south and east of the

Parthenon (1885–1890),many objects, including pottery andbroken sculptures,

were discovered.18 The archaeologists assumed that these objects had been

present on the Acropolis when the Persians attacked and that they had been

violently destroyed along with the temples. Shortly after the war these remains

would have been interred by the Athenians. By 1887, Wilhelm Dörpfeld and

Franz Studniczka had baptized the newly foundmaterial ‘Perserschutt’ (Persian

debris).19 Dörpfeld characterized it as follows:

14 E.g., Le Roy 1758: 8 (legend to plan of the Acropolis); Leake 1821: 282–283; Stuart and Revett

1825: 12.

15 On the history of the concept of Perserschutt and critical assessments of these, see Tölle-

Kastenbein 1983; Lindenlauf 1997: 50–54; Steskal 2004: 21–34; 77–88.

16 Ross 1855: 140–141; Graef and Langlotz 1933: 3; pl. 1, 20.

17 Studniczka 1887: 159–168; Langlotz 1920: 98–99; 177 (overview table). On the circular argu-

ment, see Steskal 2004: 21–22; 77–88.

18 Kavvadias and Kawerau 1906. See also Bundgaard 1974.

19 Dörpfeld 1887: 60; Studniczka 1887: 159–168. In 1902, Dörpfeld (1902: 392, 408–409) restric-
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Herodotus describes to us how the Persians, during their two stays in

Athens, set fire to and destroyed almost all the buildings of the lower city

and the castle; only the houses in which the Persian leaders lived were

spared. With the numerous buildings and works of art of the citadel, our

temple [i.e., the temple that stood on the foundation in themiddle of the

Acropolis] also perished at that time. The total destruction of the citadel

is eloquently demonstratedby the statues andarchitectural elements that

have now emerged from the rubble. Everything that could be broken was

smashed, the columns overturned, everything that could be burned was

set on fire, and everything that was precious was stolen. The traces of the

flames can still be seen clearly on many works of art and architectural

pieces.20

From the 1930s onwards, the excavations of the Athenian Agora added many

similar deposits and wells, thought to contain remains of Mardonios’ destruc-

tion of 479.21 As explained below, these deposits are under extensive discussion

in three contributions in this volume.

The Perserschutt was most welcome evidence, as it held the promise of

providing a clear and solid chronological order for Greek material culture. For

the Archaic and Classical periods, many events and materials cannot be pre-

cisely dated. Chronological reconstructions for individual objects thus require

intricate solutions in which they are assigned a place in a relative chrono-

logy. Such relative chronologies of individual objects are connected to those of

other objects. Over time, intricate webs of relative chronologies have evolved

in which indications from the textual record offer rare fixed points. The chro-

nological caesura of 480 offered by Herodotus was applied to archaeological

deposits and became such a peg in this structure, as in the Studniczka-Langlotz

chronology of Athenian pottery mentioned above.

ted the term ‘Perserschutt’ to only one context close to the south retaining wall of the

Acropolis. See also Steskal 2004: 32, 85.

20 Dörpfeld 1887: 30: ‘Herodot schildert uns,wie die Perser bei ihremzweimaligenAufenthal-

te in Athen fast alle Bauten der Unterstadt und der Burg in Brand steckten und zerstörten;

nur die Häuser, in denen die persischen Grossen wohnten, blieben verschont. Mit den

zahlreichen Bauten und Kunstwerken der Burg ging damals auch unser Tempel zu Grun-

de.Wie total die ZerstörungderBurgwar, dafür legendie jetzt aus demSchuttewieder her-

vorkommenden Statuen und Bauglieder ein beredtes Zeugniss ab. Alles was zerschlagen

werden konnte, wurde zertrümmert, die Säulen umgestürzt, alles Brennbare angezündet

und alles Kostbare geraubt. Die Spuren der Flammen erkennt man noch jetzt deutlich an

sehr vielen Bildwerken und Baustücken.’

21 E.g., Shear 1993.
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The chronological pegging of the year 480 also happened in the more com-

plex case of the so-called Severe Style of Greek sculpture. This style, character-

ized by naturalistic proportions, contrapposto poses, and stylistic simplicity, is

often thought to have begun after 480. This viewpoint was first proposed by

Vagn Häger Poulsen in 1937.22 However, in this case, the terminus post quem of

480 was not provided by identifying the Persian attack on Athens in archae-

ological excavations, but by a different pathway: the earliest Severe Style sculp-

tures, the Tyrannicides, are mentioned on the Marmor Parium as having been

installed on the Athenian Agora in the year of the archon Adeimantos, i.e.

477/6.23 Even if the beginning of the Severe Style was not thought to relate

directly to the Persian attack on Athens, it was still close enough to 480 to con-

firm theWinckelmannian notion of artistic advance after the Persian attack on

Athens.24

The Severe Style revolution has for a long time remained the clearest exam-

ple of a chronological conception in which the Persian attack on Athens fea-

tures as an epoch-making event. Alternative chronologies, however, could be

based on the fact that the Perserschutt also contained Severe Style sculptures

such as the Blond Boy and the Kritios Boy, indicating that the style had begun

before the Persian attack on Athens. Yet, studies by Jeffrey Hurwit and Andrew

Stewart, who both indicated that supposed Perserschutt deposits could have

contained material postdating 480,25 confirmed Poulsen’s old view that the

style was a product of the years immediately following the Persian attack on

Athens. Stewart’s views of the dating have led to a dense discussion. Gianfranco

Adornato, in a reassessment of the onset of the Several Style in 2019, argued

that it was rather the result of a gradual development from Archaic into Clas-

sical times, as shown by many much earlier Archaic sculptures which already

show traits of the Severe Style. In this view, the Persian attack on Athens did

not function as a caesura for sculpture at all.26

22 Poulsen 1937; Richter 1970. Earlier, Kramer (1837: 101) had defined a Severe Style dating to

460–420.

23 ig xii 5 444.

24 For bibliography (both old and recent) in which the Severe Style is regarded as caused by

the Persian attack on Athens, see Adornato 2019: 557–561.

25 Hurwit 1989; Stewart 2008a; 2008b.

26 Adornato 2019. Response in Stewart 2021.
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3 What Role Does the Persian Attack on Athens Still Play in Modern

Scholarship?

As indicated above, scholars today typically do not regard the Persian attack

on Athens as the impetus for a grand revolution in Athens. However, the event

continues to play a role in modern scholarship on the Greek past. Two main

pathways can be identified:

(1) the identification of direct evidence for the attack in Athens; and

(2) an indirect reliance on the attack when interpreting other material.

First, direct evidence of the Persian destruction itself continues to be recog-

nized in Athens and elsewhere. For example, the so-called Dörpfeld founda-

tions in themiddle of theAcropolis are universally acknowledged as the former

carrier of an Archaic temple destroyed in the Persian attack on Athens.27 In

addition, marble column drums in the north wall of the Acropolis are seen as

belonging to the so-called Older Parthenon, begun shortly after 490 and also

destroyed (in an unfinished state) in the attack.28 The Perserschutt of the Acro-

polis is a more complex issue, which has been scrutinized in detail in recent

decades. In 1997, Astrid Lindenlauf offered a close analysis of the sculptures

found in these deposits. She addressed the problem of how evidence of Per-

sian violencemight be recognized in these objects and concluded that in most

instances it is impossible to establish that they have been destroyed by the Per-

sians. In 2004,Martin Steskal critically addressed thePerserschutt and resulting

problems of chronology. He pointed out that the Studniczka-Langlotz chrono-

logy is based on a circular reasoning, which, as discussed above, depends on

finds in the fills south of the Parthenon. And in 2008, Andrew Stewart’s study

of the deposits of the Acropolis demonstrated that the term Perserschutt is,

at least in part, a misnomer because the fills south of the Parthenon could

have been deposited in Periclean times and thus include material postdating

480.29 These studies have refined the Perserschutt model. They leave only the

so-called Kore deposit found near the Caryatid Temple as pure Perserschutt,

i.e., as exclusively containing material predating the attack.

Beyond the Acropolis, some Agora deposits can be directly related to the

Persian attack on Athens. Nevertheless, three chapters in the present volume

argue that a nuanced approach is necessary when establishing chronologies

using this material and that the contexts must be very closely examined to

draw conclusions from them. First,Michael Laughy and Floris van den Eijnde

27 E.g., Ferrari 2002; van Rookhuijzen 2021.

28 E.g., Dörpfeld 1902; Hill 1912: 556–558; Korres 1997: 239–240; Rous 2019: 37, 85.

29 Lindenlauf 1997; Steskal 2004; Stewart 2008a; 2008b.
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(Chapter 7) argue that the wells on the Agora likely remained in use for some

time after the sack, at least until material from large-scale landscaping opera-

tions in the Agora from the late 470s onwards (perhaps related to the construc-

tion of the Tholos and Stoa Poikile) ended up in the wells. The reasons behind

the closing of these deposits after the destruction is varied and probably attrib-

utable to practical considerations. Although it cannot be excluded that the

Persians deliberately contaminated some Athenian wells, it would have been

physically impossible for them to destroy all of them. Many wells remained

open in the years after the invasion and some undoubtedly were still used until

large-scale landscaping finally made them obsolete. This was a protracted pro-

cess that probably took up to three decades.

Second,Kathleen Lynch (Chapter 8) argues that the Agora deposits are the

result of coordinated post-479 clean-up efforts by the Athenians. While schol-

ars initially thought that these deposits only contained 490–480material, it has

meanwhile become clear that some of these contexts included later pottery.

Although this complexity challenges the traditional chronology for pottery,

Lynch argues that the Persian attack on Athens can be materially recognized

in these deposits and that 480 still holds as a chronological marker.

Third, Stephen F. Matter and Susan I. Rotroff (Chapter 9) discuss the so-

called Stoa Gutter Well. Excavated in 1954, it yielded a significant Late Archaic

deposit, initially interpreted as a pottery sales room destroyed by the Persians.

In their article, the authors apply statistics to the material data from the well,

helping to distinguish betweenpost-Persian andpre-Persian deposits. The tests

reveal significant differences in the dates of the black-figure pottery, which

alignswell with other instances of Persian destruction debris. The analysis sup-

ports a date shift from 490 to 480 for the Stoa GutterWell.

Apart from this direct evidence for the Persian attack on Athens, there are

also different, more indirect ways in which the conception of the attack as

a watershed in material culture is still a major influence in modern scholar-

ship. Despite earlier attempts to revise the conventional chronology,30 the con-

comitant caesura between Archaic and Classical Greek art is maintained in,

for instance, the Studniczka-Langlotz chronology and Stewart’s examination

of the Severe Style. The final three chapters present other indirect channels

by which traditional views of the Persian attack on Athens influence modern

scholarship.

30 Francis and Vickers 1988 proposed to lower the dates of Athenian art, which had previ-

ously been based on Perserschutt, and many buildings on the Agora by approximately

fifty years. See also Shear 1993; Steskal 2004 and Lynch in this volume.
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Federico Figura (Chapter 10) examines how the Persian attack on Athens

currently still plays a role in theunderstanding of Athenian vase painting by the

relatively indirect pathway of a comparison with large-scale painting. Schol-

ars have traditionally attributed innovations in vase-painting, such as spatial

experimentation, foreshortenings, polychromy, and the expression of emo-

tions, to the influence of large-scale painting, thought to have begun after the

attack with new building projects in Athens (e.g., the Stoa Poikile). Figura,

however, shows that the innovative features were already present in vase-

paintingbefore 480. Contrary to the conceptionof the changes in vase-painting

after the Persian attack on Athens as a revolution, Figura argues for a gradual

evolution in which the event played no role at all, not even indirectly through

the development of large-scale painting.

Another repercussion of the Persian attack on Athens is still seen across

the Aegean in western Asia Minor. Traditionally, the dating of archaeological

objects in this region has been based on analogies with Athenian material,

by way of the chronology derived from the Persian attack on Athens. Anja

Slawisch (Chapter 11) critiques this method. With analyses of Phokaian elec-

trum coinage and Klazomenian sarcophagi, she argues that an overreliance

on Athenian chronologies has obscured the unique developments in regional

craftsmanship and alternative transmission routes for cultural change. Slaw-

isch advocates dating and interpreting archaeological finds in AsiaMinor inde-

pendently, without recourse to the Athenian chronologies.

Finally, asAndréLardinois (Chapter 12) shows, thePersian attackonAthens

also still plays a role in the standard periodization of literature, where the

event represented by the year 480 is considered to mark the transition from

the Archaic to the Classical period. Lardinois challenges this traditional idea

and argues that for literary history the date is arbitrary and ideologically driven.

He proposes that, if Greek literature needs any periodization at all, 400 can be

identified as the beginning of literary production specifically for reading and

thus would be a more convincing caesura.

4 Conclusion

The contributions to the present volume examine how the Persian attack on

Athens has affected today’s understanding of a central part of the history

and material culture of Ancient Greece. The attack featured prominently in

Atheniandiscourse andwas commemoratedona large scale. It is theonly event

that Herodotus provided with an archon date. Yet, despite its salience in the

consciousness of ancient Athens, there is no firm evidence that the attack on
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the city was then regarded as an event heralding a new era of innovation. Only

from the Enlightenment onward, the event came to be interpreted as a world-

historical moment, paving the way for a view of history in which the attack

made Athens a cradle of revolutionary change.

Few scholars today would still support this sweeping reconstruction of cul-

tural change in Ancient Greece. Instead, scholarship is taking stock of existing

viewpoints and developing new ways to assess the significance of the event.

Beside the destroyed architecture and parts of the Perserschutt deposits on the

Acropolis, the material found in the excavations of the Agora can justifiably

be designated as evidence for the Persian attack on Athens. Here, the event

remains tangible in a very direct way. Less directly, in the study of Greek figur-

ative arts and Greek literature, the attack had made its mark on chronologies

and a periodization hinging on 480 as a pivotal year. The fact that the Persian

attack on Athens underlies these constructions is easily lost from sight.

Despite the attack’s significance for the Athenians and its archaeological

visibility, it is unlikely to have been the primary cause of the cultural trans-

formations in the Greek world during this period. Closer examination of the

evidence often reveals a lack of a clear cut-off point or an unequivocal marker

of innovation directly connected to the event, within Athens and even more

emphatically elsewhere. In the light of these findings, the Persian attack on

Athens is difficult to maintain as a chronological divide between supposed

Archaic and Classical periods. A reassessment of this chronology is a huge

endeavor, encompassing all the subdisciplines of ancient Greek studies. It is

the aim of this volume not to conclude, but rather to advance this debate.

Finally, our volume also deals with the more general question of how new

ideas, in order to gain acceptance within the scholarly community, must be

anchored in existing academic paradigms—in this case, the Persian attack on

Athens and the chronological compartmentalization of the Greek past based

on it. Following themain hypothesis of the research agenda ‘Anchoring Innova-

tion’, innovative research on theGreek past that challenges established anchors

may face resistance. The present volume aims to address this resistance by crit-

ically examining the development of the Persian attack on Athens in 480 as an

anchor for scholarship and offering a more nuanced understanding of its leg-

acy. Hopefully, this will encourage scholarly acceptance of research that, with

reasonable argumentation, departs from the old paradigm, as well as inspire

similar discussions in other parts of the study of the Ancient World where

single years have been treated as epoch-making watersheds.
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chapter 1

The Trauma of 480bce as an Anchor: The

Destruction of the City and the Rebuilding of the

Community

Giorgia Proietti

εἰ γὰρ δεῖ τὴν ἀλήθειαν εἰπεῖν, πόλεώς ἐστι θάνατος ἀνάστατον γενέσθαι.

Indeed, the plain fact is that for a city destruction is like death.

lycurg. Leoc. 61

…
The year 480/79 also marks the traditional divide between the ar-

chaic and classical periods of Greek history. Though that is some-

times seen as a rather arbitrary division, there are good grounds for

supposing that, when the Athenians returned to their homes and

took the full measure of the destruction of their temples and tombs,

they did indeed draw a line between the events of the past andwhat

they imagined to lie ahead.

garland 2017, 126

∵

1 Introduction1

480 is a two-sided coin in Greek—and especially Athenian—history. It marks

the epochal victory at Salamis, on the one hand, and the destruction of Athens,

on the other. My chapter aims to contribute to discussing the significance of

480 as a watershed in ancient Greek history. It does so by focusing on the

1 Iwould like to thank the organizers of the 480bce conference in Ravenstein for creating such

a perfect atmosphere for constructive debate and lively discussion, as well as the participants

for their valuable comments and feedback. I am also grateful to the anonymous referees for

their advice and criticism.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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most neglected side of the coin, the aftermath of the Persian sack. Looking

at it through the lens of the modern concept of trauma, I will try to invest-

igate the dark side of the celebrative mood surrounding the military victory

and detect the traces of a collective trauma and the community’s responses

to it. First, I briefly review the treatment of the Persian sack in extant literat-

ure. Then, I place it within the framework of trauma studies. In a further step, I

focus on three different types of evidence: sacred ruins, commemoration of the

war dead, and post-war theatre. These datasets make it possible to investigate

the Athenians’ reactions, feelings, memories, and fears in the aftermath of the

Persian sack and their ways of working through trauma. Based on theoretical

and methodological insights from trauma studies and the so-called sociology

of disaster, I will conclude that the city’s destruction represented an epochal

break in the Athenians’ perception of their history, and at the same time an

anchor of their renewed identity as a civic community.

2 The Persian Sack of Athens in Extant Literature

The destruction of Athens and its aftermath have been investigated widely,

and from different perspectives, on strictly archaeological grounds,2 but also

concerning Herodotus and the other extant literary representations.3 In this

latter framework, special attention has been devoted to the so-called ‘oracle of

the wooden wall’ and its role in the historiographical tradition concerning the

evacuation and subsequent destruction of the city.4 Two discussed epigraphic

documents, the so-called ‘Themistocles decree’ and the ‘Oath of Plataea’, are

also almost omnipresent in the investigation of the Persian sack.5 However,

the impact of the Persian sack of Athens on the overall representation, nar-

ration, and commemoration of the Persian Wars from the immediate post-

war period to Herodotus and beyond is still remarkably underexplored. Only

recently, a few isolated studies have approached the archaeological and literary

evidence from innovative perspectives, trying to point out how the destruction

2 Thompson 1981; Shear 1993; Lindenlauf 1997; Hurwit 1999, ch. 7; Stewart 2008; Kousser 2009;

Lynch 2011; Lippolis 2014; Di Cesare 2018; Sioumpara 2019b; Camp 2020.

3 Hdt. 8.53; 8.140, 2; 9.3, 1–3; 13, 1–2; cf. 8.53. Cf. Strauss 2004; Graninger 2010; Vannicelli 2014;

Garland 2017; Ferrucci 2020; Yates 2024.

4 On the oracle of the ‘wooden wall’ (Hdt. 7.140–141) see most recently Bowden 2005: 100–107;

Vannicelli 2017: 465–473.

5 On the so-called ‘Themistocles decree’ see most recently Johansson 2001 (with previous ref-

erences). On the ‘Oath of Plataea’ see Cartledge 2013; Vannicelli 2014; Rhodes-Osborne nº 88

(with previous literature).
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impacted the formation and development of the Athenian historical traditions

of the Persian Wars. Building upon the concept of ‘sense of landscape’, Mar-

garet Miles offered a survey of all the temples burnt by the Persians, focusing

on their impact on landscape and its perception and on their becoming part of

the social memory of the Persian invasion.6 Meanwhile, Eduard Rung has isol-

ated the Persian sack of Athens and other places as a recurring historiographic

motif, setting the rhythm of the development of the Graeco-Persian conflict

in the Histories.7 Combining a perceptive reading of Herodotus’ account with

Jan Assmann’s concept of mnemotope, Janric van Rookhuijzen has focused on

the narration of the Persian siege of the Acropolis in the Histories, demonstrat-

ing how it coalesced around specific sites to which collective memories of the

Athenian myth-historical past were already attached.8 Finally, the topic has

been approached through the lens of trauma. Marion Meyer first has drawn

on a conception of ‘trauma as a potential cause in cases when decisions and

actions taken in the aftermath of a catastrophe are not in line with the usual,

attested behavior and habits and do not serve apparent purposes’. She hence

interpreted two actionswhich theAthenians undertook in the aftermath of the

Persian sack, the re-erection of the Tyrannicides statues in the Agora and the

transfer of the agalma of Athena Polias, as responses to the ‘emotional trauma’

following the Persian sack.9 Elsewhere, I have shown how trauma effectively

appears as a productive framework to think with to approach the Persian

destruction and the Athenians’ reactions to it.10

In this chapter, I will engage with different kinds of evidence, dating to the

war’s immediate aftermath—well before the writing of Herodotus’Histories—

to look at the Persian sack as a comprehensive historical event. This impacted

the Athenian civic community in different ways, was dealt with in a plurality

of forms, prompted several kinds of collective reactions, originated multiple

narratives, and served as an anchor for the rebuilding of the community itself.

3 The Persian Sack and Trauma Studies

The scholarly attention devoted to the Persian sack as a traumatic event in

Athenian history is framedwithin the growing interest into the so-called ‘revers

6 Miles 2014.

7 Rung 2016.

8 Van Rookhuijzen 2018.

9 Meyer 2020 (quote from p. 99).

10 Proietti 2019b; 2022.
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de la guerre’11 which has recently been developing across ancient history. Mov-

ing away from the long prevailing emphasis on the celebrative side of milit-

ary events, several studies have focused on the brutalities of war. Scholarship

investigated the traumatic consequences of war on soldiers, veterans, and civil-

ians, as well as the coping mechanisms which entire groups and communities

elaborate to face harmful events such as the destruction of their city, mass

enslavement, a high number of casualties, and the sufferings of war in gen-

eral.12 War trauma was identified in the twentieth century as a historical phe-

nomenon and a historiographical category.13 It entered the field of military

psychopathology in the aftermath of wwi, as shell-shock, and was first classi-

fied as a type of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (ptsd) after the VietnamWar.

Today, becauseof themassivemilitary engagementof theWesternworld in Iraq

and Afghanistan, it has become an urgent issue of public interest, especially in

the USA, and, though with comparatively minor mordant, in the UK and else-

where in Europe. Apart from the study of war-induced ptsd, the Holocaust

is ‘the determining catastrophe that inaugurates the trauma paradigm’14 and

that has generated a significant thread of research, the so-called trauma stud-

ies, focusing on trauma not only in a psychological but also in a social, cultural,

and historical perspective. Here, trauma refers not only to individual trauma, in

strictly clinical, medical terms, but also to themechanisms according to which

trauma develops on a collective scale, how it roots and perpetuates, generation

after generation, in a group’s collective memory, until it becomes a feature of

their cultural identity.15

The appropriateness of the concept of trauma to the ancient Greek world

has been disputed: following Jonathan Shay, who is both a psychiatrist and

a classicist, known for his seminal use of Homer in the clinical treatment of

today’s veterans affected by ptsd, as well as subsequent studies inspired by

him,16 it has been questionedwhether the ancient Greeks shared the same psy-

11 From Payen 2012’s book title.

12 E.g., Payen 2012; Raaflaub 2014; Bearzot 2015. On the background of this wide historical

interest in the dark side of the experience of war in antiquity, a first turning point is rep-

resented, in the wider field of military history, by John Keegan’s The Face of Battle (1976),

and, inspired by Keegan’s work, Victor David Hanson’s Hoplites: The Classical Greek Battle

Experience (1991), which focuses on the Greek hoplite battle experience.

13 For a history of war trauma see Crocq-Crocq 2000; Shephard 2001; Hunt 2010.

14 Luckhurst 2008: 5.

15 The seminal work of LaCapra (1994; 2001) and Caruth (1995; 1996) set the field for the

use of psychoanalysis and trauma theory for historical analysis. Most recently, see Hirsch

2012.

16 Shay 1994; 2002. See Proietti 2019a, 80–85 for further references and discussion.
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chological, societal, cultural, and environmental features which cause today’s

veterans to develop any clinically acknowledged form of war trauma.17 A mid-

way position argues in favor of the absolute relevance of the concept of trauma

to ancient Greece, provided that it is de-medicalized and, in particular, de-

tached from modern clinical cases of ptsd. When referring to the ancient

Greek world, the expression ‘war trauma’ or ‘combat trauma’ should, there-

fore, not indicate a mental disorder necessitating clinical treatment (as proper

ptsd implies). Instead, it refers to a psychological injury, ranging from emo-

tional distress to psychic wounds, in consequence of dramatic events which

are ‘outside the range of usual human experience and […] would be markedly

distressing to anyone’.18 As argued here, this perspective has the advantage of

not requiring a proper medical diagnosis (unrecoverable for ancient people).

Yet, it offers a valuable hermeneutical tool to detect traces of psychological dis-

tress as a response to catastrophic events, such as the Persian sack of Athens

indeed was. The profitability of such an approach was shown, for instance, by

Bernd Steinbock concerning the disastrous Athenian Sicilian expedition in the

years 415–413bce. Steinbock framed his case study within a solid theoretical

background, binding together literary and historical trauma studies (especially

LaCapra and Caruth on the Holocaust) and the concept of social and cultural

trauma, as explored by several scholars (see below). From this standpoint, he

concluded that the retreat from Syracuse in 413bce, as Thucydides recounts

it, should legitimately be read as a war trauma-inducing event for those who

experienced it.19 However, nothing comparable to Thucydides’ account, richly

detailed as it is about the feelings and psychological status of the Athenian sol-

diers, is available for the destruction of Athens in 480.

Nonetheless, the Persian sack can be usefully observed froma different vant-

age point, considering not the feelings andmood of the soldiers during and just

after the traumatic event itself, as in the Sicilian case, but rather the actions

and behaviors which were collectively undertaken by the civic community in

the following years and decades. As in Steinbock’s analysis, two approaches

are combined here. On the one hand, scholarship on traumatic memory as

observed atwork clinically ismobilized.On the other hand, the paper leverages

17 InparticularCrowley 2012. For a synthesis of the encounter betweenancientGreekhistory

and trauma studies in connection with war, and a discussion of the major hermeneutical

problems and methodological challenges involved, see Proietti 2019a, 80–85; Steinbock

2020: 74–81; Rees 2022: ch. 1.1.

18 Shay 1994: 166.

19 Steinbock 2020.
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insights from the collective experience of trauma as it is addressed in historical

and sociological research. The goal is to offer new insights into our understand-

ing of the meaning of 480 in Athenian history.

In particular, the psychoanalytical concepts of ‘acting out’ and ‘working

through’, whichDominick LaCapra has effectively applied to historical research

(as shown by Steinbock), show a remarkable interpretive potential, allowing

us to understand how the Athenians tried to cope with the psychological con-

sequences of the Persian sack.20 Both processes are meant as responses to

trauma: not antithetical, but interacting ways of overcoming it. In brief, ‘act-

ing out’ means to relive the past traumatic event as if one were still steeped

in it in the present, to repeat it through intrusions such as flashbacks or night-

mares, or the compulsive repetition of words. In other words, it means to live

in the present as if still fully in the past. ‘Working through’ means instead to

gain critical distance on the traumatic event and be able to clearly distinguish

between past, present, and future. Although the two kinds of responses do not

come necessarily or regularly one after the other, butmight alternate and inter-

act for a while, in psychoanalytical terms ‘working through’ usually represents

the healthy part of the process, leading to healing from trauma: at that stage

the traumatic event is located clearly in the past, and the traumatized indi-

vidual has disengaged from it as an ethical agent. By contrast, if themnemonic

process activated by a traumatized individual or community stops midway,

i.e., remains stuck at a mimetic level and fails to reach the critical distance

implied in theworking-through process, the result is a defective, i.e., traumatic,

memory.

The principal extant conceptions of trauma at a community level, albeit

addressed from a variety of disciplinary angles and addressed with a differ-

ent terminology (e.g., ‘historical trauma’, ‘cultural trauma’, ‘collective trauma’,

‘social trauma’), all underline the capacity of trauma of causing a rupture in

a group’s self-perception and entering the group’s identity as an intergener-

ational feature.21 For instance, cultural sociologists such as Alexander define

‘cultural trauma’ as something that

occurs whenmembers of a collectivity feel they have been subjected to a

horrendous event that leaves indeliblemarks upon their group conscious-

20 LaCapra 1999.

21 Giesen 2001; Alexander 2004; Neal 2005; Hirschberger 2018. See Hamburger 2021 for an

overview of the approaches to trauma, which are however far from being neatly bounded,

but significantly overlapping. A wider presentation of trauma and memory studies is

provided by Ball 2021.
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ness, marking their memories forever and changing their future identity

in fundamental and irrevocable ways.22

Psychologist Gilad Hirschberger, in turn, contended that:

The term collective trauma refers to the psychological reactions to a trau-

matic event that affect an entire society; it does not merely reflect an his-

torical fact, the recollection of a terrible event that happened to a group

of people. It suggests that the tragedy is represented in the collective

memory of the group, and like all forms of memory it comprises not only

a reproduction of the events, but also an ongoing reconstruction of the

trauma in an attempt to make sense of it. Collective memory of trauma

is different from individual memory because collective memory persists

beyond the lives of the direct survivors of the events, and is remembered

by groupmembers that may be far removed from the traumatic events in

time and space.23

This long-term perspective, dealing with the collective processing of trauma

across generations, might be equally valuable for the analysis of the impact

of the Persian sack. Indeed, this event was handed down as a crucial aspect

of Athenian identity and history well into the late fifth and fourth centuries.

In this process, the disruptive power of trauma at the same time plays a con-

stitutive role of stimulus for the group towards its restoration and renovation:

‘trauma is not merely a destructive event, but also an irreplaceable ingredient

in the construction of collectivemeaning’.24 In this regard, with its broader his-

torical clout, the so-called ‘sociology of disaster’ might also be enlightening.

Even though it is mainly devoted to natural disasters such as earthquakes, epi-

demics, and famine, its peculiar focus on the subsequent following reactions,

especially those related to resilience and reconstruction, provides insights into

post-war responses.25 Of special interest are studies concerned with traumatic

events as foundational points for a renewed temporal order and a new self-

conception of the involved communities. Catastrophes are not only catalysts

for social change, as is widely acknowledged from Prince’s seminal study in

22 Alexander 2004: 1.

23 Hirschberger 2018: 1.

24 Hirschberger 2018: 2.

25 For an introduction to the field see Drabek 2017. On the role of war in the development

of disaster studies, from the 1950s onwards, and the general relationship of the field of

disaster studies to military concerns see Meyers 1991.
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1920.26 Historically, they also represent pivotal points around which a group

builds a new narrative of its history. They determine the end of ‘what is before’,

and the beginning of ‘what comes after’. To put it differently, theymark a sort of

zero point around which all three temporal dimensions—present, future, and

past—are re-shaped and re-organized in anewnarrative representation,which

will become the backbone of the group’s renewed collective identity.27 In heur-

istic terms, catastrophes, or more generally trouble times, offer an occasion to

explore memory’s retrospective aspects (i.e. how the past is shaped and medi-

ated in the present) and prospective memory. It is about the construction of

‘forward looking, socially progressive and sustainable memories’ which in turn

allow the community to keep living together.28 Since ‘what comes after’ differs

from ‘what was before’, traumatic events ‘mark a discontinuity. Therefore—

quite paradoxically—they require the construction of a sense of continuity’29

for the group to still recognize itself as such. This is precisely why the rup-

ture with the past requires a deep engagement with the not-anymore-existing

past, to build the future: ‘not only the present and the near future are under

reconstruction, but the past itself, which comes to be rebuilt, together with the

houses and the streets, according to the perspectives and needs generated by

the catastrophe itself ’.30

Emotions also play a role in the restoration and renovation of group identity

following trauma: trauma not only has a profound impact on a group’s histor-

ical consciousness and agency but also reinforces group solidarity as an emo-

tional, or affective, community. Albeit in a different field, that of international

politics, Hutchison has refreshingly investigated the interconnection between

trauma, emotions, and political communities. She astutely pointed out that

26 Prince 2009 [1920]. For trauma as ‘a catalyst for change and adjustment’ in a wider per-

spective, ranging from biology to psychology and sociology, see Ursano, McCaughey and

Fullerton. 1994 (quote from the preface by B. Raphael, xiii).

27 Cavalli 1989; 1995;Musolino 2013; 2020. The narrative organization of group identity along

amulti-temporal trajectory, involving the past asmuch as the future, is one of the signific-

ant points in Jan Assmann’s theorization of cultural memory and Hans Joachim Gehrke’s

intentional history. These models are not explicitly treated here, but need to be taken

implicitly into account as the present investigation unfolds, as its focus is not on the Per-

sian sack as such, but rather on what the Athenians did with it: how they responded to it

on a practical side, but evenmore how they copedwith it emotionally, how they represen-

ted it in their urban environment, how they narrated it in literature and public discourse,

how they signified it in their history. For a summary of this mnemo-historical approach,

see Proietti 2021: 12–35.

28 Citation fromErll 2011: x. For this approach see for instanceHajek, Lohmeier andPentzold.

2016.

29 Cavalli 1995: 2.

30 Musolino 2013: 238 (my translation).
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trauma ‘involves a fundamental paradox, and this paradox has a dual nature:

trauma isolates individuals, yet it can also seep out, affecting those who sur-

round and bear witness and, in doing so, shape political communities’.31While

individual trauma might produce introversion and isolation from the social

fabric, collective trauma helps to construct political communities. Due to the

combination of its socio-political dimension with its emotional resonance of

the traumatic events, it usually strengthens the cohesion of a community. This

happens admittedly evenmore so if people are actively committed together in

a process of reconstruction, such as that in the aftermath of the Persian sack:

Thucydides’ account of the post-Persian reconstruction vividly describes urban

reconstruction as a collective effort, a concrete manifestation of the collective

resilience of the civic community (Thuc. 1.89.3).

From all these perspectives, trauma studies offer valuable insights to com-

pose the actions carried out by the Athenians following the Persian sack in a

coherent picture and understand their deep historical meaning. In the follow-

ing paragraphs, I will try to show that several forms of commemoration of the

PersianWars can be understood as the expression of collective strategies elab-

orated by the Athenians to cope with the traumatic destruction of their city

and (re)build their identity as a political community.32

4 The Monumentalization of Sacred Ruins: Neutralizing Trauma on

Site?

One of the first civic undertakings in the immediate aftermath of the war was

building a retaining wall around the north side of the sacred rock. This wall

incorporated some portions of the destroyed temples of the Acropolis: from

east to west, several drums of the so-called Older Parthenon, which is generally

thought to have been still under construction at the time of the Persian sack,

and parts of the epistyle of the late Old Temple of Athena Polias (Fig. 1.1).33

According to the dominant view, first established by Ludwig Ross, this reuse of

the ruins served an ideological, not pragmatic, purpose.34 Most scholars have

31 Hutchinson 2021: 3.

32 Proietti 2021: ch. 3.

33 Within a broad body of literature, see Dörpfeld 1902; Correa Morales 1998; Di Cesare 2010

for the pre-Parthenon; Dörpfeld 1885; Korres 1997; Ferrari 2002; Pakkanen 2006 for the

Athēnaion, or Gigantomachy temple. For a discussion of the topography of the Acropolis

in pre-Persian times see Hurwit 2004: 67–74; Sioumpara 2019a; and, with a general topo-

graphic and historical reassessment, van Rookhuijzen 2021.

34 Ross 1855: 129.
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followed this line of thought: themonumentalization of the sacred ruins is gen-

erally thought of as an upomnēma,35 as a perpetual reminder of the Persian

sack and the dual implications thereof: the impiety of the barbarians, on the

one hand, and the self-sacrifice of the Athenians for the sake of Greece, on the

other.36

While a memorial intentionality for this structure seems reasonable, one

precise aspect of reusing the destroyed temples’ architectural blocks might be

scrutinized further to narrowdown the perimeter of thismnemonic activation.

Ruined pieces were collected—and in the case of the Older Parthenon’s drums

even transported from one side of the plateau to the other—and were rebuilt

precisely in the same order and fashion as theywere in situ, one upon the other

(even though larger column drums are placed on smaller ones). Even if one

might stress that theywere sacredmaterials, the property of the goddess,which

could not be moved away from the citadel, ‘when we examine how and where

the temple materials were placed in the wall, an intentionality beyond prag-

matism is clear’.37 The architrave of the Old Temple of Athena Polias, which

does not bear any sign of fire and was therefore intentionally dismantled, was

rebuilt on the wall, in the stretch northwest of the future building convention-

35 See Lycurg. Leoc. 81: καὶ τῶν ἱερῶν τῶν ἐμπρησθέντων καὶ καταβληθέντων ὑπὸ τῶν βαρβάρων

οὐδὲν ἀνοικοδομήσω παντάπασιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὑπόμνημα τοῖς ἐπιγιγνομένοις ἐάσω καταλείπεσθαι τῆς

τῶν βαρβάρων ἀσεβείας.

36 E.g., Rhodes R.F. 1995, 32–33: ‘a specificmonument consciously constructed from the ruins

of the Persian sack to commemorate that specific event, to warn of the Persian threat, to

kindle against them, and, probably, to symbolize the Athenians’ selfless sacrifice of their

city to the general defense of the Greek mainland’; Hurwit 2004, 70: ‘a moving display of

ruins high above the city of Athens, looming testimony to Persian sacrilege, an eternal

lament’; Rous 2019, 44: ‘an overt war memorial, a reminder to the Athenians of the impi-

ety of the Persian barbarians and an attempt, both physical and ideological, to prevent

similar devastation in the future. The wall stood as a symbol of the ultimate triumph of

the Athenians (at the head of the Greeks) over the Persians and as a goad to rouse them

to action in the face of future threats to their homeland. We might liken it to a huge ban-

ner spread above the city exhorting its citizens to ‘Never Forget’ ’. See also Korres 2002; Di

Cesare 2004; Kousser 2009: 269–272; Garland 2018: 117–119; Di Cesare-Sarconi 2019: 354–

356; Kostopoulos 2019: 98–111; Proietti 2021: 237–242; Yates 2024: 191–192. I do not agree

with those who argue that this operation instead was not a meaningful symbolic act, but

had a merely pragmatic, economic function: e.g., Steskal 2004: 210–211; Sioumpara 2019a,

passim. If so, the transportation of architectural pieces of several tons each from one side

to the Acropolis to the other would be senseless, if not anti-economical: see already Di

Cesare 2004. I do appreciate instead van Rookhuijzen’s methodological caveats in inter-

preting the Athenian Acropolis a priori as a memory landscape: see van Rookhuijzen

forthcoming.

37 Rous 2019: 39. To underline this intentionality, she speaks of ‘upcycling’ (‘that involves an

intention to convey meaning through the act of reuse’, 45), instead of generic ‘reuse’.
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figure 1.1 The post-Persian northern wall of the Acropolis

photo by author

ally known as the Erechtheion, with a length of 43m, equal to the original, to

reproduce the now missing temple (Fig. 1.2). The same holds for the drums,

which were relocated northeast to the Erechtheion, in one and two rows, for a

length of 24m, along with the marble blocks of the stylobate, in this case also

reproducing the earlier aspect of the temple (Fig. 1.3).38

There wasmuchmore at stake than the ‘never forget’ motto implied inmost

studies. I suggest instead that the rigorous, ‘almost philological’, re-installation

of the sacred ruins into the North Acropolis wall might work as an attempt to

give a rational order, i.e. to externalize and narrativize the trauma of the Per-

sian sack. Ruins were no longer traumatic reminders of the destruction but

prompts for a narrative memory of what happened. If ruins were just kept as

ruins—therefore, semiotically, as symbolical traces of the destruction—they

would have probably played the role of triggers for acting out and thus enticed

the Athenians to relive the destruction; on the contrary, their rational reinstall-

ation on themost visible side of the sacred citadelmeant instead shaping them

38 See Kousser 2009: 271; Di Cesare-Sarcone 2019: 356: among others, for details.
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figure 1.2 Detail of the architrave of the Old Temple of Athena Polias

photo by author

as items to tell a story, therefore processing them as items of the community’s

past. In other words, trauma was worked through in an attempt to overcome it

in the process.39 The monumentalization of the ruins implies the transforma-

tion of the Acropolis from a merely destroyed place to a cultural ruinscape,40

and more precisely a proper trauma site, in Patrizia Violi’s definition:41

39 Van Rookhuijzen 2021 makes a strong case also about the ‘Dörpfeld foundations’ as a

reminder of the war. This is certainly true (see already Ferrari 2002: who defined them

as ‘the centerpiece of an extensive choreography of ruins’, 25; Proietti 2021: 234–236: who

suggests that instead of sliding into the ‘archivalmemory’ of the city as disrupted, inactive

remains, they were monumentalized as such, entering this way the dimension of ‘func-

tional memory’). However, the restoration of some architectural portions in the northern

wall represents in my view a further, qualitatively different stage in the handling of and

engagement with ruins in order to rationalize the associated trauma.

40 For ruins and ruinscapes as cultural artifacts and social phenomena (even though in a

different sense, namely remains of ancient cities and sites, and in a different geographical

context, namely Palestine/Israel), seeBerlejung’s theoretical considerations (2024: 23–27).

41 Violi 2017: 18. Another important definition to be taken into account in this regard, despite

relating to a different type of trauma sites (museum and institutions), is the following: ‘By

‘trauma site’ I mean a memorial that elaborates an existing trace and arises in the very

place where horrors and carnage on a huge scale have taken place; concentration, prison
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figure 1.3 Detail of the drums of the Older Parthenon

photo by author

a trauma site is far more than a place that conserves the memory of the

past; rather, it is amediator and producer of memory, a subject operating

new rewritings, one agent among others that contribute to the creation

of the interpretive habits of a given collective historic experience.

The rational handling of the ruins, their ‘philological’ restoration and public

exhibition exactly points in this direction, suggesting a process of interpret-

ation which was continuously activated and, potentially, re-activated by the

Athenian civic community. When looking up in their daily walk past the sac-

red rock, and even more in their everyday activities in the agora just below the

northern wall, the Athenians could remember the Persian sack and neutralize

the associated trauma. The ruins allowed them to acknowledge the sack as an

event that happened in the past, as a story that could be narrated, and as a

landmark that could become constitutive of the history of the polis.

and torture camps subsequently transformed intomuseumplaces and opened to the pub-

lic. We might say that sites are traumatic places institutionalized and musealized in the

form of memorials or museums, places in which access and visiting becomes regulated

and formalized as specific practice. The passage from place, understood generically as a

portion of space where traumatic events have occurred, to site, can be interpreted as that

of a semiotic transformation that is public in nature: a given place is vested with value,

semiotically marked and institutionally recognized as a sign of the event.’ (ibid. 14).
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5 The Civic Commemoration of theWar Dead: De-personalization as

an Antidote to Trauma?

The second type of evidence that can be approached—and questioned—

through the lens of trauma concerns the commemoration of the war dead. In

this case, too, the fallen were not only lamentedwith empathetic grief, but also

publicly commemoratedwith a set of commemorative practices, including col-

lective burials (polyandreia) in the Outer Kerameikos, public honors such as a

funeral oration (logos epitaphios), and funeral games (agōnes epitaphioi). The

funerary monuments were accompanied by casualty lists, listing the names

of the fallen, deprived of their family name and demotic, and divided instead

according to their tribes, aswell as by inscribedepitaphs, celebrating their cour-

age. In the same vein, the funeral oration which was delivered each year by

a chosen orator raised the fallen into an undefined spatial-temporal dimen-

sion and praised them collectively for their sacrifice for the common good: the

polis.42

Two interconnected commemorative strategies can be identified, de-indi-

viduation and collectivization of the fallen, which can both be read as coping

strategies aimed to overcome the trauma associated with the unprecedented

number of war casualties. On the one hand, the war dead were not com-

memorated as private individuals, but as citizen-soldiers: they were somehow

deprived of their private role and identity as sons, brothers, and husbands, and

commemorated as members of the ten tribes defining the Athenian citizen

body and army; on the other hand, theywere commemorated as a collective, as

a civic category deserving special attention, independent from their individual

performances and regardless of the outcome of the battle in which they were

killed.43 This ‘mnemonic displacement’ (as Arrington calls it) had the result of

creating a collective category of the fallen, on the one hand, and a community

of civic mourners, on the other. The collective psychological implications of

such an operation are meaningful: the intimate grief for the loss of a relative

ended up behind the awareness that their death resulted in a public, praise-

worthy benefit. This cognitive shift was encoded at the very time of burial of

one’s own kin, consolidated and retrieved each year on the occasion of the

annual ceremony. It therefore resulted in a steady form of collective remem-

brance.44

42 Within a vast bibliography, see most recently Arrington 2015: esp. ch. 3.

43 Arrington 2015.

44 Arrington 2015: 120–123.



the trauma of 480 bce as an anchor 31

This rhetorical, emotional, and performative emphasis on the public side of

death in war is usually understood as typical of a democratic ideology, in Clas-

sical Athens as it is today, from the consolatio ad parentes in Pericles’ funeral

oration to the twentieth-century rhetoric of the ‘unknown soldier’ in various

countries. Yet, there ismuchmore at stake than this ideology alone. The collect-

ivization and de-personalization of the war dead were also powerful antidotes

for the Athenians to cope at a community level with the sudden, violent, and

premature loss of hundreds of family members.With these discursive devices,

on the one hand, traumatic memory was narrativized. The commemorative

emphasis on the war dead as a collective of citizen-soldiers rather than single

individuals made them officially enter the polis’ history. They became part of a

story, which every year was narrated (and, again, celebrated) by the orator who

pronounced the logos epitaphios, and became intrinsic to the Athenian civic

identity.45 On the other hand, traumatic memory was reframed. According to

a specific semantic strategy, both in the funeral oration and in the epigrams

accompanying the casualty lists, aswell as in other contemporary literature, the

polis was described as themother of its fallen sons,46 as well as of war orphans,

of which the city itself would take care in the future.47 Unlike private grief, in

the intimate, reassuring relationship between the mother (polis) and her sons

(fallen), the former does not mourn the latter: she celebrates them. If narrativ-

ization and reframing are two acknowledged ways of working through trauma,

this is precisely what the Athenians did in commemorating the war dead pub-

licly. In the next section, we will see that they also did so on the tragic scene as

well.

6 The PersianWars on the Athenian Stage: Theatre as a Means of

Collective Catharsis

In the tragic theatre, an attempt of narrativization and reframing, aimed at

working through trauma, can be identified, together with other peculiar traits

of the genre. Inspired by modern uses of ancient tragedies as a means of cul-

tural catharsis for veterans suffering from ptsd,48 Peter Meineck states that

45 Loraux 1986: with nuances, developments and updates in Pritchard 2023.

46 For the polis as amother see e.g., Aesch. Sept. 16–20; for theAthenians as paidesAthenaiōn,

see e.g., ig i3 784; Sim. xviii fge; Pind. Fr. 77 Maehler. On discursive strategies of the

Athenian funeral oration, see in general Loraux 1986.

47 For a synthetical presentation of the treatment of war orphans in Athens, see Giannotti-

Proietti 2021: 138ff.

48 The most famous examples are Theatre of War by Brian Doerries (on which see Doerries
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Athenian tragedy offered a form of performance-based collective ‘cath-

arsis’ or ‘cultural therapy’ by providing a placewhere the traumatic exper-

ience faced by the spectators was reflected upon the gaze of the masked

characters performing before them.49

According to Aristotle, the ultimate aim of tragedy was catharsis, which resul-

ted froma combinationof terror (phobos) andpity (eleos).50How these feelings

and the whole process exactly worked has been long debated,51 also depend-

ing on the scholarly focus, if placed on knowledge and deliberation (as, e.g., in

Bowie 2008), or on imagination and empathy (as, e.g., in Berzins McCoy 2013).

One central point that has been raised is the following from Berzins McCoy

herself, who noted that52

While much of the discussion of katharsis focuses on how individuals’

emotions are affected, the performative nature of tragedy in the context

of a political-religious festival ought to lead us to consider the effects of

katharsis on the community as a whole.

In this framework, what is sure is that a process of alternate closeness and dis-

tance between the audience and the scenewas at stake:53 ‘tragedy gives license

to a community to explore difficult issues in a mediated way through moving

its audience back and forth between experiences of closeness to and distance

from the experiences of the characters and events of the tragedy’.54 Thanks to

this process, tragedyworked as ameans for the civic community to engagewith

its own vulnerability: ‘First, the audience depends upon the idea that the scene

before him or her is a performance if he or she is to engage more deeply with

the difficult emotional upheaval of witnessing suffering’. Then, ‘the distance

2015), the Ancient Greeks/Modern Lives Project, and theWarrior Chorus by PeterMeineck’s

Aquila Theatre (see Meineck-Konstan 2014).

49 Meineck 2016: 7.

50 Arist. Poet. 1452b–1453b. See also Poet. 1149b, 20–24: and passim; Rh. 2.1382a (on terror);

1385b (on piety); Pol. 1342a 5.

51 Among many others, see Konstan 1999; Bowie 2008; Berzins McCoy 2013: 173–176. La-

CourseMunteanu 2011: 238–250 offers a resumé of the different interpretations, spanning

frommoral cleansing to religious purification, to intellectual clarification.

52 Berzins McCoy 2013: 195.

53 According to specific filters which Sourvinou-Inwood called ‘zooming’ and ‘distancing

devices’: Sourvinou-Inwood 2005: 297–298. On ‘tragic filters’ see also Bowie 1997.

54 Berzins McCoy 2013: 183 (italics added).
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afforded to the spectator by the knowledge that the play is ‘only a play’ provides

the space for entering into the experience and remaining with it’.55

A comparison with modern theatrical catharsis for traumatized veterans

shows that Greek dramas did not only enable a generic engagement with vul-

nerability by the Athenian civic community, but likely offered a proper means

for coping with trauma. In this perspective, Aristotle’s fear and pity can be

interpreted as the two feelings that a successful play should arouse to bring

the audience towards catharsis, i.e., the externalization and narrativization of

a traumatic memory. Fear is the outcome of the mimetic part of the process,

when the audience identifies itself and its own pains with the sufferings on the

scene; pity belongs instead to the allopathic process, when the audience gains

critical distance from the scene and discerns an ‘us’ from ‘them’. Catharsis was

not a matter of purification, but of balance. ‘Katharsis enlarges our field of vis-

ionby forcingus to encounter and toprocess imaginatively anddiscursively our

feelings of fear and pity’.56 From the perspective of psychoanalytical trauma

theory, Aristotle’s terror and pity appear as exactly equivalent to La Capra’s

responses to trauma, namely acting out (reliving the traumatic event as if still

going on) andworking through (gaining critical distance and placing the event

in the past).

The audience’s response to Phrynichus’ Sack of Miletus points precisely

to this interpretive direction. Herodotus (6.21.2) narrates that the Athenians,

when seeing the Persian sack of Miletus on the scene, were reminded (ana-

mimneskō) of their pains (oikeia kaka), broke desperately into tears, fined

Phrynichus and banned every future reproduction of the play. An excess of

sympatheia was clearly at stake, and phobos overwhelmed eleos with no fol-

lowing detachment. The destruction of Miletus reminded them of their city’s

destruction, which must have happened just before.57 The traumatic memory

of their pains was still acute, their mimetic identification with the Milesians’

desperation was complete and was not followed by the allopathic part of

the process. Catharsis failed: the trauma of the sack of the city was re-lived

instead of being remembered, objectified, and narrativized. The Persian sack

was still too close and too present in the minds of the Athenians to be prop-

erlyworked through, and theMilesianswere perceived as too close—long-aged

55 Ibid.

56 Berzins McCoy 2013: 196.

57 The play is therefore likely to be dated to 478/77 (see already Roismann 1988; Badian 1996),

and not 492/91 as is argued by many scholars on the basis of an incorrect methodological

assumption: for a more detailed discussion see Proietti 2019b; 2021: 249–253.
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allies, almost ‘relatives’—to work as effective ‘filter’ and bring the Athenian

audience to the required detachment.58

Subsequent plays, such as Phrynichus’ Phoenician Women (476) and Aes-

chylus’ Persians (472) and Seven against Thebes (467), show that in the two

following decades the experience of the Persian Wars was still going through

multiple mnemonic processes at a civic level, and that the Persian sack was

still at the core of a developing traumaticmemory.59 In the Persians, Aeschylus,

whomentions the destruction of Greek temples with dramatically vivid details

(ll. 809–812), put on stage a tragic overall representation of the human costs

of war for both soldiers and civilians: deaths in battle, the soldiers’ anguish for

their comrades, thewomen’s anxiety for their husbands and sons, and the veter-

ans’ pain after homecoming. Thus, the play enacted all the pains the Athenians

had just gone through and were still going through in the enduring maritime

war against thePersians in the470s and460s.Yet, the sufferingon stagewas that

of the enemies: the Athenians could first perceive them as theirs, but then take

a distance from them. The play was a success. Therefore, we can assume that

some collective catharsis was accomplished.60 It can be considered, however,

that the dramaticmoment of the Persian invasionwas still perceived as a living

memory in the 460s, when on the stage of the Seven against Thebes (467) are

the threatened community, the city under siege, the terror of the civilians in

the face of the invading army. Aeschylus masterfully represents the civic com-

munity’s emotions, feelings, and fears on the eve of an enemy invasion.61 Again,

the feelings on the stage were analogues to those of the audience, but not their

own: they could distance from them, feel pity, and reach the expected catharsis.

All in all, post-Persian tragedies seemed towork precisely as ameans of collect-

ive catharsis, helping the whole civic community cope and work through the

unprecedented pains suffered in the second PersianWar, related to its human

costs and the city’s destruction.

58 We know that Phrynichus made a better choice one year later, in 476: when he won the

Great Dionysia with the Phoenician Women, where the mnemonic displacement neces-

sary towards the accomplishment of catharsis was favored by the choice of the enemies

as the protagonists of the sufferings on the scene.

59 The validity of using tragedy as a measure for public feeling, while debated at times, has

been recently reassessed: see e.g., Gołąb 2023, who, bearing on cognitive theories, strongly

argues in favor of the audience’s emotional response to drama.

60 Perdrizet 1921; Ebbott 2000; Proietti 2021: 257–267; 2022.

61 For this reading of the play see Hilton 2015; Bakewell 2016; Echeverría Rey 2017; Proietti

2021: 253–257.
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7 Conclusion: The Persian Sack as an Anchor for the Renewed Civic

Community

So far I have focused on three different collective actions undertaken in the

immediate aftermath of the Persian sack, each regarding a completely differ-

ent realm of experience—the monumentalization of ruins, public mourning

of the fallen, and theatre as a means for cultural catharsis—and I have tried

to show that they can all be read as strategies of coming to terms with trauma,

combining features of acting out and attempts of working through (which are

not neatly discernible for us). Together, they consistently show that the Atheni-

ans attempted tomake sense of what happened and to rebuild a new historical

course for their community.

If we consider not only the tremendous transformations of post-Persian

Athens, in terms of urban environment, socio-political organization, and cul-

tural expressions, but even more the associated ‘memory boom’ which materi-

alized in public monumentality and discourse,62 it appears that the traumatic

event of 480 played a prominent role in stimulating a new self-focus and self-

conceptionby theAthenian community.This renewed self-perception featured

a clean-cut focus on the representation of the Athenians themselves as his-

torical agents: it is no coincidence that the so-called Athenian Tatenkatalog,

the list of glorious deed of the city’s myth-history, present and future back-

bone of the Athenian cultural memory and civic identity over the Classical age

originated after the PersianWars, and circulated prominently in the Athenian

public discourse andmonumentality already in the central decades of the fifth

century: at that time the Stoa Poikile in the Agora provided its primary figurat-

ive expression.63 Remarkably enough, in this narrative reconfiguration of their

own myth-historical past, the Persian sack held an ambiguous place. On the

one hand, a mythical counterpart for the Persian invasion (notably: not for the

sack of the city itself) was identified with the Amazonomachy, featuring the

Amazons invading Attica after Antiope’s abduction by Theseus, and the ensu-

ing battle.64 On the other hand, themost explicit and predictablemythical pre-

cedent for the sack itself, the Ilioupersis, was remarkably absent as such during

62 Proietti 2021: 45–52, and passim.

63 Francis 1990; Castriota 1992; Hanink 2013; Proietti 2015; 2021, esp. 336–349; Kapach 2020.

64 On identifying the Attic Amazonomachy with the second PersianWar, the canonical ref-

erence is Castriota 1992: 49–52; 2005: 208–128. In Proietti 2015: 521–522; 2021: 343–344, the

Amazonomachy example is squared within a broader socio-anthropological framework

of homeostatic correspondences between thememorialization of the PersianWars in the

earliest decades of the activity of theDelian League and the availablemyth-historical epis-

odes.
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the first post-Persian decades and was represented instead, in its non-Homeric

version, with a focus on post-war collateral episodes.65 It seems reasonable to

assume that, analogous to the case of tragic plays, any explicit representation of

the destruction itself should be avoided.66Mythical transfiguration behind the

Amazonomachy, or side-treatment of the main episode, can be therefore con-

ceived of as a means through which the Athenians tried to narrate, somehow

exorcise, the trauma of their own suffered sack.

According to Hirschberger’s definition quoted above (§3), a distinctive fea-

ture of collective trauma is its passing down over generations as part of a

community’s collective memory and identity. The development of Athenian

historical traditions throughout the fifth century and even later shows that the

evacuation of Athens and its subsequent Persian sack for a long time remained

somethingwhich theAthenianshad to confront, as both a trauma to accept and

overcome, and a shame to explain and justify within the broader framework

of the events of 480/79.67 Herodotus’ overall account of the events in 480/79

shows clear traces of this need to legitimize, for instance by involving a decis-

ive religious influence, in the formof Delphic oracles, on thenefarious choice of

evacuating the city, and leaving it at the mercy of the Persian fury (Hdt. 7.144),

while at the same time some imagined dialogues among the principal Greek

commanders bear clear traces of the impact of the Persian destruction on the

Athenian reputation in the face of other poleis (e.g., Hdt. 8.61).68 At the time of

the Peloponnesianwar, too, the public debate about Pericles’ defensive strategy

during the Archidamian war was still affected by the memory of the Persian

sack, albeit in ways that still need to be explored systematically.69

If observed through the lens of trauma studies, in all of their extant discip-

linary developments and scientific focuses introduced above (§3), the double-

65 On the absence of the Homeric Ilioupersis in the early versions of the Athenian Taten-

katalog see Loraux 1986, 69–70; Thomas 1989, 212; on the choice of representing instead

the non-Homeric Ilioupersis, in the attempt of emphasizing the Athenian presence in the

northern Aegean sea in Kimon’s time see Proietti 2015: 519–520; 2021: 344–345, and Proi-

etti forthcoming, with earlier literature (e.g., Castriota 1992, 77–78). More in general on

the representation of the Ilioupersis in Athenian art and literature see Anderson 1997.

66 The focus on the destruction of Troy itself appears, as it seems, one generation later, on

the northern frieze of the Parthenon, not coincidentally right in front of the ruined ‘Dörp-

feld foundations’: see Proietti 2021: 449 and n. 5 for further comments, and the relevant

references.

67 In this vein of thought, see also Ferrucci 2020 and Yates 2024: esp. 208–218.

68 On the Persian sack as a problematic aspect in the Athenian master narrative, see most

recently Yates 2024.

69 For some suggestions in that direction, to be developed elsewhere, see Proietti 2021: 448–

455.
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sided effect of the Persian sack becomes apparent: destruction played the role

of a trigger for renovation—not only mere reconstruction—of both the urban

landscape and the civic community itself. The trauma of the Persian sack was

not removed, neither it was crystallized as a past ghost. On the contrary, it was

actively used as a container for historical meaning. As such, it was incorpor-

ated as an intrinsic ingredient of the Athenian way of dealing with the past

and the present generations ahead. In that sense, as a constitutive feature of

the Athenian collective identity, considering 480 as an anchor of ancient Greek

history might still be meaningful.

Works Cited

Alexander, J.C., ‘Toward a Theory of Cultural Trauma’, in J.C. Alexander, R. Eyerman,

B. Giesen, N.J. Smelser, P. Sztompka, Cultural Trauma and Collective Identity (Berke-

ley 2004) 1–30.

Anderson, M.J., The Fall of Troy in Early Greek Poetry and Art (Oxford 1997).

Arrington, N.T., Ashes, Images, and Memories: The Presence of the War Dead in Fifth-

Century Athens (Oxford 2015).

Badian, E., ‘Phrynichus and Athens’ oikeia kaka’, sci 15 (1996) 55–60.

Bakewell, G.W., ‘Seven against Thebes, City Laments and Athenian History’, in M.R.

Bachvarova,D.M.Dutsch,A. Suter (eds.),TheFall of Cities in theMediterranean: Com-

memoration in Literature, Folk-Song and Liturgy (Cambridge 2016) 106–126.

Ball, K., ‘Trauma and Memory Studies’, Oxford Research Encyclopedias (2021).

Bearzot, C., ‘Le conseguenze della guerra nell’antichità’, Studium 111 (2015) 95–106.

Berlejung, A., ‘The Ruins of Jericho (Joshua 6) and theMemorialization of Violence’, in

S. Ammann, H. Bezold, S. Germany, J. Rhyder (eds.), Collective Violence and Memory

in the Ancient Mediterranean (Leiden 2024) 21–55.

Berzins McCoy, M.,Wounded Heroes: Vulnerability as a Virtue in Ancient Greek Literat-

ure and Philosophy (Oxford 2013).

Bowden, H., Classical Athens and the Delphic Oracle: Divination and Democracy (Cam-

bridge 2005).

Bowie, A.M., ‘Pity, Fear and Citizenship: The Politics of Aristotle’s Poetics’, in D. Barker

(ed.),Tragedy and Citizenship: Conflict, Reconciliation, and Democracy fromHaemon

to Hegel (New York 2008) 41–62.

Bowie, A.M., ‘Tragic Filters for History: Euripides’ Supplices and Sophocles’s Philoctetes’,

in C. Pelling (ed.), Greek Tragedy and the Historian (Oxford 1997) 39–62.

Camp, J., ‘The Persian Destruction of Athens. Sources and Archaeology’, in S. Fachard,

E.M. Harris (eds.), The Destruction of Cities in the Ancient Greek World. Integrating

the Archaeological and Literary Evidence (Cambridge 2020) 70–84.



38 proietti

Cartledge, P., After Thermopylae. The Oath of Plataea and the End of the Graeco-Persian

Wars (Oxford 2013).

Caruth, C., Trauma. Explorations in Memory (Baltimore 1995).

Caruth, C., Unclaimed Experience: Trauma, Narrative, and History (Cambridge 1996).

Caston, V.,Weineck, S.M. (eds.),Our AncientWars: RethinkingWar Through the Classics

(Ann Arbor 2016).

Castriota, D., Myth, Ethos, and Actuality: Official Art in Fifth Century b.c. Athens (Mad-

ison 1992).

Cavalli, A., ‘Cultural Processes after Disasters: A Research Project and Some Prelimin-

ary Findings’, in E.L. Quarantelli, C. Pelanda (eds.), Preparations for, Responses to,

and Recovery fromMajor Community Disasters (Newark 1989) 277–285.

Cavalli, A., ‘Patterns of Collective Memory’, Discussion Paper no. 14, Collegium Bud-

apest/Institute for Advanced Study (1995) 1–13.

Correa Morales, I., ‘Il Vecchio Partenone’, nac 27 (1998) 47–81

Cosmopoulos, M., (ed.) Experiencing War. Trauma and Society from Ancient Greece to

the IraqWar (Chicago 2007).

Crocq, M.A., Crocq, L., ‘From Shell Shock and War Neurosis to Posttraumatic Stress

Disorder: A History of Psychotraumatology’, Dialogues in Clinical Neurosciences 2.1

(2000) 47–55.

Crowley, J., The Psychology of the Athenian Hoplite: The Culture of Combat in Classical

Athens (Cambridge 2012).

Di Cesare, R., ‘Atene dopo le guerre persiane: paesaggio e memoria’, DialArchMed 2017,

Atti del ii Convegno Internazionale di Studi (Paestum, 28–30 giugno 2017), ii.1

(Paestum 2018) 25–42.

Di Cesare, R., ‘La storia murata. Note sul significato del riutilizzo di materiali architet-

tonici nel muro di cinta dell’Acropoli di Atene’, nac 23 (2004) 99–134.

Di Cesare, R., ‘Lo stereobate sotto il Partenone e l’ArchitetturaH’, in E. Greco (ed.),Topo-

grafia di Atene. Sviluppo urbano e monumenti dalle origini al iii secolo d.C. Tomo i:

Acropoli – Aeropago – Tra Acropoli e Pnice (sataa 1.1) (Atene-Paestum 2010) 96–101.

Di Cesare, R., Sarcone, G., ‘L’Acropoli di Atene: memoria, storia e attualità nel centro

di una polis’, in G. Cipriani, A. Cagnolati (ed.), Scienze umane tra ricerca e didattica.

Atti del Convegno Internazionale di Studi (Foggia, 24–25 settembre 2018), vol. i (Foggia

2019) 345–369.

Doerries, B.,The Theater of War:What Ancient Tragedies Can Teach Us (NewYork 2015).

Dörpfeld, W., ‘Der alte Athena-Tempel auf der Akropolis zu Athen’, am 10 (1885) 275–

277.

Dörpfeld, W., ‘Die Zeit des älteren Parthenon’, am 27 (1902) 379–416.

Drabek, T.E., ‘Sociology of Disaster’, The Cambridge Handbook of Sociology, vol. 2, Spe-

cialty and Interdisciplinary Studies (Cambridge 2017) 139–147.

Ebbott, M., ‘The List of theWar Dead in Aeschylus’ ‘Persians’ ’,HSCPh 100 (2000) 83–96.



the trauma of 480 bce as an anchor 39

Echeverría Rey, F., ‘Greek Armies against Towns, Siege Warfare and the Seven against

Thebes’, in I. Torrance (ed.), Aeschylus and War: Comparative Perspectives on Seven

against Thebes (Abingdon 2017) 73–79.

Erll, A., ‘Travelling Memory’, Parallax 17.4 (2011) 4–18.

Ferrari, G., ‘The Ancient Temple on the Acropolis of Athens’, aja 106.1 (2002) 11–35

Ferrucci, S., ‘Atene brucia? Tradizioni sulla distruzione persiana di Atene tra Erodoto e

Tucidide’, MedAnt 23.1–2 (2020) 345–370.

Francis, E.D., Image and Idea in Fifth-CenturyGreece: Art and Literature after the Persian

Wars (London/New York 1990).

Garland, R., Athens Burning. The Persian Invasion of Greece and the Evacuation of Attica

(Baltimore 2017).

Giannotti, A., Proietti, G., ‘Legge di Taso sugli onori ai caduti in guerra e alle loro

famiglie’, Axon 5.1 (2021) 123–154.

Gołąb, H., ‘Spectating Ancient Dramas: The Athenian Audience and its Emotional

Response’, in F. Budelmann, I. Sluiter (eds.),Minds on Stage: Greek Tragedy and Cog-

nition, Oxford 2023, 135–152.

Giesen, B., ‘Social Trauma’, in N.J. Smelsers, P.B. Baltes (eds.), International Encyclopedia

of the Social and Behavioral Sciences (Amsterdam 2001) 14473–14476.

Graninger, D., ‘Plutarch on the Evacuation of Athens (‘Themistocles’ 10.8–9)’, Hermes

138.3 (2010) 308–317.

Hamburger, A., ‘Social Trauma: A Bridging Concept’, in A. Hamburger, C. Hancheva,

V.D. Volkan (eds.), Social Trauma—An Interdisciplinary Textbook (Berlin 2021) 3–

15.

Hanink, J., ‘Epitaphioi mythoi andTragedy as Encomium of Athens’, tc 5 (2013) 289–317.

Hajek, A., C. Lohmeier, C. Pentzold (eds.), Memory in a MediatedWorld. Remembrance

and Reconstruction (London 2016).

Hilton, I., ‘Thebes as the ‘Anti-Athens’? Some Observations on the City’s Tragic Func-

tions’, Eos 102 (2015) 261–277.

Hirsch, M., The Generation of Postmemory: Writing and Visual Culture After the Holo-

caust (New York 2012).

Hirschberger, G., ‘Collective Trauma and the Social Construction of Meaning’, Frontiers

in Psychology 9 (2018) 1–18.

Hunt, D., Memory, War and Trauma (Cambridge 2010).

Hurwit, J.M.,The Athenian Acropolis: History,Mythology, and Archaeology from the Neo-

lithic era to the Present (Cambridge 1999).

Hurwit, J.M., The Athenian Acropolis in the Age of Pericles (Cambridge 2004).

Hutchison, E., Affective Communities inWorld Politics. Collective Emotions after Trauma

(Cambridge 2021).

Johansson,M., ‘The Inscription fromTroizen:ADecree of Themistocles?’, zpe 137 (2001)

69–92.



40 proietti

Kapach, A., ‘TheArt of MythicalHistory and theTemporality of theAthenian epitaphioi

logoi’, Trends in Classics 12 (2020) 312–340.

Konstan, D., ‘Tragic Emotions’, Comparative Drama 33.1 (1999) 1–21.

Korres, M., ‘Die Athena-Tempel auf der Athenian Akropolis’, inW. Hoepfner (ed.), Kult

and Kultbauten auf der Akropolis (Berlin 1997) 218–243.

Korres, M., ‘On the North Acropolis Wall’, in M. Stamatopoulou, M. Yerolamou (eds.),

Excavating Classical Culture: Recent Archaeological Discoveries in Greece (Oxford

2002) 179–186.

Kostopoulos, K., Die Vergangenheit vor Augen. Erinnerungsräume bei den attischen Red-

nern (Stuttgart 2019).

Kottman, P.A., ‘Memory, Mimesis, Tragedy: The Scene before Philosophy’, Theatre Jour-

nal 55.1 (2003) 81–97.

Kousser, R., ‘Destruction andMemory on theAthenianAcropolis’, Art Bulletin 91 (2009)

263–282.

La Course Munteanu, D., Tragic Pathos. Pity and Fear in Greek Philosophy and Tragedy

(Cambridge 2011).

LaCapra, D., Representing the Holocaust—History, Theory, Trauma (Ithaca 1994).

LaCapra, D., ‘Trauma, Absence, Loss’, Critical Inquiry 25.4 (1999) 696–727.

LaCapra, D.,Writing History, Writing Trauma (Baltimore 2001).

Lindenlauf, A., ‘Der Perserschutt der Athener Akropolis’, inW. Hoepfner (ed.), Kult und

Kultbauten auf der Akropolis: internationales Symposion vom 7. bis 9. Juli 1995 in Ber-

lin (Berlin 1997) 46–115.

Lippolis, E., ‘Il giuramento di Platea: gli aspetti archeologici’, in L.M. Caliò, E. Lippolis,

V. Parisi (eds.) Gli Ateniesi e il loro modello di città (Roma 2014), 89–104.

Loraux, N., The Invention of Athens: The Funeral Oration in the Classical City (London

1986 [Paris 1981]).

Low, P., ‘The Monuments to theWar Dead in Classical Athens: Forms, Contexts, Mean-

ings’, in P. Low, G. Oliver, P. Rhodes (eds.), Cultures of Commemoration:WarMemori-

als, Ancient and Modern (Oxford 2012) 13–39.

Luckhurst, R., The Trauma Question (London 2008).

Lynch,K.M., ‘Depositional Patterns andBehavior in theAthenianAgora.WhenDisaster

Strikes’, inM.L. Lawall, J. Lund (eds.), Pottery in theArchaeological Record. Greece and

Beyond. Acts of the International Colloquium held at the Danish and Canadian Insti-

tutes in Athens, June 20–22: 2008 (Aarhus 2011) 68–74.

Meineck, P., ‘Combat Trauma and the Tragic Stage: Ancient Culture andModern Cath-

arsis?’, in V. Caston, S.M.Weineck (eds.), Our AncientWars: RethinkingWar Through

the Classics (Ann Arbor 2016) 184–207.

Meineck, P., Konstan, D. (eds.), Combat Trauma and the Ancient Greeks (New York

2014).

Meyer, M., ‘The Acropolis Burning! Reactions to Collective Trauma in the Years after



the trauma of 480 bce as an anchor 41

480/79’, in A. Karanika, V. Panoussi (eds.), Emotional Trauma in Greece and Rome,

Representations and Reactions (London 2020) 95–110.

Meyers, B., ‘Disaster Study of War’, Disasters 15.4 (1991) 318–330.

Miles,M., ‘BurntTemples in the Landscape of the Past’, in C. Pieper, J. Ker (eds.),Valuing

the Past in the Greco-RomanWorld (Leiden 2014) 111–145.

Musolino, M., ‘Biografie del trauma. I mutamenti socio-spaziali in seguito ai disastri’,

Funes. Journal of Narratives and Social Sciences 4 (2020) 127–139.

Musolino,M., ‘Distruzione, ricostruzione,memoria. La catastrofe comemito fondativo

ed evento costitutivo di un nuovo ordine temporale’, Cambio. Rivista sulle Trasfor-

mazioni Sociali 3.6 (2013) 237–248.

Neal, A.G., National Trauma and Collective Memory. Extraordinary Events in the Amer-

ican Experience (New York 2005).

Pakkanen, J., ‘The Erechtheion ConstructionWork Inventory (ig i3 474) and the Dörp-

feld Temple’, aja 110 (2006) 275–281.

Payen, P., Les revers de la guerre en Grèce ancienne: histoire et historiographie (Paris

2012).

Perdrizet, P., ‘Le témoignage d’Eschyle sur le sac d’Athènes par les Perses’, reg 34 (1921)

57–79.

Prince, S.H., Catastrophe and Social Change: BasedUpon a Sociological Study of the Hal-

ifax Disaster (Ithaca, New York 2009 [1920]).

Pritchard, D. (ed.), The Funeral Oration. After Nicole Loraux (Cambridge 2023).

Proietti, G., ‘A Collective War Trauma in Classical Athens? Coping with War Deaths in

Aeschylus’Persians’, in J. Crawley, K. Hurlock, O. Rees (eds.), Combat Stress and Pre-

modern History (London 2022) 37–61.

Proietti, G., ‘Athens as a ‘Landscape of Trauma’: Phrynichus’ Sack of Miletus and the

Aftermath of the Persian Wars’, in L. Cecchet, C. Degelmann, M. Patzelt (eds.),

The War’s Impact on the Home Front in the Ancient World (Cambridge 2019b) 79–

98.

Proietti, G., ‘Beyond the ‘Invention of Athens’. The 5th century Athenian ‘Tatenkatalog’

as example of ‘Intentional History’ ’, Klio 97.2 (2015) 516–538.

Proietti, G., ‘Can an Ancient Truth Become anOld Lie? A FewMethodological Remarks

Concerning Current Comparative Research onWar and its Aftermath’, inM. Giangi-

ulio, E. Franchi, G. Proietti (eds.), Commemorating War andWar Dead. Ancient and

Modern (Stuttgart 2019a) 71–92.

Proietti, G., Prima di Erodoto. Aspetti della memoria delle Guerre persiane (Stuttgart

2021).

Proietti, G., ‘The Myth-Historical Geography of the Athenian Leadership of the Delian

League.Mnemo-Spatial Dialogues in Athens andDelphi’, in G. Proietti, J. McInerney

(eds.),Memory, Space, andMindscapes in Ancient Greece (Leiden/Boston, forthcom-

ing).



42 proietti

Raaflaub, K., ‘Lysistrata and War’s Impact on the Home Front’, in V. Caston, S.M. Wei-

neck (eds.),OurAncientWars: RethinkingWarThrough the Classics (AnnArbor 2016)

38–74.

Raaflaub, K., ‘War and the City: The Brutality of War and its Impact on the Community,’

in P. Meineck, D. Konstan (eds.), Combat Trauma and the Ancient Greeks (New York

2014) 15–46.

Rees, O., Military Departures, Homecomings and Death in Classical Athens. Hoplite

Transitions (London 2022).

Roisman, J., ‘On Phrynichos’ Sack of Miletus and Phoinissai’, Eranos 86 (1988) 15–23.

Ross, L., Archäologische Aufsätze. Erste Sammlung (Leipzig 1855).

Rous, S.A., Reset in Stone: Memory and Reuse in Ancient Athens (Madison 2019).

Rung, E., ‘The Burning of Greek Temples by the Persians and Greek War-Propaganda’,

in K. Ulanowski (ed.), The Religious Aspects of War in the Ancient Near East, Greece,

and Rome (Leiden-Boston 2016) 166–179.

Shay, J., Achilles in Vietnam: Combat Trauma and the Undoing of Character (New York

1994).

Shay, J.,Odysseus in America: Combat Trauma and the Trials of Homecoming (NewYork

2002).

Shear, T.L. Jr., ‘The Persian Destruction of Athens: Evidence from the Agora Deposits’,

Hesperia 62 (1993) 383–482.

Shephard, B., AWar of Nerves: Soldiers and Psychiatrists in the Twentieth Century (Cam-

bridge 2001).

Sioumpara, E.P., ‘Constructing Monumentality at the Athenian Acropolis in the Early

6th Century b.c.’, in C. Graml, A. Doronzio, V. Capozzoli (eds.), Rethinking Athens

before the PersianWars (Munich 2019a) 149–166.

Sioumpara, E.P., ‘Managing the Debris. Spoliation of Architecture and Dedications on

the Athenian Acropolis after the Persian Destruction’, in O. Palagia, E.P. Sioumpara

(eds.), From Hippias to Kallias. Greek Art from 527 to 449 b.c. (Athens 2019b) 31–51.

Sourvinou-Inwood, C., ‘Greek Tragedy and Ritual’, in R. Bushnell (ed.), A Companion to

Tragedy (Oxford 2005) 7–24.

Steinbock, B., ‘ ‘Sufferings too Great for Tears’: The Destruction of the Athenian Expedi-

tionary Corps in Sicily’, inM. Jonasch (ed.),The Fight for Greek Sicily: Society, Politics,

and Landscape (Oxford 2020) 73–98.

Steskal, M., Der Zerstörungsbefund 480/79 der Athener Akropolis. Eine Fallstudie zum

Etablierten Chronologiegerüst (Hamburg 2004).

Stewart, A., ‘The Persian and Carthaginians Invasions of 480b.c.e. and the Beginning

of the Classical Style. Part 1: The Stratigraphy, Chronology and Significance of the

Acropolis Deposits’, aja 112 (2008) 377–412.

Strauss, B.S., ‘Flames over Athens’, Arion 12.1 (2004) 101–116.

Thompson, A.H., ‘Athens Faces Adversity’, Hesperia 50 (1981) 343–355.



the trauma of 480 bce as an anchor 43

Ursano, R.J., B.G. McCaughey, C.S. Fullerton (eds.), Individual and Community Respons-

es to Trauma and Disaster: The Structure of Human Chaos (Cambridge 1994).

van Rookhuijzen, J.Z., Herodotus and the Topography of Xerxes’ Invasion. Place and

Memory in Greece and Anatolia (Berlin/Boston 2018).

van Rookhuijzen, J.Z., ‘The Erechtheion on the Acropolis of Athens’, Kernos 34 (2021)

69–121.

van Rookhuijzen, J.Z., ‘The Methodology of Memory: The Acropolis of Athens as a

Memoryscape of the Persian Wars in Antiquity’, in G. Proietti, J. McInerney (eds.),

Memory, Space and Mindscapes in Ancient Greece (Leiden/Boston, forthcoming).

Vannicelli, P., ‘Atene, Delfi e l’invasione persiana’, in P.Vannicelli (ed.), VerbumDei:Ora-

coli e tradizioni cittadine nella Grecia antica (Rome 2014) 371–388.

Violi, P., Landscapes of Memory. Trauma, Space, History (Oxford 2017).

Volkan, V.D., ‘On Chosen Trauma’, Mind and Human Interaction 4 (1991) 3–19.

Yates, D., ‘Remembering and Forgetting the Sack of Athens’, in S. Ammann, H. Bezold,

S. Germany, J. Rhyder (eds.), Collective Violence and Memory in the Ancient Mediter-

ranean (Leiden 2024) 189–230.



© Marion Meyer, 2026 | doi:10.1163/9789004746602_004

This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc by-nc 4.0 license.

chapter 2

After Evacuation and Victory: A Turning Point in

the Creation of the Athenian State Burial

Marion Meyer

1 Introduction

The creation of the Athenian state burial was a process that took some time.1 In

this chapter, I claim that themonument that is reconstructed as having carried

the so-called epigrams for the PersianWars (ig i³ 503+504) marks the decisive

step in this process. I argue that it was a polyandreion-cum-cenotaph: the com-

munal grave for the war dead of the battle of Salamis in 480bce, as well as a

memorial for them and the Athenianswho had fallen in the battle of Marathon

in 490bce.

In this chapter, I use the term ‘monument’ for any built structure that either

marks a grave (or graves) or a cenotaph, reserving the term ‘funerary monu-

ment’ for markers of actual tombs. The term ‘memorial’ stresses the commem-

orative function of such monuments. A ‘polyandreion’ is a mass grave; a ‘ceno-

taph’ is a substitute for a grave (or graves). These terms, by definition, refer to

the deposition of the dead (a polyandreion as the site of many persons buried

together, a cenotaph as, literally, an ‘empty grave’). They can, however, also be

used for markers of mass graves (ig i³ 1313) or for memorials without a grave or

graves. ‘Polyandreion’ and ‘cenotaph’ can therefore refer either to the kind of

burial or to a monument. I define polyandreion-cum-cenotaph as the combin-

ation of a mass grave with the lack of a grave and therefore, by implication, as

a monument that combines the commemoration of those buried in the mass

grave with the commemoration of persons buried elsewhere.

1 Most recently:Wienand 2023. I will discuss the statue burial more thoroughly in my ongoing

project on the commemoration of the dead in Athens in the fifth century bce.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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2 A Problem of Definition

The locus classicus for theAthenian state burial is Thucydides 2.34.1–8 (the pas-

sage that precedes Pericles’ famous speech about Athens’ grandeur). He says

that theAthenians, following the patrios nomos, buried all thosewhohad fallen

in the first year of the (Peloponnesian) War δημοσίᾳ (‘ordered by the dēmos’),

with a ceremony celebrated in winter that comprised the usual rites (i.e., a pro-

thēsis, offerings by the family, and an ekphora with a procession, wailing by

the female relatives at the grave) and focused on the dead as members of their

phylai, as their cremains were contained in ten larnakes, one for each phyle.2

An empty klinē was carried for those whose bodies could not be recovered.

The fallen were buried in the dēmosion sēma, situated in the Kerameikos,3 and

praised with an epitaphios logos, spoken by a distinguishedman chosen by the

polis.4

Thucydides is the only one ever to speak of a dēmosion sēma; this term is

not attested elsewhere in recorded Greek. Sema refers to an object, not a space

or an institution; later authors speak of dēmosia mnēmata (public memori-

als)5 In Thucydides’ text, the sēma is the tomb for the fallen of the first year

of the Peloponnesian war (the speaker goes from the sēma to the bēma, Thuc.

2.34.8). We know that the state monuments were situated along the road that

led from the Dipylon gate to the Academy (Fig. 2.1) and, as the analysis of the

archaeological evidence demonstrates, also along the road farther east, from

the Erian (Leokoriou) gate to Kolonos Hippios, and the connecting pathways

(Fig. 2.2). This area was not a space exclusively used for public burials, as there

were private graves andworkshops aswell.6 And because therewas no reserved

space for state burials there was no special term for the location in which they

were situated.

Finds from this area show what the monuments looked like in Thucydides’

time.7 Marble stelai recorded all the names of those who had died, inscribed

2 For the term ‘cremains’ see Rees 2018: 167, 170–177.

3 Circumscribed byThuc. 2.34.5 (‘themost beautiful suburb’); explicitly: Aristoph. Av. 395–396.

Arrington 2010: 499.

4 Loraux 1986; Shear 2013: 511–536; Wienand 2023.

5 Patterson 2006: 10, 23–32 (on the persistence of the idea of a ‘national cemetery’); Bravo 2009:

109–119, 129 (see n. 44); Low 2012: 31–32;Walter-Karydi 2015: 164–165.—Dem. or. 18.208; 57.37;

cf. Lys. 2.63; Plat. Menex. 242b–c.

6 Clairmont 1983: 44; Patterson 2006: 29; Arrington 2010: 499–539 figs. 2–4 (for the denomina-

tion of the gate, see p. 500); Low 2010: 344–345; Low 2012: 23–25, 28–32 fig. 2.7; Marchiandi

2014a: 1423–1433 (workshops); Arrington 2015: 55–90; Stöhr 2020: 53–56; Wienand 2023: 50,

95–97, 448.

7 A loutrophoros (fragment) shows five tapering stelai in front of a white tumulus, two of
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figure 2.1 Reconstruction of the Kerameikos area: Sacred Gate, Pompeion and Dipylon Gate with the

road to the Academy by Th. Eliopoulos

the kerameikos archaeological museum, athens 2009, fig. 4. drawing

k. raftopoulos; © hellenic ministry of culture and sports, ephorate of

antiquities of athens

in columns, without any father’s name or dēmotikon. The men were listed as

members of their phyle. Either separate stelai, one per phyle (Fig. 2.3),8 stood

next to each other, or a single stele contained the names of all the fallen. The

battle sites were indicated at the top of the lists.9

The earliest casualty list found inAthens, ig i³ 1144, has been identified as the

one for the men who fell in campaigns in Thrace, which ended with the defeat

atDrabeskos (465/464bce).10 According to Pausanias (1.29.4), theywereπρῶτοι

δὲ ἐτάφησαν (the first who were buried) in the Kerameikos.11 For Felix Jacoby,

Pausanias’ statement and the lack of evidence for annual mass burials of those

them inscribed ‘from Eleutherai’ and ‘in Byzantion’: Amsterdam 2455: bapd 42150; Mar-

chiandi 2014b: 1449–1450 fig. 946; Rhodes and Osborne 2017: 167–168 (no. 129); Wienand

2023: 89 fig. 34. The monument shown has been identified as the one of 447bce (ig i³

1162) but see Meyer 2016: 371 n. 182 (ig i³ 1144, see below with n. 10).

8 E.g., ig i³ 1147 (459/58 or 460/59bce): Rhodes and Osborne 2017: 54–62 no. 109; Wienand

2023: 71–74, 82–92, 103, 119–120, 334 fig. 7 (the earliest evidence for Jahresbestattung; see

n. 14).

9 ig i³ 1144–1193bis; ii² 5221–5227. Stupperich 1977: 4–22; Clairmont 1983; Lewis 2000–2003:

9–17; Arrington 2011: 183–212; Arrington 2012: 61–75 fig. 3; Low 2012: 14–28 (on the diversity

of the lists); Arrington 2015: 91–123; Meyer 2016: 371–372; Meyer 2017: 205–264 (on the

novelty of writing in columns); Schröder 2020: 215–221; Stöhr 2020: 65–73;Wienand 2023:

49–152, 326–360 figs. 1–32.

10 Thuc. 1.100.3. Pritchett 1985: 148: 178–179 no. 23; Humphreys 1999: 132–134; Rhodes and

Osborne 2017: 58–59 (no. 109); Tentori Montalto 2017: 16, 170. On Drabeskos and ig i³ 1144,

see Meyer 2020: 24 n. 9–11. Wienand 2023: 73–82, 86–87, 333–334, 450–451 figs. 5–6.

11 It is disputed whether πρῶτοι refers to the chronology of the burial (Jacoby 1944: 48–50,

53–54; Pritchett 1985: 112–113, 122–123, 179; Humphreys 1999: 132) or to its location (Gomme

1956: 94–98; Kierdorf 1966: 83–89; Clairmont 1983: 13; Bravo 2009: 125–131; Arrington 2015:

41).
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figure 2.2 Reconstruction of the roads lined by state burials, with the find spots of casualty

lists (cl), polyandreia (pol), and hippic material (H)

by n.t. arrington 2010 © reproduction of arrington 2010, 513

fig. 4; courtesy of the trustees of the american school of clas-

sical studies at athens
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figure 2.3 Top of casualty list ig i³ 1147 (459/58 or 460/59bce). Paris, Louvre Ma 863

© 1972 musée du louvre / maurice et pierre chuzeville

who had fallen in the campaigns of a whole year earlier than that attested by

ig i³ 1144 were compelling reasons to date the introduction of the state burial

to this year.12

But should one take the joint burial of all the war dead at the end of one

year’s campaign as the decisive (defining) element of the state burial?13 Or

should one consider the possibility that the annual burial of all the war dead

marked the final step in a longer process, with subsequent decisions taken by

the dēmos? Thucydides explicitly says that the Athenians, after the first year of

the PeloponnesianWar, followed the patrios nomos ‘in this way’ (2.34.1), which

implies that therewere (or had been) other ways. I would rather base the defin-

ition and the dating of the institution on an analysis of the actual innovation(s)

in Athenian burial and commemoration practices.14

12 Jacoby 1944: 46 n. 46; 48–55, 60, followed by Clairmont 1983: 10–15; Pritchett 1985: 112–124.

13 AsWienand 2023: 84–85 and passim does.

14 The dating depends on the definition. For an older tradition, because of previous public

burials, also in the Kerameikos (cf. nn. 65–68): Gomme 1956: 94–100; Kierdorf 1966: 83–89;

Bradeen 1969: 145, 154–155; Stupperich 1977: 200–238; Keesling 2020: 217; Schröder 2020:

181–186, 211. Arrington 2010: 499–539; Arrington 2015: 39–49 (the decisive elements—‘the
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3 The PersianWar Epigrams (ig i³ 503+504)

The fate of the war dead in Archaic times is disputed. It is assumed that they

were buried in mass graves near the battlefield.15 Another possibility is that

they were taken home and individually buried, if the families could organize

the transport.16 The burial of the dead was the traditional duty of the fam-

ily. After Kleisthenes’ democratic reforms, the dēmos assumed responsibility

for the Athenian war dead. An epigram preserved in the Anthologia Planudea

probably refers to the first burial organized δημοσίᾳ (‘ordered by the dēmos’), in

Euboea, for the men who fell in 506bce fighting the Chalkidians.17

After the battle of Marathon in 490bce, a huge tumuluswas built on the bat-

tlefield for the 192 fallen Athenian citizens.18 Subsequently, the demos erected

ten stelai, one for each phyle.19 The one for the phyle Erechtheis was found in

the villa of HerodesAtticus in the northeastern Peloponnese (now stored in the

Museum of Astros, inv. 535). It lists the names of twenty-two fallen men, their

repatriation of all cremated remains, themass burial at public expense, the common loca-

tion of burial in a public cemetery, and the use of commemorative lists’ [40]—all in effect

around 500bce, connected with the nascent democracy), followed by Stöhr 2020: 20–

26. Kucewicz 2020: 120–131 (standard repatriation only since the 460s; previously: burial

on the battle site as a special honor). For Wienand 2023: 22–23, 49–152, the Jahresbestat-

tungen (annual mass burials of all those killed in the campaigns of one entire year) are

the characteristic feature of the state burial. He persuasively links their introduction with

the intention to disconnect death in war from victory and from the success of individual

strategoi and argues that this was the standard practice only from the 450s (see n. 8) to

394bce.

15 Jacoby 1944: 42–47, 63; Jacoby 1945: 175; Gomme 1956: 94–98; Kurtz and Boardman 1971:

247–248, 257; Pritchett 1985: 94–97, 249–251 (with ‘many variations’ [95]); Marchiandi and

Mari 2016: 178–179; Olson 2016: 7–8; Schröder 2020: 91–100, 165–175, 200.

16 Kucewicz 2020; Pritchard 2022: 285, 295, 301. Bergmann 2019: 111–117 argues that most

graves (or cenotaphs) for war dead in pre-Classical times resulted from action taken by

the community. Hans van Wees, however, pointed out (in the Ravenstein conference in

June 2022) that there is no way of knowing howmany war dead were left unburied.

17 Anth. Graec. xvi.26; Hdt. 5.77.1–2. Most recently: Keesling 2020: 217 n. 36; Kucewicz 2020:

122–123; Schröder 2020: 98–99; Wienand 2023: 53–54. Skeptical: Bergmann 2019: 115 n. 17.

An Athenian casualty list was found on Lemnos: ig i³ 1477; Meyer 2016: 360, 367, 370

(500–490bce); Tentori Montalto 2017: 15; Kucewicz 2020: 123; Schröder 2020: 100; Wien-

and 2023: 51–54, 60, 328.

18 Paus. 1.29.4; 32.3; cf. Thuc. 2.34.5. Pritchett 1985: 126–129, 166–167 no. 2–3, 13; Whitley 1994:

213–230; Valavanis 2010: 73–98; Schröder 2020: 165–169, 292–295 fig. 7;Wienand 2023: 56–

57.

19 Paus. 1.32.3. Palaeography cannot decide whether the stelai (see n. 20) were inscribed at

the time of the burial or after the Persian Wars (pace Tentori Montalto 2017: 96: 480–

470bce).



50 meyer

figure 2.4 Casualty list of the phyle Erechtheis. Astros, Archaeological Museum 535

© photo: marion meyer; reproduced with permission of the eph-

orate of antiquities of arkadia

names conspicuously arranged in imitation of the formation of a phalanx (thus

illustrating how the men had fought), and an epigram was added that praised

them for their virtues and for having brought glory to Athens (Fig. 2.4).20

20 seg 56:430 (foundwith fragments of two further stelai, seg 56:431–432); seg62:188; 63:246;

64:186; 65:214; 66:235; Steinhauer 2004–2009: 679–692 figs. 1–4; Steinhauer 2009: 122–123;



after evacuation and victory 51

Thucydides (2.34.5) claims that the burial of the fighters at Marathon on the

site was an exception and a special honor. However, in 490bce, their burial

was not exceptional. As discussed, the Athenians who had died fighting the

Chalkidians in 506bce had been buried in Euboea, and those fallen in the

battle of Plataea (479bce) also received a tumulus on the site, as did the fallen

of their allies.21

The Marathonomachoi were, however, not only commemorated at the site

of the battle, and that is probably the reason why Thucydides comments on

their burial there.22 Amonument that praised them stood along the road to the

Academy (approximately 350m from the Dipylon gate). A block found there

(lapis C; Fig. 2.6) was joined by Angelos Matthaiou to the two fragments with

these so-called PersianWar epigrams (lapis A; ig i³ 503+504; Fig. 2.5) that had

been found farther east in later contexts.23 This new find provides a new basis

for the discussion of the monument. For one thing, it establishes its original

location in the Kerameikos. According toMatthaiou’s andManolis Korres’ per-

suasive reconstruction (Fig. 2.7),24 the monument consisted of at least four

blocks that served as a base of more than 5m length for at least three stelai.25

Steinhauer 2010: 99–108 pls. 1–2; Ameling 2011: 10–23; Keesling 2012: 139–148 fig. 1; Petrovic

2013: 53–61; Tentori Montalto 2014: 34–44 (with corrected text and translation). Proietti

2015a; Proietti 2015b; Butz 2015: 82–97; Meyer 2016: 368–372 fig. 16; Olson 2016: 2–7, 10,

16–23; Petrovic 2016: 372–376; TentoriMontalto 2017: 15, 18–20, 92–102 figs. 12.1–2; Keesling

2020: 213 fig. 14.2; Lagogianni-Georgakarakos 2020: 355 no. 21 with fig.; Schröder 2020: 167–

169; Proietti 2021: 65–73 figs. 2a–b;Wienand 2023: 57–60, 67–70, 85, 329, 451 fig. 1.

21 Hdt. 9.85.1–3; Thuc. 3.58.3–5; Isocr. 14.61; Strab. 9.2.31 p. 412; Paus. 9.2.5–6. Jacoby 1944: 40;

Clairmont 1983: 103–105 no. 11a–c; Pritchett 1985: 174–175 no. 17; Prandi 1990: 56–61; Wien-

and 2023: 62.

22 See below n. 44.

23 ig i³ 503+504; seg 38:29; 60:108; 63:45; 64:49; 66:50; aio 1410; Meritt 1956: 268–280 fig. 1

pl. 36; Matthaiou 1988: 118–122 figs. 1–2 pls. 17–18; Page 1981: 219–225; Barron 1990: 133–

141; Matthaiou 2000–2003: 147–152; Matthaiou 2003: 198 (findspot of lapis C; see cl 6 in

fig. 2.2); Petrovic 2007: 158–177; Arrington 2010: 505–508, 519, 522 figs. 1–4 cl 6; Keesling

2010: 116–118, 127–129; Proietti 2011: 41–47 figs. 1–3; Petrovic 2013: 45–53, 61; Tentori Mont-

alto 2013: 139–154 figs. 1–3; Marchiandi 2014b: 1450–1451 fig. 947); Arrington 2015: 43–

49; Meyer 2016: 367–372 fig. 15; Olson 2016: 12–17; Tentori Montalto 2017: 102–118 no. iv

figs. 13.1–3; Keesling 2020: 213, 217–218 figs. 14.8–9; Kroustalis 2020: 314–319 fig. 3; Bélyácz

2021: 154–158CorpusMon. 5 fig. 25; Proietti 2021: 127, 133, 144–152, 214, 286–292, 362 figs. 6a–

c; Wienand 2023: 63–68, 329–331 figs. 2–3.

24 Matthaiou 1988: 118–122 figs. 1–2; Matthaiou 2003: 195–196. A reconstruction with casts is

shown in the Stoa of Attalos, Agora Museum.

25 Lapis B (Agora i 6963: Peek 1953: 305–312 pls. 69c; 70a; Peek 1960: 498), also attributed to

themonument byMatthaiou 1988: 119–120, has to be excluded for technical reasons. Proi-

etti 2011: 45–46 fig. 4; Proietti 2021: 144 n. 78; 149. Wienand 2023: 63–65, 78, 329–331 fig. 4

(he suggests that Agora i 6963 belonged to a corresponding cenotaph, possibly for Sala-

mis/Psyttaleia).Contra, most recently: Arrington 2015: 43–49 (apparently unaware of Peek

1953 and Proietti 2011). There must have been a block between lapides A and C because
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figure 2.5 PersianWar epigrams, lapis A. Athens, Agora Museum Ag i 303a+b

© ephorate of antiquities of athens city, ancient agora, ascsa:

agora excavations 2009.01.0414. hellenic ministry of culture and

sports/hellenic organization of cultural resources develop-

ment [h.o.c.re.d.]

figure 2.6 PersianWar epigrams, lapis C. Ephorate of Antiquities of Athens City M 3258

© hellenic ministry of culture and sports, ephorate of antiquities of

athens

Two epigramswere inscribed in block A, in letters of the early fifth century. A i,

written stoichedon on the smoothed surface at the top, reads:

ἀνδρο͂ν το͂νδ’ ἀρετε͂[ς …. 7 … λάμπει κλέο]ς αἰεί, [⋮] / |[…. 8 ….]ν[.]ρ[……… 19

……… ⋮] / ἔσχον γὰρπεζοί τε [……… 17………]ν ⋮ /ℎελλά[δα μ]ὲ πᾶσαν δούλιο[ν

ἐμ͂αρ ἰδε͂ν ⋮]

‘[The glory] of these men’s excellence [shines] always … For, both on foot

[and]…,’ (the stone is broken here)26 ‘they held… so that all Greecemight

not [see a day] of slavery’.27

a (final) word of the text of this block encroaches on lapis C, see Matthaiou 1988: 118–119

pl. 17.

26 Hiller von Gaertringen 1934: 204–206 restored line 2 of A i πεζοί τε [καὶ ō̓κυπόρōν ἐπὶ νεō]ν,

taken from Anth. Pal. 7.258 (epigram for the fallen at the Eurymedon). Meritt’s suggestion

(Meritt 1956: 268–280 pl. 36.1; Meritt 1962: 294–298; Meritt 1964: 417) that Agora i 4256

(with the mention of ‘quick-going ships’) was a copy of A i was persuasively rejected

by Matthaiou’s new reading (Matthaiou 2000–2003: 143–152; Matthaiou 2003: 197 n. 24);

Tentori Montalto 2017: 20, 104–105, 157–158; Wienand 2023: 331.

27 Translation by Chris de Lisle, aio 1410. Cf. the translation by K. Hallof: http://telota.bbaw​

.de/ig/digitale-edition/inschrift/IG%20I%C2%B3%20503.

http://telota.bbaw.de/ig/digitale-edition/inschrift/IG%20I%C2%B3%20503
http://telota.bbaw.de/ig/digitale-edition/inschrift/IG%20I%C2%B3%20503
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figure 2.7 Reconstruction of the monument with the PersianWar epigrams by M. Korres

© reproduction of matthaiou 1988, 122 fig. 2, used with permission

Below these verses, part of the block had been stippled, and in this stippled

area a second epigram (A ii) was added, written non-stoichedon and by a dif-

ferent hand, after the surface had been smoothed for it. Because the band into

which A ii was inscribed is slightly recessed in relation to that of A i, A ii must

have been added later.28

ἐν͂ ἄρα τοῖσζ’ ἀδάμ̣[αντος ℎυπέρβιον ἐτ͂ορ], ℎ̣ότ’ αἰχμὲν / στε͂σαμ πρόσθε πυλο͂ν
ἀν̣[τία –⏑⏑–] / ἀνχίαλομ πρε͂σαι ῥ[⏕–⏕–⏑⏑–⏓] / ἄστυ βίαι Περσο͂ν κλινα-

μένο[ν ⏑⏑–].

Then, theirs was a [heart stronger than] adamant, when they set their

spear before the gates [against the] … by the sea, to burn … the town,

when by force the Persians were turned back …29

28 Wilhelm 1898: 489–491 pl. 9.1; Meyer 2016: 367–368; Tracy 2016: 22–23.

29 Translation byChris de Lisle, aio 1410. Floris van denEijnde points out that themore com-

mon restoration κλιναμενō[ι] better captures the likely focus of this text on the Athenians,

while the negative connotation of βίαι in turn falls to the Persians. He thinks the medial

voice of κλιναμενō[ι] is best translated as: ‘having fallen through Persian aggression/force’.
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The adjoining blocks apparently followed the layout of lapis A. All in all, there

had been at least eight epigrams. Lapis C preserves the epigram in the lower

zone (non-stoichedon, in letters similar to A ii). It speaks of a herkos,30 Pallas,

‘the fertile promontory of the calf-nourishing plain’ and ‘all-blooming prosper-

ity’.

ℎέρκος γὰρ προπάροιθεν̣ [⏑–⏕–⏑⏑–⏓ v] / τεσ[⏕–⏕]μεμ Παλλάδος ℎιπο
[⏑–] / οὖθαρ δ’ ἀπείρο πορτιτρόφο ἄκρον ἔχοντες v / τοῖσιμ πανθαλὲς ὄλβος

ἐπιστρέ[φεται].31

Most scholars agree that the epigrams in the lower zone (A ii and C) refer to

the battle of Marathon,32 fought with spears before gates (A ii).33 Of the ori-

ginal epigrams in the upper zone only A i is preserved. Its interpretation has

remained controversial. It cannot be based on the mention of ships in line 2,

because the restoration ‘on foot and [quick-going ships]’, as plausible as itmight

be,34 has turned out to be hypothetical.35 The claim to have saved all Hellas

from slavery became a topos after the battle of Salamis,36 but it cannot be

excluded that it had been made earlier (and therefore cannot date the epi-

gram).37 The combination of A i with verses praising the Marathonomachoi

(A ii and C) speaks for the PersianWars as a context and in these the Athenians

30 This might refer to the temenos of Heracles or Athena in the Marathon plain (Matthaiou

2003: 190–197, 200–202) or, metaphorically, to a wall of men (Derderian 2001: 105–106).

See also Tentori Montalto 2013: 146–154.

31 aio 1410.Translation byProietti 2020: 28: ‘In fact in front of the precinct/wall (of men)…of

Pallas… / holding the fertile promontory of the calf-nourishing plain to themall-blooming

prosperity returns.’ Proietti (2020: 27–42) convincingly argues that πανθαλὲς ὄλβος referred

to war dead.

32 Jacoby 1945: 165; Meritt 1956: 268–280; Pritchett 1960: 161–162; Meritt 1962: 294–298; Ham-

mond 1968: 26–27; Page 1981: 221; Pritchett 1985: 167 and the authors cited inn. 39.—Contra:

see n. 38.

33 The gatesmight be those of the city (Jacoby 1945: 166–167; Amandry 1960: 7; Page 1981: 221;

Proietti 2021: 298–299) or ‘gates by the sea’: Matthaiou 2000–2003: 148–149 (in Marathon,

between Mt. Agrieliki and the sea); Matthaiou 2003: 194, 200; followed by Petrovic 2007:

172–173; Bowie 2010: 207; Arrington 2015: 44–45; Olson 2016: 15.

34 Gomme 1956: 99 convincingly identified the fighting ‘on foot’ (A i) with the fighting

on Psyttaleia; see Proietti 2021: 153–158. Proietti (2011: 43 n. 7; 2021: 150–151) points to

Pind. Pyth. 1.74 (ὠκυπόρων ἀπὸ ναῶν, probably referring to Salamis) and the epigram for

Eurymedon, already used by Hiller von Gaertringen for his restoration (see n. 26).

35 See n. 26.

36 Amandry 1960: 4–5; West 1970: 273–282; Jung 2006: 92–93, 96; Gehrke 2009: 88. Most

recently, Proietti 2021: 123–138, 151, 286–292.

37 See Keesling 2010: 111, 128 on the epigram for the Nike of Kallimachos.
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excelled twice: at Marathon and at Salamis. Either of these victories continues

to be suggested as being celebrated by A i,38 but recently there seems to be a

tendency to followMatthaiouwho argues that A i, too, celebrates the fighters of

Marathon (who had been buried in the tumulus on the battlefield, see above)

and that, consequently, ig i³ 503+504 was a cenotaph for them.39

Even in their fragmentary state, the verses of A ii highlight two characterist-

ics of the battle of Marathon: it was fought with spears, that is, by hoplites, out-

side the gates of the city, and the Persianswere prevented fromburning the city.

These are the decisive differences to the naval battle of Salamis, fought mainly

(but not exclusively) by non-hoplites and after the city had been burnt.40Why

would something that had not happened (the burning of the city) be men-

tioned unless it had indeed happened—at another time? The verses of A ii

do not convince as an elaboration of A i, thus celebrating the same event. They

praise the Marathonomachoi for having fought a battle as it ought to be, i.e.,

without danger for the city itself.41 This points to the high price that had been

paid for the victory of Salamis (the sack of Athens). However, as A i proclaims,

it had been worth it, because it had saved all of Hellas. An interpretation of all

the epigrams as referring to Marathon ends in aporia, because the later addi-

tion of verses in the lower zone (with A ii and C preserved) cannot be plausibly

explained. I agree with those who see the monument as a memorial for the

Athenian fighters at both Salamis and Marathon.42 I contend that epigram A i

(and, probably, the lost epigrams in the upper zone of the adjoining blocks)

celebrated the recent victory at Salamis and that the praising of the Mara-

thonomachoi (A ii and C and, probably, the lost epigrams in the lower zone

of the adjoining blocks) was an afterthought.

38 See the analysis of the discussion by Proietti 2021: 145–147. A i for Salamis, A ii and C

for Marathon: see n. 42. All for Salamis: Gomme 1956: 98–100; Stupperich 1977: 209–212

(including Artemision); Barron 1990: 133–141; Jung 2006: 84–96; Bowie 2010: 208–212 (A i

for Marathon and Salamis); Schröder 2020: 176–181; Gehrke 2023: 92 n. 29.

39 Matthaiou 2000–2003: 147–152; Matthaiou 2003: 194–202; Arrington 2010: 505–506; Kees-

ling 2010: 117–118, 128–129; Steinhauer 2010: 104; Tentori Montalto 2013: 139–154; Arrington

2015: 43–48; Meyer 2016: 367–369; Olson 2016: 2–3, 16; Tentori Montalto 2017: 105–106;

Keesling 2020: 217–218; Stöhr 2020: 22–23;Wienand 2023: 64–65, 329 (with ‘?’). Oliver (1933:

486) and Jacoby (1945: 165, 170 n. 46; 178–179) had argued that the monument must have

been destroyed in 480bce and ergo erected forMarathon because its epigramswere never

quoted.

40 See n. 34.

41 On the Marathon legend, see Hölkeskamp 2001: 329–353; Jung 2006; Gehrke 2009: 85–99.

42 Pritchett 1960, 160–168; Meiggs - Lewis 1988: 54–57 no. 26; Clairmont 1983: 106–111; Proietti

2011: 41–47; Proietti 2021: 144–152, 286–292.—Cenotaph for all Athenian casualties of the

PersianWars: Amandry 1960: 1–8; Bowie 2010: 209; Petrovic 2013: 51–52.
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If we see the epigrams for the fighters atMarathon added to those for saviors

of freedom we cannot only give a plausible reason for their existence but also

draw conclusions about the impact of the memorial.

The epigrams reveal that themonumentmarks a decisive step in themaking

of the state burial as an institution.43With the praise of theMarathonomachoi,

the monument brought the fighters of Marathon back to the city, as it were,

although they were buried in northern Attica, and it demonstrates the Atheni-

ans’ interest in commemorating their war dead near the city. It pointed to

the physical absence of the Marathonomachoi which, apparently, had previ-

ously not been an issue (but still irritated Thucydides who tries to explain their

absence44). Themonument also gave a reason for the awareness of this absence

because the epigrams praised not only the performance of the fighters but also

their service to the community. This is conspicuous in A i, in which the fight-

ers are credited with having saved all Hellas. Elena Walter-Karydi and Cezary

Kucewiczhave emphasized thatAthenian grave epigramsof theArchaic period

focused on praising the dead individual; the community of the fallenwas never

mentioned—notably unlike in epigrams for dead warriors in other parts of

Greece.45 In Archaic times, the Athenians had died for their own glory. The

Persian War epigrams (ig i³ 503+504) and the epigram for the phyle Erech-

theis on the stele that stood in Marathon (Astros 535) are the first Athenian

inscriptions that document appreciation of the war dead for their service to

the community.46

In sum, the PersianWar epigrams displayed along the road to the Academy

attest to two innovations: they praised Athenians, collectively,47 for having

fought for a common goal and having served the community; and, with their

43 Keesling 2010: 129 andWalter-Karydi 2020: 100 agree (but both regard themonument as a

cenotaph for the Marathonomachoi, cf. n. 39). Wienand 2023: 56, 62–64, 68–70 sees it as

the earliest memorial for the dead of more than one battle.

44 A tomb for the fighters of Salamis in the Kerameikos raised the question of why theMara-

thonomachoi were not buried there as well. In Thucydides’ times, when repatriation was

the normal practice and the Marathonomachoi had become a legend, the appreciation

of their outstanding arete was a satisfactory explanation, as anachronistic as it was. Cf.

Toher 1999: 497–501; Arrington 2015: 42.—Unconvincing: Porciani 1996: 579–588 (Thucy-

dides speaks only about those buried in Attica); Bravo 2009: 109–131 (the reference to the

Marathonomachoi in Thuc. 2.34.5 is an interpolation).

45 Kucewicz 2020: 108–110; Walter-Karydi 2020: 99–101. Cf. Derderian 2001: 97–113.

46 On honoring the war dead, see most recently: Pritchard 2022: 285–305.

47 Wienand2023: 85–86 emphasizes thedifferencebetween the individual epigrams for each

phyle inMarathon and the collective praise on stelai for Jahresbestattungen. ig i³ 503+504

is a forerunner of the latter.
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praise of theMarathonomachoi, theyhonoredmenwhowereburied elsewhere

(and honored by epigrams at their tomb).

4 A Polyandreion-cum‑cenotaph: The Tomb of the Athenian Victims

of the Battle of Salamis

The monument in Athens, however, was not purely honorific, as can be shown

by the following arguments:

(1) The location of the monument in the Kerameikos, an area that had tra-

ditionally been the site of burials, speaks for a tombmonument. If it had

been intended to be an honorific monument, the Athenians would have

chosen the Agora as the appropriate space.

(2) AsMatthaiou has observed, the design of themonument (a long base that

supported stelai) corresponds to that of later monuments for state buri-

als.48

(3) Matthaiou points to a honorific inscription for ephebes of 176/75bce,

published only recently (ig ii³ 1313) that says, in lines 15–18,

παραγενόμενοι δὲ καὶ εἰς Μα[ραθῶ]να

[τό τε] πολυανδρεῖον ἐστεφάνωσαν καὶ ἐπιτάφιον ἀγῶνα ἐποίησαν, καθάπερ

ἐ[̣πὶ vv]

[τοῦ] πρὸς τῶι ἄστει πολυανδρείου γίνεσθαι νόμιμόν ἐστιν, καλὸν εἶναι κρί-

νον[τες ἀξί]-

[ως τ]ιμᾶν τοὺς ἠγωνισμένους ἐνδοξότατα περὶ τῆς ἐλευθερίας.

the (ephebes) also visited Ma[ratho]n and there crowned [the p]oly-

andreion and performed a funeral contest, according to what is custom-

arily done [in front] of the city polyandreion, since they judged it a fine

thing to pay [due] honour to those who fought most brilliantly for free-

dom.49

Matthaiou identifies the monument attested by the Persian War epigrams as

the city polyandreion; he bases this suggestion on the reference to the Mara-

thonomachoi in the epigrams and on the observation that ig ii³ 1313 connects

48 Matthaiou 2003: 195; Wienand 2023: 82–83, 89 on ig i³ 1147 (n. 8) and Amsterdam 2455

(n. 7); cf. Meyer 2016, 370–372.

49 Translation:Matthaiou 2003: 197. Franchi and Proietti 2015: 232; Henderson 2020: 214, 224,

246–247, 312T7.13. On the ephebes in theHellenistic period, seeHenderson 2020: 197–256.
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a polyandreion in the city with their commemoration.50 The passage in ig ii³

1313 is the decisive evidence for his claim that ig i³ 503+504 belonged to a ceno-

taph for the Marathonomachoi51—an interpretation that previously had been

based solely on the epigrams.52 But was the monument a cenotaph?53

The use of the term ‘polyandreion’ in ig ii³ 1313 speaks against this inter-

pretation. A ‘polyandreion’ is a mass grave. The ephebes performed rites in

Marathon because the men they honored were buried there and the term

polyandreion pointed to this fact. The ephebes crowned the polyandreion and

made an epitaphios agōn (ig ii³ 1313, lines 15–16), ‘as customarily done’ at the

city polyandreion (lines 16–17). Matthaiou and his followers have to assume

that the grave and the cenotaph (for the same men) were both called poly-

andreion (in the same inscription), although themonument in the city did not

contain any burials.54This blurringwould have diminished the relevance of the

actual grave of theMarathonomachoi—which is, however, contradicted by the

honors the ephebes paid to it. If rites were performed at a city polyandreion

(as attested by the inscription), they must have been performed at a grave, too.

I think that the inscription attests to the existence of a mass grave in the city.

The rites performed there were connected with those performed at Marathon,

and this connection was the duty to honor ‘those who fought most brilliantly

for freedom’ (ig ii³ 1313 l. 18). The fighters of 490bce were not the only ones

who had done so. I infer that the city polyandreion was also a site of commem-

oration for theMarathonomachoi although it was not these fallen warriors but

others who were buried there. This conclusion does imply an identification

of the city polyandreion with the monument reconstructed with the so-called

PersianWar epigrams, asMatthaiouproposes. However, I argue that thismonu-

mentwas not erected as a cenotaph, but rather as a funerarymonument for the

50 AcceptedbyMeyer 2016: 368withn. 167;TentoriMontalto 2017: 101; Proietti 2021: 152 n. 104.

Cautiously: Wienand 2023: 65–66.

51 Matthaiou 2000–2003: 147–152; Matthaiou 2003: 194–202.

52 See above with n. 39.

53 Cenotaph for Salamis: Jung 2006: 84–85;—for all Athenian war dead of the PersianWars:

Bowie 2010: 209; Petrovic 2013: 51. Arguments against a cenotaph: Welwei 1970: 299–303.

On cenotaphs: Pritchett 1985: 257–259; Haussker 2009: 26–41; Schröder 2020: 175–181.

54 Matthaiou 2000–2003: 149–150; Matthaiou 2003: 197 (rejected by Proietti 2021: 147 n. 87;

152 n. 104 as arbitrary; followed by Henderson 2020: 247); cf. Jacoby 1945: 175.—Arrington

2015: 46–47 thinks that lapis B (tentatively connectedwith thewar against Aegina by Stup-

perich 1977: 209 and Clairmont 1983: 102 no. 7b) belongs to ig i³ 503+504 (see, however,

n. 25) and speculates that themonument combined a cenotaph of theMarathonomachoi

with a tomb of other war dead of 490bce, namely those who fought the Aeginetans (see,

however, nn. 65–68).—polyandreion cannot be adenominationof the area of state burials,

paceMarchiandi 2014b: 1443, 1450.
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figure 2.8 Map of Salamis and the Saronic Gulf

© reproduction of van rookhuijzen 2018, 215 map 6. courtesy of j.z. van

rookhuijzen, rené reijnen, and de gruyter

war dead of the battle of Salamis, who were praised by the epigram(s) in the

upper zone of the base.

It is not reported where the Athenians buried their war dead of the naval

battle. Excavations of the tumulus of Magoula hill on the Kynosoura penin-

sula of Salamis (Figs. 2.8 and 2.9), the prime candidate for a mass grave of the

Athenians, have not yielded indicative clues.55 There is no evidence for the

burial of theAthenianwar dead on Salamis.56 Among the commemorative rites

55 See most recently Frielinghaus 2017: 63–66; Chairetakis 2019: 137–160; Kroustalis 2020:

312–319 (grave for the war dead of various cities, probably including the Athenians); Lolos

2020: 218–229 figs. 5–9 (tomb of the Salaminomachoi); Bélyácz 2021: 153 figs. 23–24.

56 As pointed out by Proietti 2021: 152 nn. 101 and 104. It is far from certain that the poly-

andreion on Salamis, mentioned in ig ii² 1035 l. 33 (seg 26:121; late first century bce) in

connection with Themistocles’ tropaion over the Persians refers to the tomb of the war

dead of Salamis, as suggested by Stupperich 1977: 212; Chaniotis 2005: 239–240; Jung 2006:

178 n. 28; Tentori Montalto 2017; Kucewicz 2020: 115 n. 3; 124, 233 n. 29; Schröder 2020: 174.

Wienand 2023: 61–62, 70 considers the possibility. After the lacuna in ig ii² 1035 l. 36, the
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figure 2.9 Monument for the fighters of Salamis, erected in 2006. Salamis, Kynosoura

© photo: marion meyer, october 2019

recorded for the ephebes in inscriptions of the second and the beginning of

the first century bce there are those at the polyandreion in Marathon and at

the one in the city,57 and also rites on Salamis—without, however, any men-

tion of a polyandreion or a monument for the war dead on that island.58 This

strongly speaks against the existence of a grave for the Athenian war dead of

the naval battle on Salamis. Their burial in Athens has already been hypothes-

ized by some scholars,59 but only ArnoldW. Gomme, Reinhard Stupperich and

war with the Megarians for the island (of Salamis) is mentioned. Proietti 2021: 152 n. 104

shares my skepticism.

57 ig ii³ 1313 ll. 15–18 (see above with n. 49); ig ii² 1006 l. 22 (hoplitodromos from ‘the poly-

andreion’, apparently the one in the city because in ll. 26–27 and 69–70 the ephebes are

taken to the polyandreion inMarathon for a different rite). See ig ii² 1006, 1008, 1009, 1011,

1028, 1029 and 1030 (122/21 to 94/4bce). Henderson 2020: 234–235, 246, 249.

58 Participation in the Aianteia: ig ii² 1313 ll. 21–22, 95–96; 1006 ll. 30–31, 72–73; 1008 ll. 22–23,

76–78; 1028 ll. 24–26; Agora i 286 (seg 15:104) ll. 21–23, 130–131.—Boat trip to the tro-

paion and sacrifices: ig ii² 1313 ll. 21; 95; 1006 ll. 28–29, 71; 1008 ll. 17–18; 1028, ll. 27–28;

cf. Agora i 286 l. 22.

59 Robertson 1983: 84; Ferrandini Troisi and Cagnazzi 2007: 68–69, 75.
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Giorgia Proietti connect the epigrams ig i³ 503+504 with the actual tomb of

the fighters at Salamis.60

Aristotle mentions ‘the taphos of those who fell at Salamis’ when he speaks

about the epitaphios logos (the funeral speech held for the war dead, following

the burial). The speech he quotes was delivered formenwho had fought for the

salvation of Greece in the late fifth century.61 His association of the tomb for the

war dead of the battle of Salamis with an epitaphios logos is, however, suggest-

ive. It not only confirms the topos of the Salaminomachoi as the prototypical

freedom fighters but also suggests that their taphos (which came to Aristotle’s

mind in this context) was well known and located where the epitaphioi logoi

were given—in the Kerameikos.

I suggest that in the aftermath of the battle of Salamis, the Athenians buried

their dead in the Kerameikos and praised them with a monument and epi-

grams. Because the verses for the fighters at Salamis (A i) and those for the

fighters atMarathon (A ii) start with demonstrative pronouns that point to the

names listed on the stelai on top of the base (A i: ἀνδρο͂ν το͂νδ’ ἀρετε; A ii: ἐν͂ ἄρα

τοῖσζ’),62 their chronological difference can be only a slight one (because they

presuppose the existence of the stelai). This can be best accounted for by the

following scenario: In 479bce, the Athenians, still shocked by the second Per-

sian sack (in the summer of that year) and at pains to cope with the high price

they had had to pay for their victory at Salamis, decided to add praises for the

Marathonomachoi and a stele bearing their names to the funerary monument

of their war dead of Salamis. Either the monument erected in 480bce, after

the naval battle, had survived the second occupation of the city by the Persians

(and the additional epigrams were inscribed in the previously stippled zone of

the base and another block joined, for a stele with the names of the 192 citizens

who had fallen in 490bce) or the monument had been damaged or destroyed

60 However, Gomme 1956: 98–100 and Stupperich 1977: 209–212 connect ig i³ 503+504 only

with Salamis (Stupperich includes Artemision). Proietti 2021: 152 shares my interpreta-

tion.

61 Arist. Rh. 3.10.7 (1411a, 30–33): ‘And as in the Funeral Oration, that it was right that Greece

should cut her hair at the tomb of those who fell at Salamis, since her freedom was bur-

ied along with their valor.’ (transl. J.H. Frese 1926). The epitaphios logos is the one ascribed

to Lysias who speaks only of ‘this grave’ (Lys. 2.60; ca. 392–387bce). Todd 2007: 152, 160–

164, 259–260 (on the authorship and date of this funeral speech and the relationship to

Aristoteles’ quotation).

62 Oliver 1933: 487–488; Oliver 1936: 225, 232; Page 1981: 222; Matthaiou 2003: 199; Bowie

2010: 209, 211; Keesling 2010: 117; Meyer 2016: 369; Proietti 2021: 145. Meritt (1962: 294–298)

argued that these demonstrative pronounsmust refer to the samemen, not to participants

of different campaigns. Contra: Petrovic 2007: 166–170; Petrovic 2013: 50–51.
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during the secondPersianoccupation in 479bce. In that case, after thePersians

had left for good, a new monument (with A I and more epigrams on the adja-

cent blocks to the right63) would have been erected and, when its construction

was underway, the decision to add the praise of the Marathonomachoi would

have been taken (and a block added for a stele with their names).64

5 Repatriation

The burial of the war dead of the battle of Salamis in the Kerameikos does not

mark the beginning of repatriation as the standard practice of the state burial

because the transfer of the fallen from the shore to this part of Athens hardly

qualifies as such. The Kerameikos had been used before for the burial of the

victims of a naval battle fought near the city.

According to Pausanias (1.29.7), one of the state monuments in the Ker-

ameikos was a taphos for the Athenians who fought the Aeginetans prior to the

invasion of ‘the Mede’. Their naval battle cannot be exactly dated within the

time span of 491 to the mid-480s,65 but this taphoswas surely the oldest public

mass grave in the Kerameikos. It can be excluded that the Athenians, allies of

the Aeginetans in the battle of Salamis,66 created a retrospective memorial for

those who had fallen in a war against Aegina only after the Persian attack.67

This burial did not, however, inaugurate a tradition of burying Athenian war

dead in the Kerameikos. The Athenians continued to bury their war dead on

the site (as the tumuli in Marathon and Plataea show). The burial of the fight-

ers with the Aeginetans cannot be seen as a change of this practice.68 After a

fight at sea, any taphoswould necessarily be at some distance from the spot of

63 These epigrams will not have been exact copies of the ones inscribed in 480bce (why

should the texts have been stored?), but they will have caught the spirit.

64 According to Arrington (2010: 505 n. 29), the lower series of epigrams (A ii and C) was

either added when the cenotaph for the Marathonomachoi was re-erected after the Per-

sian sack or it had been added before the destruction and the preserved fragments belong

to this destroyed monument. Arrington 2015: 46–47 (epigrams added after 480). Meyer

2016: 368: ‘… if it was in place by 480 and damaged… in the invasion, it was then reerected

or rebuilt.’—On later destructions in the Kerameikos, see Schröder 2020: 306–307.

65 Hdt. 5.81–86; 6.87. Figueira 1993: 113–149; Scott 2005: 546–552; Weilhartner 2010: 363–364;

Watson 2011: 93, 104–113; Arrington 2015: 40–41, 46 n. 125; Kucewicz 2020: 124.

66 Rhodes and Osborne 2017: 74 (no. 113).

67 For Schröder 2020: 100–101, 181–186, this is one of themain arguments for dating the intro-

duction of the state burial ca. 490bce. Cf. Low 2012: 28.

68 Cf. Clairmont 1983: 12, 101–102; Pritchett 1985: 123 (‘For the dead of a naval war fought in

the Saronic Gulf, burial in Athens, rather than on some Attic promontory, would seem
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the encounter, and a burial site a few kilometers inland (instead of right on the

shore) would still pass as burial on the site.

A decisive difference between anaval battle and combat on landwas the fate

of those whowere killed or heavily wounded in action. On the battlefield, dead

or wounded fighters did not get lost; they could be carried home. For the fallen

and the wounded participants of naval battles the chances of retrieval were

smaller because they might be carried away by the water. To ‘have no grave but

the sea’ is a common fate of those who die in naval battles in all times.69 Con-

sequently, in a mass grave for the dead of a naval campaign, some of the men

who had died would be missing. It would take a monument with an explicit

statement to include those who were lost. The Kerameikos would have been

chosen as the location for the fighters against the Aeginetans because it had

a long tradition for burial.70 A site close to the city would have been a com-

fort for those families whose kin had gone missing, as it gave them a place for

mourning.

After the battle of Salamis, a few years after the encounter with the Aeginet-

ans, the Athenians were confronted with a similar situation, but on a much

bigger scale—an issue that I cannot discuss in detail here.71 I suggest that the

Athenians, again, preferred the Kerameikos as a burial site to a place on the

shore, because it would be a more prominent place for commemoration and

praise. Themonument with the so-called PersianWar epigrams explicitly gives

the reason why the war dead deserve public attention. It praises the fighters

of Salamis for their service to the community—the salvation of all Hellas! And,

because it had been a naval battle, it was understood that not all thosewho had

given their lives for this cause could actually have been buried there.72 Inevit-

ably, thismonument also served as a cenotaph (for the dead fighters of Salamis

who could not be retrieved). The Athenians had never beforemanned somany

logical’), 165–166, 249; Toher 1999: 497 (‘the most natural place to bury the dead would

have been in Athens’); Wienand 2023: 50, 54–56.

69 Cf. the inscriptions of the Tower HillWar Memorial in London for the dead of both world

wars.

70 See, most recently, Wienand 2023: 55.

71 According to Diod. Sic. 11.19.3, forty Greek ships were lost in the battle. If half of them

came from Athens (the Athenians had provided about half of the Greek fleet; Hdt. 8.43–

48), ca. 4000 Athenians had lost their ships. How many of them would have survived?

Herodotus (8.89.1–2) claims that only a few Greeks died ‘since they knew how to swim’,

whereas ‘many barbarians drowned in the sea’. But would the Ionian and Carian crews of

the Persian fleet not have known how to swim as well?

72 On the fate of the victims of a naval battle, see Strauss 2000: 267–273. See Haussker 2009:

252–241 for Athenian burial rites for them.
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ships, and it can be assumed that the losses of somanymen at sea (no numbers

recorded) was a new experience for them.

These circumstances might have instigated the idea to include the Mara-

thonomachoi in the commemoration. By combining the functions of tomb and

cenotaph, the memorial pointed to a gap that had not been felt previously:

the absence of the tomb of the fighters of Marathon whose bodies were bur-

ied some forty km away. With the additional praising of men who were buried

elsewhere this polyandreion-cum-cenotaph raised the issue of where to bury

and commemorate the war dead and marks a decisive step toward the institu-

tion of the state burial. It paved the way for the introduction of repatriation, in

order to combine grave and memorial site.

In which year the demos took the decision to institute repatriation as a reg-

ular procedure is unknown. A spectacular model was Kimon’s transfer of the

bones of Theseus fromSkyros to Athens (probably in 476/475bce).73 Pausanias

(1.29.14) mentions a grave in the Kerameikos for those who had died in the

battle at the Eurymedon (led by Kimon) in the early 460s, a case of repatri-

ation fromAsiaMinor before the annualmass burial of all thosewho had fallen

throughout one year of campaigning became the rule just a little later.74

I see repatriation as the crucial innovation and a conceptual turning point in

handling the burial and commemoration of thewar dead. The decisivemotiva-

tion for repatriation as standard practice was the appreciation of the service to

the polis that was to be communicated to any passer-by. The commemoration

of the war dead became linked to the city for which they had died. The monu-

ment for the fighters of the PersianWars (ig i³ 503+504) had set the standard.

It called for a burial site for the war dead near the city and for a commemor-

ative monument to go with it. The repatriation of the war dead was the next

step to take.

6 Conclusion

I have argued that the monument with the Persian War epigrams (ig i³ 504+

504) was a key monument in the making of the Athenian state burial. The

dēmoshad taken responsibility for itswar deadwhen itwas acting as adecision-

makingbody (after theKleisthenic reforms), and in that capacityhadorganized

73 Plut. Thes. 36.1–2; Cim. 8,5–6. Shapiro 1991: 645–646; Humphreys 1999: 130–131; Culasso

Gastaldi 2010: 138–139 (bibliography); Kucewicz 2020: 128 n. 45.

74 See above on ig i³ 1144 and 1147. Wienand 2023: 79–81 argues that this was the decisive

impulse for the introduction of regular repatriation.
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mass burials on the sites of the battles. After the victory of Salamis, it erected

a monument at the road to the Academy that was intended to mark the com-

munal grave of those who had died in this battle and to serve as a cenotaph for

those who had been lost in the sea.

A few years earlier the Athenians had chosen the Kerameikos (instead of a

place on the shore) as the burial site for those who had died in the naval battle

against Aegina because theywished to provide not only a grave for thosewhose

bodies could be retrieved, but also a place for the commemoration of all the

victims.

The location of thememorial for thewar dead of Salamis followed this logic.

It was the tomb for the men who had died in a naval battle, and as a monu-

ment for their commemoration it inevitably also served as a cenotaph—for

those who were irretrievably lost at sea. Given this situation, it was decided

to include the commemoration of the Marathonomachoi as well. Epigrams

that praised them were added to those that praised the fighters of Salamis,

the names of whom would have appeared on one of the stelai that topped the

base.

This monument, in addition to praising and commemorating all the fight-

ers, pointed to those who were absent, either because they had been lost at sea

(in the battle of Salamis) or had been buried elsewhere (those who had died in

Marathon). It was thus a tangible expression of the wish to make the war dead

present near the city for the frequent devotion of attention and commemora-

tion. And it gave the reason in the epigrams: the men were praised because of

their glorious deeds for the community. Hence, it was just a short step to the

decision to collect the war dead, even on distant battlefields, and bring them

home—a step that would follow within a few years.
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chapter 3

Rewriting History: The Battle of Salamis, 480bce

Mathieu de Bakker

1 Introduction1

The year 480bce is widely regarded as a watershed between the Archaic and

Classical periods. Following their successful resistance against Persian at-

tempts at subjugation, theGreeks embarked on a period of expansion, prosper-

ity, and accelerated cultural development. However, the extent to which 480

was truly crucial depends, in part, on an assessment of the historiographical

sources. This study examines these sources, comparing their portrayals of the

Battle of Salamis—an event that, based on these very accounts, is commonly

seen as the turning point of the PersianWars.

In 480, the Persians marched into Greece, overcame Spartan resistance at

Thermopylae, took control of Attica, and razed Athens. Yet, their navy faced

a setback in the Strait of Salamis, a pivotal moment in the war. This defeat

weakened the Persian hold on the Aegean and compelled the king to with-

draw from Europe, leaving his troops under the command of Mardonios. Due

to the absence of physical remains, scholars rely mostly on ancient narrative

sources to reconstruct this battle. The messenger speech in Aeschylus’ Per-

sians and the Salamis episode in Herodotus’ Histories are considered crucial

pieces of evidence, as witnesses were still alive to recount their memories.2

Diodorus Siculus (first century bce) offers a condensed account in his Lib-

rary, crediting Herodotus but also drawing on later historians such as Ephorus,

Theopompus and Ctesias.3 Additional information is found in Lysias’ Funeral

Oration (early fourth century bce), and in the biographies of Themistocles

1 I am grateful to the editors of this volume for meticulously reviewingmy chapter and provid-

ing numerous valuable comments.

2 Aeschylus is reported to have taken part in the battle himself by Pausanias (1.14.5) and Schol.

in Persians 432 (ed. Dähnhardt), which refers to Ion of Chios (fifth century bce) as a source.

Caution is needed, however, as biographies of ancient writers tend to include elements

derived from their works. For Aeschylus, see Lefkowitz 1981: 69–70.

3 Credit toHerodotus: Diod. Sic. 11.37.6 (see below). For the other sources, seeMarincola 2007a:

107–111. For Diodorus’ use of Ephorus in particular, see Hornblower 1994: 36–38; Flower 1998:

370; Green 2006: 14–16; 27–28; 70 n. 72; Marincola 2007b.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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and Aristides by Nepos (first century bce) and Plutarch (first to second cen-

turies ce).4

Despite this wealth of sources, reconstructing the Battle of Salamis proves

challenging since these accounts solely originate fromGreekperspectives,with

a noticeable absence of independent Persian sources. Moreover, the narratives

are shaped by generic conventions that impose limitations on their histor-

ical reliability.5 Some scholars argue that Aeschylus, while composing Persians,

adhered closely to the actual events, given thatmanyAthenians in his audience

had been personally involved in the battle.6 However, his playwas part of a reli-

gious festival and featured a Salamis narrative embedded in a fictional speech

delivered by a messenger at the Persian court—a tale of Greek victory told

through the imaginary lens of a defeatedPersian.7 As a tragedy, Persians focuses

on universal themes, portraying Xerxes’ defeat in Greece as a consequence of

hubris and staging him in utter consternation at the end of the play. Interest-

ingly, the play avoids naming individual Greeks, possibly to prevent causing

offence to bereaved relatives in the audience, as Goldhill suggests.8 Aeschylus,

it seems, had more immediate concerns than writing a straightforward histor-

ical account. By crafting an immersive narrative rich in sights and sounds, the

playwright aimed to address the collective trauma stemming from the battle,

and, more broadly, from the evacuation, loss, and rebuilding of Athens and its

sanctuaries.9

4 Aesch. Pers. 249–514; Hdt. 8.40–125; Lys. 2.32–44; Diod. Sic. 11.13.3–4; 11.15.2–19.6; Nep. 2.4–5;

3.2; Plut.Them. 10–17; Arist. 8–9. For historical analyses, seeHignett 1963: 193–239; Green 1970:

153–198; Burn 1984: 450–475; Lazenby 1993: 151–197.

5 In general, battle narratives pose challenges as their narrative format enables those involved

to retrospectivelymake sense of the disorderly events on the battleground by imposing chro-

nological, spatial, and causal order onto them. See the useful discussion by van Rookhuijzen

2021: 213–214 on the consequences for the topography of battlegrounds (see below) and

Huitink’s 2024 analysis of the narratives of the Battle of Cynaxa.

6 Lazenby, in his conclusion regarding Aeschylus’ and Herodotus’ narratives, asserts that ‘the

coincidences between the two accounts… suggest that in relying on them,we can come close

to the truth’ (1988: 185, my italics). See Wallinga 2005: 114–119 for comparison. Parker 2007: 6

takes a more nuanced stance, highlighting the probability of distortions in the account due

to patriotic and generic influences.

7 Pelling characterizes the messenger speech as ‘a version of history … fashioned, stylized, and

elaborated according to some generic conventions and audience expectations’ (1997: 1). See

also Hammond 1956: 39, who points at generic aspects that make it impossible to regard the

messenger speech in Persians as a comprehensive account of the battle.

8 Goldhill 1988: 192–193.

9 For the impact of trauma andmemory on the accounts of the PersianWars, see Proietti 2019,

2021, including references to scholarship on the broader effects of war trauma on (histor-

ical) narratives. See also Proietti’s contribution to this volume, pp. 30–34. For the ‘therapeutic’
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Historiographical sources adhere to generic conventions as well. It is widely

recognized that ancient historiography is rooted in epic traditions.When read-

ing Herodotus’ account, therefore, we, as Flower puts it, are ‘viewing the events

of the Persian Wars through the lens of Homeric epic’.10 Recently, van Rook-

huijzen has introduced another perspective, shedding light on the challenges

faced by a historian likeHerodotuswhen reconstructing a naval battle like Sala-

mis. He identifies Herodotus’ ‘littoral gaze’, in which identifiable landmarks

on the coasts of Attica and Salamis are intricately linked to the topography of

the battle.11 Most important for my argument here, however, is the polemical

nature of ancient historiography, as discussed in insightful studies by Marin-

cola and Thomas.12 Beginning with Hecataeus, ancient historians examined

their predecessors’ works, aiming to correct, revise, and adapt them.13 In this

process, they were driven by contemporary concerns, aligning their narratives

with goals that lay beyond the narratives’ temporal boundaries, as demon-

strated by Grethlein.14 In Herodotus’ narrative, for instance, references to dis-

putes over the roles of the Aeginetans and Corinthians in the Battle of Salamis

(Hdt. 8.84 and 8.94, respectively) appear to mirror later fifth century tensions

between erstwhile allies turned opponents at the time when Herodotus com-

posed his work.15

function of Persians, see Proietti 2022. For insights into the immersive effects of descript-

ive elements like sight and sound in battle narratives, see Allan 2018.

10 Flower 1998: 375. Strasburger 1972 is seminal for the influence of Homeric epic on histori-

ography. Marincola’s 2018 overview explores the diverse ways in which Herodotus’ battle

narratives are shaped by Homeric epic.

11 Van Rookhuijzen 2021, acknowledging that ‘we will never be able to reconstruct in full

detail what happened in 480bce’ (2021: 217).

12 Marincola 1997: 217–257; Thomas 2000: 214–221.

13 Hence, the interdependenceof these sources complicates the findings of thosewho recon-

struct events by comparing sources as if they exist in isolation. In the case of Salamis,

Wallinga argues for the credibility of the 1,207 ships in Xerxes’ fleet, citing its occurrence

in both Persians (341–343) and Histories (7.89.1) (Wallinga 2005: 32–46, and see 117–119 for

his argument that Herodotus did not use Persians as a source). This claim elicited a varied

response, with some reviewers supporting it (Meißner 2006; Papalas 2006; Evans 2008)

and others dissenting (Potter 2006; Murray 2008). Parker 2007: 2–3 acknowledges that

Herodotus derived the number from Aeschylus (cf. Lazenby 1993: 173–174), whose work

he must have known. Verbal allusions to Persians by Herodotus have been pointed out by

Lazenby 1988: 185, Pelling 1997: 2n5, Bowie ad 8.68γ, and Parker 2007.

14 Grethlein 2013.

15 Passages in Thucydides (e.g., 1.73–74) reveal that the Persian Wars held significance in

Greekdiplomacy in theperiodpreceding thePeloponnesianWar. For contemporary issues

in Herodotus’ historical narrative, see also Fornara 1971, Moles 1996, Thomas 2000, and
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In a perceptive article, Marincola sheds light on this fundamentally ‘revi-

sionist’ approach of ancient historiographers towards their predecessors by

comparing the depictions of the battles in the Persian Wars.16 In the case

of Salamis, he notes disparities between Aeschylus, who portrays the Greeks

as a unified force, and Herodotus, who underscores internal divisions within

the Greek alliance. Diodorus Siculus, on the other hand, emphasizes Greek

unity, depicting Spartans and Athenians interacting more harmoniously than

inHerodotus’ account. Here,Marincola identifies traces of a ‘decidedly panhel-

lenic perspective’, probably derived from the fourth century historian Ephorus,

in Diodorus’ version.17

In this contribution, I will build on Marincola’s findings and explore the

narrative sources of the Battle of Salamis in relation to one another.18 First, I

will examine the initial engagement of the battle and argue that Herodotus’

account responds to Aeschylus’ more glorifying rendition in Persians. Next,

I will discuss four aspects in which Diodorus’ version reacts to Herodotus’

account, seeking insights into the reasons behind these differences. Addition-

ally, I will examine chronological inconsistencies in Diodorus’ narrative and

argue that they stem from a revisionist agenda.

2 Aeschylus and Herodotus on the Initial Engagement at Salamis

In a recent comparative analysis, Parker notes regarding the start of the battle

that ‘Herodotus’ account in general agrees with Aeschylus’, as both authors

depict the action at Salamis commencing with a Greek ship ramming an op-

ponent (Aesch. Pers. 408–411; Hdt. 8.84.1).19 Parker, however, chooses to ‘omit’

the circumstances under which this initial engagement occurs.20 Yet, their

Irwin 2013. Osborne 1996: 337 points out that stories about the Persian Wars ‘became

so politically charged that no confidence can be placed in any claims about what went

on’.

16 Marincola 2007a. See also vanWees in this volume (pp. 92–123) on Ctesias’ version of the

PersianWars as a deliberate departure from Herodotus’ account.

17 Marincola 2007a: 114–122, with 117–120 on Salamis. The citation from page 115.

18 For a comparable discussion of the sources of the Battle of Thermopylae (from a more

formalist narratological perspective), see de Bakker 2018. For a comparison of Herodotus’

account of the Battle of Plataea with the encomiastic version of Simonides’ Plataea Elegy,

see Thomas 2018: 276–282.

19 Parker 2007: 6. Compare Wallinga 2005: 114, who observes ‘no serious disagreements’

between Aeschylus and Herodotus.

20 Parker 2007: 17.
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distinctions are noteworthy, as Aeschylus—in contrast to Herodotus—

portrays the Greeks confidently initiating the attack on the Persians:

At that time, theGreeks chanted a solemnpaean not as a signal for retreat

but advancing into battle with a confident spirit (ἐς μάχην ὁρμῶντες εὐψύχῳ

θράσει).

aesch. Pers. 392–394

As dawn breaks, the ships emerge ‘in proper order’ (εὐτάκτως, 399) and move

forward, away from the coast of Salamis, as indicated by ‘the entire fleet set out’

(ἐπεξεχώρει, 401). However, in Herodotus’ account, the Persians take the initi-

ative, as they ‘immediately attacked’ (αὐτίκα ἐπεκέατο, Hdt. 8.83.2) when the

Greeks had set their ships to sea. The Greeks initially ‘backed water and ran

their ships aground’ (πρύμνην ἀνεκρούοντο καὶ ὤκελλον, 8.84.1), only engaging

when the Athenian Ameinias (or, in an alternative version, an Aeginetan ship)

had attacked and set an example. Their initial lack of confidence is emphasized

in the subsequent anecdote about a phantomwoman, who rebukes ‘all’ (ἅπαν)

Greeks for backing water (8.84.2). Thus, while in Aeschylus’ narrative the Per-

sians are alarmed by the unexpected sight and sound of the approaching fleet

(Aesch. Pers. 391–392), in Herodotus it is the Greeks who seem intimidated by

the advancing Persians and almost yield under pressure.

Several scholars have noted the disparity betweenHerodotus and Aeschylus

on this matter.21 Lazenby views the initial Greek retreat as a tactical man-

euver, either a ‘momentary hesitation’ for the Greeks to complete their battle

line or a deliberate strategy to entice the Persian fleet into the narrows.22 In

Herodotus’ account, however, the initial Greek retreat is not attributed to a

strategic motive. In other battles, the historian explicitly mentions instances

when strategy guides these actions. For example, during the Battle of Thermo-

pylae, the Spartans turn their backs to the Persians to surprise their pursuers

(Hdt. 7.211.3). Similarly, in theBattle of Artemision, theGreeks ‘draw their sterns

together’ (8.11.1) tomaximize their chances of success against their numerically

superior opponents. This contrasts with the opening engagement at Salamis,

where the Greeks back water and run their ships aground, diminishing their

effectiveness.

21 Hammond 1956: 39; Hignett 1963: 234; Pelling 1997: 7–8; Marincola 2018: 12, cf. p. 12 n. 31.

22 Lazenby 1988: 181, cf. 1993: 189. Compare Hammond 1956: 46–47, Green 1970: 187 (‘a simu-

lated flight’), and Burn 1984: 460–461;Wallinga 2005: 125–129 believes that the Corinthian

retreat (Hdt. 8.94) should also be explained as a tactical maneuver.
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If we agree with Parker and others (see n. 13 above), that Herodotus was

familiar with Aeschylus’ Persians, the question arises: why did Herodotus opt

to portray the Greeks as appearing fearful at the beginning of the battle? Given

that he admits that he was in the dark about the precise course of the fight-

ing (8.87.1), it seems unlikely that he had access to any better sources than

Aeschylus’ play. In this light, a thematic explanation of Herodotus’ account

may be more plausible. A comparison with Herodotus’ two other major battle

narratives of the Persian Wars (Thermopylae and Plataea) reveals three con-

verging aspects in the passage under review. Together, these aspects seem to

hint at an underlying message in Herodotus’ battle narratives of the Persian

Wars.

First, in these two battles Herodotus highlights Greek fear preceding the

first encounter, creating the impression of a formidable enemy. At Thermo-

pylae, the Greeks initially plan a complete withdrawal ‘out of fear’ (καταρρωδέ-

οντες, 7.207), and prior to the Battle of Plataea, Pausanias, ‘fearing the Persians’

(καταρρωδήσας τοὺς Πέρσας, 9.46.1), asks the Athenians to swap positions and

line up opposite the Persians instead of the Spartans.23 Herodotus also notes

Spartan fear of the Persian cavalry (9.56.2). Seeking refuge in the foothills of

the Cithaeron, the Spartans urge the Athenians to supply assistance (9.60).24

Ultimately, it is the Arcadians who initiate the attack on the Persians, with

Pausanias and his Spartans joining only when their sacrifices prove favorable

(9.62.1).

Second, in each battle, Herodotus highlights the fragility of the Greek coali-

tion. In the case of Thermopylae, the Spartans’ final stand is not somuchmotiv-

ated by a noble ideal of self-sacrifice, but rather attributed to the anger of the

Phocians and Locrians. They have been promised security when invited to join

the coalition and accordingly feel abandoned when the Peloponnesians plan

to withdraw to the Isthmus (7.203; 207).25 When Ephialtes’ betrayal leaves the

Greek forces surrounded, opinions are again ‘split’ (ἐσχίζοντο, 7.219.2). Only the

Thespians decide to stand with the Spartans, while the rest of the coalition

23 Even before the outbreak of the war, the approaching Persian army instills ‘great fear’ in

the Spartans, which makes them concede when Tisamenos demands Spartan citizenship

(Hdt. 9.33).

24 Spartan problems escalate during the Battle of Plataea when their commander, Amom-

pharetos, refuses to withdraw with Pausanias, thus jeopardizing the entire operation

(9.53–57). Baragwanath 2012: 309–310 emphasizes the symbolic significance of this pas-

sage, highlighting how Amompharetos’ stubborn steadfastness underscores the Spartan

willingness to compromise.

25 De Bakker 2018: 73.
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retreats.26 Prior to the Battle of Plataea, the fragility of the coalition is once

more evident when the Athenians consider striking a deal with the Persians if

the Spartans fail to send troops (9.7; 11). Only at the last moment do the Ephors

yield, following the advice of Chileos from Arcadia (9.9.2).27

Third,Herodotus ascribes apivotal role toAthens, whichpermeates his entire

narrative of the war. Athens defies oracles predicting its destruction before

the invasion, and, according to Herodotus, it is Athenian resilience in the face

of danger that ultimately saves the Greeks from Persian enslavement. This

opinion, he acknowledges, will be ‘begrudged by the majority’ (7.139), which

reveals a perspective from the later fifth century, when Athenian policies had

grown unpopular in Greece. Yet, in the admirals’ debate at Salamis, Eurybiades

casts the decisive vote in favor of the Athenians, recognizing that the coali-

tion stands no chance against the Persianswithout them (8.63).Moreover, their

merits are not confined to sea battles but also extend to the battleground. At

Plataea, Herodotus records significant interventions as the Athenians replace

the battered Megareans (9.21) and deliver the decisive blow in besieging the

Persian camp. In this endeavor—unlike the Spartans—the Athenians exhibit

the ability to scale and tear down the wall ‘with courage and resilience’ (ἀρετῇ

τε καὶ λιπαρίῃ, 9.70.2). Most crucial, according to Herodotus, is their readi-

ness to accept Spartan overall command of the coalition, despite contribut-

ing the largest number of ships in the sea battles at Artemision and Salamis

(8.1.1 and 8.44.1, respectively). They align with the Spartans in rejecting Gelon’s

ambition to lead the coalition (7.161) and remain obedient to Pausanias even

when they realize his leadership is challenged by the mutiny of Amomphare-

tos (9.54).28

Greek fear, coalition fragility, and Athens’ pivotal role converge in the build-

up to the initial engagement at Salamis. Herodotus highlights the division

among Greek admirals, portraying their discussions as ‘verbal skirmishes’

(ἔπεσι ἀκροβολισάμενοι, 8.64.1), ‘clashes of words’ (ὠθισμὸς λόγων, 8.78) and

‘disputes’ (λόγων ἀμφισβασίη, 8.81). Themistocles even engages in derogatory

remarks about his Corinthian counterpart Adeimantos, threatening to with-

draw from the coalition if theGreeks abandon their position at Salamis (8.61.2–

26 On the ambiguities in Herodotus’ characterization of Leonidas, whose choices in battle

are not exclusively motivated by heroic ideals, see Baragwanath 2008: 64–78.

27 This is a second instanceof Arcadian—rather thanSpartan—alertness in thePlataea epis-

ode. Observe also that Arcadians are cited as the first to enter the Persian camp in the final

phase of the battle (Hdt. 9.70.3).

28 For the Athens-centered perspective of Herodotus, see also van Wees in this volume

(pp. 94–96, 100–102, 112–114).
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62). At dawn, in his pre-battle exhortation, Themistocles urges the Greeks to

‘choose the better over the weaker’ (8.83.1), but their fearful retreat in the face

of the Persian attack reveals a failure tomotivate them. Crucially, the Athenian

Ameinias (later praised as one of the best individual commanders, 8.93.1) puts

an end to the initial Greek retreat by ‘charging forward’ (ἐξαναχθείς, 8.84.1) and

colliding his ship with an opponent’s. When he is unable to dislodge, others

rush to his aid, marking the commencement of the battle. In line with the spe-

cial roleHerodotus attributes to theAthenians, their ship is the first one named

as igniting the spark in the tinderbox.

The contrast with Aeschylus’ portrayal of the confident and collective Greek

attack is striking. In Persians, the Greeks initiate the attack and operate as

a cohesive, united force, whose warlike qualities are attributed to the free-

dom of their citizens (Aesch. Pers. 231–245). In reaction, Herodotus seems

to have chosen a different perspective in his battle narrative to align it with

the overarching themes he intends to convey. Unlike versions that amplify

Greek heroism and unity in a spirited defense, Herodotus’ account emphas-

izes Greek fears, division, and distrust.29 It highlights that the war against

the formidable armies of Xerxes was won with difficulty, and thanks to for-

tunate, well-timed, and dutiful interventions by the Athenians. Contempor-

ary concerns may have inspired Herodotus to emphasize these themes. In a

significant flash-forward, immediately after commending the Athenians for

yielding command to the Spartans during the Persian invasion, Herodotus

alludes to post-war developments: Athens continues fighting the Persians inde-

pendently after taking command from the Spartans, a separation that ulti-

mately leads to internal strife among the Greeks (cf. στάσις … ἔμφυλος, Hdt.

8.3).

3 Diodorus’ Version of Salamis

Herodotus’ successors revisited and adjusted the Salamis narrative, seemingly

in response to their predecessors. Their impact becomes evident in Diodorus

Siculus’ rendition of the PersianWars. Despite crediting Herodotus (Diod. Sic.

11.37.6), Diodorus does not follow Herodotus’ account of the Battle of Sala-

mis obsequiously. Although Marincola notes a ‘fairly strict fidelity to the fifth-

century tradition’ in Diodorus’ version of the battle itself, he detects a different

29 Compare vanWees’ 2018 exploration of the historical aspects of the Thermopylae narrat-

ives, concluding that Herodotus probably revised an older, more legendary version of the

events at Thermopylae.
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portrayal of the surrounding events anddebates, withmore praise for Athenian

and Spartan leaders than found in Herodotus’ narrative.30 Building on Marin-

cola’s insights, I will examine four aspects of Diodorus’ account where notable

divergences are apparent. These pertain to (1) the connection with the Greco-

Carthaginian war in Sicily, (2) Xerxes’ role, (3) the preliminary debates, and (4)

the battle itself.

3.1 The Sicilian Connection

Diodorus’ account of the Persian Wars pays more attention to the Sicilian

Greeks than Herodotus’ narrative. When Athens and Sparta seek assistance

against the Persians at Syracuse, Herodotus portrays Gelon as unwilling to offer

support unless he can lead the coalition (Hdt. 7.157–163.1). Later, Gelon shows

a willingness to submit to Xerxes in the event of a Greek defeat (7.163.2). Hero-

dotus also mentions Gelon’s war against the Carthaginians as a reason for not

supporting the Greeks (7.165). At this juncture, Herodotus brings up the Battle

of Himera, which is claimed to have occurred on the same day as the Battle of

Salamis (7.166).31

While Herodotus views Sicily and Greece as independent battlegrounds

during Xerxes’ invasion, Diodorus attributes both conflicts to Xerxes: when

planning the invasion of Greece, the king urges the Carthaginians to attack

the Greeks in the West, orchestrating a war across the Mediterranean (Diod.

Sic. 11.1.4–5). The connections between battles in these wars are also more

intertwined, even at the expense of chronological consistency. Diodorus’ Sala-

mis narrative (11.13.3–4; 11.15.2–19.6) precedes that of Himera (11.20–26), even

though, in his version, the Battle of Himera did not coincide (as in Herodotus),

but took place earlier in time, on the same day as the Battle of Thermopylae,

creating a scenario where ‘the greatest victory coincided with themost famous

defeat’ (11.24.1). Gelon’s victory at Himera ‘inspired the Greeks with courage’

at Salamis, elevating Gelon alongside Themistocles as an architect of the vic-

tory over the barbarians (11.23.1–2). DespiteGelon’s eagerness to join theGreeks

30 Marincola 2007a: 119. A complicating factor is that we can only tentatively reconstruct

Diodorus’ reliance on sources for this part of the narrative beyond Herodotus (most not-

ably Ephorus). Furthermore, Diodorus himself should not be viewed as a mere copyist of

his sources. It is important, as highlighted by Sacks 1990, to consider the late Hellenistic

context inwhichhe composedhiswork. For an overviewof the debate regardingDiodorus

and his sources, see Priestley 2014: 14; 162–168 and Muntz 2017: 14–26.

31 Pindar (Pyth. 1.75–80) alreadymentions the battles of Salamis, Plataea, andHimera in one

breath. For the tradition linking the battles of Himera and Salamis as synchronous events,

see Gauthier 1966.
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against Xerxes after defeating the Carthaginians, he abandons this campaign

upon learning of the Greek victory at Salamis (11.26.5).32

Scholars attribute Diodorus’ pro-Sicilian inclination to sources aiming to

counter Herodotus’ more unfavorable portrayal of the Sicilian Greeks. Marin-

cola points to Ephorus, who asserted that Gelon, through his victory at Himera,

liberated all Greeks.33 Priestley identifies Timaeus, a Sicilian historian who

‘reworked Herodotus’ narrative to glorify Sicily’s history for the years of the

PersianWars’.34 However, Diodorus’ own approach to writing universal histori-

ography further reinforces the connections between Sicily and Greece. Clarke

mentions the historian’s principle of symmetry—his goal to ensure equal treat-

ment of events of similar greatness in his work. Additionally, she notes ‘nar-

rative weaving’, resulting from the annalistic organization of his work.35 This

involves dealing with events in different regions of the oikoumenē within the

same chapter, emphasizing their synchrony.36 Regarding the battles of Salamis

and Himera, already linked in tradition, Diodorus’ narrative techniques allow

him to compare the battles at the end of his account (11.23) and enhance their

causal connection, retrospectively portraying Gelon’s victory as a contributing

factor to the outcome of Salamis.37

3.2 Xerxes’ Role

Diodorus’ account of theBattle of Salamis highlightsXerxes’ supremeauthority

more thanHerodotus does. In Diodorus’ version, the king personally orders his

admiral to engage (Diod. Sic. 11.18.3), while Herodotus describes initial Persian

movementswithout explicit reference to commands (Hdt. 8.76; 84.1). Diodorus’

version omits Artemisia’s advice to Xerxes as well as Mardonios’ counsel (see

Hdt. 8.68; 100; 101–103).When the battle begins, Xerxes’ position atMountAiga-

leos is mentioned by Diodorus (Diod. Sic. 11.18.3), excluding the references to

his retinue found in Herodotus’ version (Hdt. 8.90.4).38 Unlike Herodotus, who

32 The pro-Sicilian revision also clarifies why Diodorus excludes Herodotus’ references to

Gelon’s abstention from the fightingduringXerxes’ invasionof Greece, aligningwithHero-

dotus only in noting the Corcyrean abstention (Diod. Sic. 11.15.1, compare Hdt. 7.168).

33 Marincola 2007a: 112–113. See FGrHist 70 F 186 = scholion on Pind. Pyth. 1.146a.

34 Priestley 2014: 168.

35 Clarke 1999: 265–267. Cf. Rubincam 1987.

36 Green 2006: 10–12.

37 See Marincola 2007a: 111–114 for discussions about ‘the decisive contribution’ to the Per-

sianWars in later fourth century historiography, with Thermopylae, Himera, and Salamis

as contenders.

38 In Aeschylus’ Persians, we only discover the king’s role as a spectator at the battle’s con-

clusion (ll. 465–470).
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reports that Xerxes beheaded the Phoenician admirals for slandering the Ioni-

ans (Hdt. 8.90.3), Diodorus has Xerxes killing them for their cowardice in battle

(Diod. Sic. 11.19.4). On the whole, Diodorus’ account simplifies Herodotus’ por-

trayal of Xerxes, omitting his advisors and depicting the king as the sole archi-

tect and executor of his campaign.39

The revision of Xerxes’ character in Diodorus’ versionmay have contributed

to a second inconsistency in the narrative order of the events. After defeat-

ing the Spartans at Thermopylae, the king opts to undertake naval combat

(Diod. Sic. 11.12.1). Inviting his admiral Megabates, he orders him to battle the

Greeks ‘with the entire fleet’ (11.12.2). Megabates sets out from Pydna in North-

ern Greece and anchors at Magnesia, where he loses over 300 ships in a storm.

With the remaining ships, he sails to Aphetai, opposite Artemision, where the

first sea-battle of the war unfolds (11.12.3–11.13.2). At this point Diodorus’ nar-

rative order re-aligns with Herodotus’ account, as it takes the news of the

Spartan defeat at Thermopylae as the reason for the coalition’s navy to with-

draw (Hdt. 8.21.2, Diod. Sic. 11.3.3).40 This chronological inconsistency suggests

a clash between narrative strategies in Diodorus’ version: while it seems to

respect Herodotus’ account in general, it subordinates its chronological order

to an increased focus on Xerxes as the commander of the expedition.

3.3 The Preliminary Councils and Meetings

What setsHerodotus’ account of Salamis apart fromother existing sources is its

detailed exploration of preliminary diplomacy. Xerxes seeks counsel from his

admirals, while the Greeks grapple with the strategic challenge of choosing the

optimal battleground, fearing entrapment at Salamis if defeated. Initially opt-

ing to retreat to the Isthmus, they reconsider under Themistocles’ persuasion,

aiming to protect Aegina and the refugees fromAthens andMegara.41 However,

internal unrest jeopardizes this decision, prompting Themistocles to covertly

inform Xerxes about Greek withdrawal plans. In response, Xerxes dispatches a

naval squadron to block any attempt at escape, making engagement at Salamis

inevitable.

Diodorus provides fewer discussions and meetings in his much shorter ac-

count. He excludes Xerxes’ council with his admirals and Themistocles’ private

39 Compare de Bakker 2018: 73–74 for Xerxes’ characterization in Diodorus’ version of the

Battle of Thermopylae.

40 Herodotus does notmentionXerxes’ order toMegabates. In his account, the stormatMag-

nesia occurs before the Battle of Thermopylae (7.188–191), which coincides with the Battle

of Artemision.

41 For a detailed study of Themistocles in Herodotus, see Blösel 2004.
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table 3.1 Overview of debates and meetings before the Battle of Salamis

Herodotus Diodorus Siculus

Debates

1. Xerxes seeks counsel from his admirals 8.67.2–69 not mentioned

2a. Greeks decide to retreat to Isthmus 8.46; 56 not mentioned

2b. Greeks reconsider and stay at Salamis 8.59–64 11.15.2–16.1

2c. Greeks discuss withdrawal to Isthmus 8.74–75.1; 78–82 not mentioned

2d. Greeks decide to fortify the Isthmus 8.71 (flashback) 11.16.3

3. Themistocles encourages the troops 8.83 11.17.4

Private

meetings

4. Themistocles meets Mnesiphilos 8.57 not mentioned

5. Themistocles meets Eurybiades 8.58 not mentioned

6. Themistocles meets Aristides 8.79–80 not mentioned

7. Covert message to Xerxes 8.75 11.17.3–4

8. Message from deserting Greeks 8.82.1 (Tenians) 11.17.3–4 (Ionians)

conversations with Mnesiphilos, Eurybiades, and Adeimantos. While Herodo-

tus’ narrative pays more attention to the preliminary debates compared to the

actual battle (63% versus 37%), Diodorus allocates nearly equal space to both

elements (51% versus 49%).42 Additionally, Diodorus’ version lacks speeches

in direct discourse, a prominent feature of Herodotus’ account.43

Asmentioned above, Herodotus underscores the fragility of the Greek coali-

tion, where each member state is primarily concerned with its own survival.44

Themistocles faces an uphill battle in advocating the defense of Salamis due

to the alliance’s reluctance to fight in front of occupied territory (ἡ γὰρ Ἀττικὴ

ἀπεῖτο ἤδη ‘Attica was already ruled out’, Hdt. 8.49.1). Upon Mnesiphilos’ warn-

ing about the potential disintegration of the coalition if they withdraw to the

Isthmus, Themistocles convinces Eurybiades to reconsider the decision (8.58).

Publicly, he employs strategic arguments, emphasizing the Greek advantage in

42 In terms of oct pages (Hude), Herodotus’ preliminary debates span 9.25 pages, while the

battle narrative covers 5.5 pages. In contrast, Diodorus’ preliminary debates consist of 255

words, with the battle narrative comprising 244 words.

43 Speeches in direct discourse in Herodotus’ Salamis narrative (aftermath included): 8.57.2;

59 (twice); 60; 62; 65.2–4; 4–5; 68; 75.2–3; 77.1–2; 79.3–4; 80.1–2; 84.2; 88.2–3; 94.3; 96.2;

100.2–5; 101.2–4; 102.1–3; 106.3; 109.2–4; 110.3; 114.2; 118.3; 125.2. Diodorus only includes

speeches in indirect discourse: 11.15.3; 4; 17.1; 2; 3; 18.3; 19.4; 5.

44 Regarding theGreek deliberations at Salamis, Pelling 2006: 110–112 highlights the paradox-

ical circumstance that the ‘danger of fragmentation … imposed the victorious unity’ (as

quoted on page 112). See also Barker 2009: 163–172.
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the narrow waters (8.60β), skillfully avoiding offense to the Peloponnesians,

and countering Corinthian admiral Adimantus with two rejoinders (8.59; 61.2).

Ultimately, his threat of coalition departure makes Eurybiades decide to stay

at Salamis (8.63). However, the decision receives only lukewarm support and

is revisited amid escalating fears and contentious meetings among the troops

(8.70.2; 74.2; 78–82).

In Diodorus’ more concise version of the debate, there is less focus on

internal Greek division, and the verbal conflicts reported by Herodotus are

omitted. Initially, the Peloponnesians are depicted as ‘only concerned with

their own safety’ (τῆς ἰδίας μόνον ἀσφαλείας φροντίζοντες, Diod. Sic. 11.15.3). How-

ever, Themistocles persuades ‘all’ (ἅπαντας, 11.15.4) to recognize the strategic

advantages of Salamis, which results in a ‘communal decision’ (κοινοῦ δόγματος,

11.16.1). Eurybiades and Themistocles jointly attempt to reassure the anxious

troops. When these efforts prove fruitless, Themistocles, in his covert message

to Xerxes, announces the imminent Greek withdrawal (11.17.1), but without

including the suggestion found in Herodotus that part of the Greeks would

defect to the Persians (Hdt. 8.75).

Unlike Herodotus, in Diodorus’ narrative the troops are genuinely uplif-

ted by Themistocles’ exhortatory speech and ‘enthusiastically’ board the ships

(προθύμως, Diod. Sic. 11.17.4). Another noteworthy distinction is the betrayal of

the Persians by their Ionian allies (11.17.3–4). In contrast, in Herodotus’ ver-

sion, the Ionians remain loyal to Xerxes and their contributions to the battle

are even highlighted (Hdt. 8.85.2–3: two Samian admirals; 8.87–88: Artemisia;

compare 8.90.2: Samothracians).45 These variations confirmMarincola’s claim,

mentioned above, that Diodorus drew from versions aiming to reshape Hero-

dotus’ narrative to emphasize a more united, panhellenic perspective, under-

lining the cohesion and loyalty of the Greek coalition instead of its fragility and

division.46

Oncemore, the review of this segment of the Salamis narrative by Diodorus

and his sources has resulted in chronological inconsistencies. Both Herodotus

and Diodorus agree that in the early stage of Xerxes’ invasion, the Isthmus

was chosen as the coalition’s command center (Hdt. 7.172; Diod. Sic. 11.3.3).

Later, the Peloponnesians decided to fortify the place to prevent the Persians

from invading the Peloponnese. According to Herodotus, the Spartans unilat-

erally took this decision directly after the Battle of Thermopylae, and it was

45 Van Wees in this volume identifies Ephorus as Diodorus’ probable source for the Ionian

betrayal of the Persians in the Battle of Salamis (p. 109).

46 Herodotus’ and Diodorus’ accounts of the Battle of Thermopylae differ similarly in this

respect. See de Bakker 2018.
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executed swiftly (Hdt. 8.71; 74). The decision caused unease in the Greek coali-

tion, as the Athenians, after withdrawing from Artemision, were ‘deceived in

their expectation’ (ἐψευσμένοι γνώμης, 8.40.1) when Sparta chose to fortify the

Isthmus instead of fighting the Persians in Boeotia. Attica now lay exposed and

required a hurried evacuation. In Diodorus’ version, however, the decision to

fortify the Isthmus is made by the coalition as a whole because of the fall of

Athens, driven by the fear and despair of the Greek troops (Diod. Sic. 11.16.3).47

This emphasizes communal zeal in the Greek defense. Yet, Diodorus’ version

already refers to the completion of the fortification in the preliminary coun-

cil that precedes the decision to fight the Persians at Salamis (Diod. Sic. 11.15.3:

τετειχισμένου … αὐτοῦ καλῶς, ‘with the place [Isthmus] now well fortified’).

Moreover, the location of this council—where ‘all commanders’ had to jointly

decide on strategy (cf. Diod. Sic. 11.15.2)—at the Isthmus is incongruous, as it

implies that the Greek admirals left their fleet leaderless at Salamis, under the

eyes of Xerxes and in the face of the advancing Persian fleet.

3.4 The Battle

Like the preliminary debates, Diodorus’ account of the Battle of Salamis is sig-

nificantly shorter than Herodotus’ version. The sack of Athens receives only a

brief mention (Diod. Sic. 11.14.5), contrasting with Herodotus, who embeds his

elaborate, dramatic narrative (Hdt. 8.50–55) in the context of the first prelim-

inary council (8.49; 56), emphasizing its impact on theGreeks at Salamis. Addi-

tionally, Diodorus’ version lacks a catalogue of ships (cf. Hdt. 8.43–47) as well

as references to oracles, portents, and the statues of the Aeacids (cf. Hdt. 8.64.2;

65; 77; 83.2; 84.2; 96).48 Aristides’ battle against the Persians on the islet of Psyt-

taleia is also excluded, with Aristides himself only appearing at Plataea as the

Athenian commander (Diod. Sic. 11.29.4).49 This omission places Themistocles

in the spotlight as the architect of Greek victory, despite Eurybiades’ overall

command, in alignment with Diodorus’ evaluative comment at the beginning

of the Salamis narrative:

47 In Lysias’ encomiastic account of Salamis, the fortification of the Isthmus occurs even

after the Battle of Salamis (Lys. 2.44). Apparently, this event was so flexible in the avail-

able traditions that authors could incorporate it wherever it suited their narratives.

48 Overall, the divine is notably absent in Diodorus’ account, a stark contrast to the signific-

ant role played by the divine in punishing Xerxes’ hubris in Aeschylus’Persians (345–347;

361–362; 373; 454–455; 472–473; 514; 515–516; 519–520; 532–536; 601–602; 604; 739–742; 749–

750; 809–815; 820–828; 911–912; 921; 1005–1007).

49 This contrasts with the biographers, whomention Aristides in the context of Salamis. See

Nep. Arist. 3.2; Plut. Them. 11.1; Arist. 8–9.
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Their admiral was Eurybiades the Spartan, but it was Themistocles the

Athenian who was actually in charge of the disposition of the fleet, since

on account of his sharp intelligence and strategic skill he was held in

favor, not only among the Greeks throughout the fleet, but also by Eury-

biades himself: he was the man to whom everyone looked for guidance,

and whose word they eagerly accepted.

diod. sic. 11.12.4, transl. Green, with adaptations

While in Herodotus some of Themistocles’ plans falter and some of his words

have no effect, in Diodorus’ version all his words and actions are fully effect-

ive, and there are no challenges to his authority. Altercations with other Greek

admirals are not mentioned, and anecdotes about his bribery by the Euboeans

(cf. Hdt. 8.4) and extortion of Andrians, Carystians and Parians are absent (cf.

Hdt. 8.111–112).50 It is throughundisputeddirective actions of Themistocles and,

on the Persian side, Xerxes, that the circumstances for the Battle of Salamis are

arranged.

In Diodorus’ account, the actual battle unfolds according to Themistocles’

predictions. There is no mention of an initial Greek retreat as in Herodotus.

The Persiansmanage tomaintain order until theymove from the open sea into

the narrow strait (Diod. Sic. 11.18.4). However, the heroic death of the Persian

admiral (11.18.5) leads to chaos and conflicting orders.This allows theAthenians

to strike and chase away the Persian ships (11.18.5–6). The battle on the other

side of the strait remains in balance until the Athenians arrive to deliver the

decisive blow (11.19.2). In this context, Diodorus does not mention the Aeginet-

ans, who play such a prominent role in Herodotus’ narrative (Hdt. 8.91–93.1).51

The two accounts differ also in their explanations of Greek success. Hero-

dotus underscores discipline as the decisive factor, highlighting the Greeks’

ability to hold their line and ‘fight orderly’ (σὺν κόσμῳ ναυμαχεόντων, Hdt. 8.86),

50 This more positive depiction of Themistocles is also evident in the biographies. Nepos

(Them. 3.2) attributes to him a victory at Artemision, crediting him with the strategy of

engaging in the narrows (angustiae), a tactic reminiscent of the Spartans’ approach in

Thermopylae (Them. 4.5). Nepos also acknowledges Themistocles for the triumph at Sala-

mis (Them. 5.3). Plutarch attributes Xerxes’ defeat to the consequences of Themistocles’

naval strategy (Them. 4.5–6) and highlights Themistocles’ success in maintaining the

Greek coalition at Artemision, despite Eurybiades’ apprehensions (Them. 7.5–7; cf. Lys.

2.42).

51 Marincola 2007a: 119–120 explains this as resulting from the disappearance of Aegina as a

powerful state in the course of the fifth century. For fourth-century historians like Ephorus

its prominence would have been hard to understand given its contemporary insignific-

ance.
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while portraying the Persians as battling ‘without sense’ (οὐ … σὺν νόῳ, 8.86).52

Despite the Persians operating more bravely under the watchful eye of Xerxes,

his presence ultimately leads to chaos as Persian ships collide in their eager-

ness to excel (8.89.2).53 In Diodorus’ account, the emphasis shifts to the terrain

itself, with the Persian fleet forced out of line upon entering the narrow street

(Diod. Sic. 11.18.4), as Themistocles had predicted. Diodorus then summarizes

how theAthenians systematically engage and repel one squadron after another

(11.19.1–3). His version lists all the ethnicities of these squadrons, including

Phoenicians, Cyprians, Cilicians, Pamphylians, and Lycians. This level of detail

is perhaps intended as a polemic response to Herodotus’ admission of ignor-

ance regarding the precise course of the battle (Hdt. 8.87.1).

4 Conclusion

This analysis of sources related to the Battle of Salamis illuminates the signi-

ficance ascribed to the year 480bce, commonly seen as a watershed between

the Archaic and Classical periods. Aeschylus addresses the Persian defeat at

Salamis in Persians, the only surviving tragedy centered on a contemporary his-

torical event. Herodotus’ extensively covers this year, devoting nearly one-fifth

of his entire Histories to it.54 Thucydides describes its battles as the ‘greatest

of previous achievements’ (Thuc. 1.23.1). Diodorus Siculus, who wrote when

Greece was under Roman rule, dedicates substantial attention to the battles

of 480bce, while Nepos and Plutarch produced biographies of the Greek com-

manders involved.55

52 In Persians, the Greek fleet also forms a closed formation (Aesch. Pers. 399). Although the

Persians resist the initial onslaught (412–413), they quickly devolve into chaos, colliding

with one another due to the confined space (413–416). Lysias portrays the battle as initially

balanced (Lys. 2.38), with Athenians oscillating between hope and fear. The narrative per-

spective consistently adopts the viewpoint of an individual engaged in the battle (2.39)

reminiscent of Aeschylus’ immersive approach in the messenger speech.

53 Both historians characterize the situation as a θόρυβος (Hdt. 8.87.2; 90.1; Diod. Sic. 11.18.4).

At Diod. Sic. 11.18.6 there is an ironic allusion to Herodotus’ phantom woman rebuking

the Greeks (8.84.2), when the Persians are reported to have ‘put an end to backing water’

(πρύμναν … ἀνακρούεσθαι κατέπαυσαν), opting instead to turn their ships around and flee.

54 Herodotus’ narrative of 480bce (7.37–8.129) covers 155 pages, constituting 19% of the 805

pages of Hude’s oct edition, the most of any single year. In Diodorus’ Library, the most

extensive coverage within the surviving books 11–20 is dedicated to the events of 480bce

(11.2.3–26.8), spanning 35 pages in Oldfather’s Loeb edition.

55 The Persian Wars were a popular topic for the Romans. A reenactment of the Battle of

Salamis took place in Rome in 2bce as part of the festivities commemorating the inaug-
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Yet, the analysis also reveals a lack of detailed knowledge about the events.

The sources exclusively originate from Greek traditions and they rely on one

another, while they conform to certain genre expectations, and also serve the

interests of their contemporary audience. Due to the absence of testimonies

independent from the Greek traditions (e.g., a contemporary Persian account),

amorebalanced reconstructionof the actual events remains elusive.Therefore,

numeroushistorical aspects, including the fleet size and the admirals’ roles,will

continue to be subjects of debate.56

Aeschylus, Herodotus, and Diodorus Siculus present varying narratives of

the events of and surrounding Salamis, and the latter two historians seem to

be responding to earlier accounts. Aeschylus depicts Greeks fighting heroically

and united against a hubristic opponent. Herodotus, by contrast, downplays or

omits this heroism, possibly in contrast to other post-war traditions.57 Instead

of portraying confident Greek attacks, he initially emphasizes their retreat. He

also underscores the fragility of the Greek coalition, especially in the prelimin-

ary, acrimonious debates. Additionally, he highlights noteworthy achievements

of Greeks fighting on the Persian side. These revisions probably reflect contem-

porary concerns, with the factionalism of the Greeks in the later fifth century

mirrored in his portrayal of a fragile Greek coalition.

Diodorus’ account appears to be based on fourth century sources like Epho-

rus, who revisited the events with a more panhellenic perspective. Diodorus’

version highlights unity and harmony among the Greeks as they defend them-

selves against a tyrannical opponent orchestrating a total war across theMedi-

terranean. This revision results in serious inconsistencies in the narrative order

of the events, with confusion arising about the Battle of Artemision, the pre-

liminary council of Greek commanders before Salamis, and the fortification

of the Isthmus. Unlike Herodotus, Diodorus’ version offers a straightforward

portrayal of leadership, casting Themistocles as the champion, Xerxes as the

villain, and attributing the Persian defeat to the absence of effective leadership

after the death of their admiral. While Diodorus makes the Persian fleet fall

apart under Athenian pressure, Herodotus attributes the outcome to Xerxes’

distorting presence as the supreme commander overseeing the events.

uration of theMars Ultor temple in the Forum of Augustus. For details and references, see

Spawforth 1994: 238 and Hardie 2007: 129.

56 Compare van Wees’ observations on Ctesias and Herodotus in this volume pp. 93–120.

These authors’ substantially different versions of the PersianWars reflect the interests and

political conditions of their own time and place.

57 Compare the Plataea-elegy ascribed to Simonides and the ‘Legend’ about Thermopylae as

reconstructed by vanWees 2018.
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In summary, when investigating the history of the Battle of Salamis, it is

crucial to be aware of numerous uncertainties, a challenge acknowledged by

Herodotus himself:

About the others I cannot tell exactly how each squadron of Greeks and

Persians battled.

hdt. 8.87.1

In a broader context, this sobering realization highlights the constraints on

our comprehension of what is, in modern scholarship, considered an ‘epoch-

making’ year. The assumption that, freed from foreign interference, Greece

entered a ‘Classical’ or ‘Golden’ Age is prevalent. However, the extent to which

the events of 480bce truly played a pivotal role in this transformation is an

increasingly open question.
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chapter 4

Ctesias’Persian History and the Destruction(s) of

Ionia

Hans vanWees

1 Introduction1

‘Preposterous’, ‘almost completely worthless’, ‘a great disappointment’, ‘quite

fundamentally worse’ than Herodotus: these are just a few choice judgements

passedby eminent scholars onCtesias of Knidos’ account of thePersianWars in

his Persian History, written ca. 390–380.2 The fullest discussion of this section

of Ctesias’ work—which survives only in a terse summary by Photius, patriarch

of Constantinople—remains an article by Joan Bigwood, who concluded that

‘there is exceedingly little in this whole account of the Wars which could be

right and nothingwhich suggests concern for the truth or careful investigation.

Instead we have … reckless army statistics, misidentified characters, simplific-

ations, astounding confusions, chronology which is muddled, some degree of

anachronism, and a certain amount of bias’.3 What scholars mean when they

complain of Ctesias’ ‘mistakes’ is that he often, and at times radically, depar-

ted from the story told in Herodotus’Histories. Recent literary approaches have

taken the view thatCtesiaswasnot a historian at all but a prose poet, or a histor-

ical novelist, or a writer of ‘historiographical metafiction’, whose story, sources

and perhaps even his autobiographical details were all imaginary, and whose

aim was to amuse his readership with the ‘wit and irony’ of his free invention

in ‘playing with Herodotus’.4

1 This chapter has benefited from comments and suggestions by conference audiences, an

anonymous referee, Janric van Rookhuijzen, Anja Slawisch and above all Christopher Tuplin.

Its remaining failings are all my own.

2 Quotations from, respectively, Burn 1962: 253 (cf. 11–12: ‘this ancient red herring’, 94: ‘egre-

gious’); Lazenby 1993: 7; Cawkwell 2005: 14–15; Jacoby 1922: cols. 2060–2061. Hignett (1963:

8–10) was less damning; Lenfant’s path-breaking Budé edition and translation offered a bal-

anced assessment but still judged Ctesias ‘a poor historian’ (2004: cxxiii–cxxvii; cf. lxxxv–c

for the PersianWar).

3 Bigwood 1978: 36.

4 The phrases are from Bichler 2011: esp. 37; ‘historiographical metafiction’ is the term used by

Madreiter 2012: 118–133: esp. 122–125 and 71–72 n. 251 for a ‘thoroughly negative’ assessment

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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These approaches do not do justice to Ctesias. He deliberately diverged from

Herodotus’ account, but, in my view, with the aim of writing a more accur-

ate and balanced history rather than in the hope of merely tickling his audi-

ence. The resulting history was sometimes worse than Herodotus’ efforts, but

in places offered a plausible alternative.

To establish Ctesias as a serious, if flawed, historian would require a com-

prehensive reassessment of the Persian History, but we will make a start by

considering two episodes where Ctesias told a different but, in some ways, bet-

ter story than his predecessor: the Ionian Revolt that ended in 494 and the

second Ionian Revolt of 479. For Herodotus, the first revolt ended in disaster,

with widespread destruction of cities and temples by the Persian army and

fleet,while the second revolt endedwith instant liberation towhich thePersian

empire had no response. In Ctesias, by contrast, the Persians apparently did

little damage in Ionia in 494, but destroyed at least one major Ionian temple,

and probably more, in 479.

Ctesias’ narrative here, we shall see, provides important historical inform-

ation. Although Darius besieged and destroyed Miletus in 494, as Herodotus

reported, he did not destroy the oracle of Apollo at Branchidai or the other

towns and temples of Ionia. This latter campaign of destruction was waged

instead at the behest of Xerxes in or shortly after 479, as Ctesias and other

fourth-century authors said in direct contradiction of Herodotus. This conclu-

sion has dramatic implications for the end of the Persian Wars, which turns

out to be far from a complete Greek victory, and for the start of the Athenian

Empire, which proves to have beenmoremodest at the outset than commonly

assumed. Above all, Ctesias’PersianHistory throws new light on the history and

archaeology of Ionia from 513 to ca. 450.

2 Ctesias versus Herodotus on the Ionian Revolt and Battle of

Marathon

Photius’ summary of Ctesias does not contain anything that sounds like Hero-

dotus’ account of the Ionian Revolt, and scholars have concluded that Ctesias

omitted the episode.5 However, a closer look suggests that Ctesias did not so

much skip it as offer an alternative account with a different focus, which has

become hard to recognise due to Photius’ extreme abridgement. A reconstruc-

of Ctesias on the Persian Wars. See also Llewellyn-Jones and Robson 2010: 68–87 (e.g., 81: ‘a

poet-cum-novelist working within the framework of history’); Stronk 2010; Waters 2017: 18

(‘lackadaisical attitude’); Almagor 2018.

5 E.g., Jacoby 1922: col. 2059; Bigwood 1978: 21–22; Lenfant 2004: lxxxv with nn. 326–327.
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tion of Ctesias’ narrative and comparison with Herodotus’ version will serve to

identify the strengths and weaknesses of each, especially in relation to Ionian

history.

According toHerodotus, the Ionian Revolt began in 499with a raid on Sardis

in which Athens and Eretria took part, with the result that the Persian king

Darius became obsessed with getting revenge on the Athenians (Hdt. 5.105.2;

6.94.1; 7.1.1). TheRevoltwas suppressed in 494, brutal reprisals against the rebels

followed in 493, and then Darius turned his attention to Athens. He sent an

expedition under Mardonios in 492, which failed, and a second expedition in

490, under Datis, which culminated in the Battle of Marathon.

Ctesias narrates the events before Marathon as follows (bnj 688 F 13.21–5):

Darius, crossing the bridge [over the Bosporus, on his return from Scyth-

ia], set fire to the houses and temples of the Calchedonians since they

intended to dismantle the bridge at their end and because they demol-

ished the altar that Darius, when he went across, set up in the name of

Zeus of the Crossing. (22) Datis, returning from the Black Sea and lead-

ing the Medes’ expeditionary force, sacked islands and Greece. Miltiades

faces him at Marathon and defeats the barbarians and Datis himself also

falls, and his body was not given back to the Persians when they asked.

(23) Darius, after returning to Persia and offering sacrifice and being ill for

thirty days, dies. […] (25)Xerxes leads anarmyagainst theGreeks, because

the Calchedonians had tried to demolish the bridge, asmentioned above,

and because they destroyed the altar erected by Darius, and because the

Athenians killed Datis and did not give back his dead body.

As in Herodotus, the revolt of a subject Greek city ultimately led to the Persian

landing at Marathon, and the defeat at Marathon in turn led to Xerxes’ inva-

sion of Greece. In Ctesias, however, the trigger was the revolt of Calchedon in

513 rather thanMiletus 14 years later, and it was not so much Athens’ victory at

Marathon as the Athenians’ refusal to grant proper burial to the Persian com-

mander that caused Xerxes to seek revenge.

Scholars have usually dismissed Ctesias’ story on chronological grounds.

Darius’ Scythian expedition probably took place in 513 and the battle of Mara-

thon in 490, so it seems at first sight as if Ctesias skipped 23 years and failed

to explain what Datis was doing in the Black Sea before he attacked Athens.6

If we set aside the historical dates for the moment, however, we can see that

he told an internally coherent story: after Darius punished rebellious Cal-

6 So Bigwood 1978: 22 n. 13 (‘We do not know what Datis was doing in the Black Sea’); Lenfant
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chedon, Datis led the fleet that had formed the ship-bridges over the Bosporus

and the Danube back from the Black Sea through the Aegean, sacking islands

and the coast of Greece en route, incidentally also landing at Marathon. Mean-

while Darius himself went home overland to Persia where he offered sacrifice

—for his own safe return—and later died.

Ctesias’ version of these events was not mere fantasy. A rebellion of Cal-

chedon and other cities on the Hellespontine region in 513 was evidently also

known to Herodotus, who alluded to it but did not integrate these events into

his preferred narrative of the Ionian Revolt led by Miletus. In Herodotus, as

in Ctesias, Darius crossed to Europe by a ship-bridge over the Bosporus near

Calchedon (4.85.1), but he surprisingly did not return via that bridge. Hero-

dotus casually said, as if no explanation were needed, that Darius marched

back throughThrace to Sestos and then crossed the Hellespont by ship, leaving

behind in Europe 80,000 men under Megabazos to continue the war (4.143.1,

3; 5.11.1). This drastic change of route implies, as modern commentators have

noted, that the Bosporus bridge was no longer accessible, evidently because

Byzantium and Calchedon were in revolt.7 Another hint of this rebellion in

Herodotus’ own narrative is that, after a detailed account of Megabazos’ con-

quest of Thrace (4.144.3; 5.1–2, 10–23), we suddenly find his successor Otanes

campaigning much further north against Byzantium and Calchedon. Otanes

also waged war against Antandros and Lamponion, situated on the coast op-

posite Lesbos. which were already part of the Persian empire, and conquered

Lemnos and Imbros (5.26). ‘He enslaved and subjected all, accusing some of

desertion from the expedition against the Scythians and others of harming the

army of Darius when it was brought back from the Scythians’ (5.27.2).8 Hero-

dotus makes it sound as if these were spurious accusations, but these details

too surely derived from a tradition that Otanes suppressed a widespread revolt

in the wake of the Scythian expedition.

Wemay have indirect documentary evidence of this revolt of Hellespontine

Greeks in a Persian tablet recording the presence of more than 1,100 Greeks

includingmany children at Rakkan in Persia in 506. They were probably rebels

defeated and deported by Otanes.9

2004: 263 n. 505 (‘On ignore ce que Datis était censé faire en mer Noire’). That it was Ctesias,

not just his summarizer Photius, skipping events was rightly noted by, e.g., Kuhrt 2007: 236,

no. 58 n. 2, and Bigwood 1978: 21–22.

7 E.g., Vasilev 2015: 83–85; Asheri et al. 2004: ad 4.143.1; How andWells 1928: ad 4.143.

8 In the text as it stands, ‘he’ at 5.27.2 and 5.28.1 seems to refer to Lykaretos, the governor of

Lemnos, but commentators agree that there is a lacuna in the text and that ‘he’ refers back to

Otanes: e.g., Hornblower 2013: ad 5.27.2; How andWells 1928: ad 5.27.

9 Persepolis Fortification Tablet pf-nn 2486: 56–59; Hyland 2022: 10, who also discusses
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Not only did Herodotus fail to acknowledge this major Greek revolt expli-

citly, but arguably his emphatic claim that the events of 500, centred on Mile-

tus, marked a new ‘start of trouble’ (5.28.1, 30.1, 97.3)10 implicitly denied the

significance of earlier unrest. Yet his narrative of the Ionian Revolt reveals fur-

ther hints at the extent of renewed revolt in the Hellespontine region and

the high priority that the Persians, still led by Otanes (5.116.1, 123), gave to its

renewed suppression. Persian efforts focused first on regaining control of the

Asian side of the Propontis and Hellespont, next on recovering Caria, and only

in third place on Ionia (5.117.1, 122–123; 6.33.1). Then, afterMiletuswas captured,

a Phoenician fleet attacked and burned Greek cities all along the Hellespont

and Propontis again in 493. Although Herodotus stresses their targets on the

European coasts, above all in the Thracian Chersonese, he implies that Calche-

don, Cyzicus, Prokonnesos and Artake on the Asian sidewere also in revolt: the

Calchedonians evacuated their city and resettled at Mesembria, the Cyzicenes

came to terms before they could be attacked, and the others were reduced by

force (6.33).11

Herodotus’ own account thus implied that he simplified a great deal by dat-

ing the start of revolt to 500/499 and focusing heavily on Miletus and Ionia.

Quite a few Hellespontine Greek cities within the Persian Empire had rebelled

more than a decade earlier and played a key role again in the later revolt.

Ctesias’ notion that the ultimate cause of Xerxes’ invasion was the initial chal-

lenge toDarius byCalchedon therefore arguablymakes better sense thanHero-

dotus’ claim that ‘trouble’ started only when Miletus and Athens got involved.

Ctesias’ take on these events was, moreover, probably based on Greek local

traditions. An anecdote about Darius capturing Calchedon by means of a

2.7km-long tunnel dug from outside the walls to right underneath the market-

place (Polyaenus, Strat. 7.11.5) was surely a patriotic story about the extreme

lengths (literally) to which the Persians had had to go to overcome the city’s

heroic resistance. Ctesias may well have told this tale.12 Dionysius of Byzan-

evidence for Lycian deportees in 502/1, suggesting ‘frontier turmoil’ omitted by ‘Hero-

dotus’ selective narrative’.

10 The text of 5.28.1 is problematic (see the comprehensive discussion in Hornblower 2013:

123–126) but on any reading it draws a firm line between Otanes and the Ionian Revolt.

11 The importance of the Hellespontine region to Persia is also reflected in the Greek fleet

in Persian service in 513: of the 12 highest-ranking commanders (Hdt. 4.137–138), 7 were

from this region (Abydos, Lampsakos, Parion, Prokonnesos, Cyzicus; on the European side

Chersonesos and Byzantium), only fourwere Ionian (Chios, Samos, Phokaia,Miletus) and

one was Aeolian (Kyme).

12 As suggested by, e.g., Tuplin 2010: 282; the passage is not included in editions of Ctesias,

but no other author is known to have mentioned an attack on Calchedon by Darius.
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tium’s Voyage Around the Bosporus noted that an empty headland outside Byz-

antium was called Heraia after a destroyed temple of Hera: ‘those who were

with Darius in the expedition of the Persians against the Scythians set fire to

it, avenging the king for the things that he blamed on the city’ (14). Here it was

evidently not Darius’ himself, but rather a Persian army or fleet left behind in

Europe that punished Byzantium for rebellion in 513.

As for the problematic chronology, Ctesias was undoubtedly wrong to imply

that the Scythian expedition took place not long before Marathon, but he did

not simply blunder. This notion was probably derived from a Greek tradition

that the Scythians had counterattacked a few years before Marathon. Hero-

dotus, in a flashback, mentioned that Miltiades, ‘who was tyrant of the cities

of the Chersonese until then’ (6.34.1) fled before the assault of the Persian fleet

in 493 (6.41) and had previously also fledwhen ‘the Scythian nomads, provoked

by Darius, united their forces and rode as far as this peninsula’ (6.40.1). When

the Scythians left again, Miltiades had come back: ‘these things happened two

years before the events that befell him at that time’, i.e. his expulsion in 493

(6.40.2). Despite a great deal of scholarly discussion generated by the obscurity

of Herodotus’ text, it seems clear that ‘these things’ refers to both the Scythian

incursion andMiltiades’ flight and return, all of which thus took place in 495.13

This incursion must have been notorious, and it is a sign of his selectivity

that Herodotus did not mention it in its chronological place during the Ionian

Revolt.14

Another allusion to the revenge of the Scythians suggests that many Greek

cities supported their raid and as a result were punished as rebels by the Per-

sians:

When the cities around the Propontis were burned downbyDarius father

of Xerxes, Abydos shared the same fate. He burned them down when he

13 The difficulties are discussed by, e.g., Gardiner-Garden 1987: 338–340; Scott 2005: 522–532;

Hornblower and Pelling 2017: 133–135. I take 6.40.1 as the start of a new, brief digression

(after the long digression, 6.34–39, about howMiltiades once came to rule over the Cher-

sonese): ‘This son of Kimon, Miltiades, had arrived in the Chersonese recently [i.e. had

come back there not long before 493], and after he arrived other things happened to him

[i.e. his expulsion by the Phoenician fleet] that were harder to bear than the events that

had happened [i.e. before his recent return]. For two years from [i.e. before] these events

[i.e. his expulsion by the Phoenician fleet in 493], he had escaped the Scythians’ (and

returned safely, but now he lost his position permanently).

14 Cf. Hdt. 6.84.2: the Scythians invited Kleomenes i to join them in a vast pincer-movement

against Darius. This did not come to pass, but the Scythians’ attack of 495 may have been

imagined as their Plan B.
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heard, after his return from the invasion of Scythia, that the nomads were

preparing to cross over against him to exact revenge for what they had

suffered, and he was afraid that these cities might provide ships to ferry

the army across.

strabo 13.1.22

Abydoswas at thenarrowest point of theHellespont, and the story thus presup-

poses Scythians arriving in theThracianChersonese, as inHerodotus’ reference

to the attack of 495, and trying to cross here. This tradition, presumably local to

Abydos, makes sense of the Phoenician fleet’s destruction of cities and territor-

ies around the Propontis and Hellespont in 493, which Herodotus recorded in

somedetail but did not explain. Rather thanmere Persian aggression, this cam-

paignwas likely a response to widespread revolts across the region triggered by

the Scythian incursion two years earlier.

In other words, according to Greek traditions known to Herodotus, but

played down by him, the Greeks of the Hellespontine region rebelled three

times in quick succession: first after Darius’ retreat from Scythia in 513, when

they were subjected again five to ten years later by Otanes; a second time at the

start of the Ionian Revolt in 499; and a third time after the Scythian raid of 495.

It would have been easy to confuse the three sets of events, and the notion that

the Scythian attack was in revenge for Darius’ invasion actively encouraged a

conflation of the episodes. Stories of revenge served cold suggest that an 18-year

delay in retaliating would have seemed feasible to Greeks, but one can see the

logic of eliding the long gap and assuming that the Scythians retaliated soon

after they were invaded. Dating Darius’ Scythian expedition shortly before 495

was away of making the story seemmore historically plausible, and this iswhat

Ctesias appears to have done.

A further detail of Ctesias’ account suggests a second, related departure from

Herodotus: he reported that Darius in his panicked return broke down the

bridges before his entire army was able to cross ‘and the 80,000 left behind in

Europe died at the hands of Skytharbes’, king of the Scythians (F 13.21; cf. Justin

2.5.10–11). In Herodotus, two groups of soldiers were left behind by Darius: an

unspecified number of the infirm, abandoned in a camp north of the Danube

as part of a stratagem but seemingly spared by the Scythians as suppliants

(4.134.4–136.1), and 80,000 picked troops who were stationed in Thrace and

successfully continued the Persian conquest of Europe (4.143–144; 5.1–2, 12–

17). The number 80,000 suggests that Ctesias had this latter group in mind.15

15 Contra the usual assumption that Ctesias was thinking of Herodotus’ abandoned invalids

instead: so, e.g., Lenfant 2004: lxxxiv n. 32 and already Macan 1895: ad 4.143.
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In other words, Ctesias denied that Persian forces had occupied the northern

Aegean coast andThrace after 513, asHerodotus claimed.The troops left behind

did not conquer but were immediately slaughtered. Such a deeply negative

picture of Darius’ campaign is consistent with the few details of the Scythian

expeditionnoted inPhotius’ summary: it lastedonly 15 days, rather thanover 60

days as in Herodotus (4.98.1–2, 136.3), and whereas the Persians were defeated

by scorched-earth tactics in Herodotus (4.120–132), in Ctesias they fled at the

mere realization that Scythian bows were more powerful than Persian ones.16

According to the Persian History, then, both Darius’ invasion of Scythia and his

invasion of Europe were dismal failures.

Ctesias thus conflated the Persians’ expedition of 513 with the Scythians’

expedition to the Aegean and Hellespont in 495, and likewise the initial revolt

of Calchedon in 513 with its renewed revolt in 495 or 494, but in doing so he

drew on independent historical traditions. His story of Skytharbes’ massacre

of 80,000 Persians will have reflected the Scythian offensive of 495, which no

doubt cost the lives of many Persian troops stationed as garrisons in Thrace

and the Hellespontine region. Similarly, the story that Datis led a fleet from the

Black Sea to Marathon can be dated in or shortly after 495, when on Ctesias’

chronology the ships had first carried the Persian army into Europe and back.

This fleet then stayed in the area for several years suppressing and punishing

rebels, before sailing back into the Aegean to ‘sack islands andGreece’ and ulti-

mately landing at Marathon in 490.

At least part of Ctesias’ version of these events is supported by a Persian doc-

ument which reports that a high-ranking official called Datiya, i.e. Datis, was

on his way back from Sardis to the king in January or February 494.17 Appar-

ently Datis had been sent west by the king in 495, probably in response to the

worsening of the Ionian Revolt as a result of the Scythian attack and the ensu-

ing further rebellions. This makes it quite likely that Datis was sent back again

later in 494 to resume command of the fleet.

Moreover, Ctesias’ premise, that a single Persian fleet continued operations

in the region for several years and ended up atMarathon during awide-ranging

campaign of plunder and destruction, seems more plausible than Herodotus’

16 bnj 688 F 13.21. One can see why Llewellyn-Jones and Robson (2010: 181) felt the need to

make the Persians less pathetic by translating ‘The two sides fired arrows at each other

and the Scythians prevailed’, but this is certainly not what the text says. See Tuplin 2010

for a comprehensive analysis of the evidence for the Scythian expedition.

17 Persepolis FortificationTabletq-1809/pf-nn 1809: Lewis 1980; Kuhrt 2007: 224. Hyland 2019

plausibly identifies further tablets likely to be connected to mobilisation of an army and

fleet in 495 and 494.
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claim that Darius raised three separate huge fleets in the span of five years,

two of themwith the primary objective of sacking Athens. The first fleet of 600

shipswas according toHerodotusmustered againstMiletus and its allies in 494,

sailed on to Byzantium and Calchedon in 493, then turned back and vanished

from the story.18 In spring 492, Darius dismissed his generals and assembled ‘a

very large infantry army and large fleet’ in Cilicia under a new general, Mar-

donios, to attack Athens and Eretria (6.43). This fleet conquered Thasos and its

goldmines (6.44, 46–47)while the army subjectedMacedonia and theThracian

Brygi, yet the expedition was deemed a ‘shameful’ failure, because it suffered

heavy losses (6.45, 94–95), and did not reach its alleged objectives. Finally, a

third new fleet of 600 ships, led byDatis, mustered in Cilicia in 490 and crossed

theAegean under renewed orders to enslave theAthenians and Eretrians (6.94;

cf. Pl., Leg. 698c). The idea that a second and third fleet were launched to target

Athens flattered the Athenians’ self-image as Persia’s greatest enemy and may

well be an Athenian fiction. In reality, the commander of the fleet of 494—

unnamed by Herodotus—may well have been Datis already, who remained in

command until 490, as Ctesias suggested, on a mission to pacify the rebellious

regions and then extend Persian power westward. Mardonios’ fleet of 492 will

then have been a detachment sent out by Datis to initiate new conquests.

This last inference again has some support in a Greek tradition. The Lindian

Chronicle reported that as many as nine authors had written that Datis, after

besieging Lindos on Rhodes, concluded a treaty with the city and offered ded-

ications at the temple of Athena (bnj 532 F 4 D1). Most of these authors said

that Rhodes was the first island attacked by the Persian fleet ‘when Darius king

of the Persians sent out great forces to enslave Greece’ (D1.1–5), but one, Xen-

agoras (bnj 240), claimed instead that the siege happened ‘when Mardonios

was sent out under orders from Datis’ (bnj 532 F4 D1.54–7). The mainstream

Rhodian tradition thus probably imagined that Datis had been in command of

a fleet sent ‘to enslave Greece’ before 492, i.e. in 494, and that Rhodes had been

its first target,19 while Xenagoras argued that Rhodes had been attacked in 492

by Mardonios acting as Datis’ subordinate, just as in the version of events that

we have inferred from the summary of Ctesias.

In short, Ctesias was wrong to imply that Darius invaded Scythia in 495 and

to say that Datis’ fleet had accompanied the king on this invasion, but he did

give a more plausible account of Persian naval activity in the years 495–490

than Herodotus, drawing on Greek traditions ignored or marginalised by his

18 Hdt. 6.6, 9, 14, 25, 28, 32–34, 41.

19 As suggested by Burn 1962: 210–211: 218; cf. Krentz 2010: 94–95: 209.
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predecessor. On a couple of points, Ctesias is supported by Persian document-

ary evidence.This doesnotmean that hemadeuse of Persian records—his hos-

tile version of the Scythian campaign alone is enough to make that unlikely—

but it does suggest that the Greek traditions which he did use had some basis

in fact.

Ctesias departed most strikingly from Herodotus in his account of the end

of Datis’ campaign. In Herodotus, Datis’ fleet included specially commissioned

horse transports for the specific purpose of enslaving and deporting the people

of Athens and Eretria (6.48, 94–95.1), and Datis did not die at Marathon but

returned home with the enslaved Eretrians (6.118–119.1). Ctesias’ Athens, by

contrast, was just one of many victims of ravaging by the Persian fleet on its

wayhome. Ctesiaswill have beenone of thosewhomPlutarch dismissed as ‘nit-

pickers and grudge-bearers’ who treated Marathon as ‘a brief scuffle with the

barbarians as they made a landing’ (de Herodoti Malignitate 27 = Mor. 862d).

Theopompus of Chios may have adopted Ctesias’ line when he said that ‘the

battle at Marathon was not like everyone says in their songs of praise’ (bnj 115

F 153). The Athenian victorywas a feat of unprecedented heroism inHerodotus

(esp. 6.112.3), but in Ctesias it was badly compromised by the refusal to hand

over Datis’ body. Allowing the enemy to retrieve their dead was one of the few

Greek ‘laws of war’ that was genuinely observed. By breaking it, the Athenians

put themselves in the wrong and gratuitously provoked the Persians,20 with

dire consequences for all Greece. Ctesias’ take was thus anti-Athenian21 while

Herodotus’ work showed the opposite bias.

Herodotus’ Athenocentrism was one reason why he had to insist on a Per-

sian conquest of parts of Europe after 513 rather than a complete retreat to

Asia, and why he started his Revolt with Ionia in 499 rather than with earlier

Greek uprisings. Since Herodotus conceived of both Datis’ campaign and Xer-

xes’ invasion of Greece as essentially aimed at Athens, he had to find a cause

for these wars in an event in which Athenians played a key role, and his only

viable option was their participation in the Ionian raid on Sardis in 499. If he

had fully acknowledged the other rebellious actions by Greeks in and around

AsiaMinor since 513, the attack on Sardis would have beenmerely one incident

among many, and Darius’ and Xerxes’ supposed obsession with Athens would

have made no sense. As for the Persian conquest of Europe, in Herodotus’ day

20 See Krentz 2002. Lenfant (2004: lxxxvi n. 329) is right that Datis’ death as suchwould not

reflect badly on Athens, but this misses the point.

21 Jacoby (1922: col. 2061) attributed Ctesias’ version to ‘Persian information that does not

seem reliable’ while also suggesting that the story ‘elevated’ the battle of Marathon. I can-

not see the basis for these views.
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Athens justified its imperial power with its leadership in fighting back against

the Persians, and the first campaign led by Athens, as well as many since, tar-

geted the northern Aegean, so it was vital to insist that the Persians had held

these places.

Conversely, by the time Ctesias wrote, ca. 390–380, there was no longer

a Persian presence in Europe nor an Athenian empire to justify. It will have

been attractive to Greeks in general to think that despite Darius’ and Xerxes’

attempts, Persians had never managed to occupy any part of Europe. Indeed,

since Persian kings from412/411 onward laid claimonly toAsiaMinor andnoth-

ing beyond it (Thuc. 8.43.2–4, 52, 58.1–2), the notionmay have been convenient

for the Persians as well. Moreover, denying a Persian presence in Europe would

retrospectively deprivemany of Athens’ earlier campaigns of legitimacy, as not

truly directed against Persia but merely self-interested acts of Athenian expan-

sion. Likewise, without a need to play up the importance of Athens as Persia’s

chief enemy any longer, widespread rebellion before and after 499 could be

freely acknowledged, while the shift of focus from Ionia to the Hellespontine

region actively served to minimize Athens’ role in the conflict.

What we have in Herodotus’Histories and Ctesias’ Persian History, then, is

not a reliable historical account versus a fanciful patchwork of questionable

alternative stories cobbled together simply for the sake of being different. We

have two accounts that each made selective use of the range of local tradi-

tions to reflect the interests and political conditions of their own time and

place. Of the two, Herodotus is no doubt more reliable on the chronology

of Darius’ Scythian expedition and conquest of part of Europe, for which he

and other sources provide a substantial body of evidence.22 In other respects,

however, Ctesias’ account, insofar as we can reconstruct it, offers a useful sup-

plement and corrective to Herodotus, plausibly suggesting that control of the

Hellespontine region was a higher Persian priority than control of Ionia, and

that Athens in 490 (as in 480–479) was a victim of general westward Persian

expansion rather than the main target of Persian revenge.

It follows thatwe cannot simply takeHerodotus on trustwhenhe claims that

Darius’ forces devastated Ionia in 494–493 and cannot lightly dismiss Ctesias

and other fourth-century authors when they say otherwise. Skepticism about

Herodotus’ accuracy on this point is even more justified because his account

was self-contradictory. When Miletus was taken by siege, he said, ‘the major-

ity of the men’ had been killed, those who were captured were deported to

the Red Sea coast, those who escaped emigrated to Sicily, ‘and the sanctuary

22 Tuplin 2010: 295–299; Vasilev 2015: 58–123.
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at Didyma, both temple and oracle, was plundered and burnt down’ (6.19.3,

20, 22.2). In short, ‘Miletus was now emptied of Milesians’ (6.22.1). Yet in 479

the Milesians were somehow back, serving in the Persian forces at Mycale (see

below). Whether the deportations and deaths were more limited than he sug-

gested or the deported were quickly repatriated, Herodotus evidently grossly

exaggerated the extent of destruction.

Internal contradictions are even more blatant in his account of the fate of

the other Ionian cities. The Persians recaptured Chios, Lesbos, Tenedos and

‘the Ionian cities on the mainland’, burning down towns and temples, enslav-

ing the inhabitants (6.9.4), and in the case of the islands allegedly going so

far as to form a human chain of soldiers from coast to coast to ‘net’ the entire

population.23 ‘Thus the Ionians were enslaved for the third time’ (6.31–2). Only

Samos avoided destruction by changing sides just in time (6.25.2). Yet in the

very same year the satrap of Sardis made the Ionian cities sign treaties swear-

ing not to exact violent reprisals on one another (6.42.1). He also reassessed

their tribute but kept it at about the same level as before, ‘and these things

brought them peace’ (6.42.2). Next spring, the Persians deposed the rulers of

these cities and replaced them with ‘democracies’ (6.43.3; Diod. 10.25.4). None

of this makes sense if the Ionian cities were depopulated.24 In 490, Ionians

and Aeolians served in the Persian fleet (Hdt. 6.98.1). In 480, the Ionians again

contributed a large contingent, 100 ships (7.94), and they still served in 479

(8.130). The Aeolians, presumably including the ‘netted’ islands Lesbos and

Tenedos, contributed another 60 (7.95). The burning down of many cities in

the Hellespontine region in 493 (Hdt. 6.33) also seems to have left little trace.

No pacifying measures or tribute reforms are mentioned for this area—the

changesmade by the satrap of Sardis did not apply in theHellespontine region,

which fell under the satrapof Daskyleion instead—andyet the supposedly dev-

astatedHellespontine cities, like the Ionians, provided 100 ships for the Persian

fleet in 480 (7.95).

23 Gorman 2001: 144, 146, takes Herodotus to say that outside Miletus ‘the adult inhabitants

were left unmolested’.However,Herodotus’ statement that ‘they captured the Ionian cities

on themainland in the sameway (κατὰ ταὐτά), except that they did not net people because

that was not possible’ (6.31.2), surely means that people were enslaved without use of the

(legendary?) ‘netting’ technique, on which see below. Cf. 6.9.4 (‘if they are defeated they

will be enslaved’); 6.32 (Persians treated the Ionians precisely as they had threatened to

do).

24 It is odd how casually modern scholars have glossed over the inconsistency in Herodotus’

account of Ionia: e.g., Murray 1988: 489 (‘the revolt was suppressed with severity … but

already in 493bc a new policy was in the making’); Hammond 1988: 493; Burn 1962: 216

(‘savage reprisals were selective and soon over’).
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What Ctesias said about the fate of Ionia at this point is hard to guess from

the very brief summary but the itinerary of Datis’ fleet, starting in the Black

Sea and then ‘sacking islands and Greece’, does not suggest any operations in

mainland Ionia. Crucially, as we have noted and will discuss in detail below,

he explicitly dated the destruction of Didyma/Branchidai to 479 rather than

494.The internal inconsistency of Herodotus’ version of events, combinedwith

the existence of an alternative account in Ctesias, raises serious doubts about

the accuracy of his narrative.We need not doubt that Miletus had been sacked

after its siege, andHerodotus hadnodoubt heard stories about other towns and

temples destroyed by Persian forces and indeed had seen buildings still lying in

ruins. We may wonder, however, whether he had good evidence for dating all

this destruction to 494–493.

Alternatively, we can easily identify extraneous, narrative reasons that could

have led Herodotus to adopt an early date for the devastation of Ionia. His

story of the Ionian Revolt almost demanded that it should end in the destruc-

tion of towns and temples. The accidental burning down of ‘the local temple

of Kybebe’ at Sardis in 499 led directly to the sack of Athens in 480: ‘based

on this the Persians later in turn burned down the temples in Greece’ (5.102.1;

cf. 6.101.3). On this view, Darius could hardly have failed to punish the Ioni-

ans, too, by burning down their towns and temples. Moreover, such a dis-

astrous outcome was in line with Herodotus’ opinion that the Ionian Revolt

was no heroic struggle for freedom but had been fought for the wrong reasons

and was doomed to failure by Ionian ‘slavishness’ and disunity, while Athens’

brief involvement was a blunder blamed on democracy and the gullibility of

the mob.25 Yet another incentive to date the destructions early was an oracle

that Herodotus interpreted as predicting that the Ionian Revolt would res-

ult in the sack of the oracle at Didyma (6.19.2). Finally, Herodotus also had

powerful reasons to reject a date in or after 479, as we shall see. On a whole

series of grounds, therefore, Herodotus’ dating of these events is open to ques-

tion, and we should be open to the possibility that Ctesias and others may

have been right to attribute the devastation of Ionia to Xerxes, fifteen years

later.

25 Wrong reasons: Aristagoras andHistiaios of Miletus attempt to save their own skins (5.28–

38). Ionians prefer to be slaves to Persians rather than obey a fellow-Ionian: 6.12. Athens

becomes embroiled because ‘30,000 men’ are more easily deceived than one: 5.97.2 (it

is hard to accept the suggestion of Hornblower 2013 ad loc. that the passage was not

a criticism of democracy but meant that ‘it is easier to do wrong to 30,000 than to

one’).
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3 Ctesias versus Herodotus and Ephorus on Xerxes’ Campaign of 479

AfterXerxes’ fleet lost the battle of Salamis in 480, the king returned toAsia and

took up residence at Sardis, while an army of 300,000 men under Mardonios

remained in Greece and most of the Persian fleet rallied at Samos, according

to Herodotus. The year 479 saw the defeat of Mardonios’ forces at Plataea and

further losses at Mycale, with the result that the Greeks of the mainland were

safe, and the Greeks of Asia were free. ‘So Ionia revolted from the Persians a

second time’ (9.104) and Xerxes left for Susa (9.108.2).

The Persian History told a very different tale:

Xerxes, after crossing over to Asia and marching away to Sardis, sent

Megabyzos to plunder the temple at Delphi. Since the latter refused, he

sends Matakas the eunuch, committing acts of hybris against Apollo and

plundering everything. And after he did this, he went back to Xerxes. (32)

Xerxes comes from Babylon to Persia.

ctesias bnj 688 F 13.31–2

This summary initially seems baffling. In his account of 480, Ctesias had said

that Mardonios, after being wounded at Plataea, ‘was sent by Xerxes to plun-

der the temple of Apollo, and there—he says—he died when caught in a

heavy hailstorm’ (bnj 688 F 13.29). This temple was evidently the oracular

shrine at Delphi; in the parallel episode in Herodotus the storm was sent

by the god to protect his sanctuary (8.37.3). Since Xerxes failed to plunder

Delphi with an army during his invasion of Greece, it is hard to see how he

could mount another attack while he was in Sardis, let alone succeed without

meeting any resistance from either the Greeks or the gods. As Friedrich Reuss

saw long ago, ‘Delphi’ must be a mistake in Photius’ summary, and Ctesias

surely wrote about another famous oracular temple of Apollo, the sanctuary

at Branchidai/Didyma near Miletus, not far from Sardis.26

Ctesias’ reference to hybris indicates unprovoked violence, and Megabyzos’

refusal to take on this mission also implies that the attack was without jus-

tification, especially since Megabyzos was a prominent and sympathetically

portrayed character inCtesias’ account of bothXerxes’ andArtaxerxes’ reigns.27

The eunuch Matakas who plundered the shrine was surely the person earlier

called Natakas, ‘who had the greatest power of the eunuchs’ and who was,

26 Reuss 1905: 146–147. Studies of Ctesias generally accept this interpretation: e.g., Jacoby

1922: col. 2069; Bigwood 1978: 37–39; Lenfant 2004: xcix; Nichols 2008: 176.

27 bnj 688 ff 13.26; 14.34, 37, 39–43.
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alongside ‘Mardonios the Old’, Xerxes’ chief adviser (F 13.24). Since in Ctesias,

unlike in Herodotus, it was Mardonios who was sent to plunder Delphi in the

previous year, the Persian History thus contrived to have both the king and his

two closest advisers commit sacrilege against Greek sanctuaries—apparently

not in revenge for Greek temple-burning but frommere greed for temple treas-

ure.

The final detail thatM/Natakas returned toXerxes seemsotiose in such a lac-

onic summary, especially if Xerxes was still at Sardis and the expedition simply

returned to base. However, the abrupt change of scene to Babylon, and then

Persia, in the next sentence helps make sense of the passage: Xerxes sent the

eunuch to plunder Branchidai while he himself with the rest of his forces left

Sardis and marched to Babylon; after completing their mission in Ionia the

eunuch’s forces alsomade theirway toBabylon to rejoin the king.28 Ctesias thus

dated the assault on Branchidai to the end of Xerxes’ stay at Sardis, presumably

late in 479.

This is all Ctesias had to say about the events of that year, without a hint

at the battles of Plataea and Mycale. These huge omissions are analogous to

those in Ctesias’ take on Darius’ Scythian expedition. In Herodotus, the exped-

itions led by the kingswere defeated but large Persian forceswere left behind in

Europe (80,000underMegabazos inThrace, 300,000underMardonios inThes-

saly) to consolidate and extend conquered territory. In Ctesias, by contrast, the

royal expeditions ended in complete withdrawals to Asia, without any follow-

up campaigns. Ctesias went so far as to move the battle of Plataea back a year,

inserting a small-scale version of it between the battles of Thermopylae and

Salamis (bnj 688 F 13.28). This notorious displacement is usually regarded as a

blunder but ismore likely a deliberate narrative strategy, adding another defeat

to Xerxes’ personal humiliations while contracting all the action into a one-

year campaign.29 Ctesias’ chronology of Plataea is again obviously wrong, and

28 Photius’ summary skipped what Ctesias said about Xerxes’ visit to Babylon, but it may

have been that here, too, he plundered and destroyed temples, as alleged by several later

authors: Arr., Anab. 7.17.2; cf. 3.16.4; Diod. Sic. 2.9.9; 17.112.3; Strabo 16.1.5.

29 ‘Blunder’: Bigwood 1978: 29; Lenfant 2004: xciii; Llewellyn-Jones and Robson 2010: 183

n. 89; Nichols 2008: 32; Stronk 2010: 42; Garland 2017: 122. I would suggest that Ctesias also

used his version of Plataea to counter Herodotus’ claim that Spartans and Peloponnesians

in effect abandoned the war effort after Thermopylae by falling back all the way to the

Peloponnese (7.202, 219–222), where they started building awall without sending out new

forces (8.40.2; cf. Plut. Them. 9.3); they remained here for ten months (8.71–75; 9.3.2; 9.6–

8 and 10) and the Athenians barely managed to persuade the fleet to stay at Salamis (8.49,

56–63, 74, 78–83). Ctesias by contrast had the Spartans send another picked force at once

while the other Peloponnesians sent double their previous numbers, encamping in Boeo-
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he had few, if any, followers.30 Yet this idiosyncrasy does not necessarily inval-

idate his story about the sole event that he did attribute to 479, the plunder and

destruction of Branchidai, which was also alluded to by other fourth-century

authors.

Isocrates’Panegyricus, ca. 380, appealed to Spartans and Athenians to make

no treaties with the Persians because ‘in the previous war’ these had plundered

and burned the statues and temples of the gods (4.155):

For that very reason, the Ionians deserve praise because they invoked

a curse upon anyone who cleared away the burnt temples or planned

to reestablish their old form—not because they lacked the resources to

arrange this but so that there might be a memorial for future generations

of the impiety of the barbarians.

4.156

The context is clearly Xerxes’ invasion, and the implication is that more than

one Ionian city had at this time suffered the destruction of temples and had

pointedly left them in ruins.31 Isocrates is not clear when exactly Xerxes inflic-

ted this damage on Ionia, but he could have in mind the same story as Ctesias.

The brevity of Photius’ summary of Ctesias makes it entirely possible that he,

too, mentioned the attacking and burning of other Ionian temples, even if

focused his narrative on the plundering of Branchidai as the richest and most

famous target.

Callisthenes, writing in the early 320s, shows that theMilesians regarded the

burning of Branchidai as amajor event in their local history and attributed it to

Xerxes. Speaking of a visit by Alexander iii ‘the Great’ to the oracle of Ammon

in Egypt, Strabo (17.1.43) wrote:

tia as the Athenians demanded; in his version, Plataea was not burned down by the main

Persian force under Xerxes en route to Athens, but it became the objective of a separate

operation by a smaller force, and the Spartans saved the town from destruction.

30 Dio Chrysostom (Discourses 11.145) cited him as an example of uncertainty about histor-

ical events: ‘some say that the naval battle at Salamis occurred after the battle of Plataea,

others that the one at Plataea was the final action’. The allusion to Ctesias—which shows

that the placing of Plataea was not a mistake in Photius’ summary, but a genuine feature

of the narrative—was noted by, e.g., Reuss 1905: 144–145; Jacoby 1922: col. 2060; Lenfant

2004: xciii n. 359. However, the passage is not included in editions of Ctesias’ fragments.

31 This story is separate from the much-discussed Oath of Plataea (pace, e.g., Herda 2019a:

252–253), which in late fourth-century literary versions (but not in the epigraphic version:

see vanWees 2006) involved mainland Greeks also swearing to leave their burnt temples

in ruins.
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Callisthenes adds in dramatic fashion that, after Apollo had abandoned

the oracle at Branchidai from the time the sanctuary had been plundered

by the Branchidai who took the Persian side under Xerxes, and the sac-

red spring had also run dry, at thatmoment [in 331] the spring started to

flow again and Milesian envoys brought many oracles to Memphis about

Alexander’s begetting by Zeus and his future victory at Arbela, the death

of Darius (iii), and the Spartan revolt.

bnj 124 F 14a

Claiming that Apollo’s oracles correctly predicted all the main events of 331

and 330may have been ‘dramatic’, but there is nothing unlikely in the idea that

Miletus tried to ingratiate itself with Alexander in 331—having tried to resist

him and sought Persian aid in 334—by sending envoys with favourable proph-

ecies. These envoys may well have explained and enhanced their mission by

claiming that the oracle had suddenly become active again, a century-and-a-

half since its destruction by Xerxes. The flattering implication was that Apollo

felt duly avenged by Alexander and was now willing again to prophesy final

victory.32

Elsewhere, Strabo (14.1.5), probably again drawing on Callisthenes,33 added

that

the oracle of Apollo Didymeus at Branchidai … was burnt down by Xer-

xes, just like the other sanctuaries, apart from the one at Ephesos. The

Branchidai, after handing over the treasuries of the god to the Persian as

he was fleeing, departed together with him so that they would not suffer

the punishment for their temple-robbing and treason.

One notes the emphasis on plundering the treasures, shared with Ctesias, and

the allusion to widespread burning of Ionian temples, shared with Isocrates.

The precise timing—‘as he was fleeing’, i.e. when Xerxes departed from Sardis

in late 479 (not from mainland Greece in 480, since the Branchidai fled with

him)—also agrees with Ctesias. In this story, then, Xerxes was not so shaken

by defeat at Mycale that he withdrew at once, but he first sent out an army to

plunder temples across Ionia, then took the spoils and the people of Branchidai

with him.

32 On the story of Branchidai’s ‘treason’, see below.

33 As suggested by the overlap between this passage and 17.1.34 quoted above; note also

Strabo’s citation of Callisthenes on the sack of Miletus by Darius (14.1.7: bnj 124 F 30).
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There was also a different version of the story: Xerxes ‘seized the bronze

Apollo at Branchidai,34 because he accused the Milesians of having fought

deliberately fighting badly (ethelokakēsai) in a naval battle against the Atheni-

ans in Greece’, i.e. the battle of Salamis in 480 (Paus. 8.46.3); he took it to

Ecbatana (1.16.3; cf. 2.10.5). This variant of the tale almost certainly derived

from the fourth-century historian Ephorus. ‘Deliberate cowardice’ byMilesians

and other Ionians at Salamis featured only in Ephorus, who said that the Ioni-

ans offered to defect and that their withdrawal proved decisive.35 There is no

hint of this in the summary of Ctesias, while Herodotus insisted to the con-

trary that, despite Themistocles’ pleas to the Ionians (8.22), only ‘a few of them

deliberately fought badly, but the majority did not’; indeed, two Samians were

rewarded for their outstanding services to Persia (8.85).36 Moreover, only in

Ephorus did Xerxesmarch to Ecbatana, rather than to Babylon, as in Ctesias, or

to Susa, as in Herodotus. Ephorus thus followed Ctesias in having Xerxes plun-

der Branchidai, and perhaps other Ionian temples, but dated this earlier, soon

after Salamis, in late 480 or early 479, rather than after Mycale in late 479 when

Ionians were in open revolt and would hardly be punished any longer for mere

underperformance in a year-old battle.37

This slight chronological difference from Ctesias’ and Callisthenes’ stories

was dictated by Ephorus’ overall interpretation of the events of 479, which

played up the role of the Ionians at Mycale and the extent of their revolt after

the battle. Both sides expected a general revolt of ‘the Ionians’, indeed of ‘the

Greeks’ (Diod. Sic. 11.34.3, 5) and all Greeks in the Persian camp were accord-

ingly disarmed from the start (35.4). However, Samos andMiletus had ‘decided

in advance to bring aidwith their general levy’ (36.2), forming a third army that

34 PaceTuchelt 1988: 431, it seemsunlikely that thepunishment of Miletuswasmerely tohave

one of its dedications removed from the temple; the reference is surely to the removal of

the main cult statue, as part of the plundering and destruction of the sanctuary.

35 Offer to defect: Diod. 11.17.3; decisive: Just., Epit. 2.12.1–7, 25. It is widely accepted thatDiod-

orus’ and Justin’s account ultimately derive from Ephorus, although neither was a straight

copy. For the relation between Diodorus and Ephorus, and the contrast with Herodotus,

see de Bakker in this volume, pp. 79–89.

36 Cf. 7.51.2–52.1 on the injustice and slavishness of Ionians serving Xerxes against Athens;

8.10 on the keenness of some Ionians at Artemision to capture Athenian ships; 8.11.3 and

8.82: only two Greek ships deserted from the Persians (one at Artemision, one at Salamis).

37 Curt. Ruf. 7.5.28 suggests an equally early date and may thus have drawn on Ephorus:

the plundering of Branchidai occurred ‘when Xerxes returned from Greece’; attributions

to Xerxes without further indication of date: Diod. Sic. 17, table of contents of lost part

between 17.82 and 83; Strabo 11.11.4; Plut. de Sera 12; Aelian fr. 54 Hercher (= Suda β514

[Branchidai] and δ1127 [Dindymois]).
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decisively tipped the balance of battle (36.3–4).38 At this point, Aeolians and

‘themajority of cities inAsia’ also changed sides and joined in thepursuit (36.5).

Afterwards, ‘the Ionians and the Aeolians’ joined the Greek alliance (Diod. Sic.

11.37.1–2), and ‘the Ionians and the islanders’ joined Athens’ expedition to the

Chersonese (37.4). In 478, Sparta led an expedition ‘to liberate such Greek cit-

ies as continued still to be occupied by barbarian garrisons’ (11.44.1), a turn of

phrase suggesting that most Greeks had already been liberated and only pock-

ets of Persian resistance remained, in Cyprus and at Byzantium (44.2–3). The

phrase is repeated for the next mission, led by Athens under Kimon (11.60.1),

which liberated Eion in Thrace, the Dorian Greek cities of coastal Caria, and

the rest of Caria and Lycia (60.2–5; Ephorus bnj 70 F 191.6–13). The chronology

here notoriously compressed ten years’ worth of military action into a single

long campaign to create the impression of an instant concentrated effort to

liberate even remote corners of the Greek and semi-Greek world that had not

already been set free from Persia by the victory at Mycale.

This picture of a near-universal uprising was incompatible with the chrono-

logy of the story in Ctesias, Isocrates and Callisthenes. In Ephorus’ narrative, a

Persian campaign against Branchidai after Mycale and around the time of Xer-

xes’ departure from Sardis would not fit, since it would imply that the Persians

had been able to execute harsh reprisals against Ionian rebels yet had made

no attempt to suppress the revolt. Conversely, the Ionians would have been

strong enough to assert their independence, yet somehow let the Persians des-

troy their temples without any attempt to retaliate. Ephorus’ elegant solution

was to date the plundering of the sanctuaries earlier and interpret it as pun-

ishment for Salamis, suggesting that even in 480 the Ionians had already been

freedom-loving enough to rebel and suffer punishment, while also explaining

howXerxes was able towreak such destruction, and giving the Ionians an addi-

tional and powerful religious cause to revolt soon afterwards.

Conversely, the story as told by Ctesias and others implied that Xerxes was

far fromdefeated,39 and the Ionians far from liberated, since the king remained

powerful enough to send an army to plunder the temples of Ionia while he

marched off to Babylon. A good deal of evidence does support this picture of

38 By contrast, in Herodotus the Ionian crews of beached Persian triremes (8.130.2) played

only a marginal role at Mycale: the Athenians dominated the action (9.102, 105) while

the Samians had been disarmed but ‘did what they could’, ‘other Ionians’ followed their

example (103.2), and finally the Milesians, stationed in the mountains as a rearguard,

turned on the Persians once these were on the run (104).

39 Strabo 14.1.5 says that Xerxes ‘fled’, but this verb may be his own rather than Callisthenes’,

and there is no hint of Persian flight in Ctesias or the other texts cited above.
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largely intact Persian control over the Greek cities on the Anatolian mainland

after 479, including information provided by Herodotus and Ephorus although

it goes against the grain of their narratives. Herodotus said that, after Mycale,

the Greeks had ‘no hope at all that the Ionians would get off without punish-

ment by the Persians’ (106.2). They proposed that all Ionians should migrate to

mainland Greece for safety, but Athens blocked that proposal, and the Ionians

stayedwhere theywere (106.3),while theGreek fleet sailedoff to theHellespont

whereAthens recaptured theChersonese (114–120).While ‘Samians andChians

and Lesbians and the other islanderswho fought on the Greek side’ were taken

into the alliance (106.4), not even this limited form of protection was extended

to Miletus or the other Greek cities on the Anatolian coast. As Herodotus put

it, in the battle of Mycale ‘the prizes laid out before themwere both the islands

and the Hellespont’ (101.3): there was no question of liberating or protecting

Ionians or Aeolians on the mainland.

Ephorus claimed that the Ionians and Aeolians of the mainland did gain

their freedom—mainly by their own efforts rather than with Athenian help—

but he acknowledged that the Persians did not just surrender control without

a fight. Although 40,000 of the 100,000 imperial troops at Mycale were killed,

the majority escaped, and contrary to Herodotus’ account neither the Per-

sian camp nor the beached ships were captured by the Greeks (Diod. Sic.

11.34.3, 36.5–6). Moreover, a still larger army remained with Xerxes at Sardis,

unharmed (35.4, 36.2–3), and although they were ‘disturbed’ by the battle and

left for the east, this was not a complete withdrawal: the king ‘left a part of his

force at Sardis to continue the war against the Greeks’ (11.36.7). In 478, Xerxes

was in secret negotiations with the Spartan general Pausanias (11.44–7; Justin

2.15.13–16), but as soon as Pausanias was recalled, ‘Xerxes … started the war

again’ (Justin 2.15.17). Further details are not preserved, but clearly Ephorus

accepted that the Persians after Mycale resorted to military action against the

rebels.

All this makes sense. A heavy loss of warships, in battle at Salamis and per-

haps on the beach at Mycale, followed by the defection of the islanders of

Samos, Chios and Lesbos who provided most crews for Persian ships in the

Aegean, would have caused the Persians to lose control of the sea, but did

little to undermine their control of the mainland. We may add that one of the

major provincial centres of Persian government, Kelainai on the western bor-

der of Phrygia, was fortified and equipped with a royal residence by Xerxes in

479, according to Xenophon.40 It is in any case a matter of historical record

40 Xen. An. 1.2.9; see Tuplin 2009: esp. 86–87; van Rookhuijzen 2018: 43.
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that even at the peak of the Athenian Empire Persia lost control of no more

than a narrow coastal strip of Anatolia. Xerxes and Artaxerxes in the 470s and

460s made grants of territory, including coastal towns, in Ionia, Aeolis and the

Hellespontine region, and Persian control was stable enough for these territor-

ies to be still held by the descendants of the original recipients two generations

later.41

Ctesias, Isocrates and Callisthenes, and in his ownway Ephorus, thus repres-

ent a strong and plausible fourth-century belief that Persian forces had assaul-

ted Branchidai and on other temples in Ionia in 479. So, when Philip ii in 337

announced his intention to invade Persia in revenge for the burning of Greek

temples (Diod. Sic. 16.89.2), he was surely thinking not only or even mainly of

Athens and Phocis, but also and especially of Miletus and other Ionian cities

that had sworn to seek revenge for the burning of their temples. It was, after all,

the support of these cities that Philip needed most for a successful invasion of

the Persian Empire.

Herodotus was the odd one out in dating the destruction of Branchidai to

494 and the rest of Ionia to 493, and, in addition to his positive reasons for pre-

ferring these earlier dates, outlined above, we can identify a strong objection

that he will have had against a date in 479. In his time, Athenians claimed the

right to a position of hegemony because they had liberated the Greeks from

Persian rule (e.g., Thuc. 1.73.2–75.2), yet by his own account the Athenians had

left coastal Ionia and Aeolis in the lurch in 479, and ‘liberated’ only the islands.

This was compatible with Athens’ claims only if, despite initial fears of Per-

sian reprisals, the Greek victories had been so overwhelming that Xerxes was

incapable of responding to the second revolt of Ionia.42 That was indeed the

41 Most strikingly in Aeolis, where Xenophon met several of these descendants, who were

surely the source of his claim that Pergamon, Teuthrania and Halisarna were given to

Demaratus ‘as a reward for the expedition against Greece’, i.e. by Xerxes in 479 (Xen.

Hell. 3.1.6; cf. An. 2.1.3; 7.8.17) against Herodotus’ claim that Demaratus had received ‘land

and cities’ from Darius (Hdt. 6.70.2; 7.104.2). Demaratus’ neighbour Gongylos of Eretria,

given Myrina, Gryneion, Gambrion and Palaigambrion (Xen. Hell. 3.1.6; An. 7.8.8–17),

must have received these from Xerxes after his expulsion from Byzantium in or after 478

(Thuc. 1.128.6; Diod. Sic. 11.44.3). Plut. Them. 26.1 implies that Aigai in Aeolis remained

under Persian control ca. 465; Thuc. 5.1 has Adramyttion in Persian hands in 422; sev-

eral Aeolian towns never joined the Delian League. Themistocles received grants in Ionia

and Hellespont fromArtaxerxes: Thuc. 1.138.5; Diod. Sic. 11.57.7; Plut. Them. 29.7; with, e.g.,

Braun 2000.

42 Herodotus emphasizes Xerxes’ panic after Salamis (8.97, 103, 107–108), devastating losses

by the Persian army in retreat Greece (8.115–120; 9.89; cf. Aesch. Pers. 480–514), and the

annihilation of what remained of the Persian forces at Plataea (9.70). All 60,000 Persian

infantry who remained in Ionia were engaged in the battle of Mycale (9.96.2) and ‘not
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Athenian view, projected already by Aeschylus’ Persians in 472, which sugges-

ted that after Salamis and Plataea the whole Persian Empire would collapse

(esp. ll. 584–597).43 On this view, the Athenians could safely, with a clear con-

science, have left Miletus and other coastal Ionian cities undefended and yet

free. But by the same token, Xerxes could not have destroyed the towns and

temples of Ionia after Mycale. They had to have been burnt already by Darius.

Herodotus concluded his account of 479 with a bathetic ‘in this year nothing

further happened’ (9.121). This phrase marked the end of the Histories—apart

from a final anecdote—but I would suggest that it also tacitly denied the truth

of Ionian stories about Xerxes destroying Branchidai and other sanctuaries at

this time.

Herodotus’ Athenocentrism thus led him to place the destruction of Ionia

in the reign of Darius and to imply a total collapse of the western Persian

Empire underXerxes, thereby absolving theAthenians fromanyblame for leav-

ing their kinsmen and future subjects exposed to Persian retaliation. Ephorus’

East Greek and Panhellenic perspective led him to place the destruction to

just before the second Ionian Revolt, to glorify and enhance the scope, success

and justification of this revolt when it subsequently broke out. Both historians

plausibly presented thedevastation as punishment for resistingPersian author-

ity, but in other respects their accounts exaggerated the magnitude of Greek

victory and its consequences for the Persian Empire. Ctesias, Isocrates and Cal-

listhenes, on the other hand, plausibly presented the Persian Empire as still

powerful and wreaking havoc in Ionia after the battles of Plataea and Mycale

but were excessively anti-Persian in claiming that Xerxes had acted without

provocation and simply carted off temple treasures as he left the region. Since

the leadingGreek states from412/411 onward conceded the king of Persia’s right

to rule the Asiatic mainland, Ctesias had little incentive to discuss the battle of

Mycale or the second Ionian Revolt, and by omitting them from his account,

he reinforced the impression that Xerxes was merely a temple-robbing tyrant

who continued doing in Asia Minor what he had tried to do at Delphi and had

succeeded in doing at Athens the year before.

Again, we conclude that the various narratives each had their biases and

agendas, their strengths andweaknesses, and that Herodotus’ version of events

is not automatically to be preferred because it was the earliest and most de-

tailed, nor Ctesias’ version to be dismissed because it was written a generation

many’ survived (9.107); all of Xerxes’ remaining ships except the Phoenician contingent

(8.130.2; 9.96.1) were destroyed, as was the Persian camp (9.106.1).

43 Thucydides, too, has the Persian troops and ships that ‘escaped’ to Mycale ‘destroyed’

there, and notes no Persian intervention in Ionia until 440 (1.115.4–5, 116.3).
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later and highly selective. In order to understand what happened in Ionia, we

need to account for all the information our sources provide, taking fully into

account why each author told his preferred story.

4 The Destruction(s) of Ionia

A first step towards extracting history from our historians is to note that the

destruction of Miletus couldwell have been a separatematter from thedestruc-

tion of Branchidai and the other Ionian towns and temples. Unlike the other

rebel cities, Miletus withstood a major siege in 494 (Hdt. 6.18.1). In the ancient

world, a city that resisted a long and costly siege was always liable to suf-

fer destruction and the enslavement of its population, so this is a plausible

fate for Miletus. Moreover, Herodotus offered a detailed account of specific

measures taken at Miletus, rather than the generic horror story he told about

‘netting’ people in Ionia, castrating boys and seizing girls for the king. He evid-

ently exaggerated the degree of depopulation atMiletus, but the outlines of his

account may be correct. Phrynichus’ tragedy The Capture of Miletus by Darius

(Hdt. 6.21.2; Callisthenes bnj 124 F 30), performed in the 480s or 470s, was

probably the main source of both Herodotus’ information and his overstate-

ments.44 Archaeologists have found the material record at Miletus consistent

with extensive destruction around 500, and even if they have tended to take the

accuracy of Herodotus’ account too much for granted, there is no real reason

to doubt this conclusion.45 The sack of Miletus did not, however, necessarily

entail the destruction of Branchidai, since this sanctuary was situated far out-

side the city, at an unfortified site about 16kmdistant, near the other end of the

peninsula. Persian forces besiegingMiletus can havemet little or no resistance

at the sanctuary and must have taken control of it long before they captured

the city. Branchidai could at that point have been plundered and burned down

or it could have been respected as a sacred place, but there was no reason why

it should have suffered the same fate as the city.

If the Milesians had believed that Branchidai was destroyed under Darius,

their envoys to Alexander in 331—or at any rate Callisthenes reporting the

story—would have been delighted to say so, since it made the silence of the

oracle even longer and its lifting even more dramatic. The fact that they, like

44 Herda (2019b: 93–94) goes so far as to suggest that Herodotus’ phrase ‘Miletus was now

empty of Milesians’ quotes Phrynichus. For the topos, see Bachvarova and Dutsch 2016;

for the play, see Rosenbloom 1993.

45 See, e.g., Lohmann 2021; Herda 2019b: 93–96.
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Ephorus, and like Ctesias fifty years earlier, nevertheless attributed the fall of

Branchidai to Xerxes strongly suggests that in local tradition Darius had spared

the sanctuary. The same local sentiment was evident at a hearing in the Roman

Senate in 22ce where Greek cities were invited to make a case why their sanc-

tuaries should keep the right of asylum that the Romans sought to curtail. The

fourteen recorded claims typically cited either grants fromRomangenerals and

governors or the authority of myths, legends and oracles, but the Milesians

relied on the argument that their Apollo received the right of asylum from

Darius (Tac., Ann. 3.60–3). This unusual choice suggests that the claim had a

historical basis but even if one wanted to reject it as a much later invention, it

remains striking that the Milesians in defiance of Herodotus’Histories insisted

that Darius had notmerely spared but honoured the sanctuary at Branchidai.46

A reason for this considerate treatment is suggested by yet another tradition

that did not feature in Herodotus’ history but was attached to the proverbial

phrase ‘Onceupona timeMilesianswerewarriors’. Several authors said that the

Carians were at war with Darius and asked the oracle at Branchidai whether to

make peace with Persia or form an alliance with Miletus, to which the oracle

responded with that proverb, implying that Milesians were no longer warriors

and that the Carians, instead of relying on such feeble allies, should submit

to the Persians.47 The fourth-century author Demon added that the Milesians

accused the oracle of taking bribes from Persia-sympathizers, sent a general

levy to fight beside the Carians as allies, ‘and almost all died’ (bnj 327 F 16). A

battle in whichMilesians ‘and their allies’ joined the Carian rebels and suffered

many casualties is reported by Herodotus (5.120) early in the Ionian Revolt,

perhaps 498. We do not have to believe that the proverb genuinely originated

in this manner48 to see significance in the view of fourth-century writers that

Miletus and Branchidai were not on the same side during the Ionian Revolt.

46 See, e.g., Tuchelt 1988: 429 (also noting the ostentatious piety towards Apollo on Delos

attributed to Datis by Herodotus 6.97, 118). Tacitus does not spell out which temple of

Apollo, but it is unlikely that hemeant themuch less famous temple of Apollo Delphinios

in Miletus itself (which had presumably been destroyed along with the city in 494). The

‘Gadatas Letter’ makes a similar claim to privileges granted by Darius for a sacred precinct

of Apollo at nearbyMagnesia: I.Magn. 115; McCabe,Magnesia 109; ml 12; see Tuplin 2009.

47 Explicit identification of Branchidai only in Zenobius 5.80 (= Anacreon fr. 426) and of

Darius as the enemy here and in schol. ad Aristoph. Plut. 1002 (c), but the other texts are

compatible: Demon bnj 327 F 16; Ephorus 70 F 183 and Diod. 10.25.2; Aristotle F 557 Rose.

48 The line ‘Once upon a time Milesians were warriors’ featured in a poem by Anacreon

(fr. 426) which raises doubts about its status as an oracle. The poet’s associationwith Poly-

crates of Samos suggested an alternative explanation (scholia on Aristoph. Plut. 1002 [a])

in which it was Polycrates rather than the Carians who considered an alliance with Mile-

tus.
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A reflection of the same split may be seen in an unsolicited Delphic oracle

that criticized Miletus for its role in the Ionian Revolt as a ‘deviser of harm-

ful deeds’ and predicted that the city’s wealth would be seized and its women

enslaved, while ‘our temple at Didyma will be looked after by others’ (Hdt.

6.19.2). Herodotus thought this came true when the sanctuary ‘was plundered

and burned’ (19.3), yet the oracle at Delphi clearly assumed that its counterpart

at Branchidai would continue to exist afterMiletuswas (deservedly) destroyed,

but now controlled by ‘others’, who might be either the local priests or the

Persian landowners who according to Herodotus now took over the territory

(6.20). The temple would not have found it difficult to work with Persia(ns)

since this had been Miletus’ default position since the conquest of Ionia by

Cyrus in 545, when this city alone did not resist but made an alliance with him

(Hdt. 1.141.4, 143) and the oracle discouraged other Ionians from opposing the

Persians (Hdt. 1.157.3–159.4).49 By rebelling in 499, the city parted company not

only with Persian imperial authority but also with its own oracle.

If Branchidai continued to operate under direct Persian occupation, we can

see why the Milesians later portrayed the personnel of the temple as guilty

of ‘temple-robbing and treason’ (Strabo 14.1.5). These accusations would be

strange if the priests merely yielded to Xerxes’ army when it came to plunder

butmake sense if the story claimed that thepriests had collaboratedwithPersia

for fifteen years after Miletus was destroyed and had embezzled sacred funds

at that time. When their Persian friends were about to abandon the territory

in 479, the priests in fear of punishment by the Greeks allegedly offered Xerxes

the wealth of the temple in exchange for a new home far away. That the story

makes sense in thisway need notmean that it was true, but on the other hand it

is hard to see why else Xerxes would have taken with him the cult statue, treas-

ures and personnel of a cult that had loyally served him and his father. And if

the story was indeed true, we can begin to understand why Alexander iii felt

that it would be a great Panhellenic propaganda coup tomassacre the descend-

ants of the deportees when his conquests reached New Branchidai in remote

Sogdiana.50

49 See Greaves et al. 2018 on the Persian empire’s benefits for Miletus and its elite.

50 Since Parke 1985, most scholars accept that the massacre of the Branchidai did occur

but regard their ‘treason’ as a fiction (mainly because Herodotus said that Branchidai

was destroyed by Darius: e.g., Parke 1985: 64; Bosworth 1988: 108–109; Hammond 1998;

Flower 2000: 117–118; Mendoza, forthcoming; these discussions make no reference to

Ctesias). Parke’s convoluted explanation (1985: 67–68), however, relied on the highly

unlikely assumption that Alexander saw a propaganda opportunity inmassacring a Greek

community in Asia on the strength of a story that no one in the Greek world had previ-

ously heard of. On theminority view that themassacre was itself a fiction (Tarn 1922), the
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Archaeological evidence shows much less activity at Branchidai in the fifth

and fourth centuries than in the sixth, and some scattered signs of destruction

in the early fifth century. Large-scale building work undertaken from the late

fourth century onward disturbed most deposits to such an extent that the his-

tory of the site has become very hard to reconstruct, and most archaeologists

have felt unable to choose between 494 and 479 as the date atwhich the pottery

evidence breaks off or at least drops off very sharply.51 If the material record

cannot decide between 494 and 479, I would argue that the literary evidence

discussed above tips the balance towards the latter date. But it seems to me

that the material record actually does include enough material from 500–475

to support the later date and that it is only the weight of Herodotus’ authority

that has inhibited archaeologists from drawing that conclusion.52 The recently

published material from 500–475 but no later in a rare well-preserved destruc-

tion layer on the nearby Taxiarchos Hill seems decisive support for the date of

479 given by all our textual sources apart from Herodotus.53

An inscription known as theMolpoi Statutes implies that a procession from

Miletus to Didyma took place in 476/5.54 The provisions made at that time to

deal with a potential failure of the responsible participants, the Onitadai, to

provide the necessary sacrificial equipment and the possibility that the Onita-

dai might claim rewards that had not been provided for, suggest that this may

have been the moment when an annual procession was first organized after

the plundering and abandonment of the oracle. The Milesians thus seem to

be back, if they had ever been away, and reasserted territorial control over the

story about their treason under Xerxes must already have been well-known; to invent a

massacre of Greeks as revenge for a previously unknown offence would make no sense.

51 E.g., Lohmann 2021; Slawisch 2009; 2013; Tuchelt 1988: 435 with n. 65.

52 Among the pottery finds from along the ‘sacred road’ at Didyma published by Schattner

2007, the most telling is deposit Q, with 28 datable sherds spanning 750–475, including

two from the late sixth or early fifth century (Att. 16–17 = Asch. 14–15) and one from 500–

475 (Att./Asch.19) (2007: 33, 355–356, 474). Two single sherds in deposits (C = Att. 5/Asch.

1; and L = Att. 13/Asch. 2) are dated in summary to 475–450 (2007: 474), but one paral-

lel cited in the catalogue dates back to 490 and several to 480 (2007: 353–354). A single

sherd found in isolation in a different stratum from the rest of Deposit G2 dates to the

late fifth century (Att. 8), while Deposits P and H are broadly dated to fifth/fourth century

and 375–300, respectively, and may thus reflect a resumption of activity after 331 (2007:

474). Slawisch 2009: 32, reports pottery from the Apollo temple itself dated to 500–475,

followed by a gap, then pottery from 350–300.

53 The excavators date both the destruction layer and the previous stratum to 500–475 (e.g.,

Bumke [ed.] 2023: 7), implying a destruction date towards the end of that range.

54 Milet i.3 no. 133, esp. lines 40–42. The text was inscribed ca. 200 but represents regulations

enacted 447/6 . See Herda 2006 and 2011.
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sanctuary. However, despite stipulating a series of rituals to be performed along

the route, the Statutesmentionno sacrifice to bemade at Branchidai itself, only

a sacred object to be set up ‘in Didyma at the gate’ (lines 25–27), so the sanc-

tuary itself may have been left abandoned, in line with the oath sworn by the

Ionians not to rebuild temples that had been sacked by the Persians.55

If we reject Herodotus’ claims about the fate of Branchidai in 494, aswe have

good reasons to do, all the other evidence thus falls into place and points to

Ctesias and his successors being right to say that the sanctuary was plundered

and its personnel deported by Xerxes in 479. Accordingly, we also have a prima

facie case for accepting the claims of Isocrates and Callisthenes, and presum-

ably Ctesias before them, that the devastation of the rest of Ionia, too, was the

workof Xerxes. If theywere right,Herodotusmust have reported the stories and

scenes of destruction that he encountered on the Ionianmainland but ignored

their associationwith Xerxes and dated them further back, in line with his own

historical agenda. Herodotus’ further claim that Darius had punished the rebel

islands Chios, Lesbos and Tenedos by ‘dragnetting’ their populations (6.31.1),

however, was not a retrojection of events of 479, because Xerxes’ loss of control

of the Aegean Sea meant that he could not take action against islanders. Since

the supposed technique of ‘dragnetting’ an island by forming a human chain

of soldiers holding hands across the territory from north to south (6.31.2) was

physically impossible, it was surely—as Plato suggested (Leg. 698d)—a typ-

ical Persian threat against rebels rather than a genuine method. Herodotus in

this instance may thus merely have assumed that the Persians in 494 put their

familiar rhetoric into practice.56

Although themotivations for Xerxes’ campaign in Ionia suggested byCtesias

andothers fail to convince,57 it is not difficult to find an alternative explanation.

Faced with rebellions in coastal towns, Xerxes may well have sent an army to

destroy towns and cult-centres and deportmany of the inhabitants, not only to

55 This explanation seems to me to remove the seeming discrepancies between literary,

epigraphic and archaeological evidence that led, e.g., Slawisch (2009) and Slawisch and

Wilkinson (2021: 108–112) to suggest that much or all of the inscription was a pseudo-

historical fiction.

56 Herodotus also claimed that the Persians ‘dragnetted’ Samos in 522 as punishment yet

restored the population soon afterwards (3.149), which may be another instance of his

taking a threat too literally. Plato, as cited, cast doubt on the dragnetting of Eretria in 490

(cf. Strabo 10.1.10): Datis ‘sent a fearsome account to our city … This account, whether it

was true or arose in some other way, terrified the Greeks and especially the Athenians’.

57 Nor does Cicero’s view that Xerxes destroyed temples on principle, because gods should

not be hemmed in by walls (Leg. 2.10.26); cf. Hecataeus of Abdera bnj 264 F 3 (Magi allow

destruction of cult statues).
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punish rebellion but also as the only means to secure long-term control of the

Anatolianwest coast now that Persia had lost control of the sea and the islands.

The appearance in the 470s of Greeks in exile as rulers of sizeable territories,

like Demaratus of Sparta and Gongylos of Eretria in Aeolis,58 can be under-

stood as part of this strategy. Instead of either appointing a ‘tyrant’ to govern

each city or installing ‘democratic’ regimes, Xerxes assigned groups of towns,

now perhaps only thinly populated, to men who had proved loyal supporters

of Persia in the war, with responsibility for collecting tribute (Hdt. 6.42.2; Thuc.

8.5.5) and keeping at bay any further Greek inroads.

Notoriously, there is no textual evidence for Greeks on the Asiatic main-

land joining Athens’ Delian League, before the Tribute Lists starting in 454.

Narratives of the League’s early campaigns feature only island members and

no expeditions to liberate or defend Greek allies on the Anatolian coast. An

early casualty list, perhaps of 464, provides the sole exception, with fighting

at Sigeion—not coincidentally an Athenian colony—and probable allied sup-

port from Byzantium andMadytos, both on the European side of the Bosporus

and Hellespont.59 Thucydides gave the impression of widespread support for

Athenian leadershipwhen he said that during the campaign of 478 ‘the Ionians

and all those who had recently been liberated from the king’ rejected Spartan

leadership and went over to Athens (1.95.1), but strictly speaking this means

only that the Ionians and other rebels who took part in this expedition decided

to support Athens, andwe have noway of telling howmany or few they were at

this point.60 Elsewhere, only Samos, Chios and Lesbos are mentioned (Plut.,

Arist. 23.4–5), and although Ephorus in the late fourth century did imagine

near-universal rebellion we have already seen that this notion reflected Pan-

hellenic ideals rather than historical fact. It is therefore possible that for the

first decade or more of its existence the Delian League consisted of Athens

and Aegean islands, with a growing number of allies on the European coast

up to Byzantium, but without Anatolian allies except perhaps Sigeion and the

mainland territories of Samos, Chios and Lesbos.61 The rest of Ionia may have

remained in ruins.

Archaeology supports the scenario offered above. A recent survey of the

region has concluded that the period 475–450 is marked by a ‘dramatically-

58 See n. 41, above.

59 ig i3 1144.32, 119 (Sigeion), 34 ([Mad]ytioi) and 118 ([Byza]ntio[i]).

60 Similarly non-specific is Thucydides’ statement that the expedition to the Chersonese in

479 included ‘the allies from Ionia and the Hellespont who had already revolted from the

king’ (1.89.2).

61 So Robertson 1980: 69–73; cf. Balcer 1997; Miller 1997: 9–13; Ehrhardt 2003.
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reduced archaeological visibility of Ionian cities’, in terms of locally manufac-

tured fine pottery, stonework and coin emissions, in exported trade amphorae,

and in imported Athenian pottery.62 The notable absence of city walls across

Ionia may also go back to Persian policy of this period.63 The interpretation

of the growing body of material evidence remains debated and is often viti-

ated by the assumption that we have firm dates from the literary evidence

for widespread destruction in 493 and Delian League membership from 478.64

Nevertheless, the analysis of the literary evidence set out above makes it likely

that the limitedmaterial record of Ionia for the second quarter of the fifth cen-

tury is not an illusion created by faulty methods of dating but a genuine sign of

material poverty, and that this povertywas not a result of Athenian imperialism

but of destructive Persian campaigns in and after 479.

If this seems too bold a conclusion, then I hope to have shown at least that

the study of Ionia in 500–450 should not be guided exclusively by Herodotus,

with his Athenocentric distortions and omissions, but take note also of Ctesias’

Persian History, which suggests that different parts of the region followed dif-

ferent paths in the early fifth century: the fate of Miletus in 494 was not shared

by the sanctuary at Branchidai or by other cities in the region, and the ‘libera-

tion’ of the islands in 479 was not shared by coastal Ionia or Aeolis.
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chapter 5

Herodotus on 480bce and Late Archaic

Chronology

Angelika Kellner

1 Introduction1

Herodotus offers invaluable insights into the political and geographical land-

scape of Archaic Greece;2 in addition, he has also created the fundamental

framework for the traditional chronology of ancient Greece. By placing Homer

and Hesiod roughly 400 years before his own time (2.53.2), Herodotus’ percep-

tion of the (‘historical’) beginning of early Greece coincides with the modern

conception of the Greek Archaic period starting around 800.3 The events lead-

ing to thePersianWars and the ensuingmilitary conflict form themain topic for

Herodotus,who accordingly presents thewar as a decisive caesura inGreekhis-

tory.4 Modern scholars have used Herodotus’ account, among others, to define

the year 480 as the end of the Archaic era.5 Herodotus thus implicitly provides

1 I would like to sincerely thank the organizers for giving me the opportunity to participate

in this wonderful conference where I could present my paper. Likewise, I gladly express my

thanks to the many participants for insightful conversations, the editors for their invaluable

feedback and Dr. Sam Ellis for proofreading my English text. All years expressed are in bce

unless indicated otherwise. The translations from Herodotus’Histories stem from the Land-

mark Herodotus (Purvis 2007).

2 Bichler 2000.

3 The unhistorical date for the first Olympic Games, 776, has been employed as the traditional

watershed for the beginning of Archaic Greece, although some scholars have chosen to set

it at the course of the eighth century or 700. Recent contributions have somehow negated

the beginning of this epoch by reaching back into the Bronze Age to discuss the beginnings

of early Greece. For a short overview of the discussion about the starting date of Archaic

Greece, see Kellner 2022: 1–2, 11–12.

4 Suzanne Marchand analyzes the reception history of Herodotus’ Histories in this volume.

According to her insights, the interests of readers varied considerably, with Herodotus’ chro-

nology of the Ancient Near East and Egypt attracting particular attention among early schol-

ars such as Joseph Justus Scaliger. It was only in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth

centuries that Herodotus’ depiction of the PersianWars—especially the date 480—began to

emerge as a watershed in modern perception.

5 Heinrich Brunn, FriedrichNietzsche and Jacob Burckhardt are considered the three founding

fathers of the term ‘Archaic’ in the year 1872. Walter 2013: 99–100. However, only in the 1930s

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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a vague blueprint for the modern definition of Archaic Greece with the time

between a far distant (heroic) and a more recent past (i.e. the PersianWars).6

The crucial question of this volume is whether the events of 480 are indeed

a watershed, to the extent of marking the boundary between Archaic and

Classical Greek history. My chapter aims to contribute to this overall agenda

by discussing and highlighting the unique way in which Herodotus presents

this caesura from a chronological perspective. The significance of this date

(and event) is underlined by Herodotus (8.51.1) singularly using the Athenian

archon’s name—Kalliades—when Xerxes captured Athens for the first time.

Because a contextualization of Herodotus’ chronological methods is crucial to

fully appreciate this exception, I will discuss and scrutinize several significant

passages of his Histories. The date of the Persian Wars under Darius and Xer-

xes is also transmitted by later authors who applied different dating methods,

which warrant an in-depth analysis. While Herodotus and later authors signi-

ficantly identify the linchpin to be around the year 480, I will present several

crucial case studies on the late Archaic Period for which Herodotus implies a

lower chronology of roughly thirty to fifty years. This phenomenonhas hitherto

hardly received the attention it deserves. It is worth investigating further for

late Archaic Greek history in general and specifically for the chronology of pot-

tery. By approaching the issue of thewatershed year 480 on an interdisciplinary

basis, the chapter intends to show the necessity of closely reading Herodotus’

text in terms of his chronology.

2 Chronologies in Ancient Greece: An Overview of the Dating

Methods

2.1 Herodotus

For modern scholars of Antiquity, at least those in the West, it is self-evident

to identify a year with the corresponding bce or ce date. Ancient authors,

however, did not have this dating method at their disposal. One quick glance

through Herodotus’ Histories shows that at the time Herodotus was writing,

sometime in the last third of the fifth century, a panhellenic chronological sys-

tem did not exist.7 Hence, Herodotus ingeniously used the Persian kings from

and 1940s has the concept of Archaic Greece as an epoch been further developed; see: Berve

1931: 110–212; Heuß 1946.

6 Bichler 2012: 87–88, 99–104.

7 An overview of the manifold calendar systems of the Greek poleis can be found in Samuel

1972.
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Cyrus to Xerxes as the main chronological guideline for events in the world

known to theGreeks. In addition, he relied upon chronological contexts, which

he constructed with seemingly simple tools such as synchronisms and inter-

vals. These can be summarized as follows:

– Persian kings: In many instances, Herodotus provides the name and reign

length of individual kings or entire dynasties (for example, from Cyrus

onwards for the Persians) with their corresponding chronological signific-

ance. In addition, Herodotus offers concise reign lengths for the Egyptian,

Median and Lydian rulers.8

– Synchronisms: By placing two events or people within the same time hori-

zon,Herodotus creates a chronology for thewholeMediterranean, including

the Egyptian, Levantine andMesopotamian regions.WhenHerodotus (1.29–

33) describes Solon and Croesus conversing about happiness, he presents

them as contemporaries.

– Interval dating: Dates can also be expressed with precise years or genera-

tions between a reference point (such as the author’s present or the Tro-

jan War) and the event at hand. In the example referred to above, Hero-

dotus (2.53.2) places Homer and Hesiod roughly 400 years before his own

time.

Herodotus thus creates a highly complex chronological web that is challen-

ging to fully comprehend and survey, particularly asmodern readers are accus-

tomed to other dating conventions. Therefore, modern translations frequently

include a common bce date. Leaving the radiocarbon dating debate aside,9 the

chronology of Archaic Greece and its traditional methodology have been neg-

lected in modern scholarship. This has resulted in the problematic situation

in which year dates tend to be treated as independent facts without consid-

ering their basis: the ancient texts and their interpretation. Reinhold Bichler

has written the most extensive and up-to-date analysis of Herodotus’ chrono-

logy,10 in which he also presents an essential guide to the associated research

history. The following sections, supplemented by bibliographic references, will

emphasize that apart from Bichler’s seminal paper, recent contributions have

barely touched upon chronological issues.

8 WhileHerodotus’ information on the Saite dynasty (with the notable exception of Apries)

has been confirmed by Egyptian sources, his depiction of the Median and Lydian kings

might be (partially) considered his own creation: Bichler 2004: 212–214.

9 The work of Doumet-Serhal, Gimatzidis, Weninger, von Rüden and Kopetzky 2023 is one

of the latest contributions in this extensive and ongoing discussion.

10 Bichler 2004.
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To underline Herodotus’ general dating methods, I would like to highlight

howHerodotus chronologically describes Xerxes’ plans for amilitary campaign

against Greece:

Thus Xerxes was finally persuaded to march against Hellas, but first, in

the year following the death of Darius, he sent an army against those who

had revolted in Egypt. […] During four full years11 following the conquest

of Egypt, Xerxes prepared his army and gathered provisions for it. Then, in

the course of the fifth year, he set out on his campaign with an enormous

body of troops.12

In this instance, the implied chronology is quite clear: Herodotus employs the

Persian kings Darius and Xerxes, or rather their reigns, for chronological guid-

ance. In addition, Herodotus provides an interval date for the moment when

Xerxes began to prepare hismilitary forces, namely the year after Darius’ death.

It tookXerxes until his sixth regnal year before he finallymarchedwithhis army

against the Greek cities. Despite Herodotus’ tightly woven chronological net,

there are instances in which the precise date remains unclear—to us and to

ancient readers—due toHerodotus’ vaguewording. Such chronological uncer-

tainties or tolerances only become apparent in a thorough analysis and have

been vividly described as cracks inHerodotus’ chronological structure by Rein-

hold Bichler.13 Besides the loose end of the Mermnad dynasty, with no precise

date given for Cyrus’ conquest of Sardis (1.86.1),14 another telling example of

such an imprecision in Herodotus’ Histories involves the unspecified year of

Cambyses’ campaign against Egypt. Archaeologists use this passage to date the

Siphnian treasury in Delphi, which forms the cornerstone of the Studnizcka-

Langlotz chronology for placing the beginning of red-figure vase painting at

around 530–520.15 In this context, it is crucial that Herodotus does not specify

when, exactly, Cambyses conquered Egypt. Herodotus mentions Cambyses’

expedition twice—once at the beginning of book 2 and then again at the begin-

ning of book 3.

11 The Loeb edition as well as the Landmark Herodotus conveniently inform the modern

reader that this translates (most likely) to 484–481.

12 Hdt. 7.7; 7.201.

13 Bichler 2004: 212.

14 Only later chronographers put Croesus’ reign in absolute dates that can be translatedwith

ca. 561–547. Rollinger and Kellner 2019.

15 Studniczka 1887: 159–167; Langlotz 1920.
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When Cyrus died, the kingship was inherited by Cambyses. He was the

son of Cyrus by Kassandane daughter of Pharnaspes. […] As the son of

this woman and Cyrus, Cambyses considered the Ionians and Aeolians as

his slaves whom he had inherited from his father, and when he made his

expedition to Egypt, he took with him these Hellenes whowere under his

rule, along with the rest of his subjects.16

It was against this Amasis that Cambyses son of Cyrus was preparing

to wage war, with an army of his other subjects, including Ionian and

Aeolian Hellenes. […] Psammenitos son of Amasis positioned his army

at the mouth of the Nile that is called Pelusian and there he awaited

Cambyses. For Cambyses did not manage to find Amasis alive when he

marched to Egypt, as Amasis had already died after having reigned forty-

four years, in all of which time nothing very unusual had happened.17

As Herodotus proceeds in book 3 to recount other events occurring during

Cambyses’ reign (530–522),18 Herodotus seems to place Cambyses’ Egyptian

campaign at the beginning of his rule without stating a precise year.19 In con-

trast, modern scholarship can date the battle of Pelusium to early summer

525 based on Egyptian documents and statements of later authors who refer-

ence Psammenitus’ (iii) reign of sixmonths (526–525).20This difference points

to a problematic approach that substitutes the lack of information in Hero-

dotuswith later and/or Egyptian/cuneiformevidence. Thisworking hypothesis

assumes that there was only ever one ‘correct’ chronology for ancient (Greek

and Roman) authors to report about the early Greek past,21 which the later test

cases can clearly refute. In addition, Herodotus’ designation of the Mermnad

dynasty from Gyges to Croesus as lasting 170 years conflicts with the cunei-

form evidence about Gyges and Cyrus’ conquest of Babylon in 530.22 Instead

of assuming that Herodotusmust have had the same chronological knowledge,

his chronological statements must be considered in their own right. This cru-

16 Hdt. 2.1.

17 Hdt. 3.1.1; 3.10.1–2.

18 Wiesehöfer 2004.

19 Lloyd 1975: 190–191; Bichler 2004: 212. Herodotus could have followed the tradition of the

Neo-Assyrian royal inscriptions that displayed the kings’ military successes particularly at

the beginning of their reign. For the legitimizing aspect, see: Tadmor 1981; Tadmor 1997.

20 Kienitz 1953: 154–157.

21 Ancient authors have notoriously used significantly diverging dates for some figures of

early Greece, such as for Pheidon of Argos: Kõiv 2001.

22 Hdt. 1.15.1 (Gyges); 1.16.1 (Ardys, Sadyattes); 1.25.1 (Alyattes); 1.86.1 (Croesus). Kellner 2022:

271–272.
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cial point will become clearer when one compares Herodotus’ diverging dating

methods with those of later ancient authors.

Contrary to Herodotus’ dating habits outlined above, he singularly names

an eponymous Athenian official to clarify the exact year in which Xerxes’ army

sacked Athens before the battle of Salamis:

From the passage of the Hellespont, where the barbarians began their

journey, they spent onemonth crossing over to Europe, and another three

months on their march to Attica, arriving during the archonship of Kalli-

ades.23

Fully contextualizing this atypical eponymous date in Herodotus’ Histories

requires the inclusion of further chronological information scattered in the

previous book, namely, that it took Xerxes until his sixth year on the throne to

prepare for hismilitary campaign againstGreece.Thus,Herodotus equatesXer-

xes’ sixth regnal year with Kalliades’ archonship. The reference to an eponym-

ous officeholder is absolutely singular in Herodotus’Histories and thus worthy

of discussion. Recent research does not touch upon this matter, which fits

the general trend of neglecting chronological questions for the Archaic period

and merely using the conventional chronology.24 Hermann Strasburger has

seen Herodotus’ eponymous date as the most crucial chronological passage

in the Histories, which, according to Strasburger, underlines how important

Herodotus considers the events of this year.25 Even if one prefers to adopt a

more critical view assuming that the contemporary panhellenic audience was

not necessarily able or required to transfer this eponymous date into absolute

terms (i.e. 480),26 Herodotus’ unique reference to the Athenian archon still

holds some importance. Significantly, it could have served to signify an over-

lap of the Persian time horizon with the Attic one, as Denis Feeney suggests.27

This assumption might point to an Athenian source that could have clearly

23 Hdt. 8.51.1 Purvis’ (2007: 621) translation mistakenly expresses the archon’s name as Kal-

lias for reasons unknown despite the text manuscripts clearly listing the name as Kalli-

ades: Καλλιάδεω ἄρχοντος Ἀθηναίοισι (Wilson 2015: 725). Significantly, the name Kalliades

appears three times in the list of fifth century Athenian archons. The issue of homonym-

ous office holders in the context of eponymous dating will be addressed below.

24 Norbert Ehrhardt (1992: 15–16) similarly points out that, e.g., Herodotus’ (lower) chrono-

logy for Solon is commonly ignored and preference given to later ancient authors with the

conventional date 594/3.

25 Strasburger 1956: 135–136.

26 Mosshammer 1979: 88; Den Boer 1967; Shaw 2003: 32.

27 Feeney 2007: 221–222 n. 35.
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associated the destruction of the Acropolis with Kalliades’ archonship without

necessarily conveying the intentionof providing anabsolute date.28Herodotus’

creative modelling of information from various sources is known from other

instances.29 Should the theory about an Athenian source withstand scrutiny,

Herodotus constructed the year of the battle at Salamis (i.e., 480) and tellingly

not the battle at Marathon as the anchor point of his chronology leading up to

the Persian Wars. Considering the more eminent prominence of Marathon in

Athenianmemorization,30 Herodotus’ chronological approach indicates diver-

ging prioritization.

Ultimately, Herodotus forms our main source for Xerxes’ invasion, and his

seminal designation for the year 480 offers an ancient blueprint for the end of

the Archaic period.31 Regardless of how one chooses to understand Herodotus’

motives for uniquely including an Athenian archon date, the year of Kalliades’

archonship serves in the Histories as a critical anchor for dating events of the

Greek world until the Ionian Revolt in 499 in absolute terms (6.18). Hence, the

Ionian Revolt, as an immediate cause of the PersianWars, is the earliest abso-

lute date for the Greek world on the evidence of Herodotus’Histories alone.32

Later authors have followed Herodotus’ chronological layout to express this

crucial epoch marker in the archonship of Kalliades,33 but have additionally

relied upon other dating methods which shall be highlighted in the following

section.

2.2 Eponymous Dating

The habit of naming a year according to the eponymous archon in Athens

appears verifiably for the first time in the so-called Hekatompedon decrees,

in which one of the two fragmentary eponymous references can be restored

as: ἐπὶ Φ[ιλοκρ]ά[τ]ος ἄρχ[οντ]ος.34 Thus, the archon’s name is most commonly

28 E.g., Den Boer 1967: 32.

29 Herodotus hasmost likely created (with vague forerunners in cuneiform sources) the suc-

cession of world empires in Mesopotamia with the Assyrians, Medes and Persians: Oellig

2023: 276–351.

30 On the (Athenian) memory of the battle of Marathon: Gehrke 2003. Thucydides (6.59.4)

has used the battle of Marathon as a reference point to provide the twenty-year interval

that elapsed between Hippias’ expulsion (511/10) and his arrival with Darius’ troops.

31 Thedegree towhichmodern scholars rely uponHerodotus’ account for the reconstruction

of the events can be seen in Busolt 1893: 631–745.

32 Lendle 1992: 48–51 (with an overview of the relative dating chain based on the year of

Kalliades’ archonship); Bichler 2004: 210, 215.

33 On issues with the archon’s name in Eusebius’ chronicle, see below.

34 ig i3 4 A 14–15; B26–27. There is considerable debate as to whether to date this inscription

earlier or later. This debate has been summarized by Stroud 2004.
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reconstructed as Philokrates, who held the archonship in 485/4.35 The next epi-

graphic evidence for eponymous dating in Athens stems from 454/3.36 In the

last quarter of the fifth century, a list of Athenian archons was placed at the

Athenian Agora,37 which aligns with the regular appearance of archon dates

in decrees from this time onwards.38 Therefore, while there is epigraphic evid-

ence from the early fifth century onwards that archons were used to specify

years, there is no direct evidence from the Archaic period, and I am skeptical of

the notion that Athenian archon dating was already a widespread habit at this

early time.39

Eponymous dating in Greek historiography starts slightly later in the second

half of the fifth century. When Thucydides (2.2.1) tries to precisely date the

outbreak of the Peloponnesian War (431), he uses, amongst other methods,

the eponymous dates from three Greek cities. He refers to the 48th year of

the priestess Chrysis in Argos, the Spartan ephor Ainesias and tellingly the

Athenian archon Pythodoros, who was in office for a further three months.

However, when Thucydides refers to other events of the Peloponnesian War

or of Greece’s past in general, he does not rely on any further eponymous

dates. He even goes on to criticize his predecessorHellanicus as having covered

the time immediately preceding the Peloponnesian War (the pentēkontae-

tia) insufficiently from a chronological perspective (1.97.2).40 The absence of

potentially more clarifying archon dates is striking, as appears from Megara

Hyblaea’s foundation date: Thucydides (6.4.1–2) mentions that the Syracusan

tyrant Gelon attacked Megara Hyblaea, which marks its foundation 245 years

prior to this early fifth-century event. Thucydides, however, does not even

attempt to provide an absolute date, and there remains considerable chronolo-

gical uncertainty (translatable to Gelon’s tyranny in Syracuse from 485 to 478,

as attested by Diodorus).41 Inmy opinion, the textual evidence indicates either

35 As we assign Philokrates’ archonship the year 485/4, we rely on the Marmor Parium:

Samuel 1972: 205.

36 For an overview and discussion of the earliest epigraphic evidence, which documents the

Athenian archons for eponymous dating, see Pritchett 1996: 1–3.

37 ig i3 1031.

38 Ehrhardt 1992: 15; Christesen 2007: 102.

39 As there is no direct evidence for eponymous dating in Archaic times (as is the case for the

existence of archives), one’s judgement of the later historiographic/epigraphic sources as

well as the socio-political structures and the degree of literacy significantly shape answers

to such a complex research question.

40 This statement has generated considerable debate: e.g., Pownall 2016: commentary to bnj

323a T 8.

41 On Thucydides’ chronological layout for the Sicilian foundation dates (including Megara

Hyblaea): Kellner 2022: 161–175.
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that Thucydides does not deem it necessary to provide a higher chronological

precision, or that he consciously chooses to display the limits of his research.42

Herodotus similarly doesnot rely uponarchondates inhisHistories, with the

notable exception of Kalliades’ year of office, inwhichXerxes’ troops destroyed

the Athenian Acropolis for the first time. For the modern reader, the Athenian

archonswould have offered the option for a clear chronological presentation of

Athenian history, such as the Kylonian affair, Solon and the Peisistratid rule.43

The question of why only later authors (particularly in Greek chronography)

chose to include Athenian archon dates on a regular basis has been answered

in different ways. It is my opinion that Herodotus would have used archon

datesmore frequently if he had this dating tool readily available. Thus, it seems

unlikely that Herodotus had a complete archon list accessible for writing about

Archaic Athens.44 Ancient chronographers had the admittedly difficult task of

creating a concise chronology of early Greece post festum, even though pre-

cise dates were not always feasible in earlier sources such as Herodotus.45 This

crucial, albeit debatable, point forms the basis of myunderstandingwhen com-

paring Herodotus’ chronology of late Archaic Greece with the chronological

outlay of later authors.

Lists of eponymous officials were published in various Greek cities in the

second half of the fifth century, which, together with the appearance of epon-

ymous dating, is understood to mark the beginning of ancient Greek chrono-

graphy.46 Another important chronographic list, in addition to the one enu-

merating Athenian archons, contains the victors at the Olympic Games, which

Hippias of Elis compiled at around 400.47 In general, works of ancient Greek

chronography are preserved only in highly fragmentary states, thus rendering

themadifficult subject. All fifth-century chronographic texts owe their survival

to quotations by later authors and thus present further methodological chal-

42 Bichler (2004: 224) has argued similarly: ‘Angesichts der Akribie, mit der sich Thukydides

um eine präzise chronologische Festlegung des Beginns und der Dauer des Archidamis-

chen Kriegs bemühte, und der Entschiedenheit, mit der er dieses Bemühen gegen Hel-

lanikos’ System verteidigte, spricht vieles dafür, in dieser Vagheit ein bewußt gesetztes

Zeichen des begrenztenWissens zu sehen.’

43 On Herodotus’ chronology of the Peisistratid rule: Hind 1974 (excellent overview of older

scholarship); Rhodes 1981: 191–199; Chambers 1990: 200–205.

44 Similarly: Jacoby 1949: 350 n. 36; Mosshammer 1979: 88–89; Bichler 2004: 209–210 n. 8.

45 Kellner 2022: 31–156.

46 Alden Mosshammer’s seminal book (1979) about ancient Greek chronography is still the

most comprehensive study to date.

47 For the evidence of theOlympic victors lists and their chronological function inAntiquity,

see: Christesen 2007.
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lenges formodern scholars.48 For example, only later authors partially transmit

the Athenian archon list for the Archaic and Classical periods, above all Castor

of Rhodes and Diodorus (in books 11 to 13).49 As to the exceptional case of

Athens, we possess valuable epigraphic evidence from the late fifth century,

but even here has the fragmentary state of the stele led to a dispute about the

correct reconstruction.50

Leaving aside the fragmentary evidence for the local histories of Athens

(Atthides) in the fifth century and the question of whether all of them were

indeed structured annalistically,51 the list of Athenian archons not only pro-

vided a chronological backbone for the local histories of Athens, but for the

Hellenic past in general. TheMarmor Parium, a third-century inscription from

the island of Paros, draws on the Athenian archons as a chronological tool.52 In

addition, the author identifies the interval of time elapsed between the given

events and a fixed reference point. This reference point is identified with the

year (usually translated as 264), in which Diognetos held the Athenian archon-

ship.53 The inscription also refers to the office holder in Paros, whose name is,

however, broken off. As the PersianWars form the linchpin under discussion, I

cite the entry regarding the battle of Salamis:

From the time Xerxes erected the bridge in the Hellespont and crossed

(Mount) Athos, and the battle in Thermo[py]lae occurred, and the naval

battle of the Hellenes against the Persians near Salamis, which the Hel-

lenes won, 217 years [= 480/79bce], when Calliades was archon in Ath-

ens.54

The dating convention used in the Marmor Parium involves important issues

of eponymous dating regarding absolute chronology. Obviously, naming the

48 E.g., Brunt 1980.

49 Castor’s Athenian king and archon list: bnj / FGrHist 250 F4 (apud Euseb. Chron.: Karst

1911: 85–89).Modern editions provide a reconstructionof theAthenian archon list: Samuel

1972: 195–237; Strothmann andWelwei 2004.

50 ig i3 1031. See, for instance, the discussion if the archon’s name ([.]λεισθέν[ες]) for the year

525 should indeed be reconstructed as Kleisthenes: Dillon 2006.

51 Felix Jacoby has established the opinio communis that Hellanicus and later Atthidograph-

ers all relied upon a consequent annalistic structure for their histories of Athens; e.g.,

Harding 2008: 6. For a critical analysis of this concept, see Kellner 2021: 7–14.

52 For theMarmor Parium in general: bnj / FGrHist 239; Jacoby 1904a; Jacoby 1904b; Burgess

and Kulikowski 2013: 84–85, 301–309; Rotstein 2016.

53 Cadoux 1948: 83–86.

54 Marm. Par. A 51. Transl. Rotstein 2016: 44.
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year according to an official’s name deviates from modern bce dating con-

ventions. Eponymous dates come with difficulties that modern readers need

to be aware of. Ancient authors could, for example, name the same eponym-

ous official for a given year, but nevertheless adduce differing time intervals

between corresponding dates. This seeming paradox is probably best known

from the diverging chronologies of Varro (first century bce) and Livy (first cen-

tury bce/ce) for the Roman past.55 Another telling case is the Roman consul

list, as provided by Diodorus in books 11 to 13, which deviates from the version

provided by the Fasti Capitolini.56 Diodorus seems to displace the names of the

Roman officeholders by a couple of years and, in some cases, even gives dif-

ferent or diverging names,57 as can be seen in his chronological description of

Xerxes’ invasion of Greece:

Calliades was archon in Athens, and the Romans made Spurius Cassius

and Proculus Verginius Tricostus consuls, and the Eleians celebrated the

seventy-fifth Olympiad, that in which Astylus of Syracuse won the ‘sta-

dion’. It was in this year that king Xerxes made his campaign against

Greece […].58

While Diodorus names Kalliades as Athenian archon, just like Herodotus, he

additionally provides the name of the stadion race winner of the seventy-fifth

OlympicGameswhich refers to the year 480.However, SpuriusCassius andPro-

culus Verginius held the office already in 486 according to the Fasti Capitolini,

which give the names Marcus Fabius and Gnaeus Manlius for 480.59 Diod-

orus thus correctly conveys the epoch marker as 480 by naming the Athenian

archon and the corresponding Olympic year; however, the names of the consul

pair clearly show the potential pitfalls of eponymous dating and the transmis-

sion of chronographic lists. I think that some diverging dates for early Greece

(and Rome) can be accounted for in this way, thus underlining the challenges

ancient authors faced when constructing a concise chronology of their distant

past.

55 Cornell 1995: 401–402.

56 For the Fasti Capitolini, which were originally part of an arch built by Augustus, see:

Degrassi 1954; Feeney 2007: 172–183; Burgess and Kulikowski 2013: 160–165.

57 Perl 1957; Will 1998: 4.

58 Diod. Sic. 11.1.2. Transl. Oldfather 1946: 121.

59 Samuel 1972: 256.
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2.3 The Olympiad Dating System

The Olympic victors of the stadion race were used for eponymous dating from

the early fourth century onwards, as Diodorus’ passage above has demon-

strated.60NumberedOlympiadswere introduced slightly later, sometime in the

third century, as a chronological tool.61 Due to the fragmentary preservation

of ancient Greek chronography, various authors have been credited with this

innovation including Aristotle (fourth century), Timaeus (early third century)

and Eratosthenes (later third century). I have argued elsewhere that ancient

authors began to use the Olympiad dating system in the third century but

mostly parallel to other chronological systems.62 The first Greek author to veri-

fiably employ the Olympiad dating system in his work on a grand scale was

Polybius in the second century. Significantly, the Olympiad dating system has

always remained restricted to the literary sphere and never entered everyday

use.63

The assumption of the first Olympic Games being held in 776 is first found

in a fragment fromEratosthenes in combinationwith Ptolemy’s Royal Canon.64

Further data from Roman times can testify to 776 as the starting point of the

Olympiad dating system.65 Nevertheless, a handful of ancient sources show a

dispute about the precise date of the first Olympic Games.66 For this reason,

theremight have been different starting points for the Olympiad dating system

in Antiquity. This conclusion has profound consequences. In her study on the

chronology of the Archaic Peloponnese, Pamela-Jane Shaw has used a similar

60 E.g., Philistos bnj 556 F 2 (apud Steph. Byz. s.v. Δύμη).

61 For example, the so-called Olympiad chronicle (ig ii2 2326)—an inscription fromAthens

—numbers theOlympic contests and provides the names of the victors alongside inform-

ation about which Olympic Games certain contests were introduced. Ebert 1982; Christe-

sen 2007: 202–215, 385.

62 Kellner 2022: 61–70.

63 E.g., Feeney 2007: 18.

64 bnj 241 F 1a (apud Clem. Al. Strom. 1.138.1–3). In his Royal Canon, the ancient astronomer

Claudius Ptolemaeus (second century ce) compiled a list of Babylonian, Persian, Hellen-

istic and Roman kings with Nabonassar’s reign (747bce) as a starting point. For Ptolemy’s

Royal Canon see: Bickerman 1968: 109–111; Depuydt 1995; Folkerts 2001.

65 Christesen 2007: 18. Eusebius (Praep. evang. 10.9), for example, places the fifteenth year of

the Roman emperor Tiberius in the Olympiad year 201,4 (28ce). When establishing the

Christian era Dionysius Exiguus also relied upon the standard equation of the Olympiad

year 1,1 with 776. Samuel 1972: 190; Bickerman 1963: 53.

66 Callimachus (third century), Aristodemus of Elis (ca. second century), T.C. Polybius (ca.

first century), Phlegon of Tralleis (second century ce) and Sextus Julius Africanus (third

century ce) present divergent information about the date of Korobois’ victory in the sta-

dion race, which is normally placed at the first Olympic Games. For further details, see

Kellner 2022: 70–75.
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approach, arguing that less attention should be paid to theOlympiad dates and

more attention be given to the dating contexts of events or people.67 Likewise,

Philip Thibodeau has recently argued that sources before the Olympiad dating

convention be predominantly relied upon for reconstructing the timeline of

the two Milesian philosophers Anaximenes and Anaximander.68 Significantly,

this viewpoint results in lower dates by roughly fifty years.

3 General Observations and Eusebius’ Chronicle in the Early Fourth

Century ce

In later times, Greek chronographic traditions continued in use. In the Augus-

tan period, Diodorus proceeded to use the Attic eponymous officials in addi-

tion to the Olympiads, the stadion race winner and the Roman consuls for

his chronology.69 Later Christian chroniclers relied upon Greek chronographic

works and their dating conventions, which they adapted for their own depic-

tion of (Christian) world history.70 In the Chronikoi Kanōnes of the Christian

author Eusebius (early fourth century ce), one encounters many otherwise

lost earlier chronographic writings; therefore, Eusebius is a valuable source

for ancient Greek chronography. Characteristically for the fragmentary state

of the genre, even Eusebius’ chronicle has not survived in its original Greek

form. Modern scholars, therefore, depend on two important manuscript tradi-

tions: the Latin copy of Jerome (second half of the fourth century ce) and the

Armenianmanuscript tradition (fifth century ce).71 Eusebius’ chronicle origin-

ally comprised two books. The first part, also called Chronographia, displays

consecutive lists of officials and kings of various geographical areas, such as

Egypt and Mesopotamia, as well as Greece and Rome.72 In the second book,

Eusebius then synchronizes the various king lists ( fila regnorum) in table form

67 Shaw 2003.

68 Thibodeau 2019: particularly 227–261.

69 E.g., Rathmann 2016: 138.

70 Sextus Julius Africanus is seen as the first Christian chronicler after the publication of his

work titled Chronographiai in the 220s ce. For further details on Sextus Julius Africanus

and his work and context, see: Wallraff 2006;Wallraff 2007.

71 Standard edition for Jerome’s transcript: Helm 1956. English translation: Pearse et al. 2005.

Standard translation and edition for the Armenian manuscript tradition (despite some

flaws to be preferred over Heinrich Petermann’s edition in Schoene 1866): Karst 1911. As

Josef Karst, amongst others, only provides aGerman translation, his publication is far from

ideal. Recent findings have brought to light a new Armenian manuscript that is currently

being prepared for publication: Drost-Abgarjan 2006.

72 In recent years, codex pages in ancient Greek from the first book, hitherto only preserved
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and provides notes about events and people in the assigned space (spatium

historicum).

Even a quick look at Helm’s standard edition of Jerome’s manuscript reveals

Eusebius’ dependence on the dating conventions of ancient Greek chrono-

graphy, most notably the Olympiad dating system. Additionally, Eusebius es-

tablishes a new chronological structure by counting the years since Abraham

(Anno Abrahami). The chronicle thus comprises a chronological timeframe

from Abraham’s birth until the year convertible to 325ce. There are several

minor deviations in date between the two copies of Eusebius’ chronicle; for

example, for the establishment of the first Olympic Games, which Jerome

places 1241 years after Abraham (Anno Abrahami 1241) and the Armenian

manuscript 1240 years later (Anno Abrahami 1240).73 Such minor deviations

are probably due to the copying process, as jumping one line means shifting

the entry’s date for an entire year. Some instances, such as the highly divergent

foundation dates for Selinous on Sicily, however, showmore crucial differences

and must have other causes.74

The aforementioned characteristics can also be observed for the epoch

marker in Eusebius’ chronicle. Thus, Jerome places Athens’ destruction by

Xerxes’ troops and the battle of Salamis in two consecutive years, which the

Armenian manuscripts even place apart by three years.75 Both transcripts,

however, record the name of an Athenian archon, albeit in garbled form.

Instead of the correct name Kalliades, they show ᾽Callias᾽ and ᾽Kliad᾽. In this

specific instance, the different name of the Athenian eponymous office holder

did not lead to another absolute date. The faulty transmission of the archon’s

name in Eusebius’ chronicle touches upon the phenomenon of similar or even

identical archon names, which could cause chronological difficulties when no

other datingmethods areprovided.The reconstructed archon list tellingly gives

the name Kalliades as archon for the year 523/2 and 480/79, but the name

Kallias can be found three times in the fifth century (456/5, 412/1: 406/5).76

Ancient Greek chronographers did not develop an overall accepted method to

in the Armenian text tradition, have been revealed. An edition of these new pages is in

preparation: Grusková 2013.

73 Mosshammer 1979: 80. As it would seem highly impractical to not equate the Olympiad

year 1,1 with 776, this one-year difference has been ignored in the conversion into bce

dates below for admittedly practical reasons. For the sake of clarity, the year count from

Abraham is additionally provided to prevent any confusion.

74 For the various foundation dates of Selinous in the Armenian and Latin manuscript tra-

dition of Eusebius’ chronicle, see Kellner 2022: 199–205.

75 Helm 1956: 109c, 109d; Karst 1911: 191–192.

76 Samuel 1972: 204: 206–208.
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table 5.1 Dates for the first destruction of Athens and the battle of Salamis in Eusebius’

chronicle

Jerome Athens’ destruction: Fifth regnal year of Xerxes, archonship of

Callias (sic), Ol. 74,4 (480bce)

Battle of Salamis: Sixth regnal year of Xerxes, Ol. 75,1 (479bce)

Armenian

Eusebius

Athens’ destruction: Third regnal year of Xerxes, archonship of

Kliad, Ol. 74,3 (aa 1534 / 482bce)

Battle of Salamis: Sixth regnal year of Xerxes, Ol. 75,2 (aa 1537 /

479bce)

differentiate between homonymous office holders. The only exception is the

Marmor Parium, which provides traces of a system to distinguish between two

archons with the same name: the Elder (ὁ πρότερος) and the Younger (ὁ δεύτε-

ρος).77

All these chronological deviations in Eusebius’ chronicle are comparatively

minor and can be solved with earlier ancient texts; thus, for the events con-

nected to Xerxes’ invasion, the year 480 serves as a solid watershed founded by

Herodotus. Significantly, Herodotus’ dating methods differ greatly from those

of later authors, such as Diodorus or Eusebius. Hellenistic chronographers had

the admittedly difficult task of calculating precise years for events and figures

of a distant time (what we would now call Archaic Greece) in retrospect, for

which earlier sources (such as Herodotus) did not always provide year dates.

By typically supplying the results only in Olympiads, the exact phrasing of the

chronographers’ sources and their method for each case is not always compre-

hensible in full detail. A great deal of information is lost in this step, which

thus constitutes a break in the ancient transmission of the chronology for the

late Archaic and early Classical periods. Modern scholarship, starting with the

science of ancient chronology in the Renaissance, significantly did not rely on

Herodotus, but rather on the late Christian chronicles for the chronology of

Antiquity.78Despite the fact that thewatershed year of 480 is corrected in Euse-

bius’ chronicle by Herodotus, the latter’s chronology is at times not considered

properly, as preference is given to the seemingly more convenient but much

77 Kellner in print.

78 Joseph Justus Scaliger (1540–1609) is commonly referred to as one of the earliest andmost

influential scholars in this area. Hewrote two books on ancient chronology (in Latin): Sca-

liger 1583; Scaliger 1658. For details on Scaliger’s contributions, see: Grafton 1983; Grafton

1993.
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later established Olympiad dates. This approach considerably affects our mod-

ern chronological understanding of the Greek world immediately before the

PersianWars.

4 Case Studies—Herodotus’ Lower Chronology in Comparison to

Later Authors

While the year 480 based upon Herodotus is not under any serious doubt, the

events and history of the sixth century are significantly modified if one closely

compares Herodotus’ chronology with that of ancient Greek chronographers.

The latter have the tendency to provide a higher chronology (i.e. an older

age) by thirty to fifty years for some selected events of Archaic Greece when

compared with Herodotus. Although Karl Julius Beloch, Dmitri Panchenko

and Reinhold Bichler have remarked upon this fact in passing,79 it has thus

far not received the attention it deserves and is commonly ignored in more

recent studies. There exists a problematic tendency to explain the apparent

singular deviations in Herodotus exclusively as errors and even to commonly

remove the issue by amendingHerodotus’ text.80 In the following section, three

case studies shall document this ‘ageing’ phenomenon of selected events and

people of Archaic Greece. This presentation of the evidence will, in a nut-

shell, contrast the chronological information provided by Herodotus with later

authors.81

4.1 Sappho

By connecting the courtesan Rhodopis to Sappho’s brother Charaxos, Hero-

dotus (2.134–135) clearly places Sappho in the reign of pharaoh Amasis (570–

526).82 Eusebius connects the famous poets Sappho and Alcaeus to the Olym-

piad year 45,1 (600/599bce) in Jerome’s Latinmanuscript and to the Olympiad

year 46,2 (Anno Abrahami 1421: 594/3bce) in the Armenian version.83

79 Beloch 1913: 275; Panchenko 2000; Bichler, 2014: 42–44.

80 For the problematic approach of unnecessarily interferingwith a uniformmanuscript tra-

dition of Herodotus, see Gilula 2003.

81 As the main goal is to highlight the differences between Herodotus’ and later chrono-

graphers’ chronologies, I have focused only on the clearest evidence. For the most com-

prehensive discussion of the chronographers’ dates for Sappho, Alcaeus, Pittacus and the

Kypselides see Mosshammer 1979: 234–254.

82 Von Beckerath 1997: 192.

83 Helm 1956: 99bd; Karst 1911: 187.
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table 5.2 Dates for Sappho

Herodotus Reign of pharaoh Amasis (570–526)

Jerome Ol. 45,1 (600/599bce)

Armenian Eusebius Ol. 46,2 (aa 1421: 595/4bce)

4.2 Pittacus

According to Herodotus (1.27), Pittacus was a contemporary of the Lydian

king Croesus, whose reign lasted fourteen years. However, Herodotus does not

provide absolute dates for Croesus’ reign.84 For my argument, a translation

of Herodotus’ chronological information with roughly the middle of the sixth

century suffices. Eusebius, on the other hand, presents Pittacus as one of the

Seven Sages who killed the Olympic winner Phryno in the Olympiad year 43,2

(607/6bce) or 43,2 (Anno Abrahami 1409, 607/6bce) respectively.85

table 5.3 Dates for Pittacus

Herodotus Contemporary of Lydian king Croesus (ca. middle of

sixth century)

Jerome Ol. 43,2 (607/6bce)

Armenian Eusebius Ol. 43,2 (aa 1409, 607/6bce)

4.3 Alcaeus

Herodotus (5.94–95) places Alcaeus and the conflict between the Lesbians and

Athenians about Sigeion in the timeof Peisistratos’ sonHegesistratos, forwhich

an interpretation of the year being placed in the middle or the second half

of the sixth century seems adequate. Herodotus’ statement clearly conflicts

withDiogenes Laertius’ information (1.62) of Alcaeus’ acme roughly in the 42nd

Olympiad (612/1–608/7bce). Eusebius similarly placesAlcaeus’ (and Sappho’s)

importance earlier than Herodotus in the Olympiad year 45,1 (600/599bce) /

46,2 (Anno Abrahami 1421, 595/4bce).86 While in the previous examples, cal-

84 Later chronographic tradition assigns to Croesus’ reign absolute dates that can be trans-

lated as ca. 561–547. Even thoughHerodotus provides the reign length for the Lydian kings

fromGyges to Croesus, he does not specify the year, in which Cyrus conquered Sardes and

thus ended Croesus’ reign. For further details, see Rollinger and Kellner 2019. Early Lydian

coinage has been used to solve the chronological issues of theMermnad dynasty:Wallace

2016.

85 Helm 1956: 99bg; Karst 1911: 186.

86 Helm 1956: 99bd; Karst 1911: 187.
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culations using a person’s lifespan might link Herodotus’ diverging date with

the later chronographers’ depiction, this cannot be the case here. In line with

modern scholars’ tendency of explaining Herodotus’ chronological deviations

asmistakes, the LoebClassical Library translationbyGodley informs the reader

of Herodotus’ seemingly inaccurate sixth-century chronology, as the war could

not have taken place later than 600.87

table 5.4 Dates for Alcaeus

Herodotus Time of Peisistratos’ son Hegesistratos (middle/second

half sixth century)

Jerome Ol. 45,1 (600/599bce)

Armenian Eusebius Ol. 46,2 (aa 1421, 595/4bce)

4.4 Periander

Herodotus (3.39; 3.48; 5.94–95) places Periander a generation before Cambyses’

(530–522) campaign against Egypt and designates him as the arbitrator in

the conflict between the Lesbians and Athenians at the time of Peisistratos’

son Hegesistratos. These two points of information are the clearest chronolo-

gical indicators inHerodotus’Histories. Translating this information in absolute

terms results in a date around themiddle of the sixth century or sometime later.

Eusebius divergently dates Periander’s tyranny over Corinth far earlier from the

Olympiad year 38,1 (628/7bce) to 48,1 (588/7bce) in Jerome’s manuscript and

from the Olympiad year 37,4 (Anno Abrahami 1387, 629/8bce) to 48,2 (Anno

Abrahami 1429, 587/6bce) in the Armenian version.88

table 5.5 Dates for Periander

Herodotus A generation before Cambyses’ campaign against

Egypt and at the time of Peisistratos’ son Hegesistratos

(middle or second half of sixth century)

Jerome Periander’s tyranny Ol. 38,1 (628/7bce) to Ol. 48,1

(588/7bce)

Armenian Eusebius Periander’s tyranny Ol. 37,4 (aa 1387, 629/8bce) to Ol.

48,2 (aa 1429, 587/6bce)

87 Godley 1998: 115. Also repeated in Purvis 2007: 410.

88 Helm 1956: 96bn; 100be; Karst 1911: 185.
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4.5 Solon

Herodotus (1.29–33; 2.177.2) presents Solon, theEgyptianpharaohAmasis (570–

526) and the Lydian king Croesus as contemporaries. The famous dialogue

between Solon and Croesus about happiness is understood as an implicit cri-

tique of fifth-century contemporaryAthenian values and thus as a fifth-century

creation.89WhileHerodotus does notmention Solon’s archonship at all,90 later

authors place Solon’s office distinctly earlier than Herodotus’ chronological

context.91 Diogenes Laertius (1.62) refers to the Hellenistic author Sosikrates,

who states that Solon’s archonship and acme falls roughly in the Olympiad

year 46,3 (594/3bce). In Eusebius’ chronicle, Solon’s laws appear connected

to the same time horizon, as Jerome names the Olympiad 46,3 (594/3bce)

and the Armenian version gives the Olympiad year 47,2 (Anno Abrahami 1425,

591/0bce).92

table 5.6 Dates for Solon

Herodotus Solon as a contemporary of Egyptian pharaoh Amasis

(570–526bc) and Lydian king Croesus (ca. middle of

6th century bc)

Diogenes Laertius

(Sosikrates)

Solon’s archonship and acme roughly in Ol. 46, 3

(594/3bc)

Jerome Solon’s laws in Ol. 46,3 (Ol. 594/3bc)

Armenian Eusebius Solon’s laws in Ol. 47,2 (aa 1425, 591/0bc)

I have thus far presented the chronological evidence in a brief survey to show

the different time horizons applied by Herodotus and later authors. While

there obviously remains some debate as to how to deal with these differences,

they cannot be ignored. Diverging chronological information could, in prin-

ciple, refer to different moments of a person’s life; however, this approach

does not satisfactorily explain the pattern at hand: Herodotus presents some

selected events and persons at a later timeframe than the chronographers.

As the modern chronological perception of Antiquity was significantly coined

89 Irwin 2013.

90 Retrospective sources covering Archaic Athens feature widely known complex methodo-

logical challenges; see most recently: Rönnberg 2021: 23–82.

91 For a detailed discussion of Solon’s (changing) date in Antiquity, see Fehling 1985: 91–92,

110–119.

92 Helm 1956: 99bg; Karst 1911: 187.
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by later authors such as Eusebius (even though Herodotus’ Greek manuscript

was known by Western scholars from at least the fifteenth century ce)93 this

issue did not cause much trouble for the technical chronology. When facing

this chronological difficulty in recent scholarship, Herodotus has been com-

monly declared mistaken or wrong.94 An intriguing explanation has been pro-

posed by Kurt Raaflaub95 who explains the—in his opinion chronologically

impossible—meeting of Croesus and Solon through the tendency of oral tra-

dition to connect famous people and events. This telescoping effect is indeed

well documented for oral tradition, but does not explainhow later authorswere

able to miraculously correct these chronological flaws.96 It ultimately comes

down to one’s own judgment and interpretation of ancient historiography, the

underlying sources and their transmission. Hans-Joachim Gehrke has rightly

pointed out in his research on Herodotus and the tyrant chronology that each

case needs to be analyzed individually.97 The ‘ageing’ phenomenon is, however,

not limited to Herodotus, but can also be observed in other contexts, such as

the transmission of the Greek foundation dates.98 Hence, it appears evident

that an explanation should be sought at the chronographers’ end.

The preservation of ancient Greek chronography is at times frustratingly

fragmentary. Ancient chronographers, unfortunately, do not informus in detail

about their calculating methods or the reasons for their results. Nevertheless, I

think that three main working methods of ancient chronographers have con-

tributed to the ‘ageing’ phenomenon:

1) The acme (ἀκμή) principle: Ancient Greek chronography relied upon

abstract dating mechanisms to calculate the dates of people and events

of the Archaic period, which have not been specified by earlier authors.

One of them, the acme principle, was used to designate the heyday of a

person as aligning with their most important achievements or important

historical events. Apollodorus, who wrote a chronicle in iambic trimeter

in the second century, ‘provides the only concrete illustration of how

Greek chronographic methods were in fact applied’, as Alden Mossham-

mer puts it.99 The fragments show that Apollodorus set a person’s acme

93 Rollinger 2014: 123–126.

94 Notable exceptions to this standard approach: Beloch 1913: 274–284; Fehling 1985: partic-

ularly 109–111; Parker 1993; Shaw 2003.

95 Raaflaub 1988: 211, 222.

96 While reductions or omissions are also attested in oral tradition, an artificial lengthening

of various regnal lists occur far more frequently: Henige 1974: 5–6.

97 Gehrke 1990.

98 For the Greek foundation dates see Kellner 2022: 157–211.

99 Mosshammer 1979: 116. For Apollodorus’ chronicle see: bnj / FGrHist 244; Jacoby 1902;
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in the fortieth year of their life.100 When a historical event was known to

have happened in a person’s lifetime, Apollodorus could have combined

it with the person’s acme. This abstract approach allowed the estimation

of a person’s birth year, even when it was previously unknown. The high

figure for a person’s acme could contribute to the higher age of selected

events or people of Archaic Greece.101 The diadochē schēma is connec-

ted to the acme principle. Fixing the acme of a teacher with the birth of

the future pupil allows chronographers to artificially ‘determine’ the birth

and death dates of various important figures.102

2) Generational calculations: If precise chronological information was not

available, ancient chronographers could have used generational calcu-

lations. Karl Julius Beloch, for example, argues that the author of the

Athēnaiōn Politeia provided the relative dates for Solon’s archonship and

the Peisistratid reign based on a thirty-three-year generation.103 Perhaps

most notoriously, RenéVanCompernolle explains the Sicilian foundation

dates exclusively on the basis of thirty-five-year generations,104whichhas,

in part due to the lack of clear and irrefutable textual evidence, not gained

favour.105DespiteVanCompernolle’s oversimplification, generational cal-

culation andgenealogies didplay amajor part in thepost festum construc-

tion of a chronology for early Greece.106 Problematically, no standardized

length existed for a generation among ancient authors.107 Some estim-

ates were so high—for instance forty years—that they inevitably implied

a higher chronology.

3) The Trojan War: The third reason for the ageing phenomenon is, in my

view, connected to the fact that between the Trojan War, as the most

crucial as well as oldest reference point, and the recent past of fifth cen-

tury authors lay an enormous time distance. The many diverging dates

Pfeiffer 1968: 253–257; Dorandi 1982; Feeney 2007: 19–20. Burgess and Kulikowski 2013:

87–88; Fleischer 2020.

100 For further details: Diels 1876; Jacoby 1902: 41–51. Felix Jacoby (1902: 48) summarized a

couple of telling fragments which show different numbers than in his later FGrHist (244)

edition.

101 E.g., Parker 1993: 406 n. 120.

102 For the diadochē principle, see Mosshammer 1979: 113–127.

103 Ath. Pol. 14.1; 17.1; 19.6; Beloch 1913: 161, 291.

104 Van Compernolle 1960.

105 E.g., Pearson 1962.

106 An overview with references can be found in: Kellner 2022: 75–100.

107 For a compilation of the ancient author’s calculation for a generation length (which con-

tains outdated methodological analyses), see Prakken 1943.
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that ancient authors provide add further chronological difficulties, as

Eratosthenes’ date convertible to 1184/3 was by far not the only calcula-

tion.108 The lack of known events between the far-distant TrojanWar and

the recent past before the Persian Wars could have led chronographers

to artificially raise the chronology for late Archaic Greece. Thus, Jeremy

Taylor has concluded that the king lists of Athens, Sparta and even Rome

were artificially elongated for this very reason.109

5 Herodotus on 480, His Absolute Chronology of Late Archaic

Greece and Pottery Chronology

Herodotus’ Histories have undeniably shaped our modern understanding of

dividing Archaic and Classical Greece with the Persian Wars (480), which has

thus an ancient (even though slightly vaguer) forerunner. This significance

might be further underlined by Herodotus (8.51.1) only naming an Athenian

archon once; when Xerxes captured Athens for the first time during Kalliades’

archonship. At least from the perspective of ancient historiography, the epoch

marker 480/79 can thus be considered justified and trustworthy. Furthermore,

the cultural contacts as well as military conflicts due to the expansion of the

Persian Empire might very well have contributed to the emergence of Greek

historiography itself, which forms another argument in favor of the canonized

timeframe.While it is indeed difficult to overestimate Herodotus’ role in mod-

ern scholarship, his deviating chronological statements about select individu-

als such as Sappho, Alcaeus, Pittacus, Periander, and Solon have largely been

ignored. I hope to have demonstrated in this chapter the existence of a differ-

ent overall chronological picture in Herodotus’Histories for some exceptional

cases and offered a tentative explanation of why later ancient chronographers

ascribed a higher chronology. Particularly regarding the immediate time before

the PersianWars, Herodotus’ chronology thus presents the middle of the sixth

century as more crowded than the later chronographers.

This volume brings together specialists from various fields to discuss the

epochmarker 480 for ancient sources—both written and archaeological alike.

The interdisciplinary debate allows for the insightful observation that the wa-

tershed does not seem towork equally well for all areas, which André Lardinois

108 bnj 241 F 1a (apud Clem. Al. Strom. 1: 138: 1–3). For the various ancient dates for the Trojan

War see: Burkert 1995; Bichler 2003; Kokkinos 2009.

109 Taylor 2000: especially 184. Similarly, Beloch 1913: 275.
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has brilliantly shown in Greek literary history.110 To do justice to this overall

agenda, I would like to briefly outline howHerodotus is used to assign absolute

dates to Late Archaic pottery in the last section of my chapter. By examin-

ing the interwoven chronological net of written sources and archaeological

remains, the question of whether 480 serves as a linchpin for Greek pottery

will be addressed. When archaeologists look to assign absolute dates to the

relative sequences of the material remains, they rely on establishing connec-

tions with the text-based chronology of ancient authors.111 For the Archaic

Period, these so-called fixed points (i.e. the identification of absolute years by

combining written and archaeological sources) mostly consist of cities’ found-

ations and destructions, but from the Late Archaic Period onwards include

the identification and dating of monuments in relationship to vase paint-

ing.

Herodotus’ divergent chronology has, as far as I can judge, no immediate

repercussions for the absolute chronology of black-figured vases, whose fixed

points in the sixth century are primarily based on Massalia’s foundation date

and the establishment of the first Panathenaic Games with the Panathenaic

prize amphorae.112 The centerpiece of the Studniczka-Langlotz chronology is

based on Herodotus equating Cambyses’ campaign in Egypt with a Samian

attack on Siphnos, which in turn is connected to construction of the Siph-

nian treasury in Delphi.113 While modern scholarship can date the battle of

Pelusium to 525, Herodotus himself does not detail the year inwhichCambyses

conquered Egypt, but he seems to have had the beginning of Cambyses’ reign

in mind. Crucially, there remains some chronological room for interpretation

based solely on a close reading of Herodotus’ text passages. The Siphnian treas-

ury has been identified among the material remains in Delphi based upon

Pausanias’ description (10.11.2).114 Ernst Langlotz then establishes the close

temporary correlation of these friezes with the Andokides Painter,115 thus fix-

ing the beginning of red-figure vase painting around 530/525.116 Herodotus

therefore forms the starting point for the most important fixed point of red

110 See André Lardinois’ contribution in this volume.

111 On the fixed points of Late Archaic and Early Classical Greek pottery, see Schmidt 2022.

112 Kellner 2022: 323–347.

113 Studniczka 1887: 159–167; Langlotz 1920. The key passages are: Hdt. 3.39; 3.57.

114 Pausanias only described a selection of buildings; it remains unclear which classifica-

tion criterion he applied in the case of the treasuries in Delphi. Hence, (as always) there

remains some doubt if the identification is indeed correct. Brinkmann 1994: 73–74.

115 Langlotz 1920: especially 17–31.

116 Boardman 1975: 14–17; Mannack 2002: 136–137; Rotroff 2009: 250.
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figure vase painting.117 While Langlotz’ methodology is generally accepted,118

criticism has been voiced mainly based on the ambiguities of Herodotus and

regarding the (correct) combinationwith the archaeological record.119 Ulf Ken-

zler has similarly argued that the Siphnian treasury is worthless as a fixed point

due to having too many uncertainties and places early red-figure vase paint-

ing only in the first decade of the fifth century.120 Recent studies have refuted

these suggestions on archaeological grounds;121 however, strikingly, the Persian

Warshavebeen suggested as awatershed forGreekpottery (i.e. the change from

Athenian black to red-figure vase painting).

The text-based chronology of ancient authors such as Herodotus not only

lays the foundation for our modern chronological perception of historical

events, but also of the material record, which makes a careful reading of their

information all the more necessary. Considering the lack of an overall panhel-

lenic chronological system,Herodotus’ conceptualwork constitutes an impres-

sive achievement that should be appreciated accordingly.Modern readers thus

need to pay attention to how Herodotus expresses the dates that clearly devi-

ate from our modern bce convention. Herodotus’ singular eponymous date

of Kalliades’ archonship, when Xerxes’ troops raided the Athenian Acropolis

for the first time, thus requires appropriate attention. Fully recognizing Hero-

dotus’ pioneering work also involves acknowledging the instances in which

Herodotus allows for more chronological leeway or provides different chro-

nological contexts than other authors. This chapter has conducted a thorough

analysis of the ancient authors’ datingmethods, particularly regarding the year

480, thereby underlining the peculiarities of the ancient dating systems and

highlighting the validity of this caesura in Greek historiography.

117 Ernst Langlotz (1920: 6) additionally elaborated the columnae celatae of king Croesus at

the Artemision in Ephesus, the second tyrannicide group (477) and the dating of Leagros

between 510 and 505 as further fixed points.

118 On Langlotz’s chronological method see now: von den Hoff 2022.

119 E.g., Löwy 1938 (particularly 16–31 for the Siphnian treasury). A good summary is provided

by Steskal 1998.More recently, andprobablymost notably, Francis andVickers 1983 offered

a critique. In course of their proposition to systematically lower the absolute chronologyof

Archaic and early Classical Greece by roughly fifty/sixty years, they suggested a date range

of 480–470 for the Siphnian treasury. For criticism on their approach, see, e.g., Boardman

1984.

120 Kenzler 2007.

121 E.g., Rotroff 2020.
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chapter 6

480bce: The Making of aWorld-Historical Date

Suzanne Marchand

1 Introduction1

Historians are often accused of fetishizing dates, and with good reason; they

really are the skeleton on which most of us, who are not pure devotés of the

Annales School, hang our interpretations, and they do, of course, matter. But

dates can also become what the German historian HelmutWalser Smith once

termed ‘vanishing points’: the date to and from which interpretations tend.2

Smith had 1933 and 1941ce in mind; but in this essay 480/479bce, the period

of the major battles which concluded the PersianWars, is the ‘vanishing point’

we are pursuing. Unquestionably, some have figured 480/479 as such an epoch-

making moment, including, of course, the ancient Athenian dramatists, philo-

sophers, andoratorswhohave so structuredour conceptions of ancientGreece.

Their claims were certainly echoed by nineteenth-century liberal historians

such as E.S. Creasy, who argued in his enormously popular Fifteen Decisive

Battles of the World (1851) that the Greek victory in 480/479 ‘secured for man-

kind the intellectual treasures of Athens, the growth of free institutions, the

liberal enlightenment of the Western world, and the gradual ascendancy for

many ages of the great principles of European civilisation.’3 More recently, in

the wake of the attacks of 11 September 2001 and challenges to the relevance

of classical civilization, some popular historians have raised the stakes further,

marking the period of the battles of Thermopylae, Salamis, Plataea, andMycale

as the years that ‘saved Greece and western civilization.’4 The enormous pop-

ularity of the movie 300 (2006) simply confirms that 480 has, for us, become

one of Smith’s ‘vanishing points.’

1 This essay began as a mere thought piece, offered at the inspiring 480bce conference in

Ravenstein, attended by so many of the contributors to this volume. It has been enormously

improved by additional reading and responses to revised versions I have presented at Prince-

ton, uc Berkeley, and the Harvard Center for Classical Studies, and by comments frommany

readers, most especially Josine Blok and Janric van Rookhuijzen.

2 Smith 2005: 267–295.

3 Creasy 1853: 48.

4 This is the subtitle of Barry Strauss’s 2005 book, Salamis.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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We know that ancient Greeks and nineteenth-century liberals cared about

the Persians Wars; but few have asked what happened to 480 between the

ancient Athenian partisans of the fifth and especially fourth centuries, and

their nineteenth-century Athenophile advocates.5 The question is a big and

difficult one, and the conclusions of one scholar can be but tentative, but not

to ask the question leaves us with the false impression that there has been a

2,500-year western consensus about the meaning and significance of the Per-

sianWars. What I would like to suggest in this essay is that this is certainly not

the case, and in fact, for centuries, our ‘vanishingpoint’ itself almost completely

vanished. The ancient Greek and especially Athenian focus on the Wars had

to be revived by the moderns and took place in specific and noteworthy con-

texts. While I can hardly claim to be an expert in all the periods and genres

covered here, it seems to me worthwhile to try to map the periods in which

480 has, and has not, mattered verymuch to Europeans and Americans, and to

say something in the process about the way classical traditions do, and do not,

work.

This inquiry also takes the form, in part, of a reception history of Herodotus’

Histories, the first known detailed prose narration of the battles of the Persian

Wars. As Angelika Kellner in the present volume shows, 480 is the date most

securely attested in Herodotus’ text (at 8.51), and much material culture dat-

ing has been inferred from this passage. Recent scholarship on the Histories

generally agrees that the events of this year are the culminating point of the

narrative, which explains why Herodotus scrupulously tried to keep references

(if not allusions) to events after that time out of his account. It has perhaps

always been admitted that his accounts of themajor battles of the PersianWars

were the most extensive. Of one of those signature battles, Paul Cartledge has

written, ‘we either write a history of Thermopylae with [Herodotus], or not at

all.’6Wemight then expect that readers of Herodotus have always cherished the

last books of theHistories, and preferred his detailed accounts to those of other,

later writers. Surprisingly, however, these are in fact quite modern presump-

tions, inpart the result of the vast changeswhich conventionsof history-writing

have undergone over time.

Formillennia, readers did not prioritizeHerodotus’ accounts for their super-

ior antiquity, or for factors that have recently underscored his relative impar-

5 Gehrke 2009 is typical in skipping immediately from the fourth century bce to thenineteenth

century ce.

6 Cartledge 2007: 222. Similarly, J.A.S. Evans noted that Herodotus’ account of the battle of

Marathon ‘is our only coherent one.’ Evans 1993: 279.
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tiality.7 Only a very few, before the nineteenth century, wanted to write the

sort of history Cartledge had inmind. Herodotus was unquestionably the start-

ing point for treatments of the Wars across a range of genres stretching from

Athenian funeral orations to earlymodern collections of military speeches. But

careful readers, it seems tome,were rare;most preferred to readparaphrases, or

to get their information ormodels at second or third hand, fromother sources,8

even if those were later, shorter, more partisan, or more obviously didactic.

Many of the Athenian accounts also lacked the ambiguities of Herodotus’ nar-

rative, such as his hints that the Athenians’ expatiations on freedom might be

ruses to assert their dominance over others (cf. 6.109). Earlier readers did not,

in short, read the Histories as a unified narrative with 480/479 as its culmin-

ation, perhaps in part because for those who wanted to emphasize a ‘clash,’ it

was easier to consult something pithier, or becausewhat they found interesting

in Herodotus was not theWars at all, but something else.

I have now been tracking Herodotus reception for some time, and it seems

clear tome that most who did read him closely—at least after the fall of Rome,

and probably earlier—focused not on books 7 to 9, but on the books of the so-

called ‘oriental prelude’ (Books 1–4), and did so for other purposes than learn-

ing about the battles: to marvel at the customs of the Scythians, to crunch the

dates of Assyrian and Egyptian kings, to revel in salacious tales or to beat them

into moral lessons, to find in the early books details that could be correlated

with the Hebrew Bible. This pattern of reading was long standing, stretching at

least from the Renaissance through the eighteenth century’s end. As this essay

will suggest, 480 remained of minor interest until the ancient Athenian nar-

rative was revived by Whig thinkers and popularized by nineteenth-century

liberals such as Creasy, who really did articulate the ‘clash’ thesis. But even

then, Herodotus’ account was often not the favored one. Indeed, and, ironic-

ally, champions of the ‘clash of civilizations’ thesis havemore often been critics

than fans of Herodotus.The re-emergence of 480 as a ‘vanishing point’ required

not only the upgrading of opinions on Greek culture and Athenian democracy,

but the arrival of the age of citizen armies, and liberal imperial hubris, in the

nineteenth century. As it turns out, the 480 story is not one westerners have

been telling themselves for 2,500 years, but one that has a much more punc-

7 As a Simonides poem about the battle of Plataea, discovered only in the 1990s, shows, Hero-

dotus seems to have worked with many poleis’ heroic traditions of their own contributions

to the wars, but he goes far beyond poetry, and in juxtaposing local accounts, he manages to

have something offensive to say about prettymuch everybody, whichmay just be his greatest

claim to impartiality. Boedeker 1996: 223–242.

8 A helpful list of the ancient sources on 480 can be found in van Rookhuijzen 2018: 310–315.
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tuated, and attenuated, trajectory, and one that has usually not been based on

firsthand or careful readings of the most crucial ancient source.

2 Herodotus’ Readers before the Seventeenth Century

Herodotus was not, of course, the first to tell the story of theWars, thoughmost

of what we have before his time is poetic or fragmentary. There were many

celebrations and commemorations of the victory in the fifth century, literary

and monumental. Games and rituals were established in honor of the victors

and the fallen, and Athenians, at least, perpetually returned to the subject in

official funeral orations.9 In what remains, as well as in Herodotus’ account,

the Greeks were associated with freedom, and the Persians (and others) with

the lack thereof. Even so, the varying regional alliances and concerns of the

ever-squabbling poleis must have made agreement on commemorations con-

tentious, as the Athenians, for example, wished to claim special responsibility

for the victory (as ratified—but as an unpopular view--by Herodotus at 7.139).

The Athenians also commemorated 490, the date of the battle of Marathon, at

least as much as 480/479. In 404, when the Athenians defeated a junta backed

by the Spartans, commemorations of Marathon were linked to the goddess

Athena and the city, and even that battle’s concrete context was obscured.10

One might, rather heretically, ask how long even the Greeks, distracted by

so many other attentions and by no means only interested in history-writing,

clung to 480 as the critical moment in their collective memory. Deaths of her-

oes, Olympiads, the passing or exile of leaders, and real or projected cosmic

cataclysms such as floods or plagues also served the Greeks as loosely articu-

lated epochal markers;11 time did not have to be marked by wars, which in any

case were complexly related to states’ ‘golden’ ages or periods of decline. And

even then, which war wasmost important? The fall of Troy was always a poetic

point of reference. In emphasizing the superior greatness of the Peloponnesian

Wars, Thucydides (1.1) preferred a different vanishing point to that of 480. In

an often-cited passage (1.10), he forecasts new generations of men so divided

from the past that they could never fathom Sparta’s greatness, nor Athens’ lim-

itations. Within a century of Xenophon (according to Arnaldo Momigliano,

the last ancient Greek historian to rely on original inquiry12), Greek writers

9 Loraux 2006: 94–101.

10 Gehrke 2009: 92–93.

11 Hay 2023: 63; 43–69.

12 Momigliano 1958: 4.
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had the military exploits of Philip and Alexander to grapple with, and as we

shall see, Demosthenes’ revival of the PersianWars story exerted a long-lasting

effect on the tradition—though of course he lost his suit. But if Alexander’s

wars were complexly annexed to and legitimized by analogies with the Persian

campaigns,13 this did not necessarilymean orators or coin designers knew their

PersianWars history in detail. Or that the Romans who revived this tradition at

second hand did so, either.

Enthused by Greek oratory or descent, and by the Parthian threat to the

East, some later Greeks and Romans in the period between Caesar and Dio-

cletian did care about the events of 480/479, as Ruprecht Ziegler has shown.

Diodorus Siculus had much to say about the Wars (he was more expansive

than most about the western Greeks) and certainly drew on a wide range of

sources, including Herodotus. Plutarch was also extremely well informed, and

he cared enough about the memory of the Wars to produce, some 500 years

after the Histories’ completion, an intense refutation of Herodotus’ account.

Pausanias, writing a little later, perhaps read Herodotus even more closely,

though virtually no one read his work until the fifteenth century ce.14 Cicero,

heir to the rhetorical tradition, certainly did invoke the Wars and their heroes

on numerous occasions. Augustus, and after him, Nero, staged reenactments

of the battle of Salamis; and Herodes Atticus, teacher of Marcus Aurelius and

Lucius Verus, proudly showed off his native Marathon. Herodes Atticus even

had the inscriptions of the dead moved from the battlefield to his private res-

idence in the Peloponnesus. ValeriusMaximus, writing around 30ce, knew the

portent of the mare birthing a hare (Hdt. 7.57) as Xerxes’ army passed Mount

Athos (Memorable Deeds and Sayings 1.6). He included a few other passages

from the later books of the Histories, but his Memorable Deeds contains many

more references to the earlier ones, and consistently treats theWars in the con-

text of Athenian ingratitude toward its heroic leaders (e.g., 5.3e), a very long-

standing critiqueof the city by intellectuals fromPlatoonwards.15 But thedeeds

of Alexander seem to have been most resonant in anti-Parthian rhetoric.16 By

focusing only on Greek-loving writers of the Second Sophistic we can also for-

get that the Romans—like all subsequent peoples—cared more about their

13 Ziegler 2007: 160–163.

14 Habicht 1985: 2.

15 Zabel 2016: 30–34, 110. If Herodotus can be read as at least moderately sympathetic to

some sort of democracy, as Jennifer Roberts showed long ago, the main line of classical

political theorizing was deeply anti-democratic, and ‘… it was not this alternative strand

that Europeans thinkers pickedupanddeveloped, but rather thehostile tradition.’ Roberts

1994: 7.

16 Ziegler 2007: 158.



480 bce: the making of a world-historical date 159

own victories and challenges than those of the Greeks. Sulla, whom Paul Hay

believes crucial in articulating Roman ideas of historical periodization, seems

to have embraced a tradition of Etruscan divining (and recording) of omens

and portents, and not to have cared about Greek historical events at all.17

It would, in fact, be interesting tomaphow, precisely, Hellenistic andRoman

writers read their Herodotus. In the Hellenistic period, as Oswyn Murray

showed some time ago, geographers and historians were most interested in

the so-called ‘oriental’ prelude;18 it was this material that was disputed by

Ctesias, Josephus, and Manetho.19 Surviving papyri from the Roman period

are mostly texts from Book 1 and some from Book 2, though our sample may

be skewed because these texts hail from Egypt.20 Polybius was interested the

Persian Wars, but did not mention Herodotus.21 Lack of interest on the part

of the Church fathers is even more obvious; they valued Herodotus chiefly

for his information in the first books, where Herodotus mentions Biblical fig-

ures such as Sennacherib and Cyrus, and describes in detail the decadence of

Babylon. After the fall of Rome, Herodotus’ stories survived in the West only

as ‘flower petals pressed into the pages of a book,’ in the lovely words of Scott

Bruce,22 in scattered bits of Valerius Maximus and Seneca, and other Roman

texts which survived through the period, and in remnants of information con-

veyed in Jerome, Eusebius, and Josephus relevant to Christian history,23 which

seem not to have included the events of 480. Orosius did tell the story of the

Wars in some detail in Histories against the Pagans (2.8–11)—but did so with

the express intention of showing their senseless brutality.

There follows a 1000-year hiatus, during which stories from the Histories

surely did circulate in theWest, but Herodotus’ text did not. It seems likely that

theWars scarcely featured. Most of the stories that did are found in late medi-

eval illuminations—Mandane’s dream, or Tomyris’s decapitation of Cyrus—

come from the early books, though Petrarch did mention Marathon and Xer-

xes’ ‘reckless daring’ in one of his poems.24 The full text of the Histories sur-

vived, of course, in the Byzantine world, but mostly, it seems, passages were

used for language lessons.Many years ago, Cyril Mango claimed that Byzantine

17 Hay 2023: 18–39.

18 Murray 1972: 200–213.

19 See Angelika Kellner in this volume.

20 Bruce 2019: 58.

21 Millar 2011: 97.

22 Bruce 2019: 49.

23 Bruce 2019: 56. This view is seconded by Racine 2016: 208, 20.

24 Edith Hall claims that the theme of Cambyses’ judgment was known since at least 1275.

Hall 2020: 288. On Petrarch see Bisaha 2004: 51.
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writers were not at all interested in classical Greece; ‘If you open a Byzantine

compendium of universal history,’ he insisted, ‘you will be surprised to note

that Pericles, Themistocles, Leonidas are not even mentioned; that Xerxes and

the Persian Wars are dismissed in one sentence, and this in connection with

Daniel’s prophecy of the Four Beasts.’25 A great deal of new work in Byzantine

studies has been completed sinceMango’s essay appeared, but I do not believe

this view has been substantially altered.26

There is no denying that, especially after the fall of Constantinople in 1453,

Italian humanists revived classical discourses contrasting civilization and bar-

barism, and that these discussions linked philhellenism to anti-Turkish or even

anti-‘oriental’ perspectives. The fall of the great eastern center of learning

softened Italian animosity to Greek church-splitters, and invited a barrage of

terrified rhetoric about the eastern threat to an entity variously conceived as

Christendom and Europe. The recovery of so many ancient Greek and Latin

texts allowed fifteenth-century Italian humanists to layer classical critiques of

‘barbarism’ on top of medieval assaults on ‘the infidel.’ AsNancy Bisaha showed

some time ago, the Persian Wars were occasionally invoked in this context.27

But mentions seem to have been brief and vague, and my supposition is that

these authors drew more heavily on Plutarch, Demosthenes, and Cicero than

on Herodotus’ account of theWars. Muchmore prominent and extensive were

invocations of Rome’s fall to the Germanic barbarians. In any event, Herodotus

seems to have been less a stoker of anti-Turkish sentiment than a danger to it.

Bisaha also notes that the humanist Aeneas Silvius Piccolimini (whose papacy,

as Pius ii, fell in the crucial years 1458–1464) not only failed to cite Herodotus

in his diatribe against the ‘Scythian’ Turks, but probably even avoided enga-

ging theHistories, ‘because of theGreek’smore open-minded view.’28When the

Greek scholar Laonikos Chalkokondyles—flourishing in the 1450s and 60s—

deployed theHistories as amodel for describing the recentOttoman-Byzantine

struggles in the period just after 1453, his view of this clash was remarkably

appreciative of Islamic and non-Greek ‘others.’29

Unlikemid-fifteenth century Italianwriters, Chalkokondyles did have access

to a fullmanuscript of theHistories (Laurentianus 70.6),whichhadbeencopied

in 1318, and had arrived in Mystras by 1436, and in Rome by 1480. It is unclear,

but dubious, if thiswas themanuscript LorenzoValla (c. 1407–1457) used for his

25 Mango 1965: 32.

26 See for e.g., Bértola 2022 and Ellis 2024.

27 Bisaha 2004: 84.

28 Bisaha 2004: 133, 43–93; quotation, 76.

29 Kaldellis 2014: 68–71.
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Latin translation, finished around 1454 and published in 1474.30 Valla’s transla-

tion was a watershed, and loose vernacular translations into Italian, German,

and French based on it at first or second hand dribbled out over the course of

the sixteenth century. But by no means did this ensure Herodotus’ immediate

popularity or wide circulation. As Freyja Cox-Jensen’s data on the popularity of

ancient historians between 1450 and 1600 suggests, the Greek historians lagged

far behind the Romans, and in this era, Herodotus ranked far below his critics

Plutarch and Josephus.31 Naturally, Roman, Christian, and local histories were

altogethermore important to lives lived under theOldRegime thanwere pagan

Greek events. Those who did read Herodotus largely did so in the traditions

either of Cicero or Josephus, seeing the Histories as an archive of rhetorical

flourishes or proofs of scriptural truth. The more careful readers were the anti-

quarians and text critics, beginning, it seems, with the great philologist Joseph

Scaliger (1540–1609) who found Herodotus to be a goldmine of crunchable

chronological data about eastern kingdoms, almost all of which lay, again, in

books 1–4.32

It is perhaps helpful to offer a brief survey of what early modern readers did

find of interest in Herodotus, full and excerpted texts of which were available

in Greek, Latin, and many vernacular languages from the sixteenth century on

(though the first full English translation dates only to 1709). In brief, as I will

make this case in full elsewhere, theWars were of minor interest as compared

to thematerial in the ‘oriental’ prelude relating to chronology and biblical mat-

ters.33 In general, this was not a world much interested in Greek history, and

convinced, as was Machiavelli, that the story of the Athenian polis was one

to be told as a warning, not to provide a model.34 This was a world of only a

very few republics, all of them oligarchies, in the Italian and Swiss city states,

and, after 1567, the Dutch Republic. Most Europeans, instead, were subjects of

increasingly powerful absolute monarchs whose armies were manned by mer-

cenary or conscripted soldiers and led by high-ranking nobles, not by citizen

soldiers. In the era of hugely influential defenders of monarchical sovereignty

such as Jean Bodin and Thomas Hobbes, we can hardly expect great enthusi-

asm for stories about the humbling defeat of a Great King—or the glories of

the Greek polis.

30 Kaldellis 2014: 45–47, 259–262. There had been translations of some parts of the Histories

circulating in the Italian states since the early fifteenth century.

31 Jensen 2018: 561–595.

32 See Marchand 2021: 269–293.

33 See the foundations for this study in Marchand 2021 and 2023.

34 Roberts 1994: 121–131.
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In general, this was not aworldmuch interested in Greek history. Earlymod-

ern political theorists were so thoroughly wed to Roman models that Quentin

Skinner long ago dubbed the period’s discussions of liberty ‘neo Roman.’35

While we find the championing of ancient Greek freedom by a few fans of

Dutch independence from the Spanish and or of parliamentary sovereignty in

England, in both cases, the most conventional example invoked seems to have

been the Greeks’ defense of their culture against the Romans, rather than the

Greek war against the Persians.36Wemight well find seeds of a later liberal tra-

dition of pro-Athenian rhetoric in the praise Dutch legal scholar Hugo Grotius

(1583–1645) devoted to the ancient city’s linking of culture, freedom, and com-

mercial power. But his was very much a minority opinion.37

In fact, from the sixteenth century, the more mainstream readings of Hero-

dotus were related to biblical matters, to theatrical romances, or to courtly

education, in which the text was read together or against Xenophon’s Cyropae-

dia, the foundational text for the elite pedagogical treatises known as ‘Mirrors

of Princes.’ The writers of these treatises shared with Herodotus the view that

not all Persian kings were equally despotic, and, as Jane Grogan notes, Cyrus in

particular figured as a positive model for emulation by European princes and

statesmen.38 FromCyrus leaders were to learn clemency, honesty, temperance,

and courage. We have perhaps also forgotten just how regularly these educa-

tional manuals hoped to instruct princes in the avoidance of war and arbitrary

governance, and of course, the behavior of ancient Persian rulers—especially

Cambyses’ madness, and Xerxes’ furious whipping of the Hellespont—proved

useful as admonitions. This was not a world in which the Persians were uni-

formly effeminate and despotic and the Athenians, often derided for ingratit-

ude and decadence, uniformly manly and civilized.

The desire to instruct princes in moderation and justice yielded early mod-

ernways of reading theHistories that seemmiles away from later ones. As early

as the 1540s, for example, PhilippMelanchthon (1497–1560) offered an anti-war

reading of the Histories that would have shocked the nineteenth century, dis-

pensing lessons such as: ‘that God does notwish unnecessarywars to be fought;

that those who live by the sword die by the sword; that those who commit

injustice will be punished.’39 Similarly, law professor Georg Schwartzkopff, in

35 See, e.g., Skinner 1998.

36 See, e.g., the examples in Zabel 2016: 49–63, 99–115.

37 Zabel 2016: 50–53.

38 Grogan (2014: 2) writes: ‘a shift in historiographical and cultural tastes has obscured the

early modern privileging of the earlier days of the Persian Empire.’

39 Ellis 2020: 120, 127.



480 bce: the making of a world-historical date 163

dedicating his 1593 German translation of the Histories to Heinrich Julius, the

Duke of Braunschweig und Lüneberg, argued that histories such as this one

were useful in warning leaders not to exert the sort of ‘unjust force against

underlings’ that would make them hated and condemned by their subjects.

TurningMachiavelli’s formula on its head, in the dedication Schwartzkopff lec-

tured the Duke, notorious for sudden legal innovations and for persecuting

Jews and witches, that it was better to be gentle and rational, ‘while anger and

rage will be hated and judged.’ The scholarly jurist also insisted that it was good

to follow the example of Solon, who studied the laws of others for ten years

before he made the laws of Athens, and to ask for the wise counsel of scholars

and other experienced persons.40

In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, discussion of the Greek her-

oes of the wars seems rare, and images of them even more so. I have so far

found no depictions of Thermopylae, Salamis, or Marathon from this period,

and even the fewdepictions of Themistocles focus onhis exile, underlining Per-

sian clemency (and Greek ingratitude). Anuschka Albertz describes the story

of Thermopylae between the Roman imperial period and the eighteenth cen-

tury as a ‘lost history’.41 No depictions of the battles or their heroes are listed in

Andor Pigler’s old but comprehensive Barokthemen, unless one counts images

of Artemisia—but these confuse the brave Carian commander of the Wars

with her later namesake, Artemisia ii, who, in her dramatic grief, drank her

husband-brother’s ashes.42 When Greek figures are introduced in this early

modern context, one might call their deployment counter-cultural, or perhaps

sly attempts to speak truth to power. Leonidas, for example,was laudedby Prot-

estant anti-absolutists such as George Buchanan, tutor to James vi of Scotland,

as an example of the right sort of virtuous king. ToMontaigne, Leonidas’s noble

death paralleled those of the Native Americans conquered by Europeans; ‘he

was killed, but not vanquished.’43 Montaigne’s words may mark the revival of

the ancient tradition of turningmilitary defeat intomoral victory, here applied

in an irenic way to Europe’s victims.

If the Greek heroes and their battles are largely missing in early modern art,

literature, and political discourse, this is not true of Herodotus’ ‘oriental’ fig-

ures. The lessons they are meant to teach are not what we might expect and

certainly not what Creasy gleaned from the Histories. In the many depictions

40 Schwartzkopff 1593: np.

41 Albertz 2006: 110.

42 Pigler 1956. For Artemisia images, see 356–357. There are also two images of Themistocles

committing suicide, after his departure from Greece (ibid., 417).

43 Christien and Tallec 2013: 173–175, quotation 175.
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of Croesus in seventeenth-century paintings, kings are warned against hub-

ristic confidence in worldly pleasures. In the theater, the many sixteenth- and

seventeenth century plays about Tomyris, Cyrus, and Cambyses convey com-

plicated messages to royal patrons, about clemency, succession, moderation,

or justice. But the Wars with the Greeks are not at issue. Edith Hall attributes

lack of interest in the Wars until the later eighteenth century to the inaccess-

ibility of Aeschylus’ plays, most especially Persians, which she identifies as one

of the great ancient sources of Greek othering of barbarians.44 Even after this

time, someportrayals of Xerxes aremore tragic (or, in the case of Handel’s Serse,

tragi-comic) than simply ‘orientalizing,’ befitting a world in which the prince’s

behavior continued to matter greatly. The thrust of their lessons, too was that

good leadership, in all times, makes the polity prosper, not that non-Europeans

are despotic and our eternal enemies.

It is perhaps worth emphasizing that even as the study of Greek language

and poetry expanded, Greek history itself was of little interest for its own sake

until sometime after 1750, at least. According to Paschalis Kitromilides, even

the major seventeenth-century modern Greek histories do not discuss Greek

pagan events before the Hellenistic era, or beyond the moments at which they

intersect with Hebraic history.45 In Britain, France, and even the Germanies,

Greek history remained part of ‘universal history’ into the eighteenth century,

and even then, it is probably fair to say that the age of Cyrus on the one hand,

and that of Alexander on the other, were of greater interest than the period of

theWars.46This again left books 7–9 largely out in the cold, although someanti-

quaries had done their due diligence, particularly those interested in military

customs, weaponry, and leadership, such as François de Belleforest, collector

of notable military speeches—though even many of those turned out to be

speechesmade not by Greeks, but by their Persians antagonists.47 John Potter’s

extremely widely read Archaeologia Graeca, or the Antiquities of Greece (1697)

featured a section on military customs, in which details of the Persian Wars

44 ‘It was only with the first modern-language translations of Aeschylus in the eighteenth

century,’ shewrites, ‘that thebattles of Marathon,Thermopylae, and Salamis came todom-

inate Western cultural responses to Herodotus.’ Hall 2020: 282. On the Persians, see Hall

1989.

45 Kitromilides 2013: 67–68.

46 Charles Rollin’s hugely popular Histoire Ancienne, published originally in the 1730s, lav-

ishes much time on Cyrus. On the ubiquitous discussions of Alexander in the age of

Enlightenment, see Briant 2017.

47 Belleforest’s Harangues militaires (Paris 1573) includes sixty-four speeches by Herodotus,

among them the exchanges between Xerxes and Artabanus and the declarations of Arte-

misia.
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weremixedwith those of otherGreek conflicts, andHerodotus’ reportsmashed

up with those of Polybius, Suidas, Diodorus, Thucydides, Curtius, and others.48

Event history, including the battles of 480/479, was submerged beneath a bar-

rage of ship designs, treatments of prisoners and spoils, and (of course) loving

descriptions of shields, helmets, and arms.

To glance at a few universal histories is to see that 480 offered no meaning-

ful break for early modern readers; much more significant were dates related

to Cyrus or to Alexander, or of course to Moses and Jesus.49 The heavy hand of

Bossuet’s 1681 Discours sur l’histoire universelle is still visible in a 1754 Histoire

universelle, commissioned by Madame de Pompadour. Here the sixth epoch

began with Cyrus, swept quickly past 480, and ended with the death of Alex-

ander.50 In his year-by-year coverage of the period between 685 and 336bce,

Carl Christoph Reiche, writing in 1777, dedicated the same amount of space to

480/479 as he gave to 667/666bce (traditional date for the founding of Byz-

antium), and less than he gave to the year 509/508 (date of the overthrow of

theRomanmonarchy).51 Romanhistory, naturally, was covered inmuch greater

detail; no one had time for blowby blows of events at Salamis or Plataea. Again,

if we look only for mentions of the Wars and fail to appreciate their obscurity

as compared to other events we end up with a misleading picture of their con-

tinuous importance, and the indispensability of Herodotus’ account to what

writers did know about them.

Early modern writers on the education of statesmen certainly read their

Plutarch and knew something about the lives of Miltiades, Themistocles, and

Leonidas. But coverage of theWars remained terse, and emphasis continued to

be on the actions of the kings—Persian or Spartan—rather than on the valor of

the soldiery. For example, in his 1708 Bibliothèque universelle, Louis Ellis Du Pin,

a Gallican cleric with Jansenist leanings, says of Leonidas only that he and his

48 Potter (1751: 3) says of the Wars simply: ‘The Persians frequently experienced the sad

Effects of [Greek courage despite small numbers] in the Loss of numerous Armies, and

at length of the greatest Empire in the World.’ The Spartans are praised particularly for

their valor. Potter was a classical scholar, a Whig, and in 1737 became Archbishop of Can-

terbury.

49 Bossuet’s enormously influential universal history of 1681 mentions (1681: 45; 47): ‘Leoni-

das, King of Sparta, who had only 300 men, but killed 20,000 at the pass at Thermoplyae

and perishedwith hismen,’ and the famous battle of Plataea, in which ‘The Ionian Greeks

threw off the yoke of the Persians,’ though he was equally enthusiastic about themagnan-

imity of Artaxerxes, in acceptingThemistocles as a refugee, andmuchmore effusive about

Cyrus, Alexander, and Scipio. 480 is flagged in Bossuet’s margins, but so are hundreds of

other dates, and it does not mark the beginning or end of one of his epochs.

50 Histoire Universelle sacrée et profane, composée par ordre de mesdames de France (1754).

51 Reiche 1777: 396–405.
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300 ‘firmly stood their ground against the army of the enemy and killed a great

number, repelled themmany times, and at last all perished, born down by the

multitude. The Thebans who Leonidas already sent away returned to Xerxes.’

The summary simply ends: ‘This was the consequence of the battle of Thermo-

pylae, with which Herodotus’ seventh book ends.’52 The themes of the war of

liberation, of the forging of Panhellenic unity, of the West’s eternal difference

from the East, and even of epic consequences seem to be missing, even in the

early eighteenth century.

3 TheWhiggish Origins of the ‘Clash’ Narrative

So where does the rise of 480 begin? My findings so far suggest that one might

find fragments of a tradition in editions and translations of Demosthenes such

as Thomas Wilson’s 1570 English translation, intended to stiffen Tudor resolve

in the face of the threats of another evil ‘Philip,’ Philip ii, in the Spanish cam-

paigns in the Netherlands.53 Jacques de Tourreil’s French translation, too, pub-

lished at the outbreak of the War of Spanish Succession (1701), celebrated the

Athenian resolve of yesteryear by way of Demosthenes’ frustrated calls for

resistance, obliquely making the case for Louis xiv’s subjects to unite in the

face of Holy Roman usurpation.54 More concrete foundations were laid by

seventeenth-century Dutch republican thinkers, who brokewith humanist tra-

dition in defending the greatness of PericleanAthens, and French crusaders for

moral or poetic reform in the era of the Quarrel of Ancients andModerns who

made the case for the simplicity and transparency of early Greek manners and

institutions. The greater availability of Herodotus’ full text in late seventeenth-

and early eighteenth-century translations undoubtedly helped, but it remains

unclear how much new access mattered to a tradition still mostly shaped by

Demosthenes, Plutarch, and Cicero.

Dutch and French appraisals of ancient Greek culture helped to upgrade

the exemplarity and importance of the ancient Hellenes. But the true origins

of the ‘clash’ thesis as we know it, I am convinced, lie in early Whig histori-

ography.55 I refer here toworks that comeout of thepost-1689battle to establish

52 Dupin 1707: 132.

53 Blanshard and Sowerby 2005: 46–80.

54 See the introduction to Tourreil 1701.

55 I owe much to Christine Zabel’s excellent coverage of related topics, though she does not

discuss history writers or the place of Herodotus or the PersianWars in these discourses.

Zabel 2016: 48–51, 204–217, 257–265.
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Protestant hegemony and extend the rights of parliament, commerce, and the

secular arts and sciences, campaigns that ended in bloody war in Ireland and

repeated attempts to suppress Jacobitism in Scotland. These men were crit-

ics of the French ‘Great King’ Louis xiv and sometimes veterans of the bloody

wars against his expansionist politics. AsGeorgiosVarouxakis has shown, these

writers were eager to deploy the phrase ‘defender of the liberties of Europe’ to

exalt William iii over and against his French and Jacobite rivals who claimed

to be ‘defenders of Christendom.’56Many of them also frequented the so-called

Grecian Coffeehouse in London (so named, originally, because its founder was

a Greek immigrant), and occasionally discussed the horrors of Turkish oppres-

sion of the modern Greeks.57 In the period around the century’s turn, inter-

estingly, in which new periodicals, too, promoted Greek greatness, this com-

munity produced not only the first full English translation of Herodotus’His-

tories, but also the first stand-alone Greek histories. These were all written by

and dedicated to EnglishWhigs, and deploy the rhetoric of the defense of liber-

ties and the Englishmixed constitution in a powerful newway, one that took up

the history of the PersianWars with a still powerfully Plutarchian character.58

The situational analogies of a small and disunited power (Britain) at war

with a gigantic, tyrannical empire (France) were not lost on the author of the

most important of these two Grecian histories, Temple Stanyan.59 Stanyan’s

originalGrecian History of 1707 took the story down only to the end of the Pelo-

ponnesian Wars, expending about 35 of 350 pages on the Persian Wars. Stan-

yan listed his sources—including Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Diod-

orus Siculus, Cornelius Nepos, and especially Tourreil’s introduction to his edi-

tion of Demosthenes—but attempted to synthesize rather than criticize them.

Although he explicitly denounced Herodotus for fabulation,60 he seems to

have meant this to refer chiefly to the early books, as he followed the author

56 Varouxakis 2020: 568–569.

57 Zabel 2016: 264.

58 Both of the Greek histories were published in 1707, not incidentally the year of the Treaty

of Union with Scotland, and of a number of setbacks in the Duke of Malborough’s cam-

paigns against France in the War of the Spanish Succession. Temple Stanyan’s Grecian

History was dedicated to John Lord Sommers, Baron of Evesham, a leading exclusionist,

Whig, one of main framers of Bill of Rights and later of theTreaty of Union.ThomasHind’s

History of Greecewas dedicated to the Lord Keeper of the Seal, William Cowper.

59 Stanyan’s work is discussed in a brilliant article by Giovanna Ceserani, who glosses the

message of Stanyan’s history as ‘how the Greeks united to defend [liberty] from the Per-

sian invaders, but lost it later, torn apart by their own internal wars …’ Ceserani 2005:

418–419.

60 ‘[Herodotus’] chief Care was to please rather than instruct … The heaviest Charge against

him is his Fabulousness, and Credulity.’ Stanyan 1707: ‘Preface.’
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rather closely in his discussion of the IonianRevolt and later events. Here, Stan-

yan acknowledged much medizing, and paused the narrative to offer a thor-

ough denunciation of Athenian ingratitude towards Militiades.61 In its focus

on great, under-appreciated men battling for liberty against all odds, Stanyan’s

narrative still owesmost to Plutarch and Demosthenes. But there is a new anti-

pathy to the Persians as a national entity; Stanyan calls them, collectively, ‘the

first Disturbers of Mankind,’ and praises the Greeks, collectively, as the people

who ‘so gloriously exerted themselves in securing the Liberties of Europe.’62

Unlike previous and contemporary critics who underscored the evils specific-

ally of Xerxes orMardonios, Stanyan argues that the Greeks’ enemies were ‘just

their Reverse, a slavish confus’d Multitude, and wrap’d in a slothful Security,’

and makes many aversions to ‘the Persian yoke,’ as well as to Persian effem-

inacy.63 This for him was a story of universal importance, ‘not the History of

one People, but of Mankind,’64 because it was a story of the Greeks’ fight for

liberty. Still missing is real affection for the Athenians—Stanyan believed them

ingrateswhoquickly lost the liberty they fought for—butwe findhere the blue-

print for accounts of the Wars which make 480 the key moment in Europe’s

history of the struggle for Greek national freedom.

If perhaps a signal of new interest in the PersianWars, Stanyan’s first volume

seems to have been little read. Only after the publication of a second volume

and the appearance of a second edition in 1739 did The Grecian History receive

more attention. This was also true of Isaac Littlebury’s translation of theHistor-

ies, which Joseph Wells in 1923 deemed ‘too Augustan for our modern taste.’65

This characterization is apt; Littlebury’s preface teems with platitudes about

the importance of history for the teaching the principles of good govern-

ments, ‘founded on common Equity and Prudence’, and with Whiggish warn-

ings against tyranny.66 In the 1730s, these themes were again lively, as reform-

minded Whig ‘patriots’ undertook a relentless campaign against the corrup-

tions and conflict-avoidance of the regime of RobertWalpole.67 In this context,

61 OnMilitiades and Aristiades, see Stanyan 1707: 198–199; 211–212.

62 Stanyan 1707: ‘Dedication.’

63 Stanyan 1707: 227.

64 Stanyan 1707: ‘Preface.’

65 Wells 1923: 207.

66 Littlebury, tr. 1709: ii.

67 Before the publication of Glover’s play, Lyttleton’s Letters from a Persian (1735; French

translation the same year) had compared parliament to Persia’s harem, riven by faction

and jealousies. Henry St. John (Viscount Bolingbroke), too, had mentioned Persia as a

place where ‘oriental’ subjects were slaves to their monarchs. Thus was the critique of

contemporary Persia’s despotism and corruption already strongly related to the Whig
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ancient and especially Greek history proved useful in conflicts with an estab-

lishment the Patriots conceived to be all too smug, power-mad, and unprin-

cipled, perhaps playing Cicero toWalpole’s Caesar.

Itwas at this time that anothermember of the circle aroundAlexander Pope,

Richard Glover, reenergized some of Stanyan’s themes in a verse composition

entitled Leonidas. The long play was dedicated to Sir Richard Temple (1st Vis-

count Cobham), the Whig soldier who had fought the Irish and French and

become amentor toWilliamPitt the elder. Glover’s poem, basedmuchmore on

Plutarch’s portrayal of the Spartan king than Herodotus’ rather less heroic one,

repeatedly lauded Leonidas-Temple’s love of freedom and country, declaring

that he who dies for his country is most virtuous and therefore most happy.68

‘Asia’ here is the enemy of the Greeks, who are fighting collectively and val-

orously for a form of liberty that lies rather exclusively in obedience to the

law. Leonidas proved to be an immensely popular poem at home and abroad;

according to one commentator, it was, for a time, ‘the most popular poem in

the English language,’ and it was translated into French already in 1739, then

into Danish, and into German a total of four times.69 I do not doubt that it con-

tributed materially to the ideal of citizens united in war to defend not a king

but the law and a way of life.

‘Itwas in Ireland,’writesOswynMurray, ‘that, evenbefore theFrenchRevolu-

tion, the search for a radical history of Greece began.’70 In 1753, the Irish school-

master John Gast funded with 427 private subscriptions the publication of a

dialogic catechism, Rudiments of the Grecian History, from the First Establish-

ment of the States of Greece to theOverthrowof their Liberties in theDays of Philip

the Macedonian. In the Rudiments, Gast did cover the Wars, and praised the

Greeks’ love of liberty, their cultivation of commerce, the institution of demo-

cracy, and the consequential flourishing of the Athenian arts and sciences.

But the Irish Huguenot did not treat the Persians as particularly despotic—

their downfall was rather overweening pride, indulgence in luxuries, and rash

action.71 Nor did he treat the Wars as a great watershed. Indeed, when the

publisher John Murray convinced him to write a more straightforward His-

tory of Greece (1782), the book covered only the period between Alexander

campaigns against Walpole. Masroori 2021: 162, 155. Lyttleton also uses Persia as a foil for

his advocacy of women’s education, freedomof the press, and religious toleration (against

the Anglican church).

68 E.g., Glover 1737: 272.

69 Morris, 2007: 211–213.

70 Murray 2024: 63.

71 Gast 1753: 442.
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and the Romans. Here, as in Rudiments, he dated the great period of Greece’s

flourishing as beginning with the ejection of the Peisistratids and ending with

the death of Kimon. Afterwards, decline set in. ‘The power and opulencewhich

Greece had purchased by her victories,’ he wrote, ‘introduced ostentation, lux-

ury, and insolence.’ Art, drama, and philosophy continued to flourish. ‘Her real

strength, however, was decayed.’72 480, here, is merely a passing moment, and

again the emphasis is on the loss of liberty, rather than its attainment, and its

legacies.73

For reasons of space, we must here omit here the contributions of the

Jansenist historian Charles Rollin, of the French Académie des Inscriptions,

of the British Society of Dilettanti, and of J.J. Winckelmann, to the making of

the liberal narrative.74 It is noteworthy that it was none other than the young

Denis Diderot who translated Temple Stanyan’s Grecian History into French,

producing a three-volumeHistoire de Grèce in 1743–1744. As Jonathan Israel has

noted, Diderot eagerly imbibed Stanyan’s theme of liberty—though again it

was the story of how Greek liberty was lost, to Alexander and the Romans, that

Diderot took most to heart.75 History writing at mid-century remained chiefly

moralizing, but provoked by new respect for antiquarian research and by the

fundamental challenges posed by historical pyrrhonism, authors had begun

to move in the direction of deeper forms of historicization and source criti-

cism.76 Thework of Montesquieu convincedmany that geographically-defined

national histories needed to supersede universal forms. National histories, like

David Hume’s History of England (1754–1761) began to appear at the same time

that authors began to delve more deeply into Greek and Athenian history. But

neitherWinckelmann, norMontesquieu, nor the Athenophile architects James

Stuart and Nicholas Revett, said much about the epoch-making defeat of des-

potism; it was instead left to the French philosophe Voltaire—standing on

Whig historiography—to open a new chapter of the 480 story.

72 Gast 1797: vii. See also Murray 2024: 63–93.

73 This was evident to contemporary reviewers; see Murray 2024: 71.

74 See Marchand 2024: 115–116.

75 Israel 2006: 785. Charles Dedeyan notes that the translation of Stanyan gave Diderot a

strong background in ancient and especially Greek history, from an English-liberal per-

spective. Dedeyan 1987: 19–26.

76 Momigliano 1958; Matytsin 2016.
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4 The PersianWars in the Revolutionary Age

I will have to be brief in my introduction of Voltaire, whose key role in the his-

tory of Herodotus reception I have discussed elsewhere.77 What is important,

for ourpurposes, is that in the 1760s,Voltaire, deeply engaged inhis campaign to

écraser l’infâme, wrote a number of works which dismissed the credibility and

utility of ancient ‘oriental’ history for modern Europeans. Deeply suspicious

of popular rumors, Voltaire also sought to outlaw oral information, especially

when gleaned from primitive or uneducated persons, as well as wonders and

miracles. His application of this set of historiographical criteria resulted in the

cleaving of the Histories right down the middle, declaring the once treasured

‘oriental’ books untrustworthy and useless, and emphasizing now the heroic,

European, story of Greek national victory told in Books 7–9.

The truth and utility of Herodotus’ narrative, he argued, began only with

Xerxes’ crossing of the Hellespont. ‘One does not find before these great events

anything but some vague reports, enveloped in puerile tales,’ he wrote.78 Un-

doubtedly informed by Diderot’s translation of Stanyan, Voltaire claimed that

the Histories’ great lesson was that of Greece’s preservation of its liberty in the

face of a threat from the despotic East. ‘The superiority of a small but generous

people, free while all of Asia was enslaved, is one of the most glorious [stor-

ies] among men;’ he wrote. Salamis, he argued, could not but remind one of

the victory at Lepanto. ‘There, perhaps is the only fruit one can glean from the

knowledge of these distant times,’ he concluded.79 Voltaire had not articulated

directly the ‘clash of civilizations’ thesis, but his claims, made in very widely-

circulated texts, mark him as one of the eighteenth-century forerunners who

pioneered this line of thought.

Voltaire, crucially, wanted out of Herodotus a universally relevant story of

the defeat of oriental despotism by a state committed to tolerance and the arts.

Just as he was formulating this view of ancient Greece’s lessons for the present,

a little-known and profoundly unheroic series of events unfolded which gave

new relevance to this tale. In 1770, Voltaire’s admired correspondent and pat-

roness Catherine the Great, enmeshed in a new series of Russo-Turkish Wars,

sent a warship to the Aegean, probably meant to lure the Turkish fleet out

of the Black Sea. But she promised the Greeks (and Voltaire) that Greek free-

dom was at hand.80 Catherine’s gesture turned out to be perfunctory, bringing

77 See, e.g., Marchand 2023.

78 Voltaire 2007: 369, 371.

79 Voltaire 2007: 372.

80 Augustinos 1994: 146.
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down savage Turkish reprisals on the Maniots who did try to stage an upris-

ing, and causing western Europeans to despair of the ‘degenerate’ Greeks for

not rising en masse. But the incident stirred up philhellenic hopes, and invoca-

tions of Greek heroes afterwards seem to have gained currency, though still in

ways that would have seemed strange to Creasy.81 Even inwriting an entireHis-

tory of Athens (1777), William Young said of Marathon that its particulars were

‘too inconsequential to recite.’82 Young also offered the unusual argument that

Themistocles’ ostracism was warranted because states which trusted more in

great men than in their constitutions inured citizens to subservience.83 Hardly

a democrat, Young later became colonial governor of Tobago (1807–1815), and

a strong advocate of slavery.

Enticed by Robert Wood’s paeans to reading ancient works on site, more

travelers made their way to Thermopylae, Mycale, and Sparta, although they

often found battlegrounds hard to pinpoint and landscapes disappointingly

unheroic. Visiting the desolate site of Sparta (where Pausanias placed the

heroic king’s tomb) in 1806, Chateaubriandwas saddened tohear no reply tohis

shouts ‘Leonidas! Leonidas!’ Byron’s Childe Harold of 1811–1812 of course widely

popularized the experience of looking onMarathon, spurring the young Eliza-

bethBarrett towrite a longpoemabout the battle, in themanner of Pope’s Iliad.

Even more tellingly, in 1819, Ali Pasha himself rebuked his Greek subjects: ‘You

have something big in your head; you do not give to your children names like

Yannis, Petros, Kostas any more, but Leonidas, Themistocles, Aristides! You are

planning something for sure!’84

We shall return in a moment to the Greek scene and the importance of the

philhellenic cause and theGreekwars of independence. But I would first like to

make the case that the final piece of the making of 480 as an isolated moment

of world-historical change was the advent in the course of the French revolu-

tionary wars of a kind of cultural nationalism which let readers of the Histor-

ies overlook all the squabbles between Greek polities and focus on the (rare)

moments of national unity.This sort of thinkingwas already gathering steamby

the later eighteenth century, as we have seen, in the rise of references to Ther-

mopylae, perhaps best known of the battles given the very deep pro-Spartan

sentiments of so many eighteenth-century writers, especially in France. More

fuel was added to this fire by the advent of national citizen armies—and the

81 In 1782, one Bavarian writer celebrated a fellow countryman ‘who with a few thousand of

the same could turn away the army of a Xerxes.’ Smith 2020: 117.

82 Young 1804: 85.

83 Young 1804: 142.

84 Hamilakis 2007: 77–78.
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figure 6.1 Jacques-Louis David, Leonidas at Thermopylae, 1814. Oil on canvas. Paris, Musée du Louvre

public domain

need to motivate them to overcome their own internal squabbles and com-

plaints and to fight for their nations (not their kings).85 A significant moment

here lies in 1792, when foreign armies threatened to march on Paris, and Gen-

eral Charles François Dumouriez thought immediately of Leonidas, the king

who sacrificed himself for the patrie. The next year saw a series of French plays

about Marathon and Thermopylae, all of them lauding the notion of consen-

sual sacrifice for the nation.86

It was not only the French who found the Thermopylae analogy useful, with

the focus now on the soldiers rather than the king. Thermopylae also reson-

ated with British readers who felt themselves the last hold-outs against the

85 As Jennifer Roberts, notes, however, French revolutionaries tended to prefer Roman her-

oes. Those who invoked the Greeks generally did so to dramatize their own sufferings;

‘… most republicans who wished to be transported back to Athens wished it so that they

might glory in being mistreated.’ Roberts 1994: 197.

86 Chrestien and Tallec 2013: 194–195.
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multitudinous armies of a newGreat King. In a long travel poem,WilliamHay-

garth referred to Britain as a ‘theWorld’sThermopylae.’87 In theGermanies, too,

youngmen needed to be encouraged to fight, whatever the odds. In 1809, three

years after Prussia’s capitulation, the Graecophile pedagogues Johann Herbart

andFriedrichThiersch suggested that youngboys should read someHerodotus,

in whose accounts of Thermopylae and Salamis ‘mankind for the first time is

expressly told that the greatest thing is not life, not enjoyment of [material]

goods, and that the impassioned heart [Brust] sings a song of praise to sacri-

fice to the higher good and death for the fatherland.’88 As Jacqueline Christien

and Yohann Le Tallec argued in their wonderful overview of the uses of Leoni-

das, we have here a new sense of the moral of the tale of the ‘300’: it is the

story not of the virtuous king but of the army of equals, sacrificing themselves

for the Fatherland.89 Interestingly, they show that the most famous painting of

the period, Jacques-Louis David’s Leonidas at Thermopylae (Fig. 6.1), in its 1799

original conception was supposed to emphasize not the king’s heroism but the

sacrifices of the soldiers. Napoleon nixed the design at the time, commenting:

‘One does not paint moments of defeat’; but in 1814, as the allies closed in on

Paris, he grew less antagonistic, and allowed David to complete the painting

which, after 1815, took on liberal and Bonapartist connotations.90

5 Nineteenth-Century Liberals and theWars

The outbreak of the Greek wars unsurprisingly unleashed a carnival of militar-

istic rhetorical effusions. Alexander Ypsilantis himself started the ball rolling,

proclaiming already in 1821: ‘Let us recollect, brave and generous Greeks, the

liberty of the classic lands of Greece, the battles of Marathon and Thermo-

pylae …!’91 General Markos Botzaris’ suicidal attack on a major Ottoman en-

campment at Karpenisi, with a party of just over 300, in 1823 gave rise to a

number of analogies with Leonidas’ last stand.92 The heroics of Admiral Las-

karina Bouboulina were compared to those of the Carian heroine Artemisia.

87 Rood 2007: 268.

88 Quoted inWillmann 1872: 5. StefanRebenichnotes thepoetTheodorKörner’s 1812 attempt

to use the example of Thermopylae to embolden his countrymen to fight Napoleon.

Rebenich 2002: 326.

89 Chrestien and Tallec 2013: 257.

90 Krul 2018: 185–186. Prints of the painting circulated widely in liberal circles in the 1820s.

See Chrestien and Tallec 2013: 199–203.

91 Tsigakou 1981: 48.

92 Christien and Le Tallec 2013: 207.
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figure 6.2 Massimo D’Azeglio, The Death of Leonidas, ca. 1823. Oil on canvas. Castello Reale di Racconigi

universal images group north america llc/alamy stock photo

In the wake of Byron’s death at Missolonghi, the tributes grew thick and fast,

from Berlioz’s early ‘La revolution grecque: scène héroïque’ to the Thermo-

pylae landscapes of the young Massimo d’Azeglio, destined to be one of Italy’s

great liberal politicians andproponents of the Risorgimento (Fig. 6.2).93 Appar-

ently two other paintings on the theme were shown at the Paris Salon in

1822 and 1824.94 Prints of David’s painting circulated, and the visual world of

Europeans teemedwith representations of the ancient aswell asmodernGreek

wars. The perpetrators of these analogies were not the reactionary heads of

state, but their liberal and nationalist opponents, men who particularly in the

93 All D’Azeglio himself had to say about the painting, however, was: ‘There was an idea in

it and quite decent color.’ D’Azeglio 1966: 224. D’Azeglio’s father, worried about the pos-

sibly radical implications of his son’s paintings, convinced him to paint a heroic scene of

the Crusades to balance his sentiments. Apparently bothD’Azeglio’s patron, Charles Felix,

king of Piedmont Sardinia, and the critics liked the second painting better. Marshall 1966:

40–41.

94 Chrestien and Tallec 2013: 226.
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British world also combined their liberalismwith their support for new imper-

ial ventures. Most were not democrats or radicals, but men who believed in

secularism, progress, and equality under the law—at least for literate, white

men.

Once again, however, we are faced with the question of how much of this

new interest had to do with direct encounters with Herodotus’ Histories. Ex-

amining ing the flood of German pamphlets, poems, and plays reacting to the

Greek Revolution, Friedgar Löbker some decades ago argued that this new,

philhellenic, literature drew precisely on the Athenophile panhellenism of the

fourth century bce, and not on Herodotus.95 But let me extend this point a bit.

Althoughby this timeEnglish, French, andGerman translations of theHistories

had begun to flood the market, it is not entirely clear if any of the philhellenes

of the 1820s had actually read Herodotus; conversely, it seems clear that those

who had read Herodotus closely either cared little about the Wars, or held a

rather jaundiced view of them. The great Greek nationalist Adamantios Korais

had certainly not rushed to publish Herodotus in his Hellenic Library; his first

volume, devoted to Strabo at Napoleon’s bidding, was highly critical of Hero-

dotus’ geography.96 The next volumes of Korais’ Library focused on ancient

Greek textswhich offeredmoralisticmessageswith the aimof re-educating the

Greeks, which meant not the Histories but—unsurprisingly—large lashings of

Plutarch.97

Interestingly, the most widely read and influential Anglophone Greek his-

tory of the revolutionary and Napoleonic period was that of the conservative

William Mitford, a history that, for once, did display close and attentive read-

ings of Herodotus’ later books. Mitford’s History of Greece (volume 1, 1784)

offered a rather cynical account of the Persian Wars in which he explicitly

preferred Herodotus’ ‘honest’ account to the over-embellished Atticizing effu-

sions of Isocrates and Plutarch. Mitford portrayed Xerxes as a noble charac-

ter, and explained that in the circumstances of 480, medizing was as fully

sensible as it was common. So far, so Herodotean, but then Mitford, who did

not share Herodotus’ fondness for democracy, or for Athens, foregrounded a

rarely-invoked passage on the origins of the wars (5.101–103), arguing that the

Athenians had only fought theWars because after the burning of Sardis and the

battle of Marathon, they had become so ‘peculiarly obnoxious that, in submit-

ting [to the Great King], they could little hope for favorable terms.’98 Mitford’s

95 Löbker 2000: e.g., 99–103.

96 This according to an 1810 article in the Edinburgh Review. Evrigenis 2010: 25 n. 18.

97 See Kitromilides 2010: 1–33.

98 Mitford 1789: 386. On Mitford, see also Rapple 2001: 361–381.
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extremely widely read post-revolutionary editions would be even more crit-

ical of Athenian democracy. Similarly, the most devoted German Herodotean

of the Romantic era was not an Enlightened champion of liberal democracy,

but rather the Romantic mythographer Friedrich Creuzer, who was accused of

being an orientophile and a crypto-Catholic mystagogue by philhellenic Ger-

man liberals.99 The new, heroic salience of theWars, that is to say, did not come

from close readings of The Histories, but in effect forced itself on a text that was

perhaps even notorious for being enrolled in iconoclastic or apologetic agen-

das.

No wonder Mr. Liberal, Thomas Macaulay, felt he had to take on Mitford’s

second edition in a scathing review of 1824, in which he denounced Mitford

for loving tyrants and barbarians and for his supposed indifference to arts and

letters. Athens, Macaulay claimed, had directly or indirectly spawned ‘all the

noblest creations of the human intellect…All the triumphs of truth and genius

over prejudice and power, in every country and in every age, have been the

triumphs of Athens.’100 Note that Europe’s monarchs and its Judeo-Christian

religious foundationsdonot get amention; all is focused, asVoltaire andWinck-

elmann would have wished, on political freedom and the arts.

In Prussia, too, the moment had come to celebrate the Greeks and 480, as

secular liberals sought to deploy a secular history of western civilization in

the face of the return of Restoration churches and despotisms. Hegel’s lectures

on the philosophy of world history, given five times at the University of Berlin

between 1820 and 1831, did much to sell the story of Greek liberty, and also to

identify the world-historical moment of 480. The battles of Thermopylae and

Salamis, he argued,

had freed Greece from the burden (Last) that threatened to suppress it.

Unquestionably, greater battles have been fought, but these live eternally

not only in the historicalmemory of [those] nations but also in the histor-

ies of the sciences and arts, of the noble and ethical as a whole. For they

were worldhistorical battles, they secured culture and intellectual vitality

and defeated the Asiatic principle … All other battles had a more partic-

ular end; the eternal fame of the Greeks, however, is justified, because of

the exalted things that they saved.101

99 On Creuzer and Herodotus, see Marchand 2023a.

100 Thomas Macaulay’s 1824 review of Mitford, in Knight’s Quarterly Magazine, reprinted in

Macaulay 1860: 154–155.

101 Hegel 2020: 1358–1359.
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Persia had been the first truly world-historical people, Hegel argued, but the

Greeks hadopened anewchapter in thehistory of nations by saving culture, for

everyone, for all time. Europeans seeking the dawn of their true history should

look no farther than 480bce.

The crucial importance of 480, I am claiming, was still a partisan, anti-

clerical and anti-monarchical, talking point in the 1820s and 30s, the years

in which George Grote was writing his History of Greece. Under the influence

of German hypercriticism, liberal commentators like Macaulay continued the

butchering operation promoted by Voltaire, in which the first books, with all

of their oriental kings and natural history, were rendered mythical and bey-

ond the parameters of ‘real history.’ Herodotus was repeatedly chastised for

his credulous dependence on ill-informed ‘oriental’ ciceroni. The last books

were another matter, however, and liberal historians did hope to save these;

after all, they dealt with a topography that Europeans had now been able to

study more closely.102With respect to these books, source criticism had begun

to work its magic, too, but in the opposite direction, upgrading their signific-

ance vis à vis the much later accounts of Plutarch and Diodorus. And then,

too, historical context mattered. By the late 1820s, as Greek victory in their

War of Independence seemed assured, some were even convinced that read-

ing Herodotus would confirm that Providence was on the side of liberal pro-

gress. In 1828, the polymath Isaac Taylor undertook a bowdlerized Herodotus

‘for the whole family’ which purported to show, ‘that, although the divine wis-

dommight doubtless have found othermeans of accomplishing its designs, yet

was it in fact by the preservation of the independence of Greece, when almost

crushed beneath the Asiatic hordes, that the western world was held in prepar-

ation for the diffusion of Christianity.’103

In the 1850s and 60s, the heyday, not incidentally, of Rankean historical

writing, the 480 narrative really hit its stride. National wars and their causes

now mattered greatly, perhaps more than the biographies of great men. It is

in this period that translations and summaries of the Histories, for the first

time, are actually titled The Persian Wars and not Histories and that excerp-

ted editions favor the last, rather than the first, books. This is the period in

which, as PierreVidal-Naquet andNicole Loraux argued some time ago, Athens

became a model bourgeois city-state,104 and one which saw the publication of

George Grote’s Athenophile History of Greece (1846–1856). This is also the era

of Creasy’s Fifteen Decisive Battles of theWorld, where the author contends:

102 For a historiographical study of this topography, see van Rookhuijzen 2018.

103 Taylor, Herodotus, xiv.

104 Vidal Naquet and Loraux 1990: 191–210.
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Had Persia beaten Athens at Marathon she could have found no obstacle

to prevent Darius, the chosen servant of Ormuzd, from advancing his

sway over all the known Western races of mankind. The infant energies

of Europe would have been trodden out beneath universal conquest; and

the history of the world, like the history of Asia, would have become a

mere record of the rise and fall of despotic dynasties, of the incursions of

barbarous hordes, and of the mental and political prostration of millions

beneath the diadem, the tiara, and the sword.105

Interestingly, by this time liberal intellectuals had rather lost interest inmodern

Greeks, or had reverted to thinking of them as barbarians. But the 480 rhetoric

could easily be displaced into imperial settings, which Priya Satiya argues was

key, at least for English authors. As the imperial noose tightened around India,

she writes, ‘The contest between barbarism and civilization in Herodotus’s his-

tory … acquired deeper resonance in a world divided into a backward East and

a progressiveWest, becoming essential to modern historicism.’106 This is by no

means to say that Herodotus’ later books were immune from criticism; on the

contrary, the second half of the century ushered in a period of intense scrutiny

of his military knowledge, which was often found to be wanting. But writers

did now conclude, as did Paul Cartledge in 2007, that the story of 480 had to be

told with Herodotus as the foundation, or not at all.

Although space prohibits anything more than a mention, it is important

here not to leave the impression that even in the age of gung-ho imperial-

ism Herodotus’ first books had been forgotten. As I explore in other papers,

nineteenth-century orientalists, Near Eastern archaeologists, and some theo-

logians depended upon them; children’s writers continued to draw especially

on books 1 and 2 and novelists, poets, painters, and musicians borrowed liber-

ally, especially from the first books. Some writers even found resources to cri-

tique Eurocentrism.107 To give just one example, Herodotus’ popularity soared

amongblackAmerican readers and their abolitionist colleagues,whodelighted

in invoking the authority of the father of history (at 2.104) with respect to the

blackness of the Egyptians and theWest’s deep cultural debt to the Africans.108

And like somanyof their forebearers, these readers didnot care about theWars,

either.

105 Creasy 1853: 29.

106 Satiya 2020: 69.

107 Marchand 2020.

108 Malamud 2019: 150–183.



180 marchand

6 Conclusion

Nineteenth-century liberals did convince large portions of the reading public

than 480 marked a watershed, and long into the twentieth century, the rhet-

oric of Hegel and Creasy continued to resonate, in new contexts which can

only be very briefly sketched here. In the age of the world wars, and the Greek-

Turkish conflict, the Whiggish reading of the last books took on new cultural

salience, with civilization’s battle lines, of course, drawn differently by various

sides; Belgium already in 1914 was Thermopylae, as was Ukraine in its fruitless

battle against the Red Army in 1918.109 Perhaps it was the sickening use of the

300 in the SecondWorldWar, in the Luftwaffe’s kamikaze Leonidas-Staffel and

Göring’s grotesque ‘Thermopylae’ speech in the face of the sixth army’s suicidal

orders to remain at Stalingrad, which provoked Heinrich Böll to pen his 1950

indictment of the Gymnasium’s contribution to mass death, titled with only

the beginning of Simonides’ tag, ‘Wanderer, if you pass through Spar …’110

Of course, the ColdWar simply reified the clash thesis, juxtaposing the free

West and the Greeks with the ‘barbaric’ Soviets. In the 1950s, having adopted

conservative ColdWar values, the Austrian painter Oskar Kokoschka produced

a triptych titled ‘Thermopylae, or the Struggle to Save theWest (Abendland)’ for

the University of Hamburg (see the cover of this volume). Here the three pan-

els creatively adapted the story to dramatize the old-new threat of the advance

of barbarism from the East.111 A 1954 British textbook explained why students

should care about the PersianWars: ‘We are interested in the tale because, if the

Greeks had not defeated the Persians at Salamis, we inWestern Europe would

not be leading the lives we are today.’112 This, of course, might have been said

about the events of anywar ormajor event onemight like to choose. But by this

time, the East-West clash, and this first turning point in its supposedly long his-

tory, had become proverbial, and did not really needHerodotus to substantiate

it.

Perhaps, in fact, it never did. One would have thought his text central, and

there is general agreement that at least one of Herodotus’ main objectives was

to dramatize the epic importance of 480/479. Iranologists and classicists today

are showing us ways in which he subtly advanced Greek virtues and values.113

But our reception story tells us that many readers—Roman, Byzantine, and

109 Chrestien and Tallec 2013: 286, 291.

110 Rebenich 2002.

111 Schadow 2008: 22–39.

112 Quennell and Quennell 1954: 88–89.

113 See, e.g., Hall 1989 and the essays collected in Rollinger, et al. eds., 2011.
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early modern—either did not care very much about the PersianWars, or cared

about them for reasons other than as the first ‘battle for theWest.’ It tells us, too,

that thosewhowanted to find this story could find it in Herodotus, but perhaps

evenmore handily, in other sources such as Demosthenes or Plutarch. Readers,

too, have their own interests, and often fail to readwhole texts, or read excerpts

and second- or third-hand gleanings; many learn the stories by way of poems,

artworks, or theater pieces, all of which have their own generic devices or mes-

sages. Probably most of them, in any case, have always cared more about love,

travel, and good local leadership than about historical events.

Finally, and with respect to its main subject, Herodotus, this essay hopes

to have underscored the fact that there have always been alternative ways of

reading theHistories,many of thembetter grounded in the text than theAthen-

ophile narrative. This long and various ancient text hasmeant verymany things

to verymanypeople, andHerodotus continues today toopenupmanywindows

not only on the ancient world, but also on our conceptions of human nature,

fortune, and good government, to list only a few major themes. It is our job to

remind our students that it is this feisty, dynamic, polyphony—in which the

bombast of Creasy is merely one melody, if also a recently-revived tune—of

the many that constitute the classical tradition.
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chapter 7

Revisiting the ‘Persian Destruction’Wells of the

Athenian Agora

Michael Laughy and Floris van den Eijnde

1 Introduction

In this chapter, we consider the destruction of the lower town of Athens in 479

by Mardonios’ troops.1 We do this from the perspective of the wells that were

decommissioned after the Persian destruction and filled in part with destruc-

tion debris.2 The carefully sealed nature of the deposits contained in the wells

has turned them into treasure-troves for establishing Athenian pottery chro-

nologies.3 The importance of the Agora wells in establishing the chronology of

Late Archaic ceramic styles are touched upon in the contributions by Lynch

and Matter and Rotroff later in this volume. At the same time, their non-

ceramic depositional histories have been much less studied, let alone theor-

ized. These depositions represent crucial evidence not only for the destruction

of the city, but also for its rebuilding.

We discuss the processes in which wells were constructed, used, decom-

missioned, and finally backfilled. This undertaking requires us to rethink the

lifespan of these wells and the complicated character and chronology of the

dumps that provided the backfill, for such a study has important implications

1 According toHerodotus (8.51–53), the initial attack onAthens in 480was accompanied by the

demolition of the Acropolis. Whatever was left standing of Athens (εἴ κού τι ὀρθὸν ἦν, 9.13.1–

2), presumably including much of the lower town, was demolished and burned during the

second Persian occupation of 479. On the literary sources and archaeology of the Persian

destruction of Athens, seemost recentlyCamp2021. All dates in this chapter are b.c.e., unless

otherwise noted.

2 Our interest in the ‘post-Persian’ wells stems from a larger project that reexamines the depos-

itional patterns in the wells that have been excavated by the American School of Classical

Studies in the area of the Classical Agora of Athens. For the project we have looked at 126

wells ranging in date from the eighth century to the end of the fifth.Wehave had help or input

from two students at Utrecht University who deserve to be mentioned: Anouk de Bruin and

Alexandros Mourtzos. We have also benefitted immensely from reading the pre-published

contributions by Kathleen Lynch and Stephen Matter and Susan Rotroff in this volume, as

well as from the comments made by them and by Marion Meyer.

3 Cf. Lynch in this volume p. 229.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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for the way we understand how andwhy wells were closed and filled.We argue

that many of these wells could have been filled in much later than has previ-

ously been thought.We conclude our argumentwith a discussion of the twenty

wells decommissioned between 479 and 450.

To begin, it is difficult to overstate the importance of well deposits to our

understanding of the history of the Athenian Agora. To date, hundreds of wells

have been excavated, producing several influential studies focused in whole or

part on the contents of thesedeposits.4Anoutstanding exampleof such a study

is that of Shear, who in 1993 published an exhaustive account of 19 deposits—

including 13 wells—that contained material from the Persian destructions of

Athens in 479. This study has since not only become central to our understand-

ing of the material evidence for the destruction, but also frequently cited as

providing a terminus ante quem for both the material within the deposit and

the period of use for the wells themselves.

While much has been written about what the deposits within wells can tell

us about Athens, for the purposes of this article it would be good to review

what we know about wells themselves as artifacts.5 For example, how can we

determine the period of use for a given well?What depositional processes lead

to the deposits found within wells once closed? Finally, how should we view

the chronological relationship between the period of use of a well and these

deposits? Revisiting these and other questions regarding wells and well depos-

its may provide additional insights into our understanding of the so-called

Persian destruction wells.

2 Opening and Using aWell in the Early Fifth Century

The digging of a well was no easy task. The first order of business would have

been to locate a favorable spot to sink a well. Potential locations would have

been determined by close observations of local variations in plant life and

4 Examples pertinent for this chapter are the studies in Agora xii; Camp 1977; Agora xxiii;

Agora xxx; Lynch 2011.

5 An important exception is the excellent recent article by Stroszeck (2017), speakingmore spe-

cifically aboutwells in theKerameikos, and that byKimmey (2023) on thewells of Nemea. For

general discussions of wells and their life cycle in the Athenian Agora, see Lang 1949; Agora

viii: 107–108; Agora xii: 43–45; Camp 1977: 175–182; Agora Picture Book 11: 5–10. The study

of cisterns by Klingborg (2017) contains a useful chapter (3) on maintenance and use with

some interesting overlapping considerations. For a discussion of archaeological assemblages

as artifacts, see Shahack-Gross 2017.
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humidity, and by experience with past well digging successes or failures.6 Hav-

ing identified a promising area, most wells were hand dug through bedrock

until the underlying aquifer was reached.7 Most well digging likely took place

mid-summer, when the water table was lowest, to ensure that the well pro-

ducedwater throughout the year. If a well was dug in a year with relatively high

water tables it may have been necessary to revisit it in subsequent years for fur-

ther excavation.

The digging would have been slow, arduous, and dangerous. The bedrock

had to be picked or chiseled by hand and sent up in a bucket for what gradually

became an ever longer haul out of the well by the digger’s companion(s). Any

problems that would send this bucket—or any other material or tools—flying

back down posed a significant hazard to the digger below. Equally perilous,

the interior walls of wells of this period were rarely lined; instead, hand/foot

holds were carved directly into the bedrock walls of the well to facilitate the

digging and subsequent maintenance of the well.8 The dangers of a well shaft

collapsing during excavationwere real, and the evidence that thewalls of some

wells did, in fact, eventually collapse in antiquity is clear.9Well digging, in other

words, required expertise and experience, andwas theworkof full- or part-time

professionals.10

Not all well-digging efforts proved successful. The reasons that some at-

tempts were halted were surely varied, e.g., a lens of exceedingly hard material

was reached, or the diggers no longer felt that the well was in an opportune

area.11 The well could also be abandoned due to wall collapse before water was

reached. Most efforts, however, were successful. The functioning wells of the

6 Plin. hn. 31.27 and Vitr. 8.1.1–6. Cf. Agora Picture Book 11: 6; Crouch 1993: 243; Stroszeck

2017: 45.

7 ‘Bedrock’ is the term most often used by the field archaeologists of the Athenian Agora

in various reports and publications. Chiotis and Chioti 2012: 417, state more specifically:

‘Most of the wells in the Agora and especially the deeper ones were dug in lenses of sand-

stones and platy limestones of the marly unit (…) Few and rather shallow wells were also

dug in the alluvial sediments in the flat part of the Agora.’

8 Camp 1977: 176.

9 See, e.g., Fig. 7.8 for Well G 11:8 (Shear 1993: 451–453), whose wall collapse closed the well

and necessitated the digging of a new well (G 11:3) right next to it.

10 Lewis 2020: 148, seems to have coined the term phreorouchoi, which is not otherwise

attested. Of course, some had sufficient expertise or experience to dig their ownwells; see

Hdt. 1.68, for the story of one such well digger, who struck the grave of Orestes (according

to the Spartans) during his attempt. It may be the case that certain well attributes, such as

the treatments of foot holds, well diameters, and well-heads, allows for the identification

of individual well diggers; cf. White 1994: 44.

11 For unfinished wells, seeWells E 14:5, F 19:5, and M 17:4.
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figure 7.1

Athlete drawing water from

a well with a rope. Red-figure

kylix attributed to Onesimos,

ca. 500–450

© roma capitale—

sovrintendenze capi-

tolina—museo di roma

early fifth century have an average diameter of about 1m and were dug to a

depth ranging from 5.90m (J 2:4, dug near the Eridanos river) to 19.50m (G 6:3,

on the slopes of Kolonos Hill), with an average depth of just over 9.5m (see

Catalogue). Though such evidence has not survived, it is likely that the bottom

of the well was treated with a board vel sim., in an effort to decrease sludge

from the bottom of the well mixing with the water. That done, the mouth of

the well was provided with cobbling to receive a terracotta well-head.12 Surviv-

ing examples from this period tend to be pithos- or drum-shaped, and, once

in place, narrowed the accessible mouth of the well by nearly half of the well’s

interior diameter.13 Lifting holes on either side of the well-heads allowed for

easy removal, should the need arise for someone to descend into the well for

maintenance (Figs. 7.1, 7.2).14

Ropemarks on a great number of the well-heads indicate that vessels (often

referred to as kadoi), tied to a rope, were often lowered down by hand (cf.

Figs. 7.1, 7.2).15 A windlass or swing beam could also be used, particularly for

12 Lang 1949.

13 For well-heads found within the deposits of the wells in our Catalogue, the top rim dia-

meters are as follows: P 11062 (Well D 15:1): 0.68; P 11060 (Well D 15:1): 0.60m; P 24921 (Well

R 12:4): 0.60. Stone well-heads are mostly a Hellenistic and later feature; see Camp 1977:

180.

14 Lang 1949: 116–117.

15 Camp 1977: 181. Well-head P 24921, in n. 13, above, is one such example.
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figure 7.2 Athletes drawing water from a well with a rope. Red-figure kylix attributed to

Euphronios (potter) and Onesimos (painter), ca. 500–450. Paris, Louvre G 291

© rmn-grand palais / art resource, ny

deeper wells (cf. Figs. 7.3, 7.4).16 Writing in the second century ce, Pollux 10.31

discusses these, and other types of equipment associated with fetching water

from wells:

… If you are drawing water fromwells or cisterns, I think you would need

equipment, like a pail, bucket, [various ropes and lines], a kados, a wind-

lass, and perhaps even a swing beam. […]On top of that a grappling hook,

flesh-hook, and wolf-hook is needed; for that is how they called the gear

they used to draw up out of the wells the kadoi that had fallen from (the

rope).17

In support of the use of hooks to bring fallen kadoi out of a well, Pollux cites

Aristophanes’Ekklesiazousai (1002–1004):

Why, then, are we buying flesh-hooks for the kadoi, when it’s possible to

send an old woman like her down to get the kadoi out of the wells?

16 Sparkes 1975: 130–131; Stroszeck 2017: 53–58.

17 All translations in this chapter are our own.We are especially grateful to Mathieu de Bak-

ker for his insights on the Pollux passage.
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figure 7.3 Soldiers at a well equipped with a windlass. Red-figure bell krater attributed to

the Naples Painter, ca. 450–400. man 11039

cva madrid 1, spain 1, pl. 16.3; © museo arqueológico nacional,

madrid
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figure 7.4 A satyr drawing water using a swing-beam. Red-figure pelike, attributed to the

Geras Painter, ca. 500–450. Harvard University 1925.30.34

cva hoppin and gallatin collections 1, usa 1, p. 12.4; © harvard art

museum
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A similar scene is found in Menander’s Dyskolos (626–628), where we read of

another attempt to retrieve kadoi that have fallen into a well:

Hewas going down (thewell) so he could bring up his hoe and kados, and

then he slipped from above, so just fell in.

Menander’s character would have done well to have called in one more exper-

ienced in well maintenance, cleaning, and the occasional kados retrieval. As

Socrates suggests in Plato’s Laches (193c), there were such professionals:

And all who, descending and diving into a well without experience, are

willing to be unflinching in this or in any other such action, you would

say that they are braver than those experienced in these matters?

These quotes, while informative on the types of gear and equipment associated

with wells and water retrieval, raise an important question: what vessels were

used to draw water? The term that often appears in antiquity for a well-bucket

is kados. What shape(s) our sources have in mind, however, is elusive. The

material, uses, and shapes of kadoi vary enough in our sources that it appears

best understood as a generic, context-dependent term for a range of shapes,

much like the word ‘bucket’ in English today.18 In studies of deposits from the

Athenian Agora, however, the term kados is used more specifically for a plain,

squat, ovoid cooking-ware pot used to draw water (Fig. 7.5).19 At the bottom

of Well R 12:4 (Fig. 7.6), for example, were found ‘masses of pottery, especially

water pots, of which many are complete. No evidence of stratification within

period of use.’20 The presence of intact kadoi, as well as other shapes of roughly

similar size, suchashydriai, near thebottomof thiswell provides clear evidence

for the use of these vessels in water retrieval.21

That said, extensive iconographic evidence of kadoi at the well does not

depict the terracotta kadoi found in Athenian Agora wells, but rather larger,

18 Amyx 1958: 186–190; Sparkes 1975: 127–128.

19 Agora xii: 201–203; cf. Agora viii 54: kadoi ‘ceased to be used for cooking and began to

be used for drawing water; for this latter purpose they were called kadoi in antiquity.’ See

also Stroszeck 2017: 58, for a ceramic pot of this type from the Kerameikos (inv. no. 3776),

inscribed κάδος εἰμὶ καλός.

20 Shear 1993: 471.

21 Intact kadoi: P 24665–24666, 24668–24670, 24672. Intact hydria: P 24663. All but one

of these vessels is pierced with one or more holes, perhaps to facilitate the filling of

water.
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figure 7.5 Profile of a kados (P 12763) from the Athenian Agora.

from agora xii, fig. 17, no. 1610; courtesy american school of clas-

sical studies at athens: agora excavations

metal kadoi for use in drawing water.22 In Fig. 7.2, for example, we see a young

man pulling a large kados from a well; the sharp edges of the lip and foot,

22 Amyx 1958: 188. We are aware of only one image in which the vessels used to draw water

appears to be ceramic: a late black-figure pelike now in Berlin that depicts a satyr drawing

water, aided by a swingbeam (Berlin, Antikenmuseum, inv. no. 3228); see Stroszeck 2017:

75, fig. 24.
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figure 7.6

Cross-section of Well R 12:4

shear 1993, p. 470, fig. 10;

courtesy american school

of classical studies at

athens: agora excavations
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together with a rigid, curved bail handle, all suggest a metal vessel.23 Other

kadoi, with some variations in shape, can also be seen in Fig. 7.3 and 7.4.24

It is also reasonable that the kadoi referenced in the Aristophanes andMen-

ander passages above were metal, given that they were valuable enough to

retrieve at some risk, and potentially at some expense if a professional were to

be hired. Perhaps the use of metal hooks also supports the notion that the kadoi

in these passages were metal, given the risk such gear would pose to ceramic

kadoi.25 Particularly in the case of rather deepwells, the use of metal kadoi also

makes sense when we consider that, though expensive, a metal bucket would

presumably prove amore durable andworthwhile investment than its ceramic

counterpart, and potentially allow the drawing of larger amounts of water at a

time, should that appeal.26

Given that the cost of a metal bucket seems worth the risk retrieving should

it fall within a well, there is little surprise that none of the wells in our cata-

logue contain an example. Within the wells of the Athenian Agora of all peri-

ods, however, remains of about thirty bronze or lead well buckets have been

recovered,mostly fromtheRomanperiod, a time inwhich thewells could reach

20 meters or more—and were therefore less likely to be retrieved.27 Nearly

miraculously, the remains of five wooden well buckets, constructed of staves

bound by metal bands, have also been found in Athenian wells. Once again,

most are found in deeper Late Roman wells, but the earliest example is dated

to the Late Archaic period, ca. 500.28 The presence of wooden buckets reminds

us that not only wood, but other organicmaterial such as ox hide could be used

as drawing vessels.29

3 Closing and Filling aWell in the Early Fifth Century

The closing of wells in the aftermath of the Persian destruction is variously

understood. While it is conceivable that some of the wells in active use when

the Persians arrived had been deliberately contaminated by the Persians—

23 Amyx 1945: 514–515; 1958: 187–188.

24 Amyx 1945: 514; Amyx 1958: 188.

25 See Agora Picture Book 11: 10, fig. 13, for an image of such a hook.

26 Amyx 1958: 187–188.

27 The earliestmetal bucket (B 184) dates to theHellenistic period andwas found 19.4mdeep

within thewell. For the increase in depth of wells by theHellenistic period, see Camp 1977:

175–176.

28 This well, U 21:1, is located in the area of the Eleusinion; see Report 2003 ελ: 3.

29 Stroszeck 2017: 58. If ox hides were used to draw water, none have survived.
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and thus been rendered unusable—such a task would have been an enormous

undertaking given the sheer number of wells throughout the city.30 Such an

act is in any case not recorded by Herodotus or Thucydides, nor has any secure

evidence of a poisoning of a well by, say, an animal carcass been recovered in

any well. Unfortunately, the wells under discussion were excavated before flot-

ationmethods (i.e. sifting for floral remains) had becomepart of the archaeolo-

gists’ toolbox.31 That the quality of the underground water table was of much

concern is evidenced by the existence in Athens in the fourth century of a spe-

cial Overseer of theWells.32

It has also been suggested that the wells were physically destroyed as part of

the general destruction of Athens to make the city unlivable—though exactly

how any of the wells may have been destroyed remains unclear.33 While some

of the wells in the catalogue indeed show signs of interior wall collapse, such

collapsewould have beenmost likely due to structural failing of thewell, rather

than a deliberate Persian hacking at the well walls. As it stands, evidence from

the wells themselves is silent on any Persian contamination. The only candid-

ate for deliberate destruction isG 11:8,whichwasdecommissioned right around

480–479 and immediately replaced by G 11:3. Both wells were filled in around

470 in order to accommodate the construction of the Tholos. Still, we cannot

fully be certain that thewell was deliberately destroyed, orwhether it was inad-

vertently damaged when the associated Building F was destroyed, and debris

collapsed into the well.

This means that we cannot a priori assume that the wells in our catalogue

were decommissioned immediately after, and as a direct consequence of the

Persian destruction of the city. Shear already conceded that some wells were

probably ‘delayed’ (a phrase coined by Lynch), since they contain a few post-

Persian sherds and were therefore filled in sometime in the later 470s.34 As we

30 In the First SacredWar, famously and allegedly, the allied forces contaminated the water

supply of the besieged inhabitants of Kirrha. This, however, was done by adding hellebore

to the water supply leading into the city during not after the siege, to weaken resistance

from within (Frontin. Str. 3.7.6; see also Mayor 2009: 100–106).

31 Interestingly, the modern water quality of many ancient wells is polluted, presumably a

result of leaks in the modern sewage system; see Stroszeck 2017: 47–48, and cf. Crouch

1993: 278–280. In ancient times, throwing feces in the well may have served to pollute the

wells, but we lack any evidence of this.

32 Ath. Pol. 43.1.

33 Shear 1993: 417 posits the possibility of hydraulic warfare, the intentional destruction of

the wells to hinder the reoccupation of the city by the Athenians. No positive proof for

this thesis exists, however, and the supporting literary passage (Hdt. 9.49) refers to the

Persians cutting off the water supply of their enemies in the field.

34 Shear 1993: 414–415: ‘8 of the 21 deposits continued to gather broken pottery and other
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argue, however, the contents of thewells can only provide a terminus post quem

for their filling in and it is entirely possible that many of them remained in use

for years, perhaps decades after the war. In fact, the very limited number of

intrusions in the delayed well make it statistically likely that even those ‘Per-

sian’ deposits without later intrusions were used to fill some of our wells much

later than 479. To determine whether such was the case, we have to weigh and

compare several factors, including the pottery, but also the broader composi-

tion of the deposits, as well as the wider archaeological context in which the

well was situated.

It can also be trickier than previously acknowledged to determine which

wells were in active usewhen the Persians arrived. In the vastmajority of cases,

it is difficult to assign a date for when a given well was initially dug other than

within a broad chronological period based upon, for example, the treatment

of well walls.35 We usually also lack evidence for how long a given well, once

opened, remained in use. Perhaps we should expect that the average viable

well would function for at least a generation or so, given the investment and

labor that it took to dig and maintain. But this is only a suggestion; each well

would have had a different lifespan and may have failed or been closed for any

number of reasons.36 For example, a well may have dried up, due to factors

from variability in annual rainfall to periodic droughts, or the walls of a well

may have collapsed, resulting in terminal structural damage.37 In other situ-

ations, wells were closed not because they failed hydrologically or structurally,

but because theywere located in anarea thatwasnowreclaimed to accommod-

ate new building activity or some other reorganization of space.38 But even in

situations when it is clear that a well was put out of use by, say, structural col-

lapse, we are in no better position to be able to determine how long beforehand

the well had been viable.We are, though, better able to determine when a well

may have been closed.

Whatever the reason a well was closed, a now meters-deep hole in the

ground posed a threat to safety, as well as a possible source of contamination

debris for some years after the principal group of wells was closed and sealed.’ See Lynch

2011: 22 as well as her contribution in this volume, pp. 249–251.

35 For example, almost all wells were unlined before the Hellenistic period, at which time

stone well-heads became more common; see Camp 1977: 176–181; Crouch 1993: 52–53.

36 Cf. Shear 1993: 386.

37 For a discussion of ancient references towells inGreek literature—many of which discuss

the tendency of some wells to dry up—see Klingborg 2023.

38 See, e.g., Shear 1978: 5, who suggests that the closing of several sixth-century wells in the

Athenian Agora indicates ‘a deliberate effort to enlarge the area of the public square’; and

Lynch 2011: 38–39, for wells closed to accommodate domestic renovations.
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of the groundwater.39 For these reasons, it is highly unlikely that wells were left

abandoned for long, or that any subsequently served for a period of time as

a veritable trash can until finally filled.40 In addition, though filling in a well

requires a lot of material, a small team could make relatively quick work of the

process, lessening a reason for delay between the decommissioning of the well

and rendering the area once again safe and the groundwater free frompotential

pollutants.41

Like thedigging of thewell, the closing of onewas amatter overseenby those

with experience. Importantly, the fill within the well could not simply be earth

and soil, nor much that is biodegradable, for such material would eventually

settle and necessitate secondary fill(s) over the years.42 Much denser mater-

ial was needed to ensure that a well’s fill remained compact and stable over

time.43 Such was readily available in waste heaps of material well suited for

filling a well, including but not limited to: open-air heaps of discarded terra-

cotta material from sanctuaries, workshops, and homes; architectural debris;

and dumps from various ad hoc activities such as the ostrakaphoria.44 Dumps

of densebedrock, producedby gradingoperations,were also available for use.45

We should suspect that these bedrock dumpsmay have also included a range of

material from a range of periods, should such operations have disturbed earlier

levels of activity, such as graves. Also desirable for well filling would be dumps

of potter’s clay, field stones, andmudbrick.46 Such dumps, organized andmain-

39 Cf. the advice given by theWisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Bureau of Drink-

ingWater and Groundwater, pub-dg-016 2020.

40 Shear 1993: 414, for example, suggests that they are some closed wells that ‘continued to

gather broken pottery and other debris for some years …’ For a similar suggestion, see

Agora v: 123.

41 For example, a well 10m deep and 1m in diameter would require just under 8m³, or about

50 large wheelbarrows, of material to fill it. Presumably carts were used to transport the

material, although for the possibility that wheelbarrows were in use on construction sites

at least at Eleusis, if not in Athens, by the late fifth century, see Lewis 1994: 468–475.

42 Cf. Shear 1993: 386.

43 This same holds true today; see, for example, North Dakota regulation Article 33.1-18-01,

which considersmaterial such as sand, concrete, and clay as acceptable for filling a closed

well. The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Bureau of Drinking Water and

Groundwater, pub-dg-016 2020, requires bentonite chips.

44 Laughy 2018: 654–656, with bibliography; see also Lindenlauf 2000: 120–127, 170, 201. For a

discussion of the dating potential of and risks posed by ostraka, see Lynch in this volume,

p. 233, 238–240.

45 Shear 1993: 401–406. Of the wells in our Catalogue, extensive bedrock dumps were found

in B 19:10, D 17:10, H 12:15, R 12:1, U 19:2, B 18:6, G 11:8, and Q 21:3.

46 Dumps of potter’s clay: D 17:10, E 15:6, U 19:2, H 6:5 and perhaps F 19:5; significant dumps of

field stones: Q 12:3, R 12:4, U 19:2, and F 19:4; dumps of mudbrick: H 12:15. Mudbrick dumps,
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tained by type, provided dense material not only for the filling of wells, but for

other projects such as the construction of roads, backfill for terracing projects,

and wall construction.47

Those filling a well often accessed varying types of material heaps. Well

H 12:15 (Fig. 7.7), for example, provides a clear example of different material

dumps being accessed to seal the well. The lower dump fill consisted of a mass

of broken pottery and stones, withinwhichwas a layer of discardedmudbricks;

over this dug bedrock was dumped in, followed by dumps of stones and roof

tiles, and then stones and gravel.48 Also included were a number of terracotta

figurines, likely from sanctuarywaste heap(s) associatedwith the Eleusinion.49

This is no surprise; as a recent study has shown, a large number of wells of

this as well as previous and subsequent periods, derived at least some of their

deposition fills from sanctuary dumps, the Eleusinion in particular.50 The Per-

sian destruction would have provided an ample and variegated assortment of

dumps throughout the city, some of which remained available for decades (as

we will see).

It is also clear that there were several independent dumps of each type of

material. In other words, some wells show ‘wheelbarrows’ from one distinct

heap of pottery, followed by ‘wheelbarrows’ from another, and then ‘wheel-

barrows’ from a third. For example, in the Deposit Report for Well U 25:2, the

excavator notes that:

There are three fills, all thrown into the unfinished well at the same time

(end of sixth–beginning of the fifth century), but brought from differ-

ent pottery dumps. Some of the material probably dates from the end of

the seventh century, and nearly all is earlier than the last quarter of the

if used more extensively in well filling, would be hard to distinguish in most wells due to

disintegration.

47 Laughy 2018: 654–656.

48 Shear 1993: 453–455.

49 T3257–3258, 3262, 3264–3271. For discussionof sanctuary figurines andothermaterial util-

ized as fill, see Lindenlauf 2000: 120–127; Laughy 2018: 654–656. Cf. Papadopoulos 2003:

175 (with references), esp. n. 92 with references to parallels with figurines from the Acro-

polis. While it is possible that the deposits contain some figurines derived from nearby

private homes, good evidence of this practice is lacking due to the rarity of well-preserved

domestic assemblages in Archaic and Classical Athens; see Harrington 2021.

50 Wells with figurines and other sanctuarymaterial: D 15:1, D 17:10, E 15:6, F 19:5, G 6:3, H 12:5,

R 12:1, U 19:2, B 18:6, G 11:3, G 11:8, F 19:4, M 17:4, Q 21:3. For a discussion of the close parallels

between the well-figurines and those found in Eleusis as well as in the Eleusinion during

the Archaic period, see van der Maas 2020: 92–99, 147–188.
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figure 7.7

Cross-section of Well H 12:15

shear 1993, p. 441, fig. 7; courtesy amer-

ican school of classical studies at

athens: agora excavations
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sixth … but the filling up of the well cannot have taken place before the

end of the sixth or even the beginning of the fifth century.

We should keep inmind that not all—or any—of the dumps, terracotta or oth-

erwise, need have been particularly close to a given well.51 In fact, it is an open

question whether any of these heaps would have been appropriately located

within the bounds of the Athenian Agora proper, so we should regard with

caution associating material within a given well deposit with activities in the

immediate vicinity. In other words, all thematerial within a workshop well, for

example, need not uncritically be associated with that workshop.

To sum up, it is good to keep in mind in our analyses of well deposits that

what we call a ‘well deposit’ is in most cases best understood as a collection

of secondary (or tertiary?) deposits. The primary deposit, so to speak, took the

formof whatwemay call salvage or repurpose heaps, sorted andmaintained by

kind for valuable re-use, perhaps principally for construction projects. Import-

antly, these secondary deposits—and therefore the heaps from which they

derive—often contain significant amounts of material dating decades or even

centuries earlier than the well into which they were placed. That said, it is usu-

ally well deposits that provide our only and best evidence for when a well was

closed and filled.52 Ormore accurately, the latestmaterial within awell deposit

provides us with a terminus post quem for a given well’s closing.

At this point, it is important for us to remember that in currently pub-

lished well deposit summaries, the dates provided are for the deposits—i.e.,

the material used to fill the well—and not the period of use for the well itself.

For example,Well D 17:10 in our Catalogue is dated in several deposit summar-

ies to ca. 520–480. This does not mean that there is evidence that this well was

viable for 40 years—a common mistake—only that the material accessed to

fill the well dates to this period.

That said, the deposit summaries for a small number of wells do include an

additional date which is particularly pertinent to any study of wells: period-

of-use (pou) material. According to Shear, ‘[m]aterial which fell into a well

while it served as a source of water can usually be distinguished from mater-

ial dumped in to fill up the shaft after the well ceased to supply water.’53 There

is certainly evidence at the bottomof somewells, such as the presence of whole

51 Cf. Papadopoulos 2003: 28 n. 9.

52 As discussed above, an example of another dating criteria would be evidence that a well

was filled to accommodate a building project or area renovation.

53 Shear 1993: 384. Cf. Agora xii: 107, fig. 7, which has ‘use fill’ labeled on amuch since repro-

duced cross-section of a ‘typical well.’
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water-drawing vessels such as kadoi discussed above, which can be considered

with confidence to be period-of-use material. While the presence of period-

of-use pottery is a great boon for assessing the chronology of a given well, an

examination of deposits currently considered ‘period-of-use’ raises a number

of questions.

To begin with, the use of the word ‘usually’ in Shear’s quote is an exaggera-

tion. It has long been noted that relatively few wells have pou deposits, likely

due in part to the extreme care that would have been taken to keep foreign

material out of thewater, anddue to the regularmaintenanceof thewells, likely

an activity done by those with special expertise of such activities, as discussed

above.54 Regular maintenance would also accord with the notion that, just as

today, drinking water was valued for its clarity and cleanliness in antiquity.55

As such, we may wonder to what degree an active well was an appropriate

receptacle into which could be thrown, say, a broken lamp or roof tile, let alone

meters of accumulated material.56 If so, a domestic well might be expected to

be cleaner than a public one.57

And yet this is exactly what we find in some catalogues of pou layers. For

example, inWell R 12:4, discussed above, the presence of complete shapes such

as hydriai or kadoi at the bottom of the well are best understood as water pots

that fell from a rope during use of the well, and not pots retrieved from a waste

heap—for why would whole, perfectly functional pots have been discarded?

That said, what has been published as the pou layer of this well containsmuch

more than whole water pots and is surprisingly deep: 2.25m. That is a lot of

material to have gradually built up at the bottom of an active well. Further-

more, a good number of the objects in what is designated ‘pou fill’ are foreign

to well use, such as an array of cups, a strainer, part of a well-head, and roof tile

fragments.58 Similarly, the lowest 3.30m of Well G 11:3 (Fig. 7.8) is published as

the pou level, withinwhich is a band, 0.70mdeep, of nearly sterile sandy fill, an

addition that would surely jeopardize the functionality of the well.59 As with

54 Shear 1993: 386; Agora xii: 44.

55 Stroszeck 2017: 47–48.

56 Contra Agora v: 123: ‘Use fillings generally contain large numbers of nearly complete ves-

sels, predominantly those which had been designed for or adapted to use as water jars;

broken household pottery, thrown into the well- or cistern-mouth instead of onto a more

distant refuse heap, occurs in smaller quantities.’ Cf. Lynch 2011: 15.

57 At Cetamura de Chianti in Etruria, several public wells were found with hefty layers of

pou fill. These wells, however, as well as the bottom fill, was ritual in nature and much of

the objects were deliberately thrown in for religious purposes. De Grummond 2015; 2020.

58 Shear 1993: 471–472.

59 Shear 1993: 449–451.
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figure 7.8 Cross-section of Well G 11:3 and G 11:8

shear 1993, p. 450, fig. 8; courtesy: american school of classical

studies at athens: agora excavations
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Well R 12:4, many of the shapes within the pou layer(s) are not associated with

well activities, such as pyxides, cups, psykters, dishes, saltcellars, lamps, spindle

whorls, and loom weights.

Given what would have been a strong inclination to keep well water as fresh

and free of contaminants as possible, it is best to assume that not all mater-

ial found at the bottom of a well, even if found among whole water pots, is

inevitably period-of-use material. In the case of the two wells discussed above,

it is much more likely that roof tile fragments, strainers, lamps, loom weights

and the like represent the first ‘wheelbarrow’ of material dumped in upon the

closing of the well. In other words, it may be best to consider that the vast

majority of ‘pou’ layers, as published in present catalogues, are in fact more

likely layers that represent a comingling of true period-of-use pots anddumped

material.60 If so, this is an important consideration, given that the pots that are

most securely considered period-of-use, such as whole kadoi and hydriai, are

often dated by context, i.e., determined by the material within the supposed

‘pou’ layer that may ultimately have derived from a waste heap.61 As a res-

ult, we should perhaps be cautious before accepting any ‘pou’ dates provided

in current catalogues until further studies of pou deposits are undertaken to

distinguish and, if possible, independently date secure period-of-use material,

such as intact kadoi that can reasonably be claimed to have been used for activ-

ities directly associated with a given well’s active period.

4 The 479 Persian Destruction Horizon from aModern Perspective

Zooming out a bit more, there are a few implications of this study for our

understanding of the 479 Persian destruction horizon.Whilemuch of the evid-

ence for this chronological horizon is found in well deposits, we should keep in

mind that evidence of destruction debris within a well is not evidence of well

destruction. Instead, the presence of so much Persian destruction debris in so

many wells and other deposits reflects just how much material was available,

sorted in waste heaps for re-use, due to Persian destruction of Athens. A recent

parallel for such a situation is the 1940 bombing of Rotterdam.62

On May 14, 1940, the German Luftwaffe’s aerial assault on Rotterdam un-

leashed a devastating bombardment that transformed the city’s heart into a

60 Cf. Agora xii: 44; Lynch 2011: 15.

61 See, e.g., Agora xii: 348–349, nos. 1595, 1601–1602. The same holds true for the kadoi found

at the bottom of Well G 11:3; see nos. 1603–1604, 1610–1611.

62 Cf. the comparison with the destruction of Dubrovnik by Lynch in this volume.
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figure 7.9 Photograph of Rotterdam in the 1940s with rubble heaps still visible

on the left

© stadsarchief rotterdam

smoldering ruin. The aftermath left behind vast masses of debris, covering an

estimated 12 square kilometers. Initially, the debris was gathered and stored in

temporary dumps and heaps scattered throughout Rotterdam (Fig. 7.9).63Most

of the rubble was repurposed for landfilling, including the expansion of the

city’s waterfront.64 Additionally, some of the debris was used to reclaim land

from water in and around the city.65 In this case, the debris was compacted

and laid down in layers, and then covered with a layer of sand and clay. This

process not only raised the land but also created a stable base for new housing

and industrial developments. This innovative approach transformed the city’s

topography and provided sustainable uses for the debris.66

Much of the fivemillion cubicmeters of assorted rubblewas subdivided into

different dumps by type: stone, wood, and metal. The stone was further sorted

into ‘coarse rubble, clean rubble, clinker rubble, reusable bricks and natural

stone, such asmarble and granite,’ whilemetal was sorted into ‘usable, reusable

and scrap metal.’67 It was then sold to the Ministry of Water Management and

63 Collectively, these heaps were known as de puin (the rubble) in Dutch, Robben 2021: 335–

336.

64 Robben 2021: 331. Rubble was also deposited in several city canals and the Schie River. Cf.

Roelofsz 1989: 24.

65 E.g., the Bospolder-Tussendijken,Wehrmeijer 1993; Wagenaar 2003.

66 Robben 2021: 330, compares the efficiency of the Rotterdam cleaning operation with that

of London, where ‘much rubble was transported to dumping grounds or sunk thought-

lessly in the London Docks’, only to be dredged up again later, cf. Woolven 2013, 67.

67 Robben 2021: 331. A total of 62,000 tons of iron were recorded and ‘sorted into iron beams,
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to construction companies throughout the Netherlands for a variety of uses,

including: the reinforcement of dikes; the buildingupof land for airports, forest

paths, and industrial areas; and the filling in of canals and rivers to create addi-

tional land for the building of residential areas throughout the country.68

In the end, the cleanup of Rotterdamwas amonumental undertaking, span-

ning decades. The initial removal of debris prioritized areas critical to the city’s

survival and functionality, such as the docks and transportation hubs. Accord-

ing to the 1941 Rotterdam Reconstruction Plan, the initial objective was to

complete cleanup efforts by 1950.69 In reality, another decade was needed to

accomplish the bulk of the work. While the reconstruction of Rotterdam was

officially declared finished in 1970, work on minor aspects of the destruction

continues even today.

Like Rotterdam, the reconstruction of Athens was not merely a physical

rebuilding process; it encompassed a broader transformation of the city’s infra-

structure, economy, and social fabric. The destruction of either city presen-

ted an opportunity for radical modernization. In Rotterdam, wide boulevards,

modern public spaces, and new housing developments emerged, reflecting the

city’s ambition to embrace a new era. The management and re-use of debris

from the Rotterdam bombardment was an integral part of the city’s recovery.

The debris, in fact, became a catalyst for transformation, shaping the city’s

physical and social landscape in the decades that followed.

In much the same way, the Persian destruction called for a rethinking of the

ways in which the city—and especially its main axes, such as the Agora and

Acropolis—was organized. There would have been no rush to ‘dispose’ of cer-

tain types of debris created by Persian destruction of Athens. Much—perhaps

most—of the inorganic rubble and debris, carefully sorted and maintained,

would have provided a wide variety of material available for re-use in various

construction projects, including the filling of wells, as Athenians rebuilt and

transformed their city following the Persian destruction of Athens. It is in the

fills of these reconstruction projects, dating years and decades after the Per-

sians left, that we find the 479 horizon.

short irons, and short and long rebars. The non-ferrousmetals were zinc, lead, red and yel-

low copper, tin and aluminum.’ A separate category consisted of stoves, heaters, radiators,

gas, water and electricity meters, and water and gas pipes, van der Pauw 2006: 193.

68 Robben 2021: 331. Cf. Marlies Lageweg’s Project dna: https://wederopbouwrotterdam.nl/

artikelen/dna-rotterdam.

69 This is the ‘Stadsplan voor de Wederopbouw’ or ‘Plan Witteveen’, which was commis-

sioned a mere four days after the bombardment on May 18, 1940, and finished in four

weeks. The final plan (‘Basisplan van Van Traa’) was formulated in 1946. Cf. www.weder​

opbouwrotterdam.nl.

https://wederopbouwrotterdam.nl/artikelen/dna-rotterdam
https://wederopbouwrotterdam.nl/artikelen/dna-rotterdam
http://www.wederopbouwrotterdam.nl
http://www.wederopbouwrotterdam.nl


208 laughy and van den eijnde

5 Wells as Artefacts: The Depositional History of the AgoraWells

beyond the Pottery

There is ample evidence that thewells were filledwithmaterial from salvage or

repurpose heaps, sorted and maintained by kind for valuable re-use, perhaps

principally for construction projects. As we discussed above, the stratigraphy

of the wells allows us to recognize the specific nature of the primary depos-

itional heaps, the contents of which were carted to the wells for filling in. The

size and use of these heaps no doubt ebbed and flowed along with the building

activities, but the Persian destruction of Athens resulted in the rapid creation

of massive heaps of material for re-use. Heaps of pottery and other destruc-

tion deposits created in the aftermath of the Persian destruction are a securely

attested feature of 18 of the 20 wells filled (all except F 19:4 and H 6:5) and

sealed in the decades following the sack. We do not say anything new about

the pottery or its chronology, relying instead on expert ceramicists, including

the ones that have contributed to this volume. We do note, however, that the

date ranges of the Persian destruction pottery found within wells often span

a generation or two, which is no surprise. Just as today, not everyone would

have had means, need, or interest in obtaining the newest shapes and styles

of 480; decades of shapes would have been in active use at the time of the

sack.70

The wells in our catalogue (see Tables 7.1 and 7.2, Appendix, Fig. 7.10) are

those that were closed in the Athenian Agora in the decades following the

Athenian return to Athens after the Persian destruction, ca. 479–450. For the

purpose of this chapter, we have not examined the wells on the north slope of

the Acropolis, which were also excavated by the American School of Classical

Studies and are discussed by Kathleen Lynch later in this volume.

Precisely when any of these wells—apart from G 11:3 mentioned above—

would have been opened, and accordingly how long any would have been in

active use, is not known, as the suggested period of use (pou) deposits are

undependable (see above). Only in the case of G 11:3 can we suggest an open-

ing date as it was presumably part of the temporary refurbishment of Building

F after the sack (see below), when its predecessor G 11:8 was decommissioned

(see catalogue). Stratigraphy, often the most reliable dating method, is gen-

erally unreliable in the case of wells, as surfaces are routinely scraped down

in later periods, making it difficult to assess the original elevation of the well

mouth.

70 Cf. Lynch in this volume.
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table 7.1 Dates of the Agora wells closed ca. 479–450

Closed Opened Under 5th-c. building Figure

B 18:6 ca. 460 House D

B 19:10 ca. 470 House C

D 15:1 460s (?)

D 17:10 450s? Poros Building

E 14:5 Ca. 480

E 15:6 After 479

F 19:4 Ca. 450

F 19:5 Ca. 480

G 6:3 470s or slightly later

G 11:3 ca. 470 After 479 Tholos 7.8

G 11:8 ca. 470 Tholos 7.8

H 6:5 ca. 460 or later

H 12:15 After 479 House of Simon 7.7

J 2:4 After 479 Classical House

M 17:4 ca. 450

Q 12:3 470s or 460s

Q 21:3 460s (?)

R 12:1 470s?

R 12:4 After 479 7.6

U 19:2 After 479

It is not unreasonable to assume, however, that thosewells closed in the 470s

were opened before the Persian sack and remained in use upon the return of

the Athenians. On the other hand, it is not inconceivable that one or more

of the wells closed in the 460s and 450s represent new wells dug to accom-

modate the returning Athenians, even when they were eventually closed with

Persian destruction debris. Still, it is entirely possible that most if not all of the

wells in this catalogue were opened before the sack and continued in oper-

ation for some time afterwards—as is also argued by Kathleen Lynch in this

volume—until an immediate concern, such as a reorganization of the vicinity,

or wall-collapse caused them to be decommissioned.

While dumps within wells can only provide evidence for a terminus post

quem for a given well’s closing, we are able to provide a more precise clos-

ing date when a well was closed to accommodate well-dated building projects.

Indeed, nine wells in our catalogue (B 18:6; B 19:10; D 17:10; G11:3; G 11:8; H 12:15;
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table 7.2 Contents of Agora well deposits (x = some evidence; xxx = abundant evidence)

Pottery

Pre-Persian Post-Persian

Roof

tiles

Potter’s

clay

Stones and

mudbrick

Sanctuary

material

Bedrock Unfinished

B 18:6 xxx x x x xxx

B 19:10 xxx x xxx

D 15:1 xxx x x

D 17:10 xxx ? xxx ? xxx

E 14:5 xxx ? x

E 15:6 xxx xxx ?

F 19:4 x xxx

F 19:5 xxx x ? x x

G 6:3 xxx x xxx xxx ? ?

G 11:3 xxx x xxx xxx ?

G 11:8 xxx x ? xxx

H 6:5 xxx x

H 12:15 xxx xxx xxx x xxx

J 2:4 xxx xxx

M 17:4 xxx x x x

Q 12:3 xxx x xxx xxx

Q 21:3 xxx x x x xxx

R 12:1 xxx xxx x xxx

R 12:4 xxx xxx

U 19:2 xxx x

J 2:4; M 17:4 and Q 21:3), are situated stratigraphically underneath a building

that was constructed at some point between 470 and 450, thus giving us a ter-

minus ante quem for the filling in of thewell. It is only in these five cases thatwe

can provide a complete chronological estimate for when the well was filled in,

i.e. between the latest find in the dumped filling and the creation of a building

over it.

Determining the latest datable feature in a deposit is less straightforward

than it sounds.While the latest datable pottery provides crucial information in

this regard, we have to keep in mind that deposits consist of much more than

ceramics alone. Thewells in our catalogue also include other evidence that has

been directly associated with the Persian destruction including a plethora of

rooftiles, rubble, mudbrick, and sanctuary debris.

Rooftiles are fairly common inAgora deposits in general, but they abound in

some of the wells that contain destruction debris. Nine wells contain rooftiles

(B 18:6; F 19:5; G 6:3; G 11:3; H 12:15; M17:4; Q 12:3; Q21:3; R 12:1).71 Stones and

71 A ‘significant sampling of this was kept’, Shear 1993, 401. In five of these case (G 6:3; G 11:3;
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mudbrick are a fairly common feature in the wells and add to the distinct

destruction-quality of these wells (e.g., E 15:6; G 11:3; G 11:8; H 12:15; Q 12:3;

R 12:4, cf. Figs. 7.6, 7.7, 7.8). In addition to pottery, tiles, rubble, and mudbrick,

Shear has suggested that dumps of potter’s clay were accessed for the filling of

Wells D 17:10, E 15:6, H 6:5, U 19:5 and perhaps F 19:5.72 None of this clay has

been kept by the excavators. Given that clay meant for firing does not expire

or ‘go bad’—and was thus potentially suitable for reuse—we wonder whether

any of these ‘clay dumps’ in reality represent mudbrick dumps.73 Alternatively,

a fine ‘clay’ deposit could result from natural runoff bringing mud into a well,

especially if the well’s curbing was no longer in place.74

Sanctuary debris, including votive figurines, the vastmajority of which clear-

ly originates from the Eleusinion, is also a feature in most of the wells, indicat-

ing that sanctuary heaps were an important source for re-use in construction

projects.75 Yet another possibility could be that terracotta and other mater-

ial from sanctuaries were added to existing terracotta heaps in the city. While

sanctuary material has been found in wells from earlier periods, it is an almost

standard feature in the wells closed in the three decades after the sack—sixty

percent contains one ormore fragments—suggesting that the Athenians faced

amassive cleanup of their sanctuaries in the lower city, as they did on theAcro-

polis. Smashed terracottasmust have abounded and added to existing heaps of

trash. It should be noted that this practice, which was not limited to the emer-

gency circumstances in thedecades after the sack, runs counter to the orthodox

belief that votive gifts must remain within sacred premises.76

The most obvious ‘missing’ element from the wells is monumental stone

architecture—the only exceptions seem to be two terracotta antefix fragments

from well H 12:15.77 Perhaps such material made more sense to reuse as build-

H 12:15; Q 12:3; R 12:1), enough was kept to fill up to five large storage containers (see cata-

logue).

72 E.g., Shear 1993: 403 notes that E 15:6 included a ‘mass of pure clay, 1.50m deep,’ while

D 17:10 included a ‘similar dump of potter’s clay, about 3.50m deep’; cf. p. 436, fig. 6 and

p. 440, fig. 7.

73 Cf. Lynch 2011: 23 n. 51. For H 12:15. Mudbrick could, but does not have to, contain small

fragments of much earlier pottery, i.e. residual sherds mixed into the brick at the time of

making.

74 The ‘potter’s clay’ in a pit behind the Stoa of Zeus seems to have been ordinary silt depos-

ited through natural infiltration. See Thompson 1937: 19–20 for the deposit; Monaco 2000:

48; Filleres, Harbottle and Sayre 1983: 60 for the analysis.We thank Susan Rotroff for bring-

ing this to our attention.

75 See nn. 46–47 (esp. n. 47), above.

76 Laughy 2018: 654–656, with bibliography.

77 Inv. nos. A 2296 and A2345.
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figure 7.10 State plan of the Athenian Agora excavations—indicated are the 20 wells of the catalogue

by floris van den eijnde, based on a plan from the agora archives; cour-

tesy: american school of classical studies at athens: agora excavations
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ingmaterial, e.g., in the hastily constructedThemistocleanwall (Thuc. 1.90–91).

Nevertheless, several of the non-well deposits discussed by Shear do include

stone architecture. Its absence in thewells supports the view thatmost of them

were not backfilled immediately upon the Athenians’ return, likely because

they had not been decommissioned yet.When they were finally backfilled, the

relatively rare, drafted blocks had already been reused.78

That said, not all material is easily identified with the destruction of the

city. For instance, the large quantity of dumped bedrock seems like a strange

component in a destruction deposit. Bedrock is often associated with well col-

lapse.79 A closer look at the descriptions in the notebooks, literature and cross-

sections reveals that it is possible only in one instance (D 17:10) to connect the

bottom layer of bedrockwith actualwall collapse.80However, fivewells include

substantial fillings of dumped bedrock.81 Altogether dumped bedrock is a fea-

ture of nine wells (B 18:6, B 19:10, D 17:10, G 11:8, J 2:4, H 12:15, Q 21:3, R 12:1, and

U 19:2, cf. Figs. 7.7 and 7.8), either in distinct layers or in quantities far too great

to be the result of well wall collapse. Furthermore, significant dumps of field

stones, perhaps also collected during grading or other projects, are a feature

of four wells: J 2:4, Q 12:3, R 12:4, U 19:2, and F 19:4. Such quantities of stones

andbedrock canonly have come from large-scale gradingprojectswhichwould

not have been of primary concern to the Athenians when they were trying to

reinhabit their city. First, the city needed to be cleaned up. This would have

included cleaning existing and digging new wells to ensure access to water for

the mass repopulation of the city Secondly, those buildings that permitted it

would have been temporarily fixed up before enough resources could bemade

available to create a more durable solution. It was not until years—or in some

instances evendecades—later that newbuildingprojects could beundertaken.

Building F provides a good example of this scheme. It is clear that it was

repaired in the immediate aftermath of the occupation.82 Some of the build-

ing blocks with finished surfaces were presumably reused in the fortifications.

A layer of stone chips, however, shows that a part of the building itself, notably

78 Arthur Parsons (1943: 207) did find building blocks of poros and Acropolis limestone in

one of the wells on the north slope of the Acropolis (T 25:2), which suggests that this well

may have been backfilled soon after 479, when such material was still readily at hand. Cf.

Lynch in this volume, p. 247 n. 73, who also mentions a chimney pot in T 24:3.

79 Shear 1993: 386, 403–404. In the case of B 18:6,which is in our opinionwrongly identified as

a Geometric well, the bottomhalf of the shaft was filled with bedrockwhich is considered

to represent well collapse (Shear 1993: 430, fig. 5).

80 Cf. Shear 1993: fig. 6.

81 Cf. Shear 1993: 403.

82 Thompson 1940: 33; Shear 1993: 424–425. Cf. Agora xiv: 27–29.
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the colonnaded, courtyard, was immediately rebuilt. Around a decade after the

destruction of the building, its repaired remnants were demolished to make

place for a more permanent solution in the form of the Tholos.

The example of Building F shows that buildings (and their wells!) could con-

tinue to function for a while before a radical new design was decided upon.

The wells that belonged to these buildings could therefore have remained in

use for one or more decades before they were filled in. At that time, the radical

reshaping of the city would have been underway and grading operations to cre-

ate space formonumental building projects had created large bedrock heaps in

addition to the already existing piles of rubble. Thus, it stands to reason that the

wells with dug bedrock were not among the first to have been filled but were

rather decommissioned a decade or more after the Persians destroyed the city.

Besides bedrock, grading operations undertaken to level a future building

site would have caused previous stratigraphy to be overhauled, resulting in sec-

ondary dumps containingmuch earlier material. This explains why somewells

exhibit a fair amount of suchmaterial, while others do not. Some of these grad-

ing operations could have been related to building activities in and around

theAthenianAgora.Major landscaping operationswere undertaken beginning

around 470 and into the 460s and 450s, first for the construction of the Tholos

and then for the construction of the Stoa Poikile. The Agora destruction depos-

its simultaneously represent the creation of something new.83

6 Conclusion

In this chapter we have examined those wells in the Athenian Agora that were

filled in the decades following the Persian destruction of the lower town of

Athens in 479. The wells were filled with material from Athenian destruction

deposits, including pottery, roof tiles, mudbrick, and sanctuary debris. The

Athenians naturally reused readily available materials for their construction

projects in the aftermath of the destruction; the filling in of wells was no excep-

tion. The scarcity of monumental stone fragments within the wells suggests,

however, that its reuse was prioritized for the construction of the fortifications,

which required immediate attention. It also suggests that the filling in of any

failed wells was not the first priority when the Athenians returned. Heaps of

destruction debris, presumably sorted to a degree as to their contents, would

have been available for reuse for decades to come.

83 Cf. Papadopoulos 2003: 297.
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While a precise dating of the period in which these wells were in use is dif-

ficult to obtain, many of the wells likely remained in use for a while after the

Persian sack. The presence in certain wells of large quantities of field stones,

bedrock and pockets of substantially earlier pottery is indicative of large-scale

grading operations. Large-scale grading projects were not undertaken immedi-

ately after the sack and can only be associated with building projects that took

place from the later 470s onwards. Such projects include the Tholos, and the

Stoa Poikile, as well as the new domestic are that emerged in the southwestern

part of the Agora.

Besides serving as testament of the Persian destruction, the wells offer a

valuable insight into the Athenians’ reconstruction efforts. The filling in of the

wells reflects the radical transformation and modernization of the city. The

materials found within them reveal the variable nature of destruction depos-

its and the changing priorities of disposing of them. Together, they point to

a deliberate but pragmatic approach to rebuilding the city, utilizing available

materials while prioritizing immediate needs and adapting to evolving plans

over the course of several decades.

7 Appendix: Athenian AgoraWell Catalogue

mwt ModernWater Table (at time of excavation)84

pou Period of Use

nfe Not Fully Excavated

B 18:6

Depth: –5.80m

Diam.: 1.20m

mwt: –2.75m

Closed: ca. 460 (?)

Literature: Hesperia xx 1951: 144–145, 218, 289, fig. 7; Agora viii: 125; Camp 1977:

198; Agora xii: 385; Agora xxiii: 329; Shear 1993: 430–433; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: Originally thought to have been used in the lg period and then

filled up in the decades before the Persian destruction (Hesperia xx; Agora

84 Wehaveprovided themodernwater table forwellswhenknownor recorded, though these

levels must be treated with extreme caution. The relationship between the modern and

ancientwater table is unknown, andwemust keep inmind that thewells in this catalogue

were excavated in different years and at different seasons; B 18:6, for example, was excav-

ated in the spring of 1949, while B 19:10 was excavated in the drier summer climate of 1947.

The current water table has also been affected bymodern drainage and building projects.
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viii; Camp, Shear: 430). It is, however, unlikely that this well was left open

for more than two centuries, and what little lg material was retrieved from

the lower part of the well must already have been contained in that part of

the dump (mostly bedrock) when it was created. This may well have been

a result of landscaping efforts in the years after the Persian destruction, as

is also suggested by the large amount of bedrock in the dumped material.

Both Shear (414–415) and Lynch speak of a ‘delayed well’ (cf. also Lynch in

this volume). To the post-Persian period belong aType C cup (P 19388: Shear:

432; Agora xii, no. 413: ca. 480–450; cf. Lynch in this volume, p. 248) and a

vicup (Shear: 432; cf. Agora xii, no. 434: ca. 475; cf. Lynch in this volume,

p. 248), a lekanis (Shear: 432: ring foot, cf. Agora xii, no. 1551, ca. 490–450)

anda griddle (Shear: 432: rim, cf. Agoraxii, no. 1983, ca. 460–440).Onepiece,

a projecting rim fragment from a tub, is compared to a late fifth-century

example (Shear: 432; cf. Agora xii, no. 1848). Some rooftiles and sanctuary

debris was found among the fills. The bulk of the material, however, dates

to the decades before the Persian destruction (Agora xii; xxiii; Lynch). Just

before the middle of the fifth century, a house (‘House D’) was built over it

(Hesperia xx), marking the terminus for the closing of the well.

B 19:10

Depth: –8.60m

Diam.: 1.00m

mwt: –1.50–2.00m

Closed: ca. 470 (?)

Literature: Hesperia xx 1951, 189, 208–209, fig. 7; Agora xii: 385; Camp 1977:

198; Agora xxii: 329; Shear 1993: 433–434; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: The dumped material is generally agreed to date to the dec-

ades before the Persian destruction (Agora xii, xxiii, Camp, Shear, Lynch),

although it has some earlier infiltrations, perhaps pointing to a landscap-

ing operation nearby. Post-Persian is the lekane with ‘a broader rim and less

tightly rolled’ (Lynch in this volume, p. 248) Pottery was mostly retrieved

from the upper 1.50m of the mostly bluish-grey dumped fill. Shear (p. 433,

fig. 5) compares a bean-parcher from this deposit to one that is dated to 420–

400 (cf. Agora xii, no. 1987), which is clearly an anomaly since the well was

closed before the construction of ‘House C’ at some time before the middle

of the fifth century (Hesperia xx). The deposit consists almost entirely of

bedrock, suggesting extensive landscaping in the wider area of the Agora.

The closing of this well may therefore not have happened before the end of

the 470s, when the most urgent removal of debris had taken place and new

projects were begun that required large-scale landscaping.
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D 15:1

Depth: –9.85m

Diam.: 1.10m

mwt: –8.50m

Closed: 460s (?)

Literature: Agora v: 124; Agora xii: 387; Camp 1977: 199; Agora xxii: 330; Shear

1993: 434–435; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: The upper part of this deposit collapsed into a second, Roman

well (D 15:2) when the latter was constructed. The lower dumped fill begins

at –6.50m and continues from the fill that had collapsed into the Roman

well. The deposit is described as ‘an accumulation of the late sixth century

to ca. 480, including several ostraka of the 480s’ (Agora xii, 387, cf. xxiii;

Camp; Shear; Lynch). A vicup is dated ca. 475 (cf. Agora xii, no. 434, Lynch in

this volume, p. 248). A lopas fragment (P 11056) is compared by Shear to one

that is dated to 470–460 (cf. Agora xii, no. 1971). These could be intrusions

from the period when the well was filled in with material from a cleanup

heap consisting of Persian destruction debris. Sanctuary material is among

the fill, as well as a number of official weights: B 492, 495 and 497 (Agora x:

25–26, nos. bw1–3). The well itself has not been associated stratigraphically

with a building (cf. Camp).

D 17:10

Depth: –6.10m (nfe)

Diam.: 1.50m

mwt: –2.00

Closed: 450s?

Literature: Hesperia xx 1951: 174; Agora xii: 388; Camp 1977: 199; Agora xxii:

330; Shear 1993: 434–435; Agora xxx: 361; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: The main pottery assemblage in this deposit is universally dated

to 520–480 and thought to belong to the Persian destruction cleanup. The

upper few centimeters. is thought to represent a small supplementary filling,

which was added ca. 450 (Agora xii, nos. 1515, 1866, Shear: 438). However,

since the ‘Poros Building’ provides a terminus ante quem for the filling in

of the well (Hesperia xx: 179), this ‘supplementary’ fill could alternatively

point to a later infiltration of the primary deposit. Besides the destruction

debris, the dumped fill consists of ‘potter’s clay’ (below –2.60; mudbrick?)

and much bedrock from top to –1.40m (Shear: 438, fig. 6). The latter could

point to landscaping projects taking place in the 470s and 460s, which also

explains the presence of some pg, lg, and pa pottery (Shear: 436). Sanc-

tuary material is among the fill. Also, a ‘mass of very adhesive, sticky pot-
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ter’s clay with very few sherds’, (Shear: 436, cf. 403). Excavation was aban-

doned at –6.10m because of wall collapse. The so-called ‘Poros Building’

dating to 450 marks the terminus before which the well was filled in (Hes-

peria).

E 14:5

Depth: –5.50m

Diam.: 0.995m (top); 0.58 (bottom)

mwt: –

Closed: Ca. 480

Literature: Agora xii: 388; Camp 1977: 199; Agora xxii: 330; Shear 1993: 439–

440; Agora xxx: 36; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: Unfinished well shaft. The well was apparently only partially dug

throughbedrock andhad tobe reinforcedon south and east sideswith rough

limestone blocks to prevent collapse. Thiswas nevertheless in vain. Dumped

filling is dated to 520–480, with a preponderance in of 500–490 (Agora

xii). That this well contains several good comparisons with other Persian

destructionmaterial (Shear, pp. 399–401) and contains a large proportion of

relatively complete pots (p. 439) argues for a closing date somewhat after

479—i.e. together with Shear’s other post-Persian wells—but this is not a

certainty. Since an unfinished well like this would have been filled in quite

quickly after the construction effort had been abandoned, it could theoret-

ically have been dug and filled in either closely before or after the Persian

destruction.

E 15:6

Depth: –9.70m

Diam.: 1.10m

mwt: –2.20m

Closed: After 479

Literature: Agora iv: 238; Agoraxii: 389; Camp 1977: 199; Agoraxxii: 331; Shear

1993: 440, 442; Agora xxx: 361–362; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: Limited evidence for pou (Agora xii: 389: 500–480). Dumped

fill dates down to 480 (Agora iv, xii). Ostraka from the 480s. Some Hellen-

istic disturbance. Clay layer from –6.00–9.00m could be from potter’s work-

shop (Camp; Shear: 403) or alternatively represent mudbrick. Mudbrick is

no doubt meant in case of the ‘mud and stone’ mentioned for the ‘pou’ fill

(Shear, 440). Sanctuary material is in the fill.
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F 19:4

Depth: –11.40m

Diam.: 1.00m

mwt: –5.30m

Closed: Ca. 450

Literature: Agora xii: 390; Camp 1977: 213; Agora xxii: 331.

Discussion: Much household pottery dated to 490–450. As most material

seems to date post-479, the dumped filling does not seem to belong to the

Persian destruction and is therefore not included in Shear and Lynch. Itmay,

however, have been dug immediately after F 19:5 (Camp), which could not

be finished and should be dated around 480. Sanctuary material is among

the fill.

F 19:5

Depth: –3.05m

Diam.: 0.85m

mwt: –

Closed: Ca. 480

Literature: Agora iv: 239; Agora xii: 390; Camp 1977: 200; Agora xxii: 331;

Shear 1993: 442–444; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: Unfinished well shaft. The dump contains material dated to 520–

480 (Agora xii, though Agora iv dates it into the 460s). Some rooftiles and

sanctuary debris was found among the fills. Like E14:5, whichwas also unfin-

ished, this well could have been dug and filled slightly before or after 480–

479.

G 6:3

Depth: –19.50m

Diam.: 1.20–2.40m

mwt: –16.00

Closed: 470s or slightly later

Literature: Hesperia ii 1933: 456–461, figs. 5–10; Hesperia vii 1938: 363–411,

figs. 1–49; Hesperia xv, 1946: 265–336, pls. 25–69; Agora xii: 390; Camp 1977:

200; Agora xxii: 331; Shear 1993: 442–444; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: The so-called ‘Rectangular Rock-Cut Shaft’. Deficient well that

probably went out of use soon after it was dug, either because it caved in

(Shear) or because it produced too little water (Hesperia vii: 365). Contains

an upper and a lower dump belonging to two distinct periods, separated

by roughly one generation. The lower dump (-12.00m to bottom) contains

material that belongs to ca. 575–535, but it is the upper dump (top to –
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12.00m), dated to ca. 510–480, that concerns us here. This dump contains

a vicup dated to the 470s or even 460s (Cf. Lynch in this volume, p. 248). For

a discussion of the ostraka in the upper deposit, see Lynch in this volume,

pp. 238–240.Thewell deposits yielded 5 storage containersworth of rooftiles

(Shear 1993: 401, 449). The deposition of the two dumps is somewhat puzz-

ling.While it is conjectured that the lower dumpgradually filled in, this scen-

ario leaves the shaft open from ca. 575–479, when it was filled inwith Persian

destruction debris (upper fill). If so, its location on the northeast slope of the

Kolonos Agoraios, away from major traffic, may have played a role in this.

Some sanctuary material. From –4.85m to –7.30m, the fill consisted com-

pletely of crushed bedrock without any pottery (Shear: 454) supporting a

date at the end of the 470s or later.

G 11:3 (Fig. 7.8)

Depth: –9.30m

Diam.: 0.70m

mwt: –0.95m

Opened: After 479

Closed: Ca. 470

Literature: Agora xii: 390–391; Camp 1977: 200; Agora xxii: 332; Shear 1993:

449–451; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: Thewell is stone-linedwith polygonalmasonry of Acropolis lime-

stone. It is the second well belonging to Building F, the predecessor of the

Tholos and succeeds G 11:8 (Fig. 7.8). According to Shear: 449, the lowest 3.30

meters of the fill consists of pou material, within which is a band of 0.70m

of nearly sterile sandy fill. However, many of the shapes within the so-called

pou layers are not associated with well activities and most likely represent

dumped material, such as pyxides, cups, psykters, dishes, saltcellars, lamps,

spindlewhorls, and loomweights. Thewell figures among the ‘delayed’ wells

(Shear: 414–415; cf. Lynch in this volume, pp. 250–251. The dumped fill has

a few post-Persian pieces, including a skyphos fragment (P 12769 = Agora

xxiii, no. 1542, dated ca. 480–470) and a louterion fragment (P 12751 = Agora

xii, no. 1859, dated ca. 480–470). The well deposits yielded two storage con-

tainers worth of rooftiles (Shear: 451). The upper dumped fill (top 6m),

consisted ‘entirely of tumbled field stones and thick mud, with very little

pottery’, (Shear: 451) This was followed by solid pottery and sandy fill. Some

sanctuary material. If indeed, this well replaced G 11:8, which had collapsed,

it may have been constructed after the Persian destruction; that is if some

aspect of Building F requiring fresh water remained functioning. Both wells

appear to have been closed together tomake way for the construction of the

Tholos, ca. 470. If so, this well may have been in use only for several years.
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G 11:8 (Fig. 7.8)

Depth: –8.95m

Diam.: 0.95m

mwt: –0.55m

Closed: ca. 470

Literature: Agora viii: 127; Agoraxii: 392; Agoraxxii: 332; Shear 1993: 451–453;

Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: This well shaft was sunk in soft, greenish bedrock and put out of

use by the collapse of the rock walls and replaced by well G 11:3 (Fig. 7.8).

This is the earlier of two wells belonging to Building F, the predecessor of

the Tholos, (cf. Thompson 1940: 25, 28–30). According to Shear, the lowest

3.00m of the fill consists of poumaterial. Nine pots are associated with this

layer, the latest a kados dated 520–480. The rest of the pots date middle to

late sixth century. Since thewell was finally closed and filled some years after

the Persian sack, the proposed pou would necessitate that the well would

have remained open for a decade or two before finally being filled in. The

same layer of bedrock and reddish clay from disintegrated mud brick (with

‘clear traces of burning’) that also formed the upper fill of G 11:3 and much

of the surrounding courtyard (Shear: 404). The lower fill of bedrock must

be dug as well, not collapsed wall material as suggested by Shear (pp. 451–

452). Some sanctuary material. The deposit contains a single ‘late’ fragment,

a rim of a banded one-handler (cf. Agora xii: 741, dated ca. 475–450; Shear:

414 n. 83, 470s). In any case, the well was filled before the construction of the

Tholos andmay thus have remained open for several years after having been

decommissioned.

H 6:5

Depth: –8,95m

Diam.: 0.95m

mwt: –

Closed: ca. 460 or later

Literature: Hesperia v 1936: 333–354; Hesperia vi 1937: 15–17; Agora xii: 392;

Camp 1977: 215; Agora xxii: 332; Agora xxx: 363.

Discussion: This well was filled with a homogeneous dump dated to 470–460

(Agora xii, xxiii; xxx; Camp). Not discussed by Shear—as the fill is post-

Persian—this well nevertheless may have been in use during the Persian

occupation.
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H 12:15 (Fig. 7.7)

Depth: –12.25m

Diam.: 1.15m

mwt: –1.75m

Closed: After 479

Literature: Hesperia xxiii 1954: 51–54; Agora xii: 393; Camp 1977: 201; Agora

xxii: 332; Shear 1993: 453; Agora xxx: 363; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: This is the first well in the ‘House of Simon’ (cf. Hesperia xxiii).

Stone lined at the top (Camp). The pou and the dump of this well are dated

520–480 (Agora xii, xxiii, xxx, Camp, Shear). According to Shear, the pou

material consists of all shapes within the lowest 0.65m of the well. Some

shapes certainly may represent well activities, such as the drawing of water

with hydriai and kadoi, but certainlymany—if not the bulk—of thematerial

within this layer represents dumped material, such as a miniature, a lamp,

and a variety of cup shapes that are all represented in dumped fills above.

The dump also contained amudbrick (Shear: 454, fig. 7) as well as a ‘mass of

stones and broken rooftiles, comprising a depth of 1,15m’ (p. 401), one stor-

age container of which was kept (p. 455). Sanctuary material completes the

picture of clean-up debris. The position of this well underneath the ‘House

of Simon’ means that it was closed before the house overlaying it was built,

perhaps around themiddle of the fifth century,whenhouses begin to appear

in the SW corner of the Agora.

J 2:4

Depth: –5.80m

Diam.: ca. 1.00m

mwt: –0.70m

Closed: After 479

Literature: Lynch 2011.

Discussion: The well was cut through fill on the northern side and into soft,

gray bedrock on all other sides. The shaft had a fieldstone lining, preserved

to a height of ca. 1m below the top. The northwestern side of the shaft,

including some stone lining and bedrock, caved in, perhaps as a result of the

destruction of the house to which it belonged, or else during the filling in

operation. The stratigraphy of the well consists of six distinguishable levels.

In her exhaustive discussion of this well and its contents, Lynch has argued

that the bottom-most fill belongs to its period of use deposit (Lynch, fig. 8.5

and Tables 8.1 and 8.2), while the ‘pottery from the upper five levels repres-

ents fill deposited intentionally soon after the Persiandestruction of Athens.’

Joins of fragments between all the dumped levels confirm that the fill is one
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depositional event, and it is striking that even the bottom layer contained

joins with the layer above it. As this layer contains a great number of objects

not normally expected in a fill created during the well’s use (i.e. lamps, a

thymiatērion, lekythoi, a loom weight, lead sheet and two figurines), it is not

inconceivable that itwas created togetherwith layers above. Finewares from

the deposit indicate that the dumped fill ‘formed soon after 479’ (Lynch: 23).

A definite terminus ante quem for the filling in is posed by the reconstruction

of the house in the second quarter of the fifth century.

M 17:4

Depth: –2.50m

Diam.: 2.00m

mwt: –

Closed: Ca. 450

Literature: Agora xii: 394; Camp 1977: 217; Agora xxii: 333; Agora xxx: 365;

Shear 1993: 461–464; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: This is either a large pit, or a shallow, unfinished well (Agora xii).

It is ranked among the ‘delayed’ wells for Shear and Lynch (cf. Lynch in this

volume pp. 250–251. It contains pottery dating from 520 and later, including

several post-Persian items: two red-figure cup fragments (P9271 = Agora xxx,

no. 1442, dated ca. 450–440, cf. Lynch in this volume, n. 92; P 9282 = Agora

xxx, no. 1430, dated ca. 470) as well as a one-handler (Shear: 414 n. 83). Some

earlier ware, perhaps indicating landscapingwaste. Some rooftiles and sanc-

tuary material.

Q 12:3

Depth: –8.50m

Diam.: 1.10m

mwt: –

Closed: 470s or 460s

Literature: Agora xii: 397; Camp 1977: 203; Agora xxii: 335; Hesperia lv 1986:

1–74; Shear 1993: 468; Agora xxx: 366; Lynch 2011: 22; Matter and Rotroff in

this volume.

Discussion: So-called ‘Stoa Gutter Well’, excavated underneath the gutter in

front of the Stoa of Attalos. Dumpmaterial mostly dates to 520–490 (Agora

xii; cf. Matter and Rotroff) but is generally consistent with the Persian

destruction material (Matter and Rotroff) and contains rooftiles (Shear,

468). The contents are thought to represent the contents of a pottery shop.

Two cups and a globular lekythos represent potential outliers among the

assemblage (P 31293 = Hesperia lv, no. 20, dated ca. 480; cf. Agora xii,
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no. 440, dated ca. 480–460; P 31294 = Hesperia lv, no. 21, dated ca. 480;

cf. Agora xii, no. 440, dated ca. 480–460; for the lekythos, see Lynch in

this volume: p. 248). These must represent infiltrations connected with the

periodbefore the cleanupheapwas thrown into thewell. A storage container

worth of broken rooftiles was kept (Shear, 468).

Q 21:3

Depth: –8.50m

Diam.: 1.10m

mwt: –7.25m

Closed: 460s (?)

Literature: Hesperia xlii 1973: 148 (plan); Camp 1977: 219; Shear 1993: 468;

Lynch 2011: 22

Discussion: This well is situated west of the Eleusinion. It is not clear whether

it was ever used (Camp). Shear: 468, notes poumaterial in the lower 0.20m

of fill, though the only shapes he identified are a cup and saltcellar. Much

sanctuary material, though only ten pieces were inventoried, dating from

the late sixth century onward. A stemless cup (P 28779, cf. Agora xii, 469:

480–470) and a one-handler (P 29363, cf. Agora xii, no. 748: 475–450) are the

latest pieces. It is thus plausibly ranked among the so-called ‘delayed’ wells

(Shear: 414–415; Lynch; cf. Lynch in this volume pp. 250–251). The lower part

of the dump contains field stones and mudbrick (Shear: 464, fig. 9), while

the upper fill down to –7.25m consists of solid dug bedrock (Shear: 468).

The fieldstones and bedrock especially support a ‘delayed’ date, possibly in

the 460s. The overlaying fourth century andrōn (Hesperia) is too late to have

caused the well’s filling in. Some rooftiles.

R 12:1

Depth: –10.80m

Diam.: –

mwt: –

Closed: 470s?

Literature: Agora viii: 131; Agora xii: 398; Camp 1977: 204; Agora xxii: 335

Shear 1993: 469–471; Agora xxx: 366; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: The fill of this well consisted of two dumps. The upper fill (top to

–7.00m) was solid bedrock with no sherds, corresponding to a major land-

scaping operation, which seems to suggest a closing date not earlier than

the middle to late 470s. The lower fill consists of much good figured and

glazed pottery, dated ca. 520–480 (Agora xii; xxiii; xxx). The upper 7m of

fill contained ‘nothing but dug bedrock, with no sherds’, while the fill below
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consisted almost completely of stones and mud[brick?] (Shear: 471, fig. 10).

Figurines of a seated goddess (T 3410–3412) and much rooftiles, a storage

container of which was saved (Shear, 471). The excavation report notes that

‘at the bottomwere a few fragmentary water jars indicating a brief period of

use’ and ‘a quantity of animal bones, mostly skulls of oxen.’

R 12:4 (Fig. 7.6)

Depth: –13.25m

Diam.: 1.20m

mwt: –

Closed: After 479

Literature: Hesperia xxv 1956: 62–64; Agora xii: 398; Camp 1977: 204; Agora

xxii: 335; Shear 1993: 471–472; Lynch 2011: 22.

Discussion: Situated underneath Shop iii of the Stoa of Attalos. Originally,

the well must have been somewhat deeper since the bedrock was cut down

to accommodate the stoa. The upper 11m was filled in with a solid dump of

field stones and earth (Hesperia xxv). This presumably represents a dumpof

material that had already been carefully sorted from destruction debris. The

lower 2.25m consisted of ‘mud[brick?], masses of pottery, especially water

pots, of which many are complete. No evidence for stratification in period

of use’ (Shear). Terracotta figurines of seated figures (T 3403–3407; similar

to those found in R 14:3, cf. Camp) represent waste from a sanctuary, likely

the Eleusinion.

U 19:2

Depth: –6.60m

Diam.: 1.10m

mwt: –

Closed: After 479

Literature: Agora xii: 399; Camp 1977: 206; Agora xxii: 336; Agora xxxi: 177–

179.

Discussion: Within theperibolos of theEleusinion, east of theArchaic temple.

This is not one of Shear’s Persian Destruction Deposits, even though its

deposit is generally dated in the early fifth century (Camp; Agora xxxi). A

supplementary fill was added in the mid-fifth century (Agora xxxi). Some

sanctuary material. Fill contained field stones and clay (or mudbrick?).
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chapter 8

Persian Destruction Deposits from the Athenian

Agora Excavations: Pottery Chronology and Its

Challenges

Kathleen M. Lynch

1 Introduction1

This chapter complements other contributions in this volume in assessing the

confidence of a ‘ca. 480bce’ date for the formation of closed deposits excav-

ated by the Athenian Agora Excavations.2 The focus here is on the use of these

deposits in establishing the chronology of Athenian pottery. The benchmark of

the Persian destruction of the city of Athens in 479 and its subsequent clean-

up looms especially large for the typo-chronology of Athenian ceramics. The

prevalence of closed deposits, especially abundant abandoned wells, allowed

researchers to seriate fills and their contents according to their closing date.3

The deposits associated with the clean-up following the 479 destruction form

a crucial rung on the ladder of Late Archaic Attic fineware chronology espe-

cially because absolute dating through coins, stamped amphora handles, or sci-

entific techniques is not available, and, as we will see below, dating by ostraka

1 I thank Janric van Rookhuijzen for the invitation to participate in this important conference,

and Stephen Matter, Susan Rotroff, Michael Laughy, and Floris van den Eijnde for their kind

collaboration and excellent discussions about the archaeology of the AthenianAgora. I thank

the directors of the Athenian Agora Excavations past and present, John McK. Camp, ii and

John Papadopoulos, for permission to study pottery from the Persian destruction clean-up

deposits. The anonymous reviewer also provided valuable inspiration for reorganization and

clarification, for which I am grateful.

2 This chapter and that of StephenMatter and Susan Rotroff in this volume complement each

other in a review of the chronology of Persian destruction clean-up deposits excavated by the

AthenianAgora Excavationswith a focus on ceramic evidence from the deposits. The chapter

of Michael Laughy and Floris van denEijnde in this volume further investigates the formation

processes of Athenian wells filled with debris around the time of the second Persian invasion

of Greece.

3 On seriation: Banning 2020: 300–316. The use of wells and pits to create artifact seriation con-

trastswithmost excavationswhich use stratigraphy, accumulated layers of fill, to do the same;

see Banning 2020: 317–326.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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can be complicated.4 The Agora typo-chronology publications, in turn, form a

touchstone for ceramic chronologies and archaeological dating throughout the

Mediterranean because Athenians exported their exceptionally fine pottery in

abundance during this period.5 For these reasons, it is important to understand

howwe use the destruction date to date both the formation of the deposits and

their ceramic contents.

In his 1993 holistic study of Persian destruction deposits from the Athenian

Agora Excavations, T. Leslie Shear, Jr. presented archaeological evidence for

the horizon of destruction debris.6 He argued that this widespread evidence of

sudden destruction should be associated with the clean-up of domestic, com-

mercial, and public properties following the Persian sack of the city in 479. He

further supported this association through a careful interrogation of textual

sources. Nevertheless, his true object was to defend the existing chronology of

Athenian pottery in response to a contemporary challenge, discussed below.

As Shear documented, most of the Athenian Agora Persian destruction

deposits were formed over a (relatively) short period of time, so they seem

to reflect an urgency to tidy-up and revitalize the city. Reality probably varied

with some residents cleaning up rapidly and others takingmore time. The date

‘ca. 480’ for the creation of the Athenian Agora Persian destruction deposits,

then, somewhat obscures the precise chronology of artifacts within the depos-

its. Some objects within the deposits date much earlier but remained in use

up to the invasion. Additionally, Shear notes that some of the Athenian Agora

Persian destruction clean-up deposits contained pottery apparently produced

after 480, that is, closed deposits very much like the others but containing

some pottery withmore advanced chronological features. Matter and Rotroff ’s

chapter, along with the present chapter, will explore how confident our pot-

tery chronology can be considering the variable formation history of the ‘480’

Persian destruction clean-up deposits.7

2 Persian Destruction Deposits and Pottery Chronology

The Athenian Agora Excavations have uncovered almost 500 decommissioned

wells dating from the Neolithic to Turkish periods filled with discarded arti-

4 Shear 1993: 383.

5 Agora xii, Agora xxiii, Agora xxx.

6 Shear 1993.

7 Further discussion of deposit formationprocesses can be found in Laughy and vandenEijnde

in Chapter 7 of this volume, pp. 196–205.
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facts.8 Wells five to 25m deep could easily access subterranean water within

the clay-like bedrock in this area of Athens, but obviously the tapped water

frequently gave out, and the well then became a convenient trash receptacle.9

Excavators refer to these deposits—out of use wells filled with debris and

covered over—as closed deposits. Sometimes the filling occurred over centur-

ies; other times over a short period.10 More than fifty of these wells contained

artifacts, especially pottery, discarded around the same time and filled over

a relatively short time. This considerable concentration of deposits does not

occur in any other period of the site. In combination with the assumed devel-

opment of artifacts, excavators associated this wave of closed deposits with

the clean-up following the Persian sack in 480–479 (Fig. 8.1).11 Strata and other

types of deposits add further evidence, although stratigraphic fills are more

likely to be disturbed by later building operations, and thus the assemblagewill

be preserved less completely.12 This abundance of evidence—an embarrass-

ment of riches, really—offers an unusual opportunity to examine questions

ranging from domestic activities to the psychology of rebuilding after destruc-

tions; but, the deposits are best known for their contributions to ceramic chro-

nology.

American excavations of the Athenian Agora began in 1931, and already in

the second year of work, excavators proposed a historical connection between

a 19.60mdeepwell-like pit full of burnt andbrokenpottery and thePersian sack

of Athens, the upper fill of deposit G 6:3, nicknamed the Rectangular Rock-cut

Shaft.13 This deposit featured two distinct fills: the lower 12m with a closing

date of ca. 540 based on the latest stylistically dated pottery, and the upper 8m

8 Camp 1977 considers the full history of the water supply for the area around the Athenian

Agora as understood at the time of writing.

9 Camp 1977: 20–21. Alternatively, ancient usersmayhave closed thewell owing toperceived

pollution of the water source, see Lynch 2011b.

10 Agora xii: 43–44. Shear 1993: 384–387 describes the process specifically for deposits from

the Agora Excavations; Gawlinsky 2014: 184–186. Laughy and van den Eijnde, in Chapter 7

of this volume, further explore the difficulty in assessing exactly when a well was closed

vs. the date of the material within the deposit; see especially, pp. 195–204.

11 Shear 1993 considers only 21 of those deposits and does not explain his selection rationale

(see 387). The author identified the number of deposits through the Agora Excavations

archive.

12 For example, Agora deposit J 1:18, a layer of Persian destruction debris used as fill, Camp

and Martens 2020: 625–626 and currently being studied by the excavator, Dr. Brian Mar-

tens.

13 Vanderpool 1938: 58. See also the discussion of the fill in Laughy and van den Eijnde, in

Chapter 7 of this volume, pp. 219–220.
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figure 8.1 Plan of the area of the Athenian Agora Excavations showing deposits mentioned in the text.

Green = closed between 500 and 490; Red = closed 480; Blue = closed after 480 but contain

Persian destruction debris. Half circles indicate deposits in Shear 1993

after plan by r. anderson, published camp and mauzy 2009, fig. 69, combined

with a plan by j. travlos modified by glowacki 1991, fig. 16 ascsa, agora

excavations



persian destruction deposits from the agora excavations 233

filled with debris the excavators associated with the Persian destruction.14 In

his publication of the upper fill, Eugene Vanderpool used the dates of ostraka,

sherds inscribed with the name of an ostracism candidate, to ‘fix beyond ques-

tion within a few years [before 480]’ the figured and plain pottery found in the

same levels as ostraka.15 The confidence of his claimmaymake us bristle today,

but the seemingly ‘absolute’ chronology of ostracism candidacy did offer a wel-

come check on the pottery otherwise dated on the basis of stylistic change.

Brian Sparkes and Lucy Talcott also use ostraka to check the pottery chrono-

logy they present in Agora xii, but they clarify that the ostraka offer a terminus

post quem for deposit fillings. That is, the deposit was formed after the date of

the ostracism (if known). The sherd on which the name is inscribed, however,

may come from a pot that had been out of use for some years, so the ostracism

candidacy date, if there is one, offers a terminus ante quem for the pot itself, a

date before which it was made.16 It is Vanderpool’s over-confident use of ostra-

cism dates to fix pottery chronology that ultimately led to Shear’s important

paper on the Agora deposits.

3 The Challenge

Shear’s staggering 100-page 1993 article in the American School of Classical

Studies at Athens’ journalHesperiawas prompted by ongoing challenges to late

Archaic Greek chronology presented in a series of articles by E.D. Francis and

Michael Vickers in the 1980s and 1990s.17 Shear explains the purpose of his art-

icle:

Until recently, Vanderpool’s conclusions [that the Upper fill of the Rect-

angular Rock-cut Shaft came from the Persian destruction clean-up] have

beenwidely accepted, and theupper fill of theRectangular Rock-cut Shaft

seemed to provide a welcome fixed point in the chronology of Athenian

pottery. Vanderpool’s dating of the pottery has now come under heavy

attack by the late E.D. Francis and Michael Vickers as a part of their far-

flung campaign to lower the dates of all Archaic Greek art by roughly fifty

years.18

14 Lower fill: Vanderpool 1938. Upper fill: Vanderpool 1946.

15 Vanderpool 1946: 265.

16 Agora xii: 46.

17 Cook 1989, in a note in jhs lists the relevant articles, summarizes the gist, and rebuts the

conclusions.

18 Shear 1993: 383–384; Francis and Vickers 1988.
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The ‘far-flung campaign’ of E.D. Francis, Michael Vickers, and later with David

Gill, produced over twenty articles and books, and had several fronts, one of

whichmade the argument that the relative chronology of late Archaicmaterial

culture established by assuming progression of artistic style should be lowered

by fifty to sixty years. They primarily questioned the ‘fixed points’ used to create

rungs on the stylistic ladder.While their objections began with the chronology

of Geometric pottery, and covered ground from Greece to Italy to Egypt, it was

their points about late sixth to early fifth century Athens that prompted Shear’s

article.19 Although their downdating claims ultimately resulted in small adjust-

ments, not widescale redating, it did cause scholars to question assumptions

and argue their case.20 As Susan Rotroff has demonstrated elsewhere in detail

and here in the context of one such deposit, genuine dating inconsistencies

exist in our assumed stylistic chronology, especially of red-figured pottery.21

Francis and Vickers had identified an area of scholarly overconfidence that

deservedmore critical consideration. Additional fronts of their campaign fam-

ously proposed that red-figure pottery aimed to emulate ‘gold-figured’ metal

vessels that no longer survive.22 These points were less successful than their

chronological challenges.23

A notable feature of the Francis-Vickers period of scholarship was a spirit

of gentlemanly—for the main characters were all men—ad hominem attacks.

Shear expressed the impetus for his 1993 study:

The revised chronology [of Francis and Vickers] has broad ramifications

not only for the dating of pottery but also for the architectural history

and urban development of Athens, since the remains of buildings have

without exception been dated by the associated pottery. For this reason it

seems important to revisit the Agora once again in order to salvage a few

of the pieces flung down by the maelstrom of Francis and Vickers.24

Shear continues in a footnote to the above text:25

19 Again, for a summary of their arguments see Cook 1989.

20 For a period in the 1990s–2000s, all scholars of lateArchaicmaterial culture had to include

a comment on whose chronology they favored, e.g., Neer 2002: 186–205.

21 Rotroff 2009, 2020.

22 Vickers and Gill 1994, especially chapter 6, ‘The Influence of Precious Materials on Greek

Painted Pottery,’ 105–153.

23 Boardman 1987; Williams 1996.

24 Shear 1993: 384.

25 Shear 1993: 384 n. 4.
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Francis and Vickers did not consult either the original excavation records

or the pottery that they propose to redate. To be sure, they state that their

conclusions are based only on published accounts of Agora material, but

this is no way to redate pottery.

With these statements, Shear situates his study of 21 of the Athenian Agora

Excavation’s Persian destruction deposits as a robust rebuttal of Francis and

Vickers’ 1988 article, ‘The Agora Revisited: Athenian Chronology c. 500–450

bc.’26 As of 1993, publications recognized the chronological value of Persian

destruction deposits from the Athenian Agora, but never had the deposits

been gathered for study. Sparkes and Talcott in Agora xii, which presents a

typology and chronology for black-glaze and household pottery, proposed date

ranges for undecorated pottery using a combination of an assumed 480 clos-

ing date for the Persian destruction deposits and stylistic dates for figured

wares found with the undecorated pottery; the latter reflecting somewhat cir-

cular logic because the stylistic sequence of Attic figuredpottery also depended

upon assuming presence in a Persian destruction deposit meant a date of 480

or slightly before. Agora xii identifies 34 deposits as ‘closed’ ca. 480 in the

deposit summaries (Table 8.1).27 In her publication of one of these, the Stoa

Gutter Well, for example, Sally Roberts spent little time justifying the iden-

tification of this deposit as closed, or its Persian destruction date, as Matter

and Rotroff discuss in their article.28 The identification of Persian destruc-

tion clean-up deposits had developed based on similarities among the fills and

the extraordinary wealth of material—an obvious horizon of Archaic period

destruction—that had to originate in some major catastrophic episode. The

present chapter, however, considers some deposits that Shear did not include

in his study to provide a more nuanced (and complex) view of the seemingly

homogeneous picture of a destruction horizon.

For late Archaic Athens specifically, Francis and Vickers reassessed the date

of the evidence for the deposits scholars associated with the destruction of the

Acropolis and theAgora in 480–479. They argued that the latest Acropolis korai

should date later than the PersianWars on stylistic analogy with the caryatids

on the Siphnian treasury at Delphi, which they also dated to the 470s. They

26 Francis and Vickers 1988.

27 Agora xii, deposit summaries, 383–399. Table 8.1 does not include graves, which also

receive Agora deposit numbers. An example is the Stoa Gutter Well, Q 12:3, published in

full in 1983, and the subject of the article by Matter and Rotroff, Chapter 9, and discussed

in Laughy and van den Eijnde in this volume: Chapter 7, pp. 223–224 and passim.

28 Roberts 1986: 4.
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table 8.1 Agora Excavation deposits closed ca. 480

Type of deposit, Agora xii deposit date Shear 1993 reference

B 18:6 Well, Upper: 500–480 pp. 430–432

B 18:15 Pit: 500–480 –

B 19:10 Well: 500–480 pp. 433–434

C 18:11 Drain: 490–480 –

D 15:1 Well: 500–480 pp. 434–435

D 17:2 n/a: Pit pp. 435–436

D 17:10 Well: 520–480 pp. 436–438

E 12:2 Pit: 520–480 –

E 14:5 Well: 520–490 pp. 439–440

E 15:6 Well: 500–480 pp. 440–442

E 14:3 Pit: 520–480 –

F 19:5 Well: 520–480 pp. 442–444

G 6:3 Well, Upper: 410–480 pp. 445–449

H 5:6 Stoa of Zeus: a: 480; b: 480–425 –

H 12:14 Pit: 490–480 and later –

H 12:15 Well: 520–480 pp. 453–455

J 2:4 n/a: Well: 520–480 –

K 17:3 Pit: 500–480 –

O 8:6 Pocket: 500–480 –

Q 12:3 Well: 520–480 pp. 464–468

Q 20:1 n/a: Pit p. 468

R 12:1 n/a: Well pp. 469–471

R 12:4 n/a: Well pp. 471–472

based their dating on Vitruvius, who says caryatids were not invented until

after the Persian Wars.29 To Vitruvius—and Francis and Vickers—the female

columns on the Siphnian treasury represented a symbolicmemorial of the Per-

sian invasion. They attributed the damaged sculptures on the Athenian Acro-

polis not to the Persians, but to a civil riot in 462/461 in support of the reforms

of Ephialtes: no ancient author mentions such a riot.30 Francis and Vickers’

Athenian Acropolis arguments failed to convince, but they did stumble onto

29 Vitr. 1.5; Francis and Vickers 1983: 54–67.

30 Vickers 1985: 27–29; see Cook 1989: 169 for discussion.
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something: not every deposit on the Acropolis contained Perserschutt. Andrew

Stewart restudied the Late Archaic and Early Classical Acropolis deposits, care-

fully sorting out the Persian destruction debris from what he calls Classical

Acropolis construction fills. In fact, he identified only one ‘closed’ Persian

destruction clean-up deposit, which did contain Archaic korai including one

that may be a caryatid.31

The pottery found in the Classical period fills of the Athenian Acropolis

presents our first wrinkle in pottery chronology time. Although we would

dearly love to consider most of the fragments published in Graef and Langlotz,

Die antiken Vasen von Akropolis zu Athen to be victims of the Persian destruc-

tion and burning of the Acropolis, Stewart cautions us that vast quantities of

fill, 50,000m3 or more, had to be brought up to the Acropolis from the lower

town to create flat terraces for the construction of the Classical buildings and

landscaping.32 Therefore, the question remains which of the published frag-

ments, themselves a selection of the original finds rarely with precise findspot,

represent votive objects dedicated before the Persian sack? Some clearly show

evidence of burning, for example, the Nearchos kantharos fragment, which

dates to the mid sixth century,33 but other fragments, such as pieces of white

ground funerary lekythoi34—a pottery type dating later than 480 and meant

for the grave, not a sanctuary—remind us of Stewart’s caution that much of

the fill came from elsewhere in the city for Classical period construction. In

short, some of the Acropolis pottery represents pre-Persian dedications, and

the burnt piecesmay date sometime before 480, but how long beforemust still

rely on stylistic dating. A ‘fixed point’ becomes unmoored.

In their 1988 article, Francis and Vickers focused on the Athenian Agora. In

the first section, they reassessedVanderpool’s 1946 chronology for the upper fill

of the Rectangular Rock-cut Shaft and disassociated itwith the Persian destruc-

tion. They made a very creative argument that the Persians, not the Greeks,

31 In a pair of articles Stewart considers evidence for the dating of late Archaic to early Clas-

sical sculpture, but Stewart 2008 specifically addresses the Acropolis fills. Ridgway 1977:

108–109 suggested that the Lyons Kore, Musée des Beaux-Arts de LyonH 1993 joining with

Acr. 269, was a caryatid, an identification supported by many later scholars, including

Marszal 1988.

32 Graef and Langlotz 1909–1933; Stewart 2008: 389. In comparison, the total volume of a

large passenger airplane is about 1500m3.

33 Athens, National ArchaeologicalMuseumAcropolis Collection, 1.611; abv 82, 1; Boardman

2001: 55, fig. 65.

34 For example, Athens, National Archaeological Museum Acropolis Collection, 2.857, ca.

440bce, Graef and Langlotz 1933, vol. 2, pl. 75.857.
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dug the rectangular shaft for water.35 It is true that the function of the shaft

remains perplexing. The northeast corner features foot holds, as do many of

the normally round Agora wells, but the absence of water jars and no evidence

of a water table or collapse at the bottom suggest that it never functioned as

a well.36 It seems improbable that the Persians would pause their marauding

to dig a 20m deep, 2.4m × 1.2m failed well when abandoned Athenian houses

around the Agora featured functional wells.37 The true refutation of Francis

and Vickers’ theory is that a clear chronological distinction exists within the

fill of the Rock-cut Shaft: between the earlier, sixth century lower fill and the

fifth century upper fill.38 The Athenians certainly dug the shaft, possibly as a

well or a storage pit, and definitely used it as a trash receptacle long before the

Persians arrived.

As mentioned above, in his publication of the Rock-cut Shaft and the date

of its fills, Vanderpool used ostracism dates to establish the pottery chronology.

Francis and Vickers rightly identified this reliance on ostraka as a weakness in

his argument. Vanderpool saw a stratification of the upper fill: the ‘oldest’ of

the ostraka in the lowest part of the upper fill, and the ‘most recent’ in higher

levels of the upper fill.39 Vanderpool assigned dates to the ostraka based on

the known ostracism date of the candidate, that is, the year that the candid-

ate ‘won.’40 Because the ‘oldest’ of the ostraka based on ostracism dates were

lower in the fill (those for Hipparchos, ostracized in 487, and Megakles, ostra-

cized in 486), and the ‘latest’ above (Aristides, ostracized in 482), Vanderpool

reconstructed a slow formation of the upper part of the shaft from about 490

to 480 prior to the Persian destruction, then capped with destruction debris

afterwards.41 Importantly, Vanderpool further assumed that the other figured

and plain pottery in the fill followed a similar chronology with ‘oldest’ at the

bottom of the upper fill.42

In an equally problematic interpretation of ostraka, Francis andVickers con-

clude that the upper fill of the Rectangular Rock-cut Shaft could and should

35 Francis and Vickers 1988: 47–151, esp. 150.

36 It may have been a storage pit on analogy with the Hypogeion 2 at Methone, Morris et al.

2020: 702–705, figs. 54a and 55.

37 The Southeast Fountainhouse is now dated to the post-Persian Wars period, not to the

Peisistratids; see Paga 2015.

38 Vanderpool 1938 and 1946.

39 Vanderpool 1946: 266–267.

40 All from Ath. Pol. 22, see Agora xxv for each candidate.

41 Vanderpool 1948: 266–267;Megakles, no. 1 (P 2617), 2 (P2650), 3 (P 2651); Hipparchos; no. 4

(P 2652); Aristides, no. 14 (P 2797), 15 (P 2799).

42 Vanderpool 1948: 270, chart.
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date as late as the 470s on the basis of a Themistocles ostrakon as the latest

datable material.43 Themistocles was officially ostracized in 473; however, he

must have been a candidate for many years before this. In fact, the Agora and

Kerameikos excavations have foundmanyThemistocles ostraka discardedwith

those of Aristides, son of Lysimachos, whom the Athenians exiled ca. 482,

which strongly implicatesThemistocles as a candidate at least in the late 480s, a

decade before his actual ostracism.44 Francis andVickers propose that all of the

upper fill of the Rectangular Rock-cut Shaft was deposited after the ostracism

of Themistocles in 473 and that Vanderpool’s perceived chronological stratific-

ation of ostraka was ‘illusory.’45

Additional cautions for dating by ostraka occur on two fronts. First, a man

could have been a candidate for many years before his successful ostracism;

therefore, the ostrakon could date earlier than the historical date of his ostra-

cism.46 Second, Francis and Vickers note that some ostraka found in the upper

fill of the Rectangular Rock-cut Shaft are ‘out of chronological order.’47 An

ostrakon for Hipparchos (ostracized in 487) was found above ostraka forMega-

kles (ostracized in 486).48 The ostrakon itself can be quite old when inscribed,

so its value for pottery chronology is complicated.49

For the purposes of this chapter, however, let us pause to consider what the

ostraka tell us about the formation of the Rectangular Rock-cut Shaft deposit.

The material used to fill in this ‘hole in the ground’ is basically trash. Where

did this trash come from? Vanderpool plausibly suggested that the large num-

ber of black-figure objects produced by stylistically related potters’ workshops

and their largely complete condition indicate that a portion of the trash came

from a pottery sales shop.50 The ostraka, votive pottery, terracotta figurines,

loom weights, personal pottery, and even bone styli indicate that a portion of

the fill arrived as trash from somewhere else, probably nearby, and probably in

43 Francis and Vickers 1988: 151; Vanderpool 1948, no. 11 (P 2777).

44 Sickinger 2017: 444; Agora xxv, see discussion of groups of ostraka, 20–29.

45 Francis and Vickers 1998: 151, 147.

46 Francis and Vickers 1988: 144–145.

47 Francis and Vickers 1988: 147.

48 Vanderpool 1948, Hipparchos, no. 10 (P 2776) found above Megakles, no. 1 (P 2617), 2

(P2650), 3 (P 2651).

49 Also Shear 1993: 412–413.

50 Vanderpool 1948: 266, but he refers to the waste from a pottery production facility cit-

ing ‘broken, mis-fired, or otherwise unsaleable wares.’ More recent evidence suggests

that Athenian consumers did not mind misfired pieces, Lynch 2011a: 99, and 99 n. 167,

fig. 11; 2011b: 69–70, fig. 3. The Stoa GutterWell deposit discussed by Matter and Rotroff in

Chapter 9 of this volume also represents stock from a pottery sales shop.
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secondary or even tertiary deposition.51 Nevertheless, for pottery chronology,

the dates of the ostraka only provide a terminus post quem for the date of the

deposit, including pottery. That is, we can be 100% certain that the discarded

artifacts went into the well sometime after 482 on the basis of the Aristides

ostrakon,52 but the deposit date cannot tell us how old the individual pots or

sherds were when they went in.

Responding to the challenge of Francis and Vickers, Shear’s 1993 publica-

tion, then, provided the first holistic examinationandaccountingof thePersian

destruction clean-up deposits discovered by the Athenian Agora Excavations.

It is a masterful presentation of archaeological data, and its thoroughness,

especially in the list of artifacts by deposit, both inventoried and uninvent-

oried, provided a methodology for subsequent scholars.53 Shear’s transparent

presentation of artifact evidence also allows scholars to ask completely differ-

ent questions of the data, unrelated to chronology. There are issues of course.

Shear’s deposit inventories list suspiciously few ‘unknown’ fragments, and from

experience, it is not possible for a ceramic specialist to identify every scrap of

pottery in a deposit. He does not explain how he selected these 21 deposits for

inclusion in his study, because other deposits listed as closed in 480 in Agora

xii are not included (see Table 8.1). Nor does he consider the relationship of

his 21 deposits to those earlier or later, but those questions would have distrac-

ted from his objective of characterizing them as Persian destruction clean-up

deposits.

4 Persian Destruction Clean-up Deposits from the Athenian Agora

To illustrate that the deposits share both character and date, Shear identified

consistent patterns of shapes and style of fineware pottery found within the

contents of the 21 deposits. He concluded, ‘… the picture that emerges from

the 21 deposits is one of extraordinary similarity. … most of the deposits must

have been buried at the same time and all the rest were closed within a very

short period thereafter.’54 He continued, ‘In repeated instances, pottery is seen

to have progressed to the same point in the development of the shape by the

51 See Laughy and van den Eijnde Chapter 7 generally and especially pp. 196–205 for further

on the formation processes of fills in Agora deposits.

52 On the assumption that an individual would no longer be a candidate after having been

successfully ostracized.

53 See for example see the context pottery descriptions in Agora xxxi: 105–185.

54 Shear 1993: 393, see also tables 1–4.



persian destruction deposits from the agora excavations 241

time the deposits were closed; this can only have happened if their contents

were dumped into the wells and pits within a very short period of time.’55 If we

zoomout and view theAgoraPersiandestruction clean-updeposits together, as

Shear did, his assessment holds: the pottery from these deposits shares remark-

ably consistent features of shape and stylistic development. However, Shear

envisioned a coordinated effort to fill wells with debris within a short period

of time. At a finer resolution, the picture is more complicated, and the vari-

ation may lead to new thoughts on both the dating of pottery and formation

processes that reflect socio-cultural behavior.

4.1 Athenian Agora Deposits Closed Ca. 500

Some closed deposits around the Athenian Agora feature pottery that dates

closer to 500 or 490 than 480, but otherwise have the character of Persian

destruction deposits. Matter and Rotroff ’s chapter examines one such deposit

and questions whether our conventional pottery dating schemes are sufficient

to identify the crucial difference of ten to twenty years. Is this a real chrono-

logical difference or a scholarly mirage? In addition to the Stoa Gutter Well

a group of wells on the north slope of the Acropolis also present pottery of

‘earlier’ date in deposits that certainly look like the other Persian destruction

fills.

To make a case that his twenty-one deposits dated to the clean-up follow-

ing the 479 Persian destruction of Athens, Shear showed that the deposits

contained pottery dating after 490, the date of the first Persian invasion. He

compared black-figure lekythoi from the Persian destruction clean-up depos-

its with the black-figure lekythoi found in theMarathon tumulus, which should

date to 490, if it is the place where the Athenians cremated their war dead on

the site of the battlefield (Fig. 8.2).56 Presumably family members brought the

lekythoi as grave gifts for their departed, and they had to use what was on hand

or in stock because of the short timeline from death to burial.57 At the time

of the PersianWars, Athenians were using black-figure lekythoi in their homes

and as grave offerings, and likely as votive gifts.58 Indeed, through this com-

55 Shear 1993: 401.

56 Shear 1993: 406–411. There is, however, more debate over the stratigraphy and identific-

ation of the mound at Marathon than Shear allows: see more recently, Fromherz 2011:

388–391.

57 Despite the ostentation of the mound and mass cremations, which purposely evoke her-

oes (seeWhitley 1994), the grave goods were distinctively modest (see Brendle 2018: 125–

126).

58 Black-figure lekythoi were found in 20 of Shear’s 21 Persian destruction clean-up depos-
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parison, Shear demonstrates that some of the black-figure lekythoi within the

Persian destruction deposits match the characteristics of lekythoi from Mara-

thon, thus dating them to ca. 490. In addition, excavations at Eretria, which the

Persians sacked in 490, provide further evidence for the formal development

of black-figure lekythoi ca. 490 and before.59 A pit along the agora of Eretria

published by Tamara Saggini, contained over 1200 sherds, among them a min-

imum of 120 black-figure lekythoi, many of them Attic. Saggini also observes

the extensive similarities between the lekythoi found in Athens, Eretria, and

Marathon.

Shear, having established that some of the black-figure lekythoi in the Per-

sian destruction deposits dated to ca. 490, further demonstrated that the de-

posits also contained lekythoi withmore developed features; thus, he attempts

to characterize features of black-figure lekythoi dating to the decade between

490 to 480. In general, he sees a shift from stout to narrow profile, the upper

wall becoming slightly concave, with foot profile in two degrees.60 Through

this close consideration of the black-figure lekythoi, Shear documents that the

deposits contain ‘earlier’ pottery but also pottery dating after 490. In fact, black-

figure lekythoi continue to bemade after 480, on the conventional chronology,

but in far smaller quantities.61 Their forms go on to develop features that mark

them clearly as post-Persian. Other shapes Shear identifies as common in the

Persian destruction clean-up deposits, such as the psykter or stemmed dish

nearly disappear after 480.62

The Rectangular Rock-cut Shaft upper fill contained lekythoi like those

found at Eretria and Marathon but also some showing Shear’s later features.

We are back to our chronological conundrum: the potterymust date sometime

before 480, but how much before? One day or ten years? If the pottery in the

Rectangular Rock-cut Shaft and the Stoa GutterWell originated in pottery sales

shops, indicated by many replica scenes and tight workshop relations within

each deposit, then some of the pottery stock of these shops must have stood

on the shelves for over 10 years. Matter and Rotroff assesses this possibility for

the Stoa GutterWell.

its, many of which represent household contents; Brendle 2018 discusses use in Athenian

graves throughout the fifth century.

59 Saggini 2022; Saggini 2024.

60 Shear 1993: 410–411.

61 Brendle 2018.

62 These and other forms invented at the end of the sixth century are short lived, compared

to many long-lasting Athenian pottery shapes; see Lynch 2020.
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Althoughwe are considering pre-480 artifacts and contexts in this section, it

is worth mentioning a different chronological problem: one lekythos from the

Marathon tumulus dates significantly later than the Battle of Marathon on the

basis of style. The lekythos was excavated from the tumulus, burnt and defin-

itely in the offering trench, but clearly presents an even more post-480 profile,

probably dating to 460, or thirty years later than the others.63 Ursula Knigge

recognized this problem when she set out her typo-chronology for lekythoi

from the Kerameikos, with which Shear agrees. She speculates that, ‘If it was

actually found together with the other lekythoi [at Marathon], then the only

conclusion possible is that a considerable time elapsed between the burial of

the fallen and the raising of the great mound.’64 Such a delay between cremat-

ing the bodies of the Athenian dead and commemorating them with offerings

does not seem likely, and I cannot explain this singular anomaly. I introduce it

to demonstrate that pottery from even themost confidently dated contexts can

pose difficulties.

Shear looked for pottery dating to 490.What about pottery dating to ca. 500?

Can we distinguish it from the pottery dated to 490 or 480 conventionally?

Agora xii lists 18 deposits other than burials closed ca. 500. Only a few fewer

than the 21 Persian destruction deposits Shear considered. The pottery from

these deposits, however, does indicate a different chronological moment. As

Table 8.2 shows, of the well deposits listed in Agora xii as closed around 500,

red-figure pottery appears very rarely and black-figure lekythoi only slightly

more often. These deposits, therefore, mark the moment before black-figure

lekythoi became wildly popular in the first two decades of the century, while

the ‘regular’ Persian destruction deposits coincide with the popularity of the

form.65

table 8.2 Agora Excavation deposits with latest pottery date ca. 500–490bce (not including

burials)

Type of Deposit, Agora xii date rf bf

Lekythoi

H 12:18 House: a) from beneath floor ca. 500 0 0

I 17:2 Well, ca. 500 0 0

63 MarathonMuseumno. 1033 (mmk758); illustrated anddiscussed inBrendle 2018: 126, fig. 3.

64 Knigge 1976: 37.

65 Or perhaps black-figure lekythoi became more associated with Athenian graves after the

PersianWars. See Brendle 2018.
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table 8.2 Agora Excavation deposits with latest pottery date ca. 500–490bce (cont.)

Type of Deposit, Agora xii date rf bf

Lekythoi

N 12:3 Well, Supplemental: ca. 500 0 0

N 18:7 Well: 520–500 0 0

Q 7:1 Well: 525–500 0 1

Q 17:3 Well: pou ca. 500 0 0

R 21:3 Well: ca. 500 0 0

T 18:1 Well: pou 550–525; Upper: 500 and earlier 0 1

T 19:1 Well: pou and Upper: 550–500 0 1

T 24:3 Well: pou and Upper: ca. 500 and earlier 0 0

T 24:5 Well: 525–500 and earlier 0 0

T 25:2 Well: 500 and earlier 0 0

T–U 19–20 Eleusinion fills: ca. 490 0 0

U 23:2 Well: pou: 525–500; Upper to 500 or soon after 0 0

U 24:1 Well: pou & Upper to 500 0 0

U 25:2 Well: 6th century to 520–500 0 3

V 23:1 Well: pou 525–500 1 0

V 24:2 Well: 525–500 2 0

Other North Slope Deposits not in Agora Excavation System;a Dates from

Roebuck 1940 and Broneer 1938

Well A Well: 480 7 17b

Well B Well: ca. 500 0 2

Well C Well: very early 5th century 0 1

Well D Well: 480 0 0

Well E Well: 480 6 4

Well M Well: middle: 480; upper: mid 5th century 1 1

Well V Well: early 5th 3 1

Cutting Y–Z Aborted well? 1 1

a Records for Broneer’s North Slope excavations are housed at the Excavations of the Athenian

Agora, but most inventoried fragments do not have a shape assigned, so the numbers may be

an underestimate. The author was not able to examine the pottery, only records of unpub-

lished pieces with hand drawings, in addition to the publication.

b Roebuck 1940 publishes only two, relatively complete black-figure lekythoi (ap 1861, no. 202,

fig. 39; ap 1694, no. 200, fig. 42). Excavation records include an additional 17 black-figure frag-

ments described as lekythoi, but these would need to be confirmed by autopsy.
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A group of well deposits excavated on the north slope of the Athenian Acro-

polis contain evidence of a destruction event but with pottery dating to ca. 500

at the latest; however, these are not included in Agora xii because anAmerican

team excavated them in the 1930s on behalf of the Ephoria.66 These depos-

its feature the same kind of material evidence that Shear uses to characterize

the regular 480 Persian destruction deposits: layers of disintegratedmud brick,

some tiles, rubble, and the occasional piece of architectural stone, as well as

broken and burnt pottery.67 He considers this evidence for large-scale clean-up

of the destruction of buildingswrought by the Persians, so do these north slope

deposits come from the same destruction or a slightly earlier one? What does

the answer mean for our pottery chronology?

OscarBroneer andCarl Roebuckexcavatedon the east endof thenorth slope

of the Acropolis in 1937–1934 and 1937–1939, and Arthur Parsons excavated on

the west end in 1937–1940 (Fig. 8.1).68 Of the eight wells excavated by Broneer

and Roebuck, two contained pottery dating no later than 500 (Wells B, C), five

dating to 480 or ‘early 5th’ (Wells A, D, E, and V), and one remained open after

the clean-up (Well M), but all contained artifacts similar to Shear’s regular Per-

siandestructionwells (Table 8.2).69 Five of thewells containedbroken roof tiles

and/or worked stone (Wells A, B, D, E, M), broken wooden objects (Wells B, D)

and at least five (Wells A, D, E, M, and V) contained pottery and/or sculpture

fragments with joins to pieces found in the Acropolis fills, and probably relate

to Persian destruction or the clean-up on the Acropolis.70 A stratum of Well M

contained the famous kylix feet ostraka against Themistocles and other arti-

facts resembling Shear’s regular Persian destruction debris.71 However, above

this stratumwith ostraka,WellMcontained artifacts dating to the third-quarter

66 Explained in Glowacki 1991. The wells excavated by Parsons have been entered into the

Agora records systemwithdeposit designations (e.g., T 25:2).Those of Broneerwerenot, so

continue be referred to by his original designations (e.g.,Well M). Because Broneer’s wells

arenot recorded in the sameway, scholars rarely consider them, although theAgoraExcav-

ationsArchives preserve the notebooks, inventory cards, and some artifacts. Glowacki 1991

is the only study that unites the two areas. I thank Kevin Glowacki andTrevor vanDamme

for discussing the history of these deposits with me in Summer 2023.

67 Shear 1993: 401–402.

68 Broneer 1933, 1935, 1938a, 1938b, 1939; Pease 1935; Roebuck 1940; Parsons 1943; described

together in Glowacki 1991: 6–11.

69 Glowacki 1991: 21–38; Broneer 1933, 1935, 1938a; Roebuck 1940. Because the Broneer/Roe-

buck wells were not incorporated into the Agora record system, Mary Moore did not

include the figured pottery from these deposits in either Agora xxiii or Agora xxx.

70 Roebuck 1940: 142; Glowacki 1991: 21–25.

71 Broneer 1938a: 212–252; Glowacki 1991: 35–36. The profiles of the kylix feet suggest the

ostraka date to the late 480s, not the actual ostracism of Themistocles in 473.
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of the fifth century. Therefore,WellM remained open for discards long after the

PersianWars, and thus represents a different formation behavior.

Parsons also excavated eight wells on the north slope of the Acropolis. Along

with broken pottery, he noted the fills contained broken roof tiles, mudbrick,

building stones, and in one deposit (T 25:2), building blocks of poros and Acro-

polis limestone.72 An example of wholesale house destruction comes fromwell

T 24:3, which included both a well-preserved well-head and a chimney pot.73

However, the pottery in these deposits, again, based on traditional chronology,

dates to ca. 500 at the latest.74

That the north slope wells went out of use because of some destruction

seems clear, but how they relate to the Persian destruction of Athens is more

difficult to ascertain. Parsons, in his 1938 excavation report, already observed,

‘still more convincing [is] that the filling up must have been the result of some

catastrophe. …While the bulk of the pottery dates to the sixth century, it seems

altogether likely that thewells went out of use as a result of the Persian sack [in

480].’75 Roebuckmakes a similar, more confident, statement in his publication

of some of the wells.76 Kevin Glowacki, the only scholar to study all of the wells

together, suggests that those closed ca. 500 (vs. 480)may represent a reorganiz-

ation of activities on the north slope.77 Parsons, in the Hesperia publication of

his excavation, posits that the destruction of these wells by the Persians resul-

ted in the decision to formalize the Klepsydra fountain housemid-fifth century

as a replacement water source; however, he was under the impression that

some of the pottery dated to 470.78 John Camp, in his study of the water supply

of ancient Athens, speculates that Parsons’s north slope wells may have been

dug during Peisistratos’ use of the Acropolis in the first period of his tyranny

(561) or when Kleomenes besieged Hippias in the Pelargikon (510).79 Camp’s

historical analysis may explain why the wells were dug, but it does not help

understand why they were closed.

Many of the artifacts in this group of wells on the north slope of the Acro-

polis originate in sanctuaries either on top of the Acropolis or along its north

72 Parsons 1943: 207.

73 Well-head (A 957), Lang 1949: 126, no. 10, pl. 7, fig. 3. Chimney pot (A 958), whichmay bet-

ter be understood as a ventilator, see Tsarkigis 2007: 229, fig. 24.3c; Tsakirgis 2001: 173–175,

fig. 7.

74 Table 8.2, and see the deposit list in Agora xii, 399 where Sparkes and Talcott assign a

latest date of 500 or 490 for these wells.

75 Parsons 1938: 2; Parsons 1939.

76 Roebuck 1940: 142.

77 Glowacki 1991: 38.

78 Parsons 1943: 207.

79 Camp 1984: 40–41.
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slope.80 Nevertheless, the good preservation of domestic objects including the

chimney pot fromwell T 24:3 andhousehold cooking and foodpreparation pot-

tery indicate that some fill originated in a residential areas or perhaps places to

preparemeals for rituals or staff.81 Regardless, the fill of these depositsmatches

the character of Shear’s regular Persian destruction deposits, (with the addition

of votive sculpture and other objects). The lesson may be that not all Persian

destruction clean-up deposits contain pottery dating up to the night before the

Persians knockedon the door.These depositsmayhave been formedduring the

clean-up after 479, but some contained fill with pottery dating no later than

500. This complicates the use of ‘closed ca. 480’ for the establishment of pot-

tery chronologies.

4.2 Athenian Agora Deposits Closed Sometime after 480

Shear recognized that eight of his 21 deposits contained a few pieces of pot-

tery of more advanced shape or style than the thirteen others he studied

(Table 8.3).82 He cites several markers of a production date slightly later than

480 (Figure 8.3):

1. The most developed cup of Type C with concave lip and an upward slop-

ing foot as a kind of transition to the vicups of the 470s and 460s. For

example, from B 18:6, P 19388.83

2. Vicups: single fragments in D 15:1, G 6:3; more in B 18:6 and H 13:5.84

3. A new form of stemless cup: one in G 3:1; 21 fragments in H 13:5; one in

Q 21:3.85

4. One-handlers entirely black, not banded.86

5. Globular lekythoi: examples in G 3:1 and H 13:5 are more advanced than

those in E 14:5 and Q 12:3. The post-480 version has a more flaring mouth,

rounded rim, and handle attached below drip ring.87

6. Lekanai: with a broader rim and less tightly rolled. Examples in B 18:6,

G 3:1, H 13:5, L 5:2.88

80 Pease 1935, esp. 214; Broneer 1939; Roebuck 1940.

81 Broneer 1938a: 219–221.

82 Shear 1993: 413–415, deposits B 18:6, G 3:1, G 11:3, G 11:8, H 13:5, L 5:2, M 17:4, Q 21:3.

83 Agora xii, no. 413, fig. 4, pl. 19.

84 For the shape, see Agora xii: 93.

85 For the shape, see Agora xii: 100–101. The fragments compare to Agora xii, no. 456

(P 15015).

86 For the chronological significance of the all-black version of the shape, see Agora xii: 126–

127.

87 For the development of the shape, see Agora xii: 151–152.

88 For the development of the shape, see Agora xii: 213–214.
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figure 8.3 Pottery with post-480 features. a) type C cup, P 19388 from deposit B 18:6; b) stemless cup,

P 15015, from F 19:4; c) all-black one-handler, P 15224 from deposit F 19:4; d) globular lekythos,

P 10820 from deposit G 12:22; e) household lekane rim fragment, P 5165 from deposit H 6:5

ephorate of antiquities of athens city, ancient agora, ascsa: agora excava-

tions © hellenic ministry of culture and sports/hellenic organization of

cultural resources development (h.o.c.re.d.)

table 8.3 Agora Excavation deposits closed ca. 470/475/460bce

Type of Deposit, Agora xii date Shear 1993

reference

rf

B 18:6 Well, Upper: 500–480 pp. 430–432 0

C 9:6 Pit: ca. 460 21

D 7:2 Under cobblestones: 500–470 25

E 7:2 Pit: 500–470 1

E–F 12–14 Construction Fill; first half 5th to ca. 460–450 0

F 19:4 Well: 490–450 0

G 3:1 Pit: 500–470 pp. 444–445 3

G 11:3 Well, Upper: 480–470 or soon after pp. 449–451 2

G 11:6 Pits: 500–470 0

G 11:8 Well pp. 451–453 0

G 12:22 Pit: 470–460 0

G 13:1 Pocket: 500–475 and later 0

H 6:5 Well: 470–460 0

H 12:18 House: b) 490–450 between floors 0

H 13:5 Trench: n/a pp. 455–459 7

L 5:2 Pit: n/a pp. 459–461 0

M 17:4 Well: n/a pp. 461–464 8

M 18:7 Pit: 480–440 0
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table 8.3 Agora Excavation deposits closed ca. 470/475/460bce (cont.)

Type of Deposit, Agora xii date Shear 1993

reference

rf

N 18:6 Pocket: 500–450 0

P 14:3 Cobbled floor: 470–460 0

Q 21:3 Well: n/a p. 468 0

As for red-figure pottery, it is useful to note that it is never common in Agora

deposits closed ca. 500, 480, or mid-fifth century; therefore, it does not help

establish latest date as reliably as wewould hope.89 Broneer, Roebuck, and Par-

sons’s publications of the ca. 500 north slope deposits altogether contained a

minimum number of 15 red-figure vessels. Further study of one of Parsons’s

deposits, v 24:2, revealed two more tiny fragments of red-figure: one inventor-

ied,90 and an even smaller uninventoried cup fragment in the context pottery.

In Shear’s publication of Persian destruction deposits, with the addition of

J 2:4, there are 120 pieces of red-figure pottery in 22 deposits.91 Shear’s eight,

delayed clean-up deposits contained only 20 pieces of red-figure pottery. Thus,

although chronologically sensitive because of its stylistic development, red-

figure pottery does not occur in abundance in the deposits under consideration

here to be themost visible evidence of a ‘later’ depositional date. The red-figure

pottery does, however, allow us to see the chronological range of some depos-

its. For example, well M 17:4 contained a black-figure stand with Artemis and

Apollo that dates ca. 500–490, but also a red-figured cup fragment, whichMary

Moore attributes to the Painter of Bologna 417 and dates to 450–440.92

The small number of Shear’s ‘delayed’ deposits and the short delay time—

a decade or so—does not seem like the end of the story. Could the Athenian

homeowners have cleaned up so quickly after the sack so that the closing of 13

of the 21 deposits allowed no intrusive material? Possibly, but not every house-

holdwould have been able towork so quickly. Thucydides says that the Atheni-

89 See also Matter and Rotroff, Chapter 9 in this volume, pp. 257–261 which discusses how

red-figure pottery from the Stoa GutterWell is not the latest datable pottery.

90 P 35519, inventoried in 2007 by Susan Rotroff.

91 Data from Shear 1993, table 4 and Lynch 2011a, table 4.

92 Black-figure stand: P 9275, Agora xxiii: 174, no. 575, pl. 55; red-figure cup: P 9271, Agora

xxx: 325, no. 1443, pl. 136. To confuse things, Agora xii and Agora xxx deposit summaries

date M 17:4 to ‘ca. 520–475 and shortly after.’
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ans focused on rebuilding the city walls immediately—the public good coming

before the private: ‘… [upon returning from their refugee sites] they prepared

to rebuild the city and the walls, for only short stretches of the circuit wall had

been left standing, and most of the houses were in ruins.’ (Thuc. 1.89.3). Filling

15 or 20m deep wells is a major operation, and when available, stratigraphy

makes it clear that Athenians closed their wells as part of household rebuild-

ingwithmajor revisions to house plans.93Wemust consider the possibility that

Athenians filled in wells ‘later,’ but with fill that did not include any post-480

artifacts. Just as the north slope depositsmay have been filled in ca. 480, but did

not include any post-500 artifacts. The picture may not be as clear as assumed

by Shear.

If we think about the devastations to cities caused by wars and natural dis-

asters, it can take decades to rebuild, not a few more years. Even with strong

modern government intervention and funding, clean-up and rebuilding take

time. Dubrovnik, besieged and bombed in 1991 by the Yugoslav National Army,

returned to its former appearance in about ten years through determinedCroa-

tian and international support, although pockets of destruction remain.94

In fact, a category of ‘more delayed’ Persian destruction deposits does exist

around the Athenian Agora. For example, pits on the Kolonos Agoraios, C 9:6,

D 7:2, andE 7:2were probably created as part of a leveling project as theAtheni-

ans started construction on the Hephaisteion.95 These deposits contained a

mix of trash: some of it pre-480, and some distinctly post-480.96 The ‘more

delayed’ deposits seem more likely to fill depressions or serve as building fill,

such as the stratum J 1:18 discussed above, rather than well fills. Renovations of

the house with well J 2:4 also included a ‘delayed’ floor fill.97

93 Shear 1993: 405–407; Lynch 2011a: 38–39.

94 Oberreit 1996.

95 Agora deposit C 9:6: Dinsmoor 1941: 128–150 (prepared by Lucy Talcott); deposit D 7:2:

Shear 1937: 343–345, Dinsmoor 1941: 126. Deposit E 7:2 is probably the same filling opera-

tion as D 7:2, Agora xii: 388.

96 Pre-480: red-figure psykter fragment attributed to theManner of the Kleophrades Painter,

P 7240, Agora xxx: 225–227, no. 589, fig. 33, pls. 62–63, arv2 129, 5. Post-480: Ostraka for

Dieitrephes: P 6818, Agora xxv: 43, no. 98, fig. 5; Dinsmoor 1941: 143, fig. 71:36; black-figure

lekythoi of post-480 profile: P 8536, from D 7:2, Agora xxiii: 246, no. 1188, pl. 87, Manner

of the Haimon Painter (ca. 490–470bce), abv 542, 97.

97 Lynch 2011a: 34.
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5 Conclusions

This chapter, in conjunction with the chapters in this volume by Matter and

Rotroff, and Laughy and van den Eijnde, examined deposits from the Athenian

Agora Excavations associated with the city’s clean-up following the 479 Per-

sian sack of the city. A distinct horizon of late Archaic deposits, many of them

decommissioned wells, containing architectural debris and broken pottery

exists. Indeed, the fill in the deposits characterizes a large-scale catastrophe,

and like a bell curve, most of the deposits contain pottery that dates no later

than 480, the ‘on-time’ deposits. At either end of the curve, however, depos-

its contain debris with pottery dating either earlier than 480 or later than 480.

A group of deposits along the north slope of the Athenian Acropolis share the

architectural debris present in Persian destruction deposits, while their pottery

more likely dates to 500 than 480. At the other end of the curve, we find the

delayed deposits with more developed forms of pottery or new shapes along

with pottery made before the invasion. Essentially, these three types of depos-

its make our assessment of dates of individual pieces of pottery more difficult.

We started with the question, ‘How useful is the date “480” for the chrono-

logy of pottery in the Athenian Persian destruction clean-up deposits?’ Again,

Shear said it best, ‘The general conclusion that the upper fill of the Rectan-

gular Rock-cut Shaft (G 6:3) and the 20 contemporary groups of pottery were

all deposited as a result of the Persian destruction of Athens agrees well with

the archaeological evidence so far reviewed.’98 Instead, the Athenian Persian

destruction clean-up deposits, which represent a remarkable alignment of his-

torical event and material culture with notable chronological features, that is,

the best of the best from a pottery perspective, still leave uswith pottery-dating

doubts. Perhaps the safest approach is to remember that some households

did not have up-to-date pottery (such as the north slope group); other house-

holds stayed à lamode, so their clean-updeposits containup-to-date styles; and

finally, human nature being what it is, Persian destruction debris still found its

way into deposits 30 years after the attack. To conclude, yes, 480 is still a use-

ful date for the typo-chronology of Athenian pottery as long as we keep all of

these variables in mind. Beyond chronology, the true value of pottery is in the

stories it tells us about ancient people who used it. These deposits tell a story

of a resilient city, undeterred by their war-ravaged homes, and determined to

rebuild better—and surely in need of new crockery.

98 Shear 1993: 411.
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chapter 9

Another Look at the Stoa GutterWell

Stephen F. Matter and Susan I. Rotroff

1 Introduction

Itwould behard to overstate the impact of the Persiandestructionof Athens on

our understanding of the physical world of the early fifth century, providing as

it does a firm chronological anchor for the stylistic sequences of almost every

class of Athenian material culture. There is the drawback, however, that the

destruction can act like a magnet, attracting every damaged building or cache

of debris into its orbit; almost any assemblage of objects stylistically datable to

the early fifth century is likely, at least on first inspection, to be labeled ‘Persian

destruction debris.’ It has taken many years and the work of many scholars to

begin to make adjustments and corrections, as, for example, in Andrew Stew-

art’s exposition of the complex deposition history of the supposed Perserschutt

on the Acropolis and its implications for the dating of early Classical sculp-

ture.1 The present chapter focuses on a less monumental body of material, the

Persian destruction deposits in the Athenian Agora. A review of this mater-

ial in 1993 by T. Leslie Shear, subsequently pursued further by Kathleen Lynch,

made an important distinction between deposits discarded very shortly after

the event and those that contain a considerable amount of later material and

somust have lain on the surface for some time before being dumped into awell

or pit.2 They did not, however, address the question of deposits that were dis-

carded shortly before the Persian destruction and can therefore be mistakenly

read as Persian debris. This topic has now been taken up by Lynch elsewhere in

this volume; the present chapter focuses on a single possible example of such

a deposit.

1 Stewart 2008.

2 Shear 1993: 414–415, 417; Lynch 2011b: 22; see Chapter 7 in this volume.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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2 The Stoa GutterWell

The Stoa Gutter Well, located on the east side of the Agora, contained a large

Late Archaic deposit with an ambiguous terminal date. In what follows, we not

only examine the chronology of the well’s contents, but also offer an example

of the kind of scrutiny that must often be applied to apparent Persian destruc-

tion deposits in order to clarify their association with the dated event. The

well owes its discovery to the reconstruction of the Stoa of Attalos to serve

as the museum and offices of the Agora Excavations. This ambitious plan was

laid shortly after the Second World War, and, from 1948 onwards, excavation

increasingly focused on preparing the site for reconstruction and ensuring that

the existing structure would be able to support a modern building. The slight

sinking of a gutter block in front of the Stoa’s stylobate would probably have

passed unnoticed in other circumstances, but the block needed to be lifted

and reset for structural reasons, and doing so revealed the Archaic well that lay

beneath it. Homer Thompson, director of the Agora Excavations at that time,

oversaw its excavation fromMay 24 to June 9, 1954, recovering one of the largest

Late Archaic deposits of the Agora (Fig. 9.1; for the location, see Lynch, this

volume, Fig. 8.1, deposit Q 12:3). It was by all accounts a straightforward under-

taking: removal of a single fill of mud and stones in a well 9.70m deep and

1.2m in diameter, producing sixty-four boxes of pottery. Ultimately, over 500

objects—almost exclusively pottery—were reconstructed and entered into the

Agora inventory. Hundreds more lie in fragments in the storerooms of the Stoa

of Attalos.

Thompson’s brief preliminary report of the well’s excavation included an

analysis of the pottery, on which he was advised by ceramic specialists Lucy

Talcott and Barbara Philippaki (Fig. 9.2).3 On their authority, he reported that

the well’s contents dated between 520–510 and 490–480, but, despite the flex-

ibility built into that formula, he added: ‘it is hard to escape the conclusion

that the disaster which led to its destruction was the Persian sack of 480b.c.’

The large amount of pottery, with the same shapes and hands repeated, further

suggested that it represented the stock of a pottery sales room.4 The question

of why this stock was ten years old at the time of destruction was not raised.

Considerable afterthought must have followed this initial assessment, at

least on the part of the pottery specialists. The well received only brief com-

ment in Agora xii, Brian Sparkes’ and Lucy Talcott’s authoritative publication

3 Thompson 1955: 62–66.

4 Thompson 1955: 62.
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figure 9.1

Excavation of the Stoa Gutter well in

May, 1954

photograph by homer thomp-

son, agora archives

of the black-gloss and plain pottery from the Agora excavations (sometimes

referred to as ‘the Bible’), published fifteen years later, but those comments

are striking. The authors agreed that ‘the deposit most probably represents the

stock of a potter’s shop … damaged in the Persian sack and discarded by the

owner immediately thereafter,’ but with the surprising addendum that ‘None

of the figured pieces is later than 490b.c.’5 Consequently, the date applied to

the deposit throughout the book is ‘520-490’—not 480, in clear contradiction

of the supposed historical occasion for its destruction.

None of the figured pieces alluded to appear in that book, which is devoted

exclusively to black-gloss and plain ceramics, but the dates applied to some

of those vessels raise interesting questions. For household and cooking wares

from the well, which Sparkes and Talcott did not attempt to date stylistically,

a date of ‘context of 520–490’ is always quoted. Eight pieces of black gloss,

however, are dated outside the 520–490 range. A cup skyphos stands in the dec-

ade 490–480;6 since it could date any time in that range, it technically respects

the 490 closing date. But seven vessels have been dated later, to ‘ca. 480’.7

5 Sparkes and Talcott 1970: 397, under Q 12:3.

6 Sparkes and Talcott 1970: 276, no. 575, pl. 25.

7 An olpe, a Type C cup, and a cup-skyphos are fully published (Sparkes and Talcott 1970: 255,
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figure 9.2 Barbara Philippaki examining pottery from the Stoa Gut-

terWell in July, 1954

photo agora archives

Normally, the latest piece provides the terminal date of a deposit; if several

pieces—even black-gloss pieces—date ‘ca. 480,’ why didn’t Sparkes andTalcott

apply a terminal date of 480 to the deposit as a whole?

The answer may lie in the interpersonal dynamics of the individuals in-

volved. Thompson was a scholar with a particular talent for seeing the big

picture. Even as he excavated, he was fitting details into a large vision, so it

would have been second nature to him to slot this deposit into the saga of

the Persian destruction. One could imagine Philippaki and Sparkes andTalcott

replyingwith a ‘but…’, and thenThompson pulling directorial rank and sweep-

ing their objections away. But Sparkes and Talcott quietly maintained their

position; whatever the big picture might be, they were confident that the most

securely datable pottery was earlier than 490. Given the pressure to fit the facts

into the historical narrative, there is little question that they gave very serious

consideration to the application of that terminal date.

Mary Moore and Mary Zelia Philippides, in their 1986 corpus of the black-

figure pottery from the Agora excavations, also quote a date of 520–490 for the

fill of the Stoa Gutter Well, although they too strain at the lower limit, placing

264, 276, nos. 271, 410, 578, fig. 6, pls. 13, 19, 25). The other four—two cup-skyphoi and two

banded one-handlers—are cited as comparanda to vessels dated ca. 480 (Sparkes andTalcott

1970: 276, 289, under nos. 576, 577, 737: Agora inventory P 24585, P 24586, P 24619, P 24620).
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six cup-skyphoi in the decade 490–480.8 A decade later, Moore’s 1997 volume

on the red figure maintains the 520–490 date,9 and she places all of the well’s

small collection of red figure well before that date.

A fuller publication of the contents of the Stoa Gutter Well had appeared

by then, however, in a 1986 Hesperia article by Sally Roberts. She was the first

scholar to reexamine all the contents, including themassive collection of unin-

ventoried pieces, and she lowered its terminal date to 480, in agreement with

its supposed historical situation. Both Shear and Lynch adopted this dating,10

which has been quoted in subsequent literature.11 It seems as though the prob-

lem has been solved.

Two points, however, suggest taking another look at this solution. The first is

the status and expertise of Philippaki, Sparkes, andTalcott as ceramic scholars.

They knew the pottery and the collection extraordinarily well. Talcott, long-

time Secretary of the excavations, had spent decades working at the Agora,

had the opportunity to revisit and reexamine the pottery and the comparative

material time and time again, and took chronology as one of the main foci of

her research. Philippaki had a remarkable familiarity with the deposits, having

examined the uninventoried sherds frommany of them in search of additional

significant figured pieces for inventory. Sparkes’ residency in Athens was not as

long, but his knowledge of the extended corpus of Archaic andClassical pottery

from excavations and in museums is encyclopedic. As a result, their opinions

need to be given serious consideration.

A close reading of Roberts’ article on the well reveals some puzzling incon-

sistencies and constitutes a second reason to pause before accepting a 480

terminal date and moving on. In this publication, Roberts took the innovative

step of placing shape, rather than painting style, in the foreground. Her adop-

tion of a later terminal date rested primarily on the shape of the undersides

of some of the red-figure cups: she wrote, ‘a lower limit of ca. 480 is indicated

by the pointed conical line of the foot of certain cups, Type B.’ Further support

came from the feet of twoAcrocups, previously unnoticed among theuninvent-

oried pottery.12 Even from the feet alone, their form is diagnostic, with their flat

resting surfaces and the small lip at the top of the outer face, the latter a detail

8 Date: Moore and Philippides 1986, p. 335. Pottery: ibid.: 283, 284, 288, nos. 1515, 1525, 1527,

1564–1566, pl. 104. Note, though, this amounts to only six vessels out of the over 200 black-

figure pieces in the well.

9 Moore 1997: 366.

10 Shear 1993: 464–468; Lynch 2011b: 22.

11 E.g., Townsend 1995: 231; Sapirstein 2013: appendix, 5.

12 Roberts 1986: 4.
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that Sparkes and Talcott explicitly date to the second quarter of the 5th cen-

tury.13 Acrocups occur very occasionally in Persian destruction debris at the

Agora,14 and their presence argues for a post 480 discard date for the Stoa Gut-

terWell deposit.

Robertsmade significant progress in reconciling the contradictions that had

bedeviled the deposit, but in doing so she raised new questions that remain

unaddressed. Beyond her discussion of the red figure cups, Roberts’ article is

largely limited to a catalogue, often little more than a list summarizing pub-

lished information. It includes nearly 90%of the inventoried vessels, butmany

are listed only by number, and almost none are given a date, so it is not pos-

sible to reconstruct her overall concept of Late Archaic ceramic chronology.

The dates she does give usually follow the standard chronology, but there are

occasional deviations. She placed two black-figure cup-skyphoi in 500, rather

than accepting Moore and Philippides’ date of 490–480,15 and while Sparkes

and Talcott dated the black-gloss Type C cups in the two decades before 480,

Roberts moved them back significantly, to 520–510,16 probably on the basis of

the wide cone of the underside.

More surprising adjustments appear among the red figure, another import-

ant piece in the StoaGutterWell puzzle, but one that is outside the scope of the

present article. It has been repeatedly remarked that, not only is the red figure

in the Stoa Gutter Well significantly earlier than the Persian sack, it is also sig-

nificantly earlier than the accompanying black-figure.17 This disparity between

black and red figure has been noticed throughout the Agora’s Persian deposits,

and it has been cited as an argument for adjusting the red-figure chronology.

Roberts’ downdating of the Type B cups on the basis of their shapes erased the

discrepancy, but it did not take account of the figured decoration of those same

cups. This involved moving works by Epiktetos as well as those of the Epileios

Painter, the Painter of Bologna 433, and the Gorgos cup down to 480 from their

usual position in the late 6th century. Shear accepted these dates as confirma-

tion of a 480 destruction date, marking the pieces as the latest in the deposit,

but there has been little discussion of this topic by scholars of figured pottery.18

13 Sparkes and Talcott 1970: 94.

14 Shear notes one Acrocup of this flat-bottomed form in each of two unquestioned Persian

deposits, G 3:1, and M 17:4 (Shear 1993: 444, 462), which suggests that the form may have

existed before 479, but was rare.

15 Moore and Philippides 1986: 284, nos. 1525, 1527; Roberts 1986: 26, nos. 46, 47, fig. 16.

16 Sparkes and Talcott 1970: 263–264, nos. 407, 408, 420, fig. 4, pls. 19, 20; Roberts 1986: 10, 13,

nos. 3, 5, 11, figs. 2, 7, pl. 3.

17 Neer 2002: 202–205; Rotroff 2009; 2020. Lynch (2011a: 71) offers a solution particular to the

Stoa GutterWell.

18 A recent summary of scholarship on Epiktetos, for instance, ends his career around 490
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At this point it should be clear that straightforward analysis and arguments

about the physical features of the pottery in the Stoa Gutter Well do not lead

to a resolution of this problem. To make progress, we need to try a different

approach.

3 AModel: Boudicca and the First Colchester Potters’ Shop

In 60 or 61ce, the Celtic queen Boudicca, in revolt against the occupying

Roman forces, besieged and sacked several settlements in southern England.

Roman forces soon defeated the queen and reestablished Rome’s sovereignty,

but the episode left behind a distinctive layer of debris known as the Boud-

iccan Destruction Horizon, which has been identified and excavated at many

sites over the past century. Like the Athenian Persian destruction debris, it has

played an important role in the construction of chronologies, particularly that

of the fine redware knownas Samian (usually termed terra sigillatabyMediter-

ranean archaeologists), serving as a fixed point for determining the introduc-

tion of forms and the activity of potters. British archaeologist Martin Millett

undertook an exhaustive examination of the whole of the Boudiccan material

in the 1980s.19 His overarching concern was the degree of variability present in

deposits associated with one and the same historical event, and he chose the

Boudiccan horizon as a body of material on which he could test the hypothesis

that the deposits in question had been correctly identified as Boudiccan debris.

Hewaswell aware of the implications of this study for ceramic chronology, and

introduced his article with these words:

Historically dated pottery assemblages have been widely used in the

establishment of ceramic chronologies … The methods employed in the

construction of these chronologies have hitherto been comparatively

unsophisticated and the results have rarely been subjected to critical scru-

tiny. Further, in most of the development and use of these chronologies

it has been the presence of specific types (for instance stamps or decor-

ated sherds) that has been considered significant rather than the overall

composition of the assemblages.20

(Sapirstein 2013, appendix, 18–19), but Dimitris Paleothodoros, in his 2004 study of the

career of that painter, found no difficulty in accepting Roberts’ lowered dates (Paleotho-

doros 2004: 13, 44, 135–136).

19 Millett 1987.

20 Millett 1987: 93.
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Despite the passage of some decades, these words are eerily appropriate to

the chronological difficulties surrounding the Persian destruction. Like Mil-

lett, we aspire in the statistical analysis below to move away from the par-

ticulars of shape and design towards a consideration of the assemblages as a

whole.

Millettwas the first to apply a statistical approach to the question of variabil-

ity amongcontemporary assemblages.He focusedon the Samianwarebecause,

while some proportion of the coarser ceramics had been discarded, he could

assume that all of the distinctive and attractive Samian had been kept. He used

techniques suchasprincipal components analysis to study the variation among

three features—forms, makers’ stamps, and decoration—of Samian potsherds

in ninety-two supposedly Boudiccan deposits in Colchester, London, and Ver-

ulamium.

One of the largest among the Boudiccan deposits is an assemblage known

as the First Colchester Potters’ Shop, excavated in that city in 1927. It was iden-

tified from the beginning as the debris from a potter’s establishment, based on

the abundance and homogeneity of the pottery.21 Excavation of a thick layer of

burnt clay and wattle two years later in the lot next door provided evidence of

a catastrophic destruction, most likely in the context of the Boudiccan revolt.

As a particularly rich collection of Samian ware, the deposit was an important

piece of the evidence for that ware’s chronology. Thus, the First Colchester Pot-

ters’ Shop parallels the Stoa GutterWell deposit on three counts: as debris from

a potter’s shop, as a supposed victim of a widespread, dated historical destruc-

tion, and as a key support for the dating of fine pottery.

As far as we are aware, no doubts had previously been raised about the

Boudiccan date of the assemblage. Millett found, however, that in all three of

the features examined—form, stamps, and decoration—the Colchester Pot-

ters’ Shop tended towards a slightly earlier date than other deposits, including

those also identified as potter’s debris. He therefore advised caution in using

the Colchester Potters’ Shop collection in the construction of Samian chrono-

logy.22

21 Hull 1958: 153, site 127.

22 Millett 1987: 106.
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4 A Statistical Analysis of the Agora Persian Deposits: Introduction

This example suggested that a similar statistical analysis of Persian debris

might be able to detect subtle variations among deposits that could clarify the

chronological position of the Stoa Gutter Well deposit. The differing natures

of Classical Greek and Early Roman pottery, and the ways it has been studied

and classified, make it impossible to applyMiller’s methodology directly to the

Persian debris. Sigillata/Samian ware was mass produced in a factory setting,

with controls that resulted in a rigid definition of shapes. The typology in use

for sigillata today describes a series of discrete shapes that do not gradually

morph from one to another; rather, after a limited span, a shape is replaced

by another shape.23 Shape has taken second place to decoration, however, in

the analysis of Attic figured pottery. A shape may develop fluidly through dat-

able stages, while remaining the same in its basic details, and shapes are often

linkedwith hands or production groups, the two developing in tandem. Roman

potters’ stamps provide unequivocal evidence of authorship, in contrast to the

more subjective attribution of Greek pottery on stylistic grounds. The Persian

debris (twenty-two deposits) also provides a much smaller body of material

than the ninety-two deposits of Boudiccan debris.

A different type of statistical study, however, can throw some light on the

question. We began with the black-figure, the most closely datable mater-

ial found in relatively large numbers in the Persian debris and, like Millett’s

Samian, an admired fine ware that was rarely if ever discarded. Out of the

twenty-two deposits studied by Shear and Lynch, we selected fifteen that con-

tain sufficient amounts of black-figure, giving a total of 655 vessels. This assem-

blage includes almost all of the vessels that have been entered into the excav-

ation inventory, though not uninventoried fragments; these, however, consti-

tute a small group and are generally neither attributable nor closely datable.

We used the dates given in the main Agora corpora.24 Although there is some

disagreement about chronology among scholars in general, this ensured that

all fragments were independently dated according to the same chronological

framework. The one unavoidable exception is vessels from deposit J 2:4, which

was excavated after the publication of those works; for those we used the dates

from its publication by Lynch in 2011.25

23 Whether this is the way sigillata actually developed is impossible to say, but these are the

facts as Hans Dragendorff and other early analysts have established them for us.

24 Moore and Philippides 1986; Moore 1997.

25 Lynch 2011b.



another look at the stoa gutter well 265

We then expanded our project to include the black-gloss pottery, which is

much more abundant, although not as closely datable. It has the disadvant-

age that its dates are more heavily dependent upon context than those of the

figured pieces; many owe a terminal date of 480 simply to the fact that they

were found in supposed Persian deposits, and this injected a greater degree

of circularity into our study. There is also less assurance that all excavated

examples had been retained. The larger numbers, however, made the experi-

ment appealing; we were now able to include twenty-one of the twenty-two

Shear/Lynchdeposits,with a total of over 1,243 dated items.Again, this does not

represent every black-gloss vessel from the deposits, but rather the inventoried

vessels, augmented by counts of uninventoried fragments that were recorded

by Lynch and, in some cases, by Shear.26 The sample is skewed, but it is the only

one available without an examination of the context pottery that goes beyond

the limits of this exploratory study.

5 Methods and Results

Theapplicationof statistical analysis to ceramics is nowcommonplace, but few

ceramic specialists are familiar with the sequence of calculations involved.We

offer below an introduction to the methods employed in this study, followed

by a discussion of the results of their application. Our aim was to determine

whether the analysis could adjudicate between the two claims described at

the beginning of this chapter: that the filling of the Stoa Gutter Well is Persian

destruction debris discarded shortly after 480 (based on historical probability);

or that thewholedeposit dates slightly earlier thanother victimsof thePersians

and thus should be excluded from that group (based on stylistic dating of the

black-figure pottery).

To determine if the dates of the deposits differed, we conducted separate

analysis of variance (anova) tests for the End date (E date) and Mean date

(M date = (E date + Beginning date)/2) for black-figure and black-gloss pot-

tery.27

26 Shear reexamined the context pottery and recorded counts and dates for black-gloss pot-

tery for nine of his twenty-one deposits.

27 The E date and B date are the chronological limits of the date of a vessel, which is estim-

ated on stylistic grounds, that is, on details of shape, proportions, and, for figured ware,

the style of the painting. The B date for a deposit is the B date for the earliest vessel in the

deposit, and the E date is the E date for the latest vessel in the deposit. The mean date

attempts to incorporate some of the uncertainty in the dating.
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Because many archaeologists and historians do not have a background in

statistical analyses, herewebeginwith anexampleusing theEnddate for black-

figure pottery within the deposits. The philosophy behind this type of analysis

is that we can never prove anything because we will never have all the data

or observations. We can, however, disprove things. For this reason, statistical

hypotheses need to be falsifiable statements. The classic example is ‘all swans

are white’. The observation of any non-white swanwould falsify this statement.

Formost statistical analyses we beginwithwhat is termed the ‘null hypothesis’.

This hypothesis is usually exactly opposite of whatwe ‘hypothesize’. In our case,

the null hypothesis is that End dates of black-figure pottery do not differ among

the deposits.28 In actuality, we hypothesize that the Stoa Gutter Well deposit

may be earlier than the other deposits, but statistically, we are trying to dis-

prove the null hypothesis to reveal differences.

The procedure begins with the omnibus anova to determine if any deposits

differ in their end dates for black figure. Another way of thinking about this is

if knowing which deposit a piece of pottery was found in provides any more

information than the mean End date of the pottery across all deposits. As an

example, if you were asked to guess the end date of a random piece of pottery

from the total assemblage, your best guess would be the mean end date of all

pottery, if there were no differences among deposits. However, if there were

significant differences among deposits, your best guess would be the mean

end date for the deposit in which that piece of pottery was found. The mean

(or average) is calculated as the sum of all end dates divided by the number

of samples. The mean End date across all samples is called the ‘grand mean’

and represents the statistical ‘null hypothesis’ or ‘null model’. The null model

assumes that all pottery comes from the same underlying distribution of end

dates with amean equal to the grandmean and variance equal to the observed

variance.Variance is ameasure of the spread of data.Variance is derived by first

calculating the ‘sum of squares’ or the sum of the squared differences between

each observation of a particular datum and the mean of the observations.29

For the E date for black figure, the sum of squares is calculated as the sum of

the squared difference between the grand mean of E dates (–491.67)30 and the

E date of each piece of all the pottery being examined, which turns out to be

77,344. In anova this value is called the total sums of squares. The sums of

28 This parallelsMillett’s ‘working hypothesis’ for his analysis of the Boudiccanmaterial: that

all of the groups had been correctly identified as Boudiccan (Millett 1987: 94).

29 If the difference were not squared, the sumwould always be zero. In some alternative for-

mulations the absolute values of the difference have been used.

30 For purposes of arithmetical calculation, we use negative numbers to represent dates bce.
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figure 9.3 A number line illustrating three distributions. The

top shows a case where means of group 1, 2, and 3

would not be different while the bottom shows a

case where they would.

squares provide ameasure of how variable the data are, but it is not that useful

for comparison because it increases with the number of samples. To make it

comparable, we divide the sums of squares by the ‘degrees of freedom’ (df)31

to calculate the ‘average’ variance (or Total Mean Square in anova terms). In

the case of the E dates, the sample size is N = 655 and we lose one degree of

freedom, so the variance is 77,344/654 or 118.26.

To see howmuch variation is explained by assigning pottery to deposits, we

use a similar procedure, but here we calculate the variance between the grand

mean and the mean E date for each deposit. If this variance is large, deposits

differ greatly in their E dates, if it is small, they do not (Fig. 9.3). For the E dates

of the black-figure pottery, the sums of squares after assigning them to deposits

is 11,399.Here, the df is 14 becausewehave 15 deposits andwe lose one for calcu-

lating the grand mean, thus the variance (or Groups Mean Square) is 11,399/14

= 814.2.

Thenext valueweneed, the error (or residual) sumsof squares,we can get by

subtraction. This is the total sums of squaresminus the groups sums of squares.

For the black-figure E date this is 77,344–11,399 = 65,945. Again, wemust adjust

this value based on the degrees of freedom. Here, we lose one degree of free-

dom for each of the 15 groupmeans we calculated, thus df = 655 −15 = 640, and

the error variance (Mean Square Error) is 65,946/640 = 103.0.

31 Calculating the mean of a group of numbers ‘fixes’ one value. For instance, if the mean

of 1,2, and Y is 2, we know that Y = 3, and thus it is not ‘free’ to vary. When we calculate a

mean, we lose one degree of freedom.
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The groups mean square divided by the error mean square is the F statistic.

Thus, if this value is large, the ratio of themean E date for each deposit explains

a large proportion of the total variation in E dates because the error mean

square plus the groups mean square is the total mean square. If the F value

is small, it is likely that all the pottery came from the same underlying distri-

bution and assigning them to deposits does not provide anymore information,

i.e., all deposits are the same in their dates. For the E date analysis, the F value

is 7.90. Importantly, the properties of the F statistic are well known and allow

us, for a given degrees of freedom, to ask ‘how likely would we see means this

different by chance?’ Our df are 14 and 640 and the calculated probability is

0.000000000000001269, meaning that it is very unlikely to see means this dif-

ferent at random. Less than once in a trillion times would we see mean E dates

of deposits this different if we sampled the E dates of the pottery and randomly

assigned them to deposits. Results of an analysis of variance are commonly

presented in the format: F14,640 = 7.90, P < 0.01. P stands for probability, and

differences are generally considered ‘statistically significant’ if they would be

seen less than 5% of the time by chance alone (P < 0.05). The significant result

here tells us that the end dates do not come from a single underlying distribu-

tion and at least the date for one deposit differs from the others based on the

end date of its black-figure pottery.

anova does make assumptions about the distributions it is examining,

namely that they arenormally distributed and that groupshave equal variation.

These assumptions are usually examined after conducting the statistical ana-

lysis and looking at patterns in the ‘residuals’, that is the difference between the

observed values and the values predicted by the statistical analysis. The resid-

uals for the E date anova did not differ fromwhatwould be expected assuming

that they have a normal or gaussian distribution. There was some inequality of

variance, but not enough to be of statistical concern, but see the discussion of

the Stoa GutterWell.

The omnibus anova is only the first step, because we want to know which

groups differ from each other. Here, was the fill of the Stoa Gutter Well earlier

than other deposits? Following the significant anova, we use post-hoc tests to

compare the E dates for each pair of deposits. Specifically, we usedTukey’s hsd

(Honestly SignificantDifference) keeping the experiment-wide error rate at P =

0.05.Weneed tomake this adjustment becauseweare comparing the enddates

of each pair of deposits, which results in many tests of the same hypothesis. If

we left the P at 0.05 for each pairwise comparison, we would expect 1 of 20 to

be wrong by chance, so we need to adjust so that the overall probability is 0.05

after doing all pairwise comparisons. Following the post-hoc tests, we assigned

deposits to groups whose end dates significantly differed from each other and
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those that did not. These groups are coded with different letters. The end dates

of black figure (Fig. 9.4) have two main groups ‘a’ and ‘b’ with the end dates

of black figure being significantly earlier for b (Q 20:1 and R 12:4) than for a.

The end dates for two deposits with ‘a,b’ (E 15:6 and H 13:5) are not significantly

different than either group a or group b. The end dates of black figure for the

Stoa GutterWell group with all the other presumed Persian destruction depos-

its except Q 20:1 and R 12:4.

We found a similar result analyzing the mean date for black figure. There

were significant differences in the mean dates of black-figure pottery among

the deposits (F14,640 = 9.45, P > 0.01). Post-hoc analyses indicated that the Stoa

Gutter Well fill grouped with the other deposits except for again Q 20:1 and

R 12:4 which had significantly earlier mean dates (Fig. 9.5). The mean date for

deposit D 17:10 could not be distinguished fromeither the earlier or later groups

of deposits.

Analysis of the deposits additionally containing black-gloss pottery tells

a similar, but less clear, story. There were significant differences among the

deposits in the end dates of their black-gloss pottery (F20,1487 = 2.23, P = 0.01).

The end dates of black-gloss pottery for deposit L 5:2 (‘b’) are significantly

earlier than several deposits, including that in the Stoa GutterWell (‘a’, Fig. 9.6).

However,most deposits cannotbedistinguishedbasedon the enddates of their

black-gloss pottery (‘a,b’). Themeandate for black-gloss also showed significant

differences among deposits (F20,1487 = 3.16, P < 0.01), but the grouping pattern

wasmore complicated (Fig. 9.7). Themean dates of black-gloss formost depos-

its were not significantly different. Deposit L 5:2 was again significantly earlier

than eight other deposits, including that in the Stoa GutterWell. Deposit G 6:3

was significantly earlier than three deposits, but not the Stoa GutterWell fill.

Overall, the analyses indicate that thematerial in the StoaGutterWell groups

with many other deposits.
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6 Conclusion

Our analysis provides no support for a pre-Persian date for the filling of the Stoa

GutterWell. The statistical tests comparing pairs of deposits show the end and

mean dates of its black figure to be comparable to that in most of the Persian

deposits (Figs. 9.4, 9.5). Themore loosely dated but alsomore numerous black-

glaze also fails to support an earlier date for the Stoa GutterWell (Figs. 9.6, 9.7).

The analysis provides no obstacles to Roberts’ shifting of the date of deposit

from 490 to 480 and allows us to use the well’s contents more confidently as a

chronological marker. It thus resolves the problem set out at the beginning of

this article. At the same time, it reveals other features and anomalies that need

to be addressed.

The plot of the end dates of the black figure in the Stoa GutterWell (Fig. 9.4,

far right) emphasizes this pottery’s remarkable chronological homogeneity; the

single dark line of themediandate coincideswith thebox andwhisker of nearly

two standarddeviations.This distributionof dates iswhatwouldbeexpected in

the sales room of a successful business, where pottery would bemoving quicky

from kiln to shop to buyer.32 The plot also, however, reveals several remarkably

early pieces in thewell, indicated by the outlying circles below the darkmedian

line in the box and whisker plot. This is hardly unusual—half of the Persian

deposits have one such early outlier each. The higher number of these outliers

is of interest, though, andwewonderedat first if thesemightbe earlier products

of the shop that were purposefully retained, perhaps as displays of a founding

ancestor’s work. Their fragmentary state does not support that notion, but if

the business was a family affair that had been in operation formultiple genera-

tions, fragments of much earlier products may have accumulated in out of the

way places and ultimately found their way into the well.

The early position of deposits Q 20:1 and R 12:4 in the plot of black-figure

End and Mean dates (Figs. 9.4, 9.5) points out some of the limitations of our

analysis and underlines the need for a variety of different tools in assessing

deposit chronology. Our study is primarily focused on the black-figure pottery

in the Stoa Gutter Well that led to its earlier dating, and to what degree that

pottery varies from other black figure in our sample. It does not embrace the

full range of finds that have an impact on the dating of some of the deposits.

The case of Q 20:1 shows how crucial some of that other material can be. This

small and poorly documented pit contained only six pieces of pottery, includ-

32 The similarly close grouping in deposit F 19:5 at first glance is interesting, but the number

is too small (5 vessels) for this to be very meaningful.
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ing three black-figure fragments, two of which are unquestionably early (before

ca. 520 according to the standard chronology); perhaps the deposit should have

been omitted from the analysis on the basis of its small size. But it also yielded

an ostrakon of Xanthippos, a candidate for ostracism in the 480s, and a frag-

ment of a red-figure krater dating around 490,33 making a Persian connection

feasible. The pit’s contents thus emerge as a smallmiscellany that does not rep-

resent the broad picture of ceramics in use at the time of its deposit.

Deposit R 12:4 presentsmore of a puzzle. Like the StoaGutterWell, it was dis-

coveredwhen a block of the Stoawas lifted, but its fill containedmuch less pot-

tery: fourteen black-figure and three black-gloss vesselswere inventoried, along

with a larger collection of plain ware.34 The preliminary publication gave a ter-

minal date of 500 on the basis of the black figure.35 Sparkes and Talcott moved

that date to 480, observing that the black-figure vessels—mostly amphoras and

jugs that would have had their first use as fine tableware, some as early as

the 540s–520s—‘had been demoted to serve as water-pots,’ and that the plain,

unglazed water pots found with them supported a later date.36 Unfortunately,

they never explained what particular features of those plain pots they saw as

significant chronological markers. Shear, presumably hoping to throw more

light on the question, pointed out the similarity between the single black-gloss

water jug in the deposit and black-gloss jugs in other more certainly Persian

debris.37 It is still a very strange case, and it invites further investigation of the

situation of the well and its immediate surroundings to try to discover what

made somany fine old pots available for service, andwhyno clearly newer ones

ever joined them.

Another deposit, L 5:2, omitted from the figured analysis because of its small

amount of black figure, stands out as early in the analysis of the End andMean

dates of the black gloss (Fig. 9.6, 9.7). The nature of this deposit is very different

from the others: a large, irregular pit dug down through bedrock in the middle

of the PanathenaicWay.38 This location, obstructing the city’s most important

thoroughfare, suggests it was dug in disturbed times, and it contained frag-

33 Contents summarized by Shear (1993: 468). Thompson 1958: 158 n. 25, pl. 45b (red-figure

volute krater); Lang 1990: 135, no. 1068 (ostrakon).

34 Summary of contents, Shear 1993: 471–472.

35 Thompson 1956: 62–64, pls. 20–22. Note that the plot in Fig. 9.4 shows theirmean end date

(the dark horizontal line) as 500.

36 Sparkes and Talcott 1970: 398.

37 Shear 1993: 400–401. The oinochoe was not published by Sparkes and Talcott, only listed

as a rare example of a pre-Persian jug of this form (Sparkes and Talcott 1970: 244, under

no. 109, Agora inventory number P 24662).

38 Shear 1993: 402, 427, 459–461.
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ments of architectural blocks from a building that was probably destroyed by

the Persians. This situation, along with a few fragments of pottery stylistically

datable near 480, constitute good reasons to accept a Persian destruction date.

All of the pottery, however, consists of sherds, not pots,more like ceramics from

a stratigraphical sequence than that from a well. Over fifty fragments of much

earlier vessels, ranging fromprehistory to the seventh century, attest to the early

strata that the diggers disturbed in opening the pit. The early date of the black

gloss—also single sherds, not whole pots—reflects the incorporation of long-

brokenpottery unearthedwhile digging the pit and thrownback inwhen filling

it. In singling out deposit L 5:2, the analysis signals the need to pay close atten-

tion to the nature of each deposit: the deposition processes for a newly dug pit

and an abandoned well are different, and the complexion of the deposits they

contain will differ as well.

The Stoa Gutter Well deposit is only one of thousands of pieces of phys-

ical evidence that go into constructing a picture of the material world of the

early fifth century, but a close look at the issues surrounding its chronology

raises questions that are worth considering. Can we really date ancient pot-

tery accurately enough to recognize a ten-year gap between deposition dates?

Put differently, canwe truly date ancient potterywithin a ten-year span? A date

within 25 yearsmay bemore truthful—we can feel very confident that the ‘real’

date is somewhere in that range—but it is also less useful, hence the need to

continue our efforts to refine and to test the credibility of those refinements.

A second question is whether it is possible, using the received, conventional

dates, to identify deposits with an earlier skew, to distinguish between the Per-

sian and the shortly pre-Persian. The statistical analyses undertaken in this

chapter provide reason for optimism here, as they allow us to compare whole

assemblages rather than individual pots and types. Progress here, however,

requires a very large and sufficiently diverse body of material. Inclusion of the

pottery from the Marathon Mound, the putative burial place of the fallen her-

oes of the Battle of Marathon in 490bce, and the pottery from a deposit in

Eretria currently under study by Tamara Saggini, which she associates with the

Persian attack on the city in that same year,39 would contribute bothmore data

and another fixed chronological point, a decade earlier than the Persian debris.

Incorporation of statistical methods into further studies would throw light on

both the development of the ceramics and the utility of pottery for distinguish-

ing among chronologically similar deposits.

39 Saggini 2019. The full publication of the deposit has now appeared (Saggini 2024), too late

for inclusion of that data in this study.
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chapter 10

Revolution or Evolution? Reassessing the

Relationship between Vase and Free Painting after

480bce

Federico Figura

1 Introduction1

This chapter deals with periodization in ancient Greek art. Specifically, I intend

to discuss modern attempts to detect caesuras by reflecting on how literary

sources and archaeological data have been used to establish them. Recently,

the transition between Archaic and Classical periods has been at the centre

of a heated debate in this respect. Several reassessments of material data and

ancient sources have challenged long-standing assumptions, indeed showing

how difficult it is to identify clear boundaries.2

In this chapter, I apply the same deconstructivist approach to Attic vase-

painting by focusing on a specific topic: the relationship between vase- and

free-painting. When outlining the transition between Archaic and Classical

vase-painting, nearly all scholars stress the ‘unprecedented’ influence of an-

other medium: large-scale painting. As John Boardman remarked, ‘previously,

there is no reason to suspect that “major painting” on panel or wall was much

unlike vase-painting’.3 But we know from literary sources that, during the

second quarter of the fifth century, artists such as Polygnotos of Thasos and

the Athenian Mikon painted large cycles in some of the most relevant cities

of Greece. Buildings like the Stoa Poikile and the Theseion in Athens, the Les-

1 I would like to heartfeltly thank the organizers of the conference, Janric, Floris and Josine,

for giving me the extraordinary opportunity to take part in it and for their continuous sup-

port. This chapter benefited greatly from the insightful discussions held at Ravenstein, and in

particular, I express my gratitude to Astrid Lindenlauf, Marion Meyer, Eric Moormann, and

Gianfranco Adornato for their suggestions. Finally, allow me to dedicate this work to Andy

Stewart, whom I had the fortune and honour to meet in Berkeley a few months before the

conference: semel pro semper.

2 Maderna 2007; Lapatin 2010: 257; Barringer 2014: 147–149, 189–193; Meyer 2017: 43–70, 244–

264, 361–422; Adornato 2019; and the several essays in Meyer and Adornato 2020.

3 Boardman 1989: 11.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


280 figura

che of the Cnidians at Delphi, and the temple of Athena Areia at Plataea were

adorned by wall/panel paintings, introducing a new, Classical style.4 This new

language, as Robertson stressed, made a profound break in tradition by try-

ing to suggest the solidity and depth of figures both beyond and around them,

in contrast to what Archaic art had hitherto conceived.5 Equally revolution-

ary was the exploration of the inner worlds of the figures, their character and

emotions.6 Relying on information provided by literary sources, but also on the

different technical possibilities offered by wall/panel surface, scholars such as

Boardman recognized ‘a growing dependence on the example of major paint-

ing’ for vase-painting following the PersianWars.7 This dependencewould have

brought several, likewise revolutionary developments:

1. Style

– The introduction of separate ground lineswithin the composition and,

more generally, a new conception of space.8

– Bolder foreshortenings and an increasing use of three-quarter views

in rendering figures, compared to the limited attempts of the previous

generations.9

2. Technique

– A change in the use of relief lines to delineate the outline of figures,

influenced by large-scale painting on a neutral background.10

– The development of a certain polychromy on white-ground vases, a

class often thought to be particularly sensitive to innovations in large-

scale painting.11

4 Richter 1958: 89; Buschor 1978: 133; von Bothmer 1987: 6; Boardman 1989: 8, 11–13; Stew-

art 2008: 8; Stansbury-O’Donnell 2014: 146–152, who entitles the chapter focusing on Early

Classical painting ‘The Polygnotan Revolution’; Stewart 2021; La Torre 2022.

5 Robertson 1992: 133–135.

6 See most recently Stewart 2021: 215.

7 Boardman 2001: 272, but see also Buschor 1978: 138; Moreno 1979: 632; Lydakis 2004: 107;

and the chapters devoted to Early Classical vase-painting in handbooks by Boardman

(1989) and Robertson (1992).

8 Richter 1958: 90; Robertson 1975: 241–242, 253–254; 1992: 133, 135; Buschor 1978: 140–141;

Moreno 1979: 655; Boardman 1989: 11–12; McNiven 1989: 118; Denoyelle 1997: 17; Lydakis

2004: 107; Tanner 2006: 169; Stewart 2008: 103–104; Roscino 2010: 79; Stansbury-O’Donnell

2014: 148, 151; Chiarini 2018: 24; Plantzos 2018: 115–116.

9 Richter 1958: 89; Buschor 1978: 138, 140; Moreno 1979: 638–639, 643; Boardman 1989: 12–

13; Denoyelle 1997: 17; Lydakis 2004: 112; Tanner 2006: 169; Stansbury-O’Donnell 2014:

151.

10 Williams 1991a: 112–115.

11 Walter-Karydi 2002: 76–77.
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3. Iconography

– A new interest in representing emotions, in particular ēthos and pa-

thos.12

– Apeculiar ‘taste for stillness’ in scenedepictions, as opposed toArchaic

art’s focalization on the action’s climax.13

– A spread of scenes depictingAmazonomachy, Ilioupersis andCentaur-

omachy, often in connection with the PersianWars.14

In short, the revolution in large-scale painting is regarded as the driving force

behind the ‘passive’ development of a new Classical language by vase-painters

—and 480 still represents a watershed date concerning this change. Indeed,

scholarship has nearly always approached the relationship between the two

media in a hierarchical way, and even in the most recent accounts of the topic,

this scheme is reiterated without any substantial problematization.15

It is my intention to challenge these assumptions by bridging the gap be-

tween vase-painting of the second quarter of the fifth century and that of the

previous generation (510–480). It is not possible to ascertain whether a post-

480 chronology has been assumed for the vases that display these innovations,

as this is never explicitly stated. The absolute dates proposed here are primarily

grounded on the stylistic development following the periodization proposed

by Beazley and subsequently refined by other scholars; as such, they must be

taken cum grano salis. However, I believe that this chronological framework

is not too far from reality. Recent analyses by Rotroff and Neer have sugges-

ted lowering the introduction of the red-figure technique by about five to ten

years compared to the generally accepted date of 530–525, or extending the

activity of the Pioneers beyond 500, respectively.16 Both proposals must be

takenwith great caution. The first relies on an argument ex silentio—as Rotroff

herself admits—and must lead us to reconsider the relationship between the

12 Robertson 1975: 263; Diepolder 1976: 14–15; Moreno 1979: 637–641; Boardman 1989: 13;

Denoyelle 1997: 17; Lydakis 2004: 107; Tanner 2006: 182–183; Stansbury-O’Donnell 2014: 152.

13 Robertson 1975: 251, 266; Buschor 1978: 135–136, 140; Boardman 2001: 92; 2005: 64; Stewart

2008: 101–103; Stansbury-O’Donnell 2014: 148; Plantzos 2018: 116.

14 Prange 1989: 90; Schefold, Jung 1989: 283–285; Ferrari 2000: 120; Mangold 2000: 112; Board-

man 2016: 206; Themelis 2019: 108–109.

15 A passage by Robertson (1992: 135), referring to spatial innovations introduced by large-

scale painters, is highly illustrative of this: ‘This tentative approach to the dissolution of

the picture-surface, the opening of a window on a feigned world, would not naturally

occur to a vase-painter. Most vase-painters ignore it; and when they do attempt it their

efforts have all the air of imitation’. For recent contributions on this topic, see Stansbury-

O’Donnell 2014 and Plantzos 2018.

16 Rotroff 2020; Neer 2002: 186–205.
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first steps of red-figure vase-painting and the Siphnian treasury.17 The direct

connection proposed by Neer between Euphronios’ krater in Arezzo and the

metopes of the Athenian treasury at Delphi is problematic for three reasons: 1)

it is not clear underwhat circumstances the paintermay have copied the reliefs;

2) the dating of the treasury to 490 is not certain, as Neer assumes;18 and 3) the

straightforward consequence that theymust be chronologically coeval.19What

is important for the present chapter is that most of the amentioned painters

were active before 480, as evidenced by the debris in the Athenian Agora or the

Marathon tumulus.20 It therefore seems, as Neer rightly states, that ‘a “post-

Pioneer” style had developed by the time of Marathon’.21

Because of the top-down role assigned to large-scale painting, vase-painting

produced after the Persian Wars has rarely been contextualized in relation to

earlier developments. By providing an illustrative selection, the archaeological

evidence will be considered to understand whether a caesura after 480 can

indeed be detected.

2 Anchoring Innovation in Attic Vase-Painting

Pausanias’ description of Polygnotos’ paintings at Delphi testifies to some rath-

er complex solutions in terms of composition, including the breaking of isoke-

phalia (namely, having theheads of all figures on approximately the same level)

and the figures’ arrangement ondifferent planes.22 As Stansbury-O’Donnell has

shown, the prepositions used by the author can be divided into two groups,

indicating either a horizontal or vertical relationship between the figures.23

17 On the Siphnian Treasury as chronological anchor for Archaic Greek art, see Kellner in

this volume, p. 127.

18 See Fittschen 2003: 13–15; von den Hoff 2009: 98; Meyer 2020: 27–33.

19 Furthermore, the architectural sculptures display a coexistence of archaisms and more

advanced formulas that seems to reflect different artistic conceptions and variously

trained sculptors at work: de La Coste-Messelière 1957: 194–195, 246–267; Ridgway 1977:

236–238; Partida 2000: 58–60.

20 On the Agora pits, see Rotroff, Lynch, and van den Eijnde and Laughy in this volume. They

claim, as I accept as well, that they contain Perserschutt. Among the painters attested, we

find Epiktetos, the Eucharides Painter, theKleophrades Painter,Myson, Euphronios (man-

ner of), Douris, and perhaps the Berlin Painter (Neer 2002: 202–203). From theMarathon

tumulus comes an important fragment by Onesimos: Marathon, inv. 848 (Williams 1991c:

44, fig. 5; Neer 2002: 192–193).

21 Neer 2002: 195.

22 Paus. 10.25–31.

23 Stansbury-O’Donnell 1990: 215–216. Words such as ‘ὑπό’, ‘ὑπέρ’, ‘ἄνωθεν’ or ‘ἐπάνω’ clearly

belong to the latter group.
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A select group of vases belonging to the second quarter of the fifth century,

sometimes dubbed ‘Polygnotean’ by modern art historians, display a similar

spatial approach.24 The eponymous krater (ca. 455) by the Niobid Painter is

probably the most cited example, showing figures set on different levels in

the field.25 However, this approach is unique within the group: the majority of

these vases display a single-frieze composition of traditional type, enlivened by

various plane lines,which donot yield different levels.26 Another peculiar char-

acteristic of these vases is that some figures appear to be partially hidden by

rocky formations.27 This has been associated with a formal solution employed

by Mikon in the Stoa Poikile.28 In fact, a passage by Zenobius (4.28), a Greek

sophist of the second century ad, recounts that, within a battle scene, Mikon

showed only the helmet and one of the eyes of the soldier Boutes, while the rest

of the bodywas concealed by a rock placed in front of him. Features such as the

figures’ disposition on different planes, animated by rocky ground lines disen-

gaged from the picture’s base line, or a greater sense of depth achieved through

their partial concealment would indicate a new, Classical way of shaping the

space in a more realistic and complex manner.29

But are these spatial experiments uniquely conceivable as a reaction to

large-scale painting executed after 480? It seems that only Dyfri Williams has

attempted to question this assumption.30 Changing perspective, he examined

two Late Archaic black-figure lekythoi illustrating similar developments. On

the first (ca. 500), an arrangement on different ground planes is evidenced by

Heracles standing on top of a rock, with a dog below.31 This solution provides a

simpler, but fairly accurate comparison for the rocky formations on the Niobid

krater. Similarly, the atmospheric rendering of Nyx and Eos vanishing through

the mist and leaving room for Helios’ chariot, which literally rises from the

lower frame of the vase, points to a new experimentalism in compositional

terms. A lekythos (500–490) in Palermo depicts satyrs and maenads flanking

24 For the term, cf. Plantzos 2018: 115. Themost extensive treatment of this group is Robertson

1975: 253–270.

25 Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. mnc 511 (Denoyelle 1997; Boardman 2005; bapd 206954).

26 Cf. Robertson 1975: 258; Boardman 2005: 64.

27 See in particular the Amazon near the left handle of a krater by the Painter of theWoolly

Satyrs, New York, met, inv. 07.286.84 (bapd 207099).

28 See, for example, Robertson 1975: 257–258; Denoyelle 1997: 16; Boardman 2005: 64; Stans-

bury-O’Donnell 2014: 151.

29 Cf. Stewart 2008: 79–80.

30 Williams 1991a.

31 New York, met, inv. 41.162.29 (Cohen 2006: 206–208, no. 55; bapd 305499).
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a colossal mask of Dionysos.32 Surprisingly, the painter placed the maenads

above the satyrs, breaking the traditional isokephalia and seeking to suggest

the depth of space. Since he limited himself to only two examples, I believe

that Williams’ approach can be pushed further. Indeed, between 510 and 480

we witness an expansion of the figurative space according to the three axes

of the Cartesian system (Fig. 10.1).33 For example, on a loutrophoros (ca. 490)

by the Sappho Painter, the choice to portray only the upper torso of two

men engaged in burying a coffin vertically splits the scene between what is

visible above the ground and the space inside the grave, hidden from view.

Although this improvement has generally been ascribed to the next gener-

ation,34 vase-painters of these decades are nonetheless capable of implying

areas beyond the surface of the vase: horizontally, vertically and in depth,

through various formal devices that concretize the space inhabited by the fig-

ures.

The use of a single ground line is already challenged in the last decade of

the sixth century.35 On a hydria (ca. 510) by the Leagros Group, the Ilioupersis

is depicted combining the belly and shoulder of the vase into a single scene.36

In the foreground, some soldiers andwomen, arranged at two different heights

within the walls of the city, fight and grieve, respectively. Depicting a group of

women bathing inside what looks like a sea grotto, an amphora (ca. 510) by the

Priam Painter is primarily striking for the four different ground lines employed

(Fig. 10.2).37 Located on the right side, one of these corresponds to a rocky sur-

face that liberates the figures from the picture’s base line. It is not a simple,

single rock, but a duplication of the base line, which shows how painters were

increasingly attempting to articulate a space that was unbound by the limits of

the vases’ surface.

32 Palermo, Museo Archeologico Regionale, inv. 2023 (bapd 11021).

33 Athens, nam, inv. 450 (bapd 480). Two other indicative examples are: (horizontal) the

detail of the cave in which Hermes has hidden Apollo’s cattle on a kylix by the Brygos

Painter (Princeton, inv. Y1990–2; 490–480; bapd 9045774); (depth) the back view of a

reclining symposiast on a kylix by Epiktetos (London, bm, inv. 1843.1103.9; 510–500; bapd

200460). For a thorough discussion of this last formal solution, see Williams 1991b:

292.

34 Robertson 1992: 133: ‘The essential character of archaic drawing […] is that the illusory

world is kept entirely in the surface plane. The figures are flat; that is, their solidity is only

implied, not represented by modelling; and there is no attempt to suggest the space in

which they move’.

35 Contrary to what is stated by Robertson (1975: 253).

36 Munich, Antikensammlungen, inv. 1700 (bapd 302022).

37 Rome, Villa Giulia, inv. 106463 (Hurwit 1991: 40–42, fig. 5; bapd 351080).
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figure 10.1 Funerary interment. Attic black-figure loutrophoros by the Sappho Painter,

ca. 490bce. Athens, National Archaeological Museum, inv. A 450

the rights on the depicted monument belong to the hellenic

ministry of culture and sports / hellenic organization of

cultural resources development

Even the use of rocky elements becomes increasingly sophisticated, both

in terms of composition and the concealment of figures. On an early lekythos

(ca. 480) by the Group of the Bowdoin Painter, the ground level is split through

the use of an articulated rocky formation: while the hunter runs along the

base line level, the dog and its prey climb up.38 If we compare the same hare-

hunting scene developed on a single ground line on a contemporary lekythos

(ca. 480) by one of his closest colleagues, the Athena Painter, it is possible to

appreciate not only the gap between the two works, but also the coexistence

within the Athenian Kerameikos of more ‘traditional’ solutions and innovat-

ive choices in the productive process.39 The same is true for the work of the

38 Athens, nam, inv. 1973 (bapd 208231).

39 New York, met, inv. 41.162.146 (bapd 330744). Defining the relationship between these



286 figura

figure 10.2 Bathing girls. Attic black-figure amphora by the Priam Painter, ca. 510bce.

Rome, Museo Nazionale Etrusco di Villa Giulia, inv. 106463

© museo nazionale etrusco di villa giulia. archivio foto-

grafico. photo by mauro benedetti

Kleophrades Painter, in which the concealment of figures through landscape

elements becomes increasingly daring in this period. His representation of the

fighting betweenTheseus and Skiron is illustrative: while on a kylix (ca. 500) in

Paris, the latter is shown in the foreground, according to the schemewitnessed

up to that time; in another example (ca. 480) exhibited at Bologna, Skiron is

placed behind the rock in such a way that his torso is entirely concealed.40

The pieces discussed above thus indicate that an increasing use of different

ground lines, leading to the frequent abandonmentof isokephalia; a ‘landscape-

like’ conceptionof spacedisengaged fromthepicturebase line and increasingly

complex attempts at concealment occur before or around 480. Although the

vases of the next generation testify to a greater complexity in the use of these

features, it does not seem to be correct to assume that they appear after 480 as

painters has been quite complex (see Kurtz 1975: 15–17, 104–111, 120–122): however, I follow

Beazley in distinguishing between the two personalities. This seems to be supported by

the different systems of renderings shown by the two mentioned lekythoi.

40 Paris, Cabinet des Medailles, inv. 647 (bapd 201752); Bologna, inv. G 818 (bapd 201755).
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a reflection of large-scale painting, to which, moreover, these novelties are not

credited by the literary sources.

Two other stylistic features traced back to the influence of large-scale paint-

ing are figures’ attempting foreshortenings, and three-quarter views. Although

such a change has been described as undramatic by Boardman,41 the assump-

tion that Early Classical vases show amuchmore developed use of these visual

devices has been reiterated for decades in the scholarly literature.42 Some

vases depicting centauromachies are emblematic in this respect. A psykter

(ca. 480) recently attributed to the Painter of Goluchow 37 has been described

by Robertson as ‘full of most violent action, with complicated poses and three-

quartering’.43 He thus suggested that ‘whoever drew it was surely copying a big

wall-painting’.44 Although in this case a precise model has not been suggested,

in other instances the Centauromachy painted inside the Theseion,most likely

after the transferral of the hero’s bones from Skyros in 476/475, has been called

into question.45 Even though the description of Pausanias makes no mention

of the use of these stylistic solutions,46 the dramatically foreshortened cen-

taur on a well-known krater (ca. 450) by the Painter of the Woolly Satyrs is

considered by Barron andWoodford as related to this painting.47 However, sev-

eral lesser-known Late Archaic vases should lead us to downplay the impact of

these innovations. A cup (ca. 500) attributed by Pinney to the first phase of the

Berlin Painter testifies to the use of more complex poses than the profile view

attested up to that point for depicting centaurs, probably as a consequence of

the high number of figures depicted, but at the same time the limited space

available on the outer walls of the kylix (Fig. 10.3).48 The equine bodies on

the sides are daringly seen from behind and a twist is imparted to the human

trunk. The depth of space is further enhanced by the overlapping of the two

centaurs in the centre of the composition,where,moreover, the one in the fore-

ground is foreshortened. Whether these formal solutions were also employed

41 Boardman 1989: 12.

42 At least, since Richter 1958: 90. For other references, see n. 9.

43 Roma, Villa Giulia, inv. 35389 (bapd 2352). For a recent discussion of this piece, see Guy

2017: 198–199, figs. 8–9.

44 Robertson 1975: 241; 1992: 134. But cf. alsoWoodford 1974: 164; Buschor 1978: 138.

45 On the Theseion, see Di Cesare 2015: 96–105, with previous bibliography. Kopanias 2006

argues instead for a dating of the paintings after 469/468.

46 Cf. Boardman 1989: 12.

47 Barron 1972: 30;Woodford 1974: 163. For the role played by this Centauromachy in the dis-

semination of a new iconographic scheme among 470–460 vase-painting, see Castriota

1992: 34–43; Di Cesare 2015: 103–104.

48 Basel, inv. bs 489 (Pinney 1981: 147–148; bapd 217401).
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by large-scale painting is impossible to say with certainty. But if we adopt a

workshop perspective, it is relevant to stress the interconnectedness between

the Painter of Goluchow 37 and the Painter of the Woolly Satyrs, on one side,

and the Berlin Painter on the other, as pointed out in the recent catalogue

edited by Padgett.49 It is therefore likely that these formal devices constitute

not a novelty, but a choice in line with the production of the previous gener-

ation. Evidence that the Basel cup is not an isolated trailblazer is shown by

a fragment painted by Onesimos (500–490).50 On this piece, we see a Greek

spearing a centaur who has fallen to the ground. Even if the legs are drawn

in profile, the view from behind and the foreshortening of the back, also con-

sidering the unusual placement, testify to an unprecedented interest in giving

solidity to figures. The same is true for the three-quartering of the faces: sev-

eral examples foreshadow later adoptions of this formal device.51 Therefore, no

actual break in the use of foreshortening and three-quarter faces is detectable;

workshoppractices rather than the influence of large-scale paintingwere likely

responsible for their spread. Even if certain solutions can be impressive, such

as the rendering of a horse riding out of the picture on a krater (460–450) in

New York, these schēmata can in fact be traced back to developments in vase-

painting over nearly half a century, ultimately warning us against establishing

easy connectionswith large-scalepainting and suggesting thatweadopt amore

gradualist approach.52

There are two important technical innovations. The first is the abandon-

ing of the relief line in defining the figures’ outline. Dyfri Williams notes that

the high relief line is first replaced by a flatter contour in the mature works

of the Pistoxenos Painter, the Penthesilea Painter and their companions.53 He

suggests that the driving force behind this change is to be found on the white-

ground cupsmade by the same painters after 480, where the relief gives way to

a soft brown, dilute glaze line, both for contours and for interior details. This

49 Guy 2017: 189–192; Williams 2017: 158.

50 Malibu, Getty Villa, inv. 86.ae.311 (bapd 16551).

51 See, e.g., a kylix by the Foundry Painter depicting a Centauromachy (Munich, inv. 2640;

bapd 204363). The three-quarter view of the helmetedwarrior, as depicted here, is amotif

on which the painters of the early fifth century experimented widely: cf. a lekythos and

a kylix by Douris (Buitron-Oliver 1995: 74–75, nos. 32, 46, pls. 21, 30), or a lekythos by the

Painter of Goluchow 37 in Cleveland (Guy 2017: 190, fig. 2).

52 New York, met, inv. 07.286.86 (bapd 207122), connected by Stansbury-O’Donnell (2014:

151) to Mikon’s Amazonomachy. But cf. the horse on a kylix by the Eleusis Painter, painted

fifty years before, employing the same scheme: Boston, mfa, inv. 10.196 (bapd 203234).

53 Williams 1991a: 112–113. Cf. also Kunisch 1994: 89. For a recent evaluation of relief and con-

tour lines through technical analyses, see Artal-Isbrand, Klausmeyer 2013.
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figure 10.3 Centauromachy. Attic red-figure kylix by the Berlin Painter, ca. 500bce. Basel,

Antikenmuseum, inv. bs 489

© antikenmuseum basel und sammlung ludwig

development, Williams says, may well point to the influence of free painting

on a neutral ground. However, I suggest that this innovation is likely due to

developments within early fifth century red-figure vase-painting. While Late

Archaic white-ground vases retain the use of the relief line, several works by

the Berlin Painter show a gradual departure from this technical device. Donna

Kurtz, in fact, stated that ‘most areas with figure-decoration are defined by

the “contour band”—the broad stroke of black which merges with the glossy

black surface of the vase—without the addition of the “relief line” which gives

clarity’.54 Even in a work as meticulous as his namepiece (500–490), the out-

line of several anatomical parts is rendered through a flat, wide contour line.55

Another good illustration is the Panathenaic amphora (500–490) in Munich,

where a wide, flatter band contours the upper half of Perseus (Fig. 10.4).56 This

treatment, applied to the body in a quite unsystematic way, seems to make its

debut on those vases displaying the characteristic ‘spotlighted’ figures isolated

54 Kurtz 1983: 20, but cf. also Beazley 1911: 288.

55 Berlin, Antikensammlung, inv. F 2160 (bapd 201809). See in particular the inner section of

the ankles or the face of the satyr, and the arms of Hermes on the main side, or the satyr’s

left leg on the B-side.

56 Munich, “Antikensammlungen,” inv. 2312 (bapd 201820).
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figure 10.4 Perseus running. Attic red-figure amphora by the Berlin Painter, 500–490bce.

Munich, Antikensammlungen, inv. 2312

state collection of antiquities and glyptothek munich /

photo: archaioptix. cc by-sa 4.0

against the glossy black of the background. Slightly later, it is also applied to

other pieces with more complex figurative scenes, where we can find figures

entirely outlined by the contour band.57 Although a comprehensive analysis

of red-figure vases from this point of view has not yet been performed, it is

likely that spotlighted figures, particularly beloved by the Berlin Painter, made

the application of the relief line unnecessary. These figures are already fully

highlighted and the outer contour of the vessel becomes, in effect, the frame

of the figural representation.58 Rather than suggesting a direct progression

from white-ground vases to red-figure examples, the archaeological evidence

appears to indicate the reverse. This complicates the argument that large-scale

painting alone influenced the abandonment of the relief line after 480, leav-

ing open the possibility that both wall painting and red-figure vase production

played a role in this transition.

Another technical transition that has been interpreted as a moment of con-

vergence between the two media is the introduction of a certain polychromy

57 Cf., e.g., the stamnos with Achilles brought to Chiron: Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. G 186

(bapd 201959).

58 Cf. Neer 2002: 69.
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on white-ground vases after 480.59 Scholarship has been rather vague con-

cerning the interpretation of this change. The majority of attention has been

paid to passages by Pliny and Cicero enumerating artists working in accord-

ance with a four-colour palette, and specifically to the fact that Cicero’s list

begins with Polygnotos.60 But even if scholars are not unanimous in consid-

ering large-scale painting as the driving force, the association of technique

and aesthetics between white-ground vases and this other medium is often

assumed.61 However, caution is needed here as well: relying on two Roman

authors is a thin basis on which to build suppositions about artistic trends in

the fifth century. One must first look at the internal development within the

craft. A four-colour palette can first be observed on some white-ground kylikes

produced in the workshop of Euphronios during the first two decades of the

fifth century.62 The interior decoration involves the use, albeit still limited, of

red, yellow, white and black—the same colours mentioned by Pliny to define

the range of the tetrachromatist painters.63 Moreover, these pigments are often

diluted and mixed to produce shading effects, as, for instance, on a tree trunk

painted by the Panaitios Painter (500–490), where yellow-orange brushstrokes

alternate with brown, darker touches.64 In other cases, varying hues of colour

are used to distinguish different parts of the garments, as in the case of the cup

(ca. 490) with Athena holding a phiale by Onesimos, in which red has been

mixed with lighter and darker tones to define the peplos’ body, folds and hems

(Fig. 10.5).65These ‘experimental’ specimenswere dedicated on theAcropolis, a

context in which craftsmen competed with each other through display pieces,

signatures and dedications, as Monica De Cesare has shown.66 It is therefore

possible that Euphronios himself was behind this change, experimenting with

new aesthetic effects to elevate his workshop’s profile and, if the Acropolis

cupswere not dedicated by the craftsmen themselves, to provideAthenian cus-

tomers with a distinctive product. Furthermore, this would make it possible to

explain the popularity of this choice in post-480 production as the result of a

transmission within a single workshop, since the Pistoxenos and Penthesilea

59 Walter-Karydi 2002: 76–77. Cf. also Arias 1963: 225–226; Moon 1979: 194–196, on the Pen-

thesilea Painter.

60 Plin. hn 35.50; Cic. Brut. 18.70. For a thorough analysis of these literary sources, an essen-

tial reference is Bruno 1977: 53–66.

61 See Mertens 2006: 189–190; Plantzos 2018: 128.

62 Wehgartner 1983: 16–20; 2002: 91–92.

63 Plin. hn 35.50.

64 Athens, Akropolis Museum, inv. 433 (Wehgartner 1983: 52, no. 5; bapd 7602).

65 Athens, nam, from the Acropolis, inv. 434 (Wehgartner 1983: 52–53, no. 6; bapd 203225).

66 De Cesare 2017.
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figure 10.5 Athena holding a phiale. Attic white-ground cup by Onesimos, ca. 490bce,

from the Akropolis. Athens, National Archaeological Museum, inv. 433

the rights on the depicted monument belong to the hellenic

ministry of culture and sports / hellenic organization of

cultural resources development

Painters, who largely employed this technique, were active in the same ergas-

tērion as Euphronios.67 These Early Classical painters thenmost likely adopted

and improved the decorative technique shown in these first examples.

Moving on to iconographic questions, a significant caesura identified by

scholars relates to the depiction of emotions.68 In the words of Pollitt, ‘the art

of the Early Classical period differs from that of the Archaic in exploring emo-

tions and changing states of mind, particularly in a dramatic context’.69 This

far-reaching characterization is frequently related to what literary sources tell

us about Polygnotos’ work. Pliny, in fact, states that he introduced the depiction

of open mouths showing teeth and varied facial expressions from the rigid-

ity that had previously existed.70 As already pointed out, the first feature is

actuallywell attested in vase-painting prior to 480.71 But scholars have gone fur-

ther and looked for evidence of Pliny’s second characteristic in Early Classical

67 Williams 2017: 164–165. Consider in particular the two white-ground cups by the Pistox-

enos Painter (one of which was dedicated on the Acropolis) bearing the signature of

Euphronios as potter: Berlin, Antikensammlung, inv. F 2282 (bapd 21324); Athens, nam,

inv. 439 (bapd 211325). On Euphronios’ activity as potter, seeWilliams 1990.

68 See n. 12.

69 Pollitt 1972: 15, 43–45.

70 Plin. hn 35.58.

71 See, e.g., Stansbury-O’Donnell 2014: 147; Plantzos 2018: 118.
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vase-painting. Focusing on theTrojans depicted on a cup (470–460) by the Pen-

thesilea Painter, Stansbury-O’Donnell suggested that ‘the arching eyebrow and

treatment of the forehead and lines around the mouth show a greater sense of

facial movement that reminds us of Polygnotan painting’.72 However, the char-

acterization of the face in order to display effort or feelings is not unknown in

LateArchaic vase-painting.Ona tondo (ca. 500)paintedbyEpiktetos, Sisyphus’

thick, arched eyebrowand the deep folds onhis forehead, cheek and aroundhis

mouthneatly express his struggle.73 On a contemporary kylix (500–490) signed

byDouris, the concave eyebrow, combinedwith the openmouth and the falling

petasos, indicates the fear of a warrior hastily defending himself.74 In addition

to the use of detail lines, O’Donnell suggests that Polygnotos achieved greater

animation of the face through ‘a profile rendering of the eye, giving the figure a

directional gaze that allowed interaction’.75 Nevertheless, painters abandoned

the rigidity of the Archaic eye before 480 by reducing the pupil to a single dot,

increasing its mobility and dilating the contour of the sclera. This transitional

stage between the Archaic and the Classical eye is particularly evident on the

famous amphoraby theKleophradesPainter showinga kōmos, aDionysianpro-

cession performed by revellers, or by the God himself in the company of his

entourage.76 While some figures retain the traditional outline (e.g., Dionysos),

the gaze of the satyrs and some maenads clearly follows the body movement

and thus exhibits a new liveliness. It still does not correspond to the render-

ing of the Classical eye,77 but the attempt to convey the expressiveness of the

figures in a more natural way is clear.

Literary sources, such as Aristotle and Aelian, inform us that Polygnotos was

skilled in depicting character and feeling, ēthos and pathos.78 This novel ded-

ication to body language, gesture and facial expressions is often considered

indicative of the new Classical sensibility.79 Dealing again with the mourn-

72 Ferrara, inv. T.18C (bapd 211599), on which see Stansbury-O’Donnell 2014: 152.

73 Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. G 16 (Paleothodoros 2004: 152, no. 41; bapd 200364).

74 Boston, mfa, inv. 00.338 (bapd 205048). Cf. Buitron-Oliver 1995: 11.

75 Stansbury-O’Donnell 2014: 147.

76 Munich, inv. 2344 (bapd 201659).Within the painter’s corpus, the same can be seen on the

‘HydriaVivenzio’ (Naples,man, inv. 81699; bapd201724): compareCassandra’s pupil direc-

ted towardsAjax’s sword and the strictly frontal eyes of theTrojanwomenbehindAthena’s

statue, probably chosen to better convey a gaze lost in the void. See also the early pelike by

the Berlin Painter with the murder of Aigisthos (Vienna, inv. iv 3725; bapd 201917): while

Orestes retains the ‘Archaic’ eye, the former’s pupil goes upwards and gives the figure a

strongly pathetic expression.

77 On which see Richter 1958: 91–92.

78 Arist. Pol. 1450a.27–29; Ael. vh 4.3.

79 See nn. 6 and 12.
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ing Trojans depicted by the Penthesilea Painter, Robertson saw a reflection

of Polygnotos’ work in the splendid rendering of their inner emotions.80 This,

indeed, cannot be ruled out, especially bearing in mind the representation of

the Ilioupersis painted atDelphi. However, some iconographies developed dur-

ing the first decades of the fifth century rely strongly on pathos as well. A strik-

ing example of this is a group of vases depicting the embassy to Achilles, when

the Achaeans try to persuade the hero to return to battle after his argument

with Agamemnon.81 On a krater by the Eucharides Painter (ca. 500), Achilles

is represented through the traditional gesture of grieving.82 The pathos is par-

ticularly heightened by the depiction of the hero denying any kind of interac-

tion with the companions, instead remaining in silence, immobile, completely

enveloped in his himation. It is further enhanced by the contrast between

the Myrmidon’s body and that of Odysseus, seated in front of him and lean-

ing back with his hands wrapped around his raised knee. Fondness for the

representation of emotions and attitudes is accompanied in this scene by a

marked interest in stillness. This ‘taste for stillness’, as it is called in literature,

is particularly evident from Pausanias’ description of Polygnotos’ works.83 The

statuesque figures are not shown in the climax of the action, but in a calm

atmosphere of stasis.84 The B side of the Niobid Painter’s eponymous krater

is often brought into comparison to illustrate this new approach.85 However,

iconographies such as that of the embassy should lead us to question this

unequivocal correlation. An aryballos (ca. 480) painted almost twenty years

earlier seems to provide a useful comparanda for the attitudes of the figures

on the Niobid Painter’s krater, who are not engaged in any kind of specific

action (Fig. 10.6).86 In the early fifth century, this taste also emerges in rela-

tion to iconographies characterized by a long-lasting tradition. Thewell-known

skyphos with Priam’s embassy in Vienna, painted by the Brygos Painter around

490, does not show, as in previous examples, the King of Troy running with the

arms outstretched toward Achilles, but rather slowly striding towards him.87

Also contributing to this sense of order is the paratactic effect achieved by the

procession of the attendants, a feature introduced here for the first time.

80 Robertson 1975: 263. For the kylix, see n. 72.

81 On this iconography, see Langridge-Noti 2009; Giuliani 2013: 195–205.

82 Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. G 163 (bapd 202217).

83 Paus. 9.4.2; 10.25–31.

84 Cf. Stewart 2021: 215; La Torre 2022: 90, 92.

85 For the krater, see n. 25. For the association of this new taste with large-scale painting, see

n. 13.

86 Berlin, inv. F 2326 (bapd 210079).

87 Vienna, inv. 3710 (bapd 204068). Cf. Sparkes 2006: 11–12.
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figure 10.6

Embassy to Achilles.

Attic red-figure

aryballos by the

Clinic Painter,

ca. 480bce. Berlin,

Antikensammlung,

inv. F 2326

staatliche
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sammlung /

photo: johannes
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This new sensibility in terms of composition and the figures’ attitude should

prompt us to question another point.Many Early Classical vase-paintings shun

direct action and emphasize the reflexive moment before or after it. Regard-

ing the former, Stewart rightly points out that its appeal lies in the fact that

the viewer knows more than the characters depicted: as in drama, it usually

presents the suspensefulmoment of decision before action (krisis).88 Although

it is said that this type of dramatic device was pioneered by Exekias and

Euthymides, scholars have linked thismore general trend to Polygnotos’ icono-

graphic choices.89 However, should we really assume that besides Exekias and

Euthymides, noother vase-painterswhoemploy sucha choice canbedetected?

For example, Douris’ lekythos (500–490) in Palermo and Myson’s renowned

Croesus amphora (500–490) portray the suspenseful moment alluding to the

climax of the action.90 On the first, Agamemnon slowly leads Iphigenia to sac-

rifice. The only feature that hints at this is the sword already drawn, far from the

maiden’s sight. Her demeanour and, above all, the anakalypsis gesture, suggest

88 Stewart 2008: 101–103.

89 Besides Stewart 2008, see nn. 13 and 79.

90 Palermo, inv. 1886 (bapd 205315); Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. G 197 (bapd 202176).
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that she believes that she is going to marry Achilles. Therefore, she is unaware

of the danger ahead. King Croesus is equally unmindful of the unexpected

rain that will extinguish the fire on the pyre. I agree with Steinhart that this

is the most suspenseful moment a painter can choose: the king is waiting for

the flames, while offering a libation to the gods.91 In both scenes, the dramatic

effect is precisely increased by the fact that ‘we are in the know, but they are

not’.92 Some paintings by Polygnotos, such as Odysseus having slayed the suit-

ors located in theTemple of AthenaAreia at Plataea or the Ilioupersis inDelphi,

where the Trojans have already been defeated and Troy taken, are emblematic

in focusing on the moment after the main action.93 Some early fifth-century

vase-paintings seem to adopt the same strategy. An early stamnos (ca. 490) by

the Berlin Painter is unique in showing Peleus not raping Thetis, but having

just tamedher.94This choice is similar to thatmade by theNiobid Painter thirty

years later. On a pelike (ca. 460), the rape of Amymone is already accomplished

by Poseidon: they are not running, but calmly standing in front of each other.95

Exekias and Euthymides’ examples are therefore not isolated, and these late

Archaic cases point to greater gradualism in the diffusion of this iconographic

choice.

After examining some cases in greater detail, I proposewebroadenour focus

to address one final point. The pictorial cycles displayed in the Stoa Poikile and

the Theseion are unanimously placed in connection with celebration of the

victory in the PersianWars. The mythological themes depicted, such as the Ili-

oupersis, the Amazonomachy and the Centauromachy, assume the status of

paradigms against which the contemporary events can be compared.96 Such a

political reading of the images has been applied to othermedia, in particular to

vase-painting, which would testify to a particular spread of these scenes after

480, not least because of the influence exerted by these cycles.97 However, a

statistical analysis disproves a more widespread diffusion of these themes in

Early Classical vase-painting (Fig. 10.7). From a strictly quantitative point of

view, after 475 we indeed witness a decrease in the occurrences of these icono-

graphies, rather drastic for the Amazonomachy and Centauromachy, andmore

91 Steinhart 2009: 11.

92 Stewart 2008: 101.

93 For Plataea, see Paus. 9.4.1–2.

94 Palermo, inv. 1501 (bapd 201958).

95 Basel, market (Simon 1982: 147–148, pl. 40: ‘… it is desirable to remark on the fact that on

the Basel pelike the relationship between Amymone and Poseidon is not one of flight and

pursuit, as is usual in similar scenes of early classical art, but of tranquil dialogue’).

96 E.g., Castriota 2005: 90; Stansbury-O’Donnell 2005: 78; La Torre 2022: 91.

97 See n. 14.
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figure 10.7 Occurrences of Centauromachy, Amazonomachy, and Ilioupersis depictions in

Attic vase-painting. Sources: bapd (Centauromachy); Stewart 1995 (Amazono-

machy); abv, arv2, Beazley 1971 (Ilioupersis). The chronology is approximate

and primarily follows Beazley’s arrangement. It should be noted that the

Herakleian Centauromachy (total: 53) and Amazonomachy (total: 218) are

included. However, this inclusion does not affect the overall trend.

subtle for the Ilioupersis. We must also consider that, with the sole exception

of the first quarter of the century, no drop in overall output compared to other

phases is attestedbetween475 and 450.Therefore, these statistics seem to show

how the influence of large-scale painting was in no way generalized, and fur-

thermore how slippery it could be to associate certain myths characterized by

a long-standing iconographic tradition with political events.

Contrary to what is frequently stated, the alleged revolution in wall or panel

painting after 480 does not correspond to a revolution in vase-painting. It is

likely that a small group of vases, amongwhich the eponymous vase of the Nio-

bid Painter stands, directly reflect choices in large scale-painting. This chapter

does not question this point. Rather, it aims to show that achievements usually

linked to developments in othermedia are better interpreted as an evolution of

choices and experiments pursued by the previous generation of vase-painters

(510–480). A deeper investigation of the archaeological evidence does not sup-

port a scenario in which large-scale painting promoted the diffusion of icono-

graphic, formal, and technical innovations. This analysis thus suggests that we

should employ greater caution in establishing a hierarchy between such dif-

ferent media, especially considering the disparity in the sources available to

us: while large-scale painting is virtually entirely lost and known only through

literary accounts, very few passages shed light on the activity within the Ker-
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ameikos, and the archaeological evidence remains our main authority for out-

lining its development.

3 Shifting Scale: Ancient Perspectives on Large-Scale Painting after

480

The analysis proposed here has shown how difficult it is to identify caesuras

in Greek art periodization by predominantly relying on the impact of certain

historical events or the information provided by literary sources. Our narra-

tion of 480 and the following decades, known as the Severe Style Period, in

which a far-reaching change encompassed all the arts, also affected our read-

ing of the literary sources. In fact, the literary sources themselves do not seem

to regard developments in large-scale painting in the second quarter of the

fifth century as ground-breaking. For example, Pliny provides no aesthetical

judgment of Polygnotos’ art. Followed by Plutarch and Harpocration, he states

that Polygnotoswas celebrated inAthens for having painted the Stoa Poikile for

free. He only adds that his fame extended throughout Greece, since the Amph-

ictyony awarded him free hospitality, probably while working in the sanctu-

ary at Delphi.98 As Tanner points out, Polygnotos was celebrated for these

actions not as a painter, or for the high quality of his paintings, but for being

a public benefactor.99 By contrast, Pliny mentions later painters and emphas-

izes their radical contribution to the evolution of pictorial art. For example,

he refers to the Athenian Apollodoros as the ‘first who bestowed true glory

on the brush’ and the one ‘who opened the gates of art’.100 Apelles, instead,

‘excelled all painters who came before or after him’.101 No comparable evalu-

ation is awarded to Polygnotos’ art. The opinions of Quintilian and Cicero are

not so far from this picture. Even if Quintilian declares Polygnotos clarus and

his work worthy of admiration, his activity is also regarded as the ‘infancy of

the future art’, and he judges as pretentious those who prefer his paintings—

described as prope rudia, almost rude—to the greatest of the later masters.102

Cicero attempts to trace the development of sculpture from its beginnings,

still far from representing veritas, to themore successful achievements of more

98 Plin. hn 35.42, 59; Plut. Cim. 4; Harp. s.v. Πολύγνωτος.

99 Tanner 2006: 158.

100 Plin. hn 35.60–61.

101 Plin. hn 35.79.

102 Quint. Inst. 12.10.3; cf. Roscino 2010: 73–74, on this passage.
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recent generations.103 The same approach is adopted to assess painting: while

Polygnotos and three other tetrachromatist painters belonged to a first stage,

personalities such as Aetion, Nikomachos, Protogenes, andApelles brought the

art to perfection.104 Once again, this account does not support interpreting

Polygnotos’ work as a sharp caesura; rather, it positions him as one—though

certainly not the foremost—among the many painters who shaped the dis-

cipline. Cicero’s words are also extremely valuable for another reason: artistic

evolution is described as a gradual development, both in sculpture and paint-

ing. The same seems to transpire from Pliny’s perspective. Even if he appears

very keen to identify prōtoi heurētai, he nonetheless emphasizes in various pas-

sages how the inventions by certain painters were employed more extensively,

or improved by later artists. This is the case with the linear method invented

by Philokles or Ekphantos, whose first extensive use was made by Aridikes and

Telephanes, or with Eumaros’ achievements, further developed by Kimon of

Kleonai.105

4 Conclusion

Just as the ancient authors do not delineate a change of pace for large-scale

painting after 480, so the ceramic evidence bears witness to a gradual and

lengthy transition between the Archaic and Classical periods. Outlining this

transition, however, is more complicated than has been imagined thus far, and

surely deserves further investigation. The word ‘gradual’ is not the same as ‘lin-

ear’: a conception that, following Winckelmann’s biological approach, envis-

ages an art in progress, aimed at the gradual conquest of ever more perfect

forms of expression. Nor does it mean indulging in the formalist paradigm of

euchrony, disengaged from the multiple factors that can interact within the

samehistorical context.106Graduality implies phenomena such as delay, innov-

ation and, above all, a dialectical coexistence between these poles. This can

be detected on multiple levels. For instance, among painters interacting in the

same working environment but offering different products, as in the case of

103 Cic. Brut. 70.

104 Cf. Bruno 1977: 66, on this passage.

105 Plin. hn 35.16, 55–56.

106 Into which would fall, according to Stewart (2021: 221–224), recent attempts to approach

the transition between the Archaic and Classical ages more gradually. For the opposition

between anachronistic and euchronic approaches in art history, see Didi-Huberman 2000,

esp. 9–22.
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the hare-hunting scene depicted on the lekythoi, or within the corpus of a

single painter, as we have seen, for example, in relation to the Kleophrades

Painter. Another enlightening example in this latter sense is the evolution of

the drapery’s rendering by Douris during his career (ca. 500–470/465), divided

by Buitron-Oliver into five phases (Fig. 10.8). Even if we see a rather regular

development from a certain ‘decorativism’ to simpler forms, several phases

testify to a coexistenceof stylistic features. Someexamples from the thirdphase

show a rigidity of the folds that seems to contradict the dynamism achieved in

the previous phase, and instead recall the beginning of his career. Similarly,

the middle phase testifies, on the one hand, to the abandonment of a certain

exuberance through the sole use of vertical lines to depict the folds, but on

the other maintains the edge’s partitioning through closely spaced triangles.107

Innovation often stems from specific technical requirements, such as the avail-

able surface or the interaction between figures and the background, and is con-

veyed throughworkshoppractices or,more specifically, through the interaction

between workshops—a phenomenon that deserves more attention when dis-

cussing issues of periodization. At other times, certain innovationsmay be dic-

tated by the context for which the vases were intended and by the competition

between craftsmen, as in the case of the white-ground cups dedicated on the

Acropolis. Alternatively, iconographic changes may be more generally shaped

by profound shifts in sensibility, the causes of which we are not always able

to pinpoint, but are nevertheless crucial to understanding the complex mes-

sages that images are able to convey. To place the vase-painters’ experiments

in subordination to those achieved by large-scale painters could thus result

in flattening the liveliness of a history that is indeed gradual, yet incredibly

dynamic, almost conflictual, one in which the agency of the individual inter-

acts with the more collective mechanisms within and between workshops. In

Attic vase-painting, the threshold of 480 thus assumes the connotation of a

modern, ‘artificial’ creation, conveying a ‘passive’ revolution that we want to

see, but which most likely did not take place in ancient times.

107 Already partially observed by Arias 1963: 255.
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figure 10.8 Evolution of drapery’s rendering by Douris (starting from the left, upper

row). Early Period: Attic red-figure kylix signed by Douris, ca. 500bce.Wien,

Kunsthistorisches Museum, inv. 3694; Transitional Period i: Attic red-figure

kantharos signed by Douris, 500–490bce. Brussels, Musée Art et Histoire,

inv. A.718; Transitional Period ii: Attic red-figure kylix signed by Douris,

490–480bce. Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. G 116; Middle Period: Attic red-

figure kylix signed by Douris, 480–470bce. London, British Museum, inv.

1843.1103.13; Late Period: Attic red-figure kylix by Douris, 470–465bce. Berlin,

Antikensammlung, inv. F 2288

1. khm-museumsverband / photo: author; 2. cc by-rmah / ©

imagestudio royal museums of art and history, brussels; 3.

musée du louvre, dist. rmn-grand palais / image musée du

louvre; 4. © the trustees of the british museum; 5. staatliche

museen zu berlin, antikensammlung / photo: archaioptix. cc

by-sa 4.0
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chapter 11

Phokaean Electrum Coinage and Klazomenian

Red-Figure Decoration
Or, the Dangers of Overreliance on Athenian Chronologies in Asia Minor

Anja Slawisch

1 Introduction1

Questioning the reliability and usefulness of chronological anchors challenges

the very foundations of classical archaeology. Archaeological evidence remains

essential for the investigation and ultimately reconstruction of ancient soci-

eties especially when contemporary written sources are scarce. Yet, the chro-

nological framework on which classical archaeologists depend is often circu-

lar, because it correlates to reconstructed dates for historical events transmit-

ted through (non-contemporaneous) written sources with artifacts andmonu-

ments. This approach poses two separate, yet entwined questions: first, how

reliable are our historic anchor dates, and second, how confident are we about

assigning archaeological artefacts and contexts into the chronological units

deriving from this approach? An awareness of both problems remains crucial

for any serious investigations of the classical past. However, in the context of

this chapter we can only tackle one of them and thus for simplicity will, fol-

lowing the communis opinio, assume that the absolute dates for the historical

events of the first half of the fifth century are more or less accurate.

The chronological anchor of 480, the year when the Athenian Acropolis was

sacked by the Persian army, marked first a devastating defeat at home, but also

quick subsequent victories by Greek forces. It also became a scholarly water-

shed for dividing theoldArchaic style from thenewClassical style in art history:

for a long time, archaeologists relied on the assumption that the so-called Pers-

erschutt found on the slopes of the Acropolis and in some of the wells on the

Athenian Agora provided a secure terminus ante quem for dating these depos-

its. However, these contexts turned out to bemuchmore complex in their com-

position, both stratigraphically and in terms of object biographies, and thus are

1 All dates are bce unless otherwise stated. I would like to express my gratitude to the organ-

izers and participants of this conference whose insightful papers and lively discussions I

enjoyed very much.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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much less reliable than previously assumed.2 The second and third quarter of

the fifth century sees Athens rapidly ascending to power—politically, econom-

ically and culturally—with an unprecedented cultural production, including

an enormous output of coinage, publication of decrees on stone, as well as

flourishing craftsmanship as seen in the re-erection of the temples and public

buildings on the Acropolis and elsewhere in Athens and Attika.3 Some of the

monumental buildings and associated sculptures can indeed be firmly dated

based on the city’s financial documentation.4 It is against this Athenian back-

ground that modern scholars measure the achievements of other Greek cities

around the Mediterranean during that period.

In this context, it is important to note that the trauma of defeat and in some

cases destruction at the hands of the Persian army affected not only Athens

but the wider Eastern Mediterranean as well. Besides the year 480,5 scholars

of Ionia in the fifth century organize their materials around another water-

shed, the defeat of the Ionian Revolt at the battle of Lade, and the reported

destruction of the city of Miletus in 494. The major difference is that Mile-

tus and several other Ionian settlements did not recover as visibly as Athens

during the fifth century and interpretation of the available evidence from the

post-destruction period has traditionally been a challenge. There are now two

schools of thought: some scholars emphasize the lack of evidence from Ionia

after 494, the disruption of daily life, and economic depression, while others

highlight continuity and an almost immediate recovery.6 Notably, both sides

build their arguments using the same set of archaeological and written evid-

ence. Regarding written evidence, there are almost no texts that can confiden-

tially be dated into the first half of the fifth century, so historical discussions

tend to depend on later sources to reconstruct this period.7

In this chapter, I explore two case studies where a revision of watersheds,

such as 480, would have a radical destabilising effect on our archaeological

interpretations: the electrum coinage of Phokaia and the Klazomenian sarco-

2 Lindenlauf 1997; Steskal 2004; Stewart 2008a; Barringer 2020. On thewells from the Athenian

Agora cf. Laughy and van den Eijnde, Matter and Rotroff and Lynch in this volume.

3 Ober 2015 and on the archaeological remains see Hurwit 1999 and Meyer 2017: 432–435 with

bibliography.

4 https://www.atticinscriptions.com (accessed 6 February 2025).

5 The year 480 is used as a watershed for stylistic dating in Ionia (see below). In addition, the

Battle of Mycale in 479 is often perceived as a (historical) caesura in South Ionia.

6 Cook, J.M. 1961; Osborne 1999. For a detailed discussion see Slawisch, forthcoming.

7 For a recent example see Nudell 2023. Nudell’s treatment of the archaeological evidence

unfortunately relies too much on literature published in English, for example a student text-

book (Greaves 2010) and seems unaware of recent developments in the field.

https://www.atticinscriptions.com
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figure 11.1 Map of Ionia showing major poleis and sanctuaries

© toby c. wilkinson. cc by 4.0

phagi (Fig. 11.1). Both sets of materials originate in Ionia, even if the finds them-

selves were distributed further afield. Ionian archaeological contexts remain

heavily dependent—or as I am going to argue over-dependent—on Athenian

chronotypemarkers andart historical chronologies, especially for the early fifth

century.8 Moreover, an assumption that certain artistic innovations emerged

in Athens only after the 480 watershed has closed Ionian archaeology to many

alternative and quite reasonable scenarios in the region’s cultural history. The

decision of whether or not a particular artefact can be assigned to before or

after a particular watershed ultimately opens up scope both for a fresh view of

the region and for trends taking place across wider Mediterranean networks.

8 This is, of course, a much wider problem. For example, when dating archaeological con-
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2 The Electrum Coinage from Phokaia

From ancient written sources, Phokaia is known for its long-distance trade

and overseas contacts during the seventh and sixth centuries, as well as for its

foundations of settlements such as Massalia. For most of this period, Phokaia

paid tribute to the Lydian kings, until around the middle of the sixth cen-

tury when the city was, according to Herodotus (1.162), besieged by the Persian

general Harpargos.9 Herodotus also reports that during this time, parts of the

citizenry left Phokaia to settle in Magna Graecia (1.152; 1.164–165). This piece of

information is often used to explain why Phokaia contributed only three ships

to the Battle of Lade. However, the commander-in-chief of the Ionian fleet dur-

ing the final battle was a certain Dionysios from Phokaia which could be read

as a clear commitment from the part of the Phokaians (Hdt. 6.11–12; 6.17). The

next we learn from Thucydides and epigraphical sources is that the city was a

member of the Delian League, paying between one and a half and three talents

tribute in its local currency.10

Archaeological research at Phokaia started with Felix Sartiaux in 1913, 1914

and 1920, was taken up again between 1952 and 1957 and then in intervals until

1970 by Ekrem Akurgal. Since 1989 fieldwork has restarted under the direction

of ÖmerÖzyiğit.11Major results include the identification of the Archaic settle-

ment and its fortificationwallswith a lengthof at least five kilometres, probably

as long as eight kilometres on the mainland. If we assume the enclosed area

to have been fully occupied, this would make Phokaia one of the largest cit-

ies of Archaic Ionia. Another important find was the uncovering of the Temple

of Athena, a peripteros built in the sixth century and apparently in use until it

collapsed as the result of an earthquake during the last quarter of the second

century.12 But so far, very little in terms of archaeological contexts or finds

(for example pottery) dating to the fifth century has been published. Thus,

the development of the city during that century is not well understood.13 The

texts to the Archaic period in AsiaMinor and elsewhere in theMediterranean, archaeolo-

gists similarly rely on imported (Euboean, Corinthian, Attic) pottery, amethod that comes

with the caveat that the duration of their circulation cannot be determined.

9 Bodenstedt 1981: 19–27; Graf 1985: 402–403. Hdt. 1.162–163: the first to be attacked and the

first to use warships.

10 atl 1: 436–437; Rubinstein 2004: 1090; Thuc. 4. 52. Athens, however, did not take the

Phokaian coins at 28 drachmas, but rather at a rate of 27 drachmas ([Dem.] 34.23).

11 The history of research is summarised in Özyiğit 2011. Since spring 2020, excavations have

been continuing under the aegis of the Izmir Museum Directorate.

12 Özyiğit 2020. On the date of destruction Özyiğit 2020: 401–402.

13 It remains unclear whether this knowledge gap is the result of a lack of publications,



310 slawisch

largest assemblage of published evidence for the fifth century remains the city’s

electrum coinage.14

Friedrich Bodenstedt was the first who recorded and classified the electrum

coinage from Phokaia (as well as Mytilene). He assumed a largely uninterrup-

ted emission from around 625/600 to 325.15 For the beginning of the series,

he used the then widely accepted date for the so-called ‘foundation deposit’

from the Artemision in Ephesus (igch 1153 and 1154) which contained two 1/48

staterswith a seal’s head fromPhokaia, and for its end the introduction of coins

with the imageof Alexander iii.16The coins themselves are exceptional inmore

than one aspect: except for what Bodenstedt calls the E-series and alloy period

i (Phokaia, Em 1–2017), for which a variety of denominations are attested, all

other coins (Phokaia, Em 21–112) were issued exclusively in one denomination,

hektaimeasured at ca. 2.6g, which is a sixth of a Phokaian stater. All weremade

from electrum, a man-made alloy from gold, silver, and copper. They display

constantly changing obverse types but remained identifiable by the depiction

of a seal (φώκη in Greek, a pun on the issuing polis).18 The seal features as the

only image on the earliest issues; on the later ones it was added as a small image

to the obverse.19 Bodenstedt used awide range of methods to identify alloy con-

tents and minting technology.20 This allowed him to distinguish all preserved

coins from Phokaia for the first time and to categorise them into threeminting

(or alloy) periods (i, ii, and iii), during which the gold content was reduced

or indeed a significant gap in the material evidence over the duration of the fifth cen-

tury. Published are exclusively examples of Athenian pottery (cf. Tuna-Nörling 2002 and

Slawisch 2013 with bibliography). Beside the Archaic architectural fragments from the

Templeof Athenaonly archaic potteryhas beenpublished (Özyiğit 2020: pl. 739–773).This

makes it altogether difficult to substantiate cult continuity beyond the Archaic period in

this area.

14 In addition to electrum coinage, Phokaia also issued a substantial amount of silver coin-

age from the second half of the sixth century onwards (cf. Balcer 1970; van Alfen 2018 with

bibliography) and there is evidence for die links between the two as well as stylistic links

to silver coins emitted in Massalia (cf. Cahn 1998; Furtwängler 1978: 134, Group F).

15 Cf. Bodenstedt 1977/78b: 147; Bodenstedt 1976a: 17–19.

16 Bodenstedt 1981: 50. The Artemision hoard is now dated to 640bce, which consequently

shifts the beginning of the Phokaian electrum coinage upwards. On this see Kerschner

and Konuk 2020: esp. 97 no. 20 (seal’s head facing left, 1/48 stater in Phokaian standard)

and 106 no. 81 (seal’s head facing left, 1/48 stater).

17 On this see Bodenstedt 1981: 104–128.

18 Interpreting imagery from series with multiple obverse types poses an additional chal-

lenge because it calls the importance or rather symbolic value of individual pieces into

question, at least with regards to the one city that issues the coins. Another example for a

series with multiple obverse types is Cyzicus (see De Callataÿ 2020).

19 Cf. Bodenstedt 1976a: 15.

20 On this in detail, see Bodenstedt 1976a; Bodenstedt 1976b.
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and silver and copper increased over time.21 Secondly, he also indicated three

groups (group A, B, and C) based on his observation of changing production

techniques in particular the contour of the reverse punches. He then linked the

two categories by using historical anchor dates.22 To establish an end date for

Alloy Period i whichmore or less aligns with the end of Group A, he assumed a

correlation between the coinage output in Phokaia and the end of Polycrates’

reign and thus the end of Samianmaritime supremacy in this part of theMedi-

terranean in 522.23 From the beginning of Alloy Period ii andGroup B onwards,

the coinage fromPhokaia andMytilene shows close adherences to equalweight

and alloy composition, an observation that led Bodenstedt and others to sup-

pose that both cities issued their coins jointly between ca. 500 and 330 in what

is now known as cooperative coinage. Following this idea, Bodenstedt distrib-

uted the remaining coins in a way that reflects emission for every other year.24

The existence of such a contract between the two cities is supported by an

inscription dated to the early fourth century found on the island of Lesbos.25

The surviving text contains a treaty between Phokaia and Mytilene and regu-

lates the annually changingmintingof electrumcoins, τὸ χρύσιον, andpenalizes

the contamination of the alloy by responsible officials. At the transition from

Alloy Period ii to Alloy Period iii, Bodenstedt observed another reduction in

the gold content of the Phokaian and Mytilenian electrum hektai, which he

associates with the upcoming tribute payments for the Delian League starting

from its foundation in 477. From period iii onwards, no further deterioration

of the alloy can be detected. The same anchor date is used for the beginning

21 On a recent metal analysis of electrum hektai from Phokaia and Mytilene, see Gitler et

al. 2020: esp. 408–409. Increasing the copper content could visually hide the reduction

of gold content and thus might not have been immediately noticeable by customers. This

has already been noted by Bodenstedt.

22 Bodenstedt 1976a: 26–27, 40 and corrections in Bodenstedt 1981: 47–48. He suggests the

following chronology: Alloy Period i: ca. 600–522, Alloy Period ii: ca. 521–478 and Alloy

period iii: ca. 477–326, and Group A: ca. 600–530/525, Group B: ca. 525–325, Group C:

ca. 475–325.

23 Bodenstedt 1976a: 48; Bodenstedt 1981: 8. 22.

24 Bodenstedt 1976a: 86–87; van Alfen 2018: 342.

25 ig xii, 2.1. On the inscription, see Mackil and van Alfen 2006: 210–219. Bodenstedt (1981:

30) suggests a connectionwith the sea battle at Cnidus in 394, butHeiserer (1984), Bresson

(2009), and Psoma (2020: 71–72) favour a date in the second half of the fifth century. It

should be noted that the inscription does not make any reference to an earlier contract

between Phokaia andMytilene. However, other numismatic evidence suggests that mon-

etary cooperation or coordinationwasmore common than previously assumed. Cf. Balcer

1970 on monetary cooperation between Phokaia and nearby Teos and van Alften 2014 on

potential monetary coordination between Phokaia and Velia.
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of group C, when he observes another change in production technique. The

ordering of the material within all of these groups is based on the style of the

images. For the years 535–327, Bodenstedt distinguishes a total of 26 ‘master’

hands whose creative periods, apart from a few gaps or overlaps, stretch over

the entire period.26 Here, he refers to the watershed of 480 as the start date of

the Athenian ‘Severe Style’, instead of incorporating material and visual styles

created by contemporary Ionians, in particular north Ionian craftsmen in the

same way he did for late archaic coins.

In sum, the arrangement of the electrum coinage from Phokaia in the fifth

century relies on two chronological anchors assumed to provide a reliable dat-

ing mechanism: the foundation of the Delian League and a stylistic change in

the way the human body and face are depicted.

3 What Is the Evidence for This?

Herodotus reports that Samos, Chios, Lesbos and other islands were admit-

ted to the Delian alliance when it was founded (Hdt. 9.106), but he does not

mention Phokaia or any other of the cities on the mainland of Asia Minor.

Bodenstedt’s assumption that Phokaia also joined the league as early as 477

is perhaps not impossible, but not based on any explicit written evidence and

is therefore a deduction ex silentio.27

The second anchor is equally difficult to verify, but the implied assumption

of an ad hoc change of style in Athens in 480, and shortly after on the coinage

of Phokaia (andMytilene), is a very unlikely scenario because of the way ideas

and technological knowledge are created and transmitted.28 I have argued else-

where that the stylistic features traditionally identified as Classical, or more

precisely the ‘Severe Style’, can be detected much earlier in Ionia during the

period we would traditionally call late Archaic29 Without diving into much

detail here on the stylistic development in Ionia, it is without question that

we have ample evidence for a thriving artistic industry during the late sixth to

the early fifth century and that there is no reason to assume that new stylistic

26 Bodenstedt 1977/1978a; Bodenstedt 1977/1978b; Bodenstedt 1981: 52.

27 Bodenstedt 1981: 23.

28 Cf. Slawisch 2019: 145–146 with bibliography; Barringer 2020; Stewart remains the most

vocal proponent of a sudden appearance of the Severe Style. On this, see Stewart 2008:

601 and Stewart 2017. For a rejection of the idea of an ad hoc development see both Ador-

nato 2019 and Slawisch 2019.

29 Slawisch 2019.
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developmentswithin the oeuvre of Ionian craftsmenwere directly copied from

Athenian counterparts.30

If we abandon the year 480 as a chronological anchor, what effect would

such a ‘de-watershedification’ have on our dating of the Phokaian coinage?

Not all types of imagery on coinage are equally suitable for a stylistic analysis,

since, for example, objects or animals seem to change at a slower pace than the

depiction of the human head.31 I will therefore concentrate on emissions with

warrior heads for which Bodenstedt suggested dates between ca. 500 to ca. 450.

These include Phokaia (Ph) Em 30 and 41 dated to ca. 518–490 and attributed

by Bodenstedt to the ‘Master of the slanting eyes’ and Ph/Em50dated to ca. 478

and attributed to the ‘Master of the two latest warrior heads’ whose work falls

into the period of transition from Alloy Period ii to iii.

Examples of the supposedly earlier group are a warrior head wearing a so-

called crested ‘Ionian’ helmet (Ph/Em30, Fig. 11.2) and theheadof Athenawear-

ing a so-called ‘Corinthian’ helmet (Ph/Em41).32 Both faces show the character-

istic slanted eyelids that are open towards the bridge of thenose.33Thewarriors

on Ph/Em 50wear crested Ionian helmets.34 Regardless of their assigned dates,

all of the Ionian helmets are decorated with wine tendrils. But the eyelids on

Ph/Em 50 are slightly rounder showing that the stonecutter was aware of the

actual position of the eyeball when depicting the heads in profile, a feature that

is characteristic for the early years of the Severe Style. For the date of the issue

of this coin, Bodenstedtwas thus leftwith a very smallwindow. In termsof alloy

composition, Ph/Em50 belongs to Alloy Period ii (before the foundation of the

Delian League) but in terms of style they could, according to his assumption of

the start of the Severe Style, only be shortly after 480.35

A comparison with, for example, representations of warrior heads in Ionian

sculpture and on Klazomenian sarcophagi shows that Bodenstedt’s stylistic

30 For an overview over the development of Archaic and Classical sculpture in Ionia, see

Slawisch and Sichelschmidt 2022.

31 Fischer-Bossert (2019/2020: 55–56) highlights the difficulties of stylistically classifying

coin images. Emission of coinage follows different timetables and responds to different

needs than objects of art. On the design and execution of coin and gem artists during the

late Archaic and Classical periods, see Berthold 2013.

32 On this emission see Bodenstedt 1981: 136–137 with pl. 4,9 and 45. This type of helmet can

be distinguished by the movable cheek flaps, the absence of the nose guard and the spur

on the elongated formed calotte. On the Ionian helmet and its derivation from the Urar-

tian helmet, see Held 1999.

33 Cf. Bodenstedt 1977/1978b: 154.

34 On this emission see Bodenstedt 1981: 141–142 with pl. 5,8 and 46. Bodenstedt (1977/1978b:

155) erroneously describes one of the helmets as a ‘clumsy-looking Corinthian helmet’.

35 Cf. Bodenstedt 1977/1978b: 155 with pl. 42, 11.12 and pl. 43, 2. 3.
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figure 11.2

Warrior head with so-called

“Ionian” helmet. Rev. Irregular

square incuse, Electrum hekte,

Dm 11mm (max.), 2.547g, British

Museum 1845,1217.186, Bodenstedt

1981: 129. Ph/Em 30.8

© the trustees of the brit-

ish museum. cc by-nc-sa 4.0

sequence is far from robust.Thebest parallel is an over life-sizemarble statue of

a warrior wearing an Ionian helmet and a cuirass that was found in the Samian

Heraion (Fig. 11.3). The sculpture has protruding eyes with slightly slanted fine

eyelids. The helmet shows the same decoration with tendrils as seen on the

coinage from Phokaia. The sculpture is dated to ca. 530.36 Similar depictions of

warriors with Ionian helmets decorated with tendrils can be found on Klazo-

menian sarcophagi attributed to the Borelli Painter (Fig. 11.4) and the Hanover

Painter. Both are commonly dated to the last third or last quarter of the sixth

century.37 Both types of evidence show that the image of warriors wearing

Ionianhelmetswaswidely known in Ionia.Theywere used to emphasise aristo-

cratic lifestyle andmilitary values.38 The slight stylistic differences between the

two sets of coins from Phokaia reflect different masters, as Bodenstedt rightly

observes, but this does not necessarily mean a difference in chronology, espe-

cially because both sets have matching alloy compositions. Here, the anchor

date of 480 for the supposedly later exemplars creates an artificial gap.39

The next master identified by Bodenstedt is the ‘Satyr and Midas master’,

whom he dates to the period between 465 and 446 (Ph Em. 65–68).40 This

artist’s oeuvre includes: (1) a depiction of Silenus en faceor rather an attenuated

three-quarter view, which means that the head is turned only very slightly to

36 The date is based on stylistic comparisons. Staatliche Museen, Antikensammlung Berlin

Sk 1752 and Sk 1844. Cf. Freyer-Schauenburg 1974: 184–185 no. 103 pl. 77. For an image of

the sculpture and comparisons that support the suggested date see arachne.dainst.org/

entity/1120990 by Sabine Neumann (last accessed 06.02.2025).

37 Cf. Cook 1981: B.8 pl. 6–7 (London, British Museum 1886,0326.1 joins with Istanbul 1427);

Cook 1981: C.4 pl. 14,1 (Hanover 1897.12). On the relationship between the Borelli and the

Hanover painter, see Zeren-Hasdağlı 2018: 387–389.

38 See, for example, Fransen 2011: 105–112.

39 For series Ph/Em. 51–64, dated to 477 to 464, no particular master could be identified.

40 Bodenstedt 1977/1978b, 156 with pl. 44, 1–4. Characteristic for this master who worked for

both, Mytilene and Phokaia, is the way in which he depicts the animal ears with a button-

like thickening under the auricle.

http://arachne.dainst.org/entity/1120990
http://arachne.dainst.org/entity/1120990
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figure 11.3 Front- and side view of a warrior statue wearing a so-called “Ionian” helmet.

Marble, Samos, Heraion. H. 86cm;W. max 53cm; H. of head 35cm

© staatliche museen zu berlin, antikensammlung / archiv,

inventarnummer: sk 1752 [ant. 6076]

the side (Fig. 11.5),41 and (2) two types of representation of king Midas, recog-

nizable by his donkey ears, in profile facing left (Fig. 11.6).42 One explanation

for the occurrence of Silenus and Midas with ass ears is that it directly reflects

a stage performance, comparable to an attested early fourth century produc-

tion of Aristophanes’ Plutus (ca. 388).43 In this play a certain Carion claims

that by capturing Plοutos everyone will become a Midas, provided they grow

41 Bodenstedt 1981: 148. 316, no Ph/Em 67, pl. 7.3, 47.

42 Bodenstedt 1981: 147–148. 316. Ph/Em. 66, Ph/Em. 68 with pl. 7,2; 7,4 and 47.

43 Susanne Berndt has interpreted the ass ears as ametaphor for Persian spies (because spies

were also called the ‘king’s ears’). See Berndt 2018: 59–60. It is indeed tempting to interpret

the choice of image here as anti-Persian propaganda.
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figure 11.4 Fragment of Klazomenian sarcophagus, attributed to the Borelli Painter, H:

45cm, British Museum 1886,0326.1, Cook 1981: B.8 pl. 6–7

© the trustees of the british museum. cc by-nc-sa 4.0
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figure 11.5

Head of bearded satyr (Silenus?).

Rev. Irregular four-part incuse

square. Electrum hekte, Dm

11mm, 2.540g, British Museum

1951,1007.5, Bodenstedt 1981: 148.

Ph/Em 67

© the trustees of the brit-

ish museum. cc by-nc-sa 4.0

figure 11.6

Head of bearded man (Midas?).

Rev. Irregular four-part incuse

square. Electrum hekte, Dm

10mm, 2.534g, British Museum

rpk, p121A.3.Coo, Bodenstedt 1981:

147. Ph/Em 66.1

© the trustees of the brit-

ish museum. cc by-nc-sa 4.0

ass᾽s ears.44 Stylistic characteristics visible on both Midas and Silenus are the

wide-open eyeswith clearly differentiated upper and lower eyelids and the full,

protruding cheeks. The treatment of hair is, however, slightly different between

them: Silenus’ beard is shaped in voluminous curls, while Midas’ beard is over-

all more compact, but has a more fine-grained internal structure. In addition,

on some coins Midas’ hair is arranged in individual curls above the forehead.

Margaret Miller has compared the depictions on the hektai from Phokaia with

existing examples onAthenian red-figurepottery.Here the first representations

of Midas with donkey ears appear around the middle of the fifth century, for

example on the name piece, a stamnos by the Midas Painter (ca. 440, Fig. 11.7)

or a bell-krater attributed to the Polygnotos group (ca. 450–420).45

Given the different design possibilities in the round of the coin in compar-

ison to the scenic depiction of the story on Attic vase paintings one has to

be careful to parallel both appearances in art. For the coin, the ass’s ears are

essential for the identification of Midas, while on late sixth-century Athenian

pottery Midas appears with human ears identifiable either through an inscrip-

tion or a composition that would always include Silenus.46 The depictions of

Midas with ass ears on Athenian pottery start around the middle of the fifth

44 Aristophanes Ploutos 286–287; cf. Roller 1983: 302.

45 Miller 1988. For the full range of representations of Midas, see Miller 1997.

46 Brommer 1941.
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figure 11.7 Silenos led before Midas. Stamnos by the Midas Painter. H: 38.10cm, British

Museum 1851,0416.9

© the trustees of the british museum. cc by-nc-sa 4.0
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figure 11.8

Head of Satyr (Silenos?) en face.

Rev. Four-part incuse square. Elec-

trum hekte, Dm 10mm, 2.592g,

bm 1841,0928.13, Bodenstedt 1981:

138. Ph/Em 43.4

© the trustees of the brit-

ish museum (cc by-nc-sa 4.0)

century but, as Margaret Miller already observed, the entire composition with

the king sitting on a throne follows an entirely new iconographic sourcewhich,

according to her, echoes Achaemenid imperial iconography.47 Themain differ-

ence between the depictions on Athenian red-figured vessels and our electrum

coins is Midas’ headgear. This, on the contrary, might suggest separate visual

traditions in Ionia and Athens. Similarly, there is a depiction of Silenus en face

(Fig. 11.8) from Alloy Period ii and dated by Bodenstedt to around 490.48 Given

the increased eagerness to experiment with en face representations on Attic

pottery and Klazomenian sarcophagi, this issue could well be chronologically

older than currently assumed.49

As these examples show, the internal chronology for the electrum hektai

from Phokaia (and for that matter Mytilene) is far from secure. Furthermore,

if we uncritically follow Bodenstedt’s classification and chronology, Phokaia

appears as an exceptional case amongst other Ionian cities, since all other

Ionian cities seem to have discontinued their coin output at some point over

the course of the fifth century.50

Dating the electrum coinage from Phokaia via stylistic comparison raises

an important question about the directionality of artistic transmission.Where

did the inspiration of particular motifs or styles come from? As we have just

seen, while the warrior emissions from Phokaia are traditionally dated accord-

47 Miller 1988.

48 Bodenstedt notes that Kurt Regling in his ‘Die antike Münze als Kunstwerk’ published in

1924 (non vidi) assigned the coin to the Severe Style. Cf. Bodenstedt 1981: 55. Ph/Em43with

pl. 4.11 and 45.

49 See for example the hoplite in Cook 1981: C.4 pl. 14,1 (Hanover 1897.12). When painters

start to experiment with the depiction of frontal faces from ca. 570 onwards, they display

a preference for Dionysus, Gorgo, Medusa or Silenus (see Hedreen 2017: 163–165 with bib-

liography in n. 18 on frontal silens).

50 On Ionian electrum emissions, see Wartenberg 2022: 315. On silver coinage issued by

Ionian allies of Athens during the second half of the fifth century, see Kallet and Kroll

2020: 62–64.
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ing to the assumed date for the emergence of the Severe Style in Athens, the

Midas and Silenus images are linked to Athenian black and red-figured pottery.

Indeed, when it comes to dating objects and monuments in Asia Minor from

the late Archaic period onwards, scholars regularly look first to parallels from

Athens or theGreekmainland as default sources. The abundance of material in

combination with the efflorescence of the region after 480 and for most of the

fifth century seems to justify such an approach.WhenMiletus and other Greek

cities of Asia Minor were liberated after the battle of Mycale in 479 and sub-

sequently joined the Delian League it seemed obvious that they followed the

same cultural trajectory as Athens, and thus, 480 became a one-way post quem

watershed for the contextual and stylistic dating of all archaeological objects.

With the acceptance of an apparent artistic directionality for the period of dir-

ect Athenian supremacy in the second and third quarter of the fifth century, it

seemedonly natural to assume similarmodes of transmission for thepreceding

decades of cultural production.51

One group of material evidence from Ionia that exemplifies the problems

connected with this approach, and to which we now turn, are the so-called

Klazomenian sarcophagi, named after the ancient city in which they were first

found.

4 The Klazomenian Sarcophagi

Like Phokaia, the ancient city of Klazomenai (modern İskele, the port of Urla)

seems to have flourished economically and culturally for the most part of the

Archaic period, at least according to the archaeological evidence.52 Contem-

porarywritten sources for the seventh and sixth centuries are non-existent, but

the later fifth-century historian Herodotus mentions, for example, a treasury

of the Klazomenians at Delphi (1.51.2), their foundation of Abdera in Thrace

(1.168.1), and military conflicts such as the failed attack by the Lydian king

51 Another example that exemplifies the problems with this method particularly well are

the discussions surrounding the date of and interpretation of marble reliefs on the so-

called Polyxena Sacrophagus from Çanakkale. Discovered in themound of Kızöldün near

Daskyleion, it displays stylistic parallels with the oeuvre of Athenian vase painters such as

Euphronios. This has led many scholars to advocate solely the transfer of iconographic

models from Athens to Ionia. Francis Croissant (2015) and recently Carola Reinsberg

(2022: 65) persuasively place the monument firmly within the stylistic domain of north

Ionia, i.e. with close parallels to vase painting and sculpture fromKlazomenai andPhokaia

and thus before or contemporary with Euphronios.

52 Ersoy 2007.
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Alyattes and Otanes’ march against Klazomenai during the time of the Ionian

Revolt (1.16.2; 5.123). Pausanias, whowrote in the second century ce, informs us

that the Klazomenians had left theirmainland settlement for the nearby island

because of their fear of the Persians (7.3.9).While thismaywell be a late legend,

archaeological finds from the island support frequentation in particular during

the fifth century when comparable evidence is missing from the mainland.53

More recent scholarly interest in the region started as early as the seven-

teenth century, but increased significantly following the discovery of several

elaborately painted clay sarcophagi by local farmers in the late nineteenth

century. Formal excavations on the mainland and nearby Karantina Island

started with Oikonomos, Ephor for Asia Minor in 1921 and 1922. During these

campaigns, more than 70 clay sarcophagi were unearthed on the mainland.54

However, longer-term and systematic archaeological fieldwork only started in

the early 1980s under the directorship of Güven Bakır who concentrated on

identifying and understanding the outline and function of the archaic settle-

ment and adjacent burial grounds. He was succeeded by Yaşar Ersoy in 2007.

These excavations confirmed a tangible disruption of settlement activities on

the mainland during the Late Archaic period and frequentation of nearby

Karantina island during the fifth century, as implied by Pausanias.55 Further-

more, they revealed and documented numerous exemplars of painted clay sar-

cophagi but only few of these have been fully published to date.

The immediate attention garnered by the first sarcophagi among antiquar-

ians and scholars worldwide is due to their elaborate painted decorations and

their enormous size and weight. Exact dimensions vary, but typically these

items measure around 1.80 by 0.80m and weigh in the region of 450kg.56 Ana-

lysis of the clay on some examples has confirmed that many weremade locally

in the Klazomenai region but by no means exclusively, even if Klazomenai

might havebeen themajor centre of production.57While during the early twen-

53 Cf., e.g., Güngör 2004.

54 Cook 1981: 160–161; Tzannes 2004. Parts of Oikonomos’ documentation from these two

campaigns, which consists of handwritten notes and sketches of some of the finds, is

available online and some of the archaeological objects collected are today stored in the

NationalMuseumatAthens (for example the sarcophagus Cook 1981: G30 =Athens 16471).

https://www.archetai.gr/index.php?p=content&section=1&id=183&lang=# (22 July 2022).

55 Cf., e.g., Ersoy 2004: 55–60; Güngör 2004: 122; Koparal and İplikçi 2004: 232. Preliminary

reports are published in the Kazı Sonuçları Toplantıları, all of which are available online:

https://kvmgm.ktb.gov.tr/TR-44760/kazi-sonuclari-toplantilari.html (14 November 2023).

56 Cook and Dupont 1998: 127.

57 Aslan 2013. However, many others are reported to have come from Teos and Smyrna

(each ca. 20 and 30km away), a limited number from Samos, Pitane, Lesbos and Eph-

https://www.archetai.gr/index.php?p=content&section=1&id=183&lang=#
https://kvmgm.ktb.gov.tr/TR-44760/kazi-sonuclari-toplantilari.html
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tieth century, and again in the 1970s and early 1980s, numerous articles were

published on individual pieces, we owe the first comprehensive study of this

group of monuments to Robert Cook who assembled, categorized, and illus-

trated over 160 pieces from archaeological museums worldwide in 1981. This

publication triggered an even wider international interest in the topic and

might have contributed significantly to the initiation and focus of subsequent

excavations in Klazomenai.58 However, subsequent archaeological fieldwork

clearly indicates that the chronology of the corpus requires substantial revi-

sion. Cook created a chronological framework which stretched the maximal

period of production over only a hundred years, i.e. from 550 to 450, with the

bulk supposedly manufactured within three decades between 500 to 470.59

The upper limit for the production of Klazomenian sarcophagi has since been

revised based on new find associations, with many scholars now advocating

a maximal period of production between ca. 630 to 470/450, which is almost

double the time span previously assumed.60

From the first scientific treatment, scholars have highlighted both the sim-

ilarities to images on Attic black- and red-figure pottery and their apparent

subordinate quality in artistic execution compared to what Athenian painters

were able to achieve.61 Consequently, when Cook and other scholars after him

attempted to date individual examples, they based their chronological classi-

fication exclusively on the stylistic comparison with Athenian pottery and the

esus (between ca. 60 and 80km away) and singular items from Ialysos, Rhodos, Abdera (a

settlement founded by Klazomenai and Teos in Thrace) and Akanthos (Chalkidike), up to

300km away.

58 The Klazomenian sarcophagi are one of the few topics in Greek archaeology on which

scholarship has been published in German, French, English, Greek and now increasingly

in Turkish, reflecting the ongoing fascination and importance of these monuments.

59 Cook 1981: 142 and 148.

60 On the suggested earlier start date see Bakır et al. 2000: 48; Hürmüzlü 2010. The evidence

for the lower limits within the fifth century will be discussed elsewhere.

61 For example, Dennis (1883: 7) concludes that ‘The drawing is inferior to the later vases

of archaic Greek or attic style’. Johansen (1942: 123) describes Klazomenian painters as

occasionally dipping ‘into the rich store of motives of Attic vase painting and, more or

less freely …, reproduced Attic originals.’ Since then, more Ionian works did come to light

which should be included in any such discussion: for example, Johansen (1942: 130) notes,

in the context of imagery of Erastes andEromenoi on the sarcophagus in Berlin Inv. 30030,

the lack of a local, Ionian tradition for scenes showing pederasty, but some of the Archaic

electrum staters from a Klazomenian coin hoard dated to ca. 580 are showing just that

(cf. Furtwängler 1995: M1 andM4with fig. 1. 2. 4; Işık 1992 published the coin hoard). Cook

(1981: 20–21, E3 with pl. 20 and 21) follows Johansen (1942: 126–128) and dates the sarco-

phagus to 515–510. From his ‘history of study’ section it is obvious that Cook takes a more

cautious stance on the question of Athenian influence (Cook 1981: 155–159).
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assumption that the painters of the Klazomenian sarcophagi should always

post-date Athenian innovation, often by more than a decade.62

I have already discussed the problem of using the year 480 as a stylistic

chronological anchor, and its subsequent use as a dating tool in Ionia in con-

nection with the electrum coinage from Phokaia. The traditional classification

of Klazomenian sarcophagi into categories before and after 480 is identical and

requires, in my opinion, a systematic revision.63 On the surface, the imagery

and painting styles on the sarcophagi indeed exhibit a close resemblance to the

Attic black- and red-figured styles, but not in every aspect. As to the technique,

the black-figure style differs in the way the interior details are not incised,

but rather painted with thin white lines. Unlike the practice on Athenian pot-

tery, the skin of females is not indicated with additional white paint. The

Klazomenian red-figure style also differs from Athenian examples in that the

recessed surface is not red clay, but a cream-coloured slip that was applied

underneath.64

The superficial results of both techniques can appear quite similar from

a distance, particularly in the way they allow for much more nuanced and

detailed drawings of textures and fabrics. In terms of chronology, the Athenian

black-figure style emerges indisputably earlier than the Athenian red-figure

style. However, there are also several transitional pieces, commonly known as

bilingual vases, which provide us with tangible evidence for a period when

both techniques were occasionally used together on the same vessel.65 Notably

such bilingual examples also appear amongst the corpus of Klazomenian sar-

62 Zahn 1898 makes a case for the transfer of ideas in the opposite direction with Klazo-

menian craftsmen, who hadmoved to Attica for work, as the major drivers of innovation.

His views were rejected by, e.g., Kjelberg (1932: 7–8), Johansen (1942: 141–142).

63 Cook (1974: 60), discusses the possibility that most sarcophagi from Old Smyrna must

belong to the more prosperous period before the end of the Ionian Revolt in 494, he also

indicates that others ‘should hardly be earlier than 480’. AnAttic red-figure lekythos found

inside a sarcophagus on Rhodes (Cook 1981: 61 H2), which has been dated by Beazley to

470–460, forms another anchor for Cook’s chronology in which the upper limit of 470

becomes the watershed (cf. Cook’s chapters on the Albertinum Group, the Hopkinson

Painter, and other fifth century sarcophagi respectively). Zeren-Hasdağlı (2022: 21–25)

continues this tradition by explicitly pointing to 480 as the watershed for the Early Clas-

sical style and supposed starting date for the Hopkinson painter (p. 25).

64 Cf. Cook 1981: 110–112 (black-figure), 132 (red-figure). He says (p. 132) that ‘it saves trouble to

call their technique ‘red-figure’ ’. In a later publication he is againmore cautious admitting

that one might call it ‘white-figure’ (Cook and Dupont 1998: 126).

65 The Andokides Painter, one of the best-known painters working in both techniques, is

sometimes credited with the invention of the red-figure technique in Athens (e.g., Cohen

2008: 19).
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figure 11.9

Klazomenian sarcophagus, attributed to the Alber-

tinum Painter, Princeton University Art Museum,

23.2×233.5×136.0×25.0cm

© princeton university art museum. museum

purchase, gift of john b. elliott, class of 1951.

cc by 4.0

cophagi. But, unlike their Athenian counterparts, they have not yet received

any serious attention in scholarship. One particularly elaborate example is

housed in thePrincetonUniversityArtMuseum(Fig. 11.9).66Theheadpiece and

upper sides are decorated with chariots, fighting warriors and hunting scenes

in the black-figure technique. Klazomenian red-figure technique was used for

the decoration of the foot piece which shows a row of three animals, a pan-

ther, a boar and a lion and the griffin metopes on either side. The spatial divi-

sion between the diverging techniques is additionally accentuated by a long,

braided band.67 There is no mixing of techniques within one particular scene.

Cook attributed the sarcophagus to the ‘Albertinum Group’ and ascribed

a date around 490/480. Nassos Papalexandrou, who in an article published

in 2010 presents a careful re-evaluation of the imagery, concludes that ‘The

Princeton sarcophagus presents a secure terminus post quem in the confident

familiarity of its painter with red-figure technique’, and adds more cautiously

that a date around 500,which is slightly earlier thanCook had suggested,might

be appropriate.68 Notwithstanding the not insignificant technical differences

66 Detailed photos can be found at https://artmuseum.princeton.edu/collections/objects/3​

3395 (last consulted 06.02.2025).

67 For a detailed description of all areas decorated, see Papalexandrou 2010: 5–17.

68 Papalexandrou 2010: 18; Cook 1981: 40. 148 with pl. 15 (AlbertinumGroup, G15A) and again

Cook and Dupont 1998: 126–127.

https://artmuseum.princeton.edu/collections/objects/33395
https://artmuseum.princeton.edu/collections/objects/33395
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between the two kinds of red-figure style described above, neither Cook nor

Papalexandrou hesitated in assuming that such an innovation must have its

roots among Athenian potters and painters. What both authors readily imply

is that what we are seeing here can only be thought of as an, admittedly excel-

lent, attempt to imitate the work of Athenian craftsmanship that would have

arrived in Klazomenai only with some delay.

5 What Is the Evidence for Such a Scenario?

Tangible contextual evidence that would allow us to securely place individual

sarcophagi in time is indeed extremely sparse. For example, from the cor-

pus published by Cook only five are associated with a context and/or other

objects.69 For the chronology of groups and painters defined by Cook and oth-

erswe are entirely reliant on howwe, asmodern scholars, perceive their artistic

development, in the case of Ionian potters and painters with the additional

caveat that they did not sign their work.70 This means that common tools such

as prosopography and onomastics to establish potential cross-generational

relationships amongst craftsmen andworkshops are not available to us.71 How-

ever, a number of observations can be made: firstly, Klazomenian sarcophagi

with at least parts of the decoration painted in the Klazomenian red-figure

technique are significantly fewer in number than examples decorated inKlazo-

menian black-figure style.72 Secondly, while there is ample evidence for local

Ionian pottery decorated in the black-figure technique, we have no evidence

to assume that Ionians ever produced vessels in red-figure, either in the way

painters of Klazomenian sarcophagi did, nor in the techniqueusedbyAthenian

craftsmen. This is significant, as it differs from other areas outside of Attica,

where local red-figured vessels were made.73

69 Cook 1981: 142.

70 Cf. Cook 1981, whose results are based on almost hundred years of previous scholarship.

For recent attempts to continue this type of work with an emphasis on understanding

workshop collaborations, see Zeren-Hasdağlı 2018 and 2022.

71 The lack of dipinti, or rather labels, also affects our ability to securely identify figures

and/or scenes of potentially mythical character. Here scholars rely almost exclusively on

Corinthian and/or Athenian counterparts.

72 Cook counted six examples (1981: 132) all of which he assigned to the Albertinum group.

73 On non-Attic red-figure fabrics produced outside Attica, see, e.g., Schierup and Sabetai

2014: 7. The earliest examples from Lucania and Boeotia date to ca. 440 and are thus sig-

nificantly later than the assumed start date for Athenian red-figure.
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Another relevant question is whether Ionian craftsmen had direct access to

red-figuredpottery fromAthens and, if so,whetherweare able todetermine the

chronological parameters for their exposure to this style. Interestingly,whilewe

have abundant evidence for Athenian black-figure pottery arriving in Klazom-

enai (andelsewhere in Ionia andAsiaMinor) during the sixth century, numbers

of Athenian imports decline dramatically in the course of the early fifth cen-

tury. Red-figured pottery from Athens on the other hand occurs from the late

Archaic period onwards but only in very small numbers and even less often

during the early decades of the fifth century. The latter phenomenon wasmost

likely causedby adisruptionof networks anda severely reduced connectivity of

Ionian cities in the aftermath of themilitary defeat and economic turmoil that

ended the Ionian Revolt.74 Regardless, among the finds unearthed in the sanc-

tuary of Aphrodite on Zeytintepe nearMiletus, which archaeologists believe to

have been destroyed by the Persian army in 494 and which therefore provides

uswith a potentially secure terminus ante quem, are fragments of Athenian red-

figure pottery attributed to Oltos and Epiktetos.75 Both belong to the very early

representatives of the new style in Athens and are traditionally thought to have

been active from ca. 525–520 to 500–490. The precise dating of these vessels is

further complicated by the uncertainty regarding start date for the manufac-

ture of Athenian red-figure pottery. That stylewas long believed to be one of the

few fixed dates in Classical Archaeology, but it has recently andwith good argu-

ments been called into question, and can perhaps be pushed back by fifteen

to twenty years.76 If the new dating of Athenian red-figure pottery is correct,

the window for the exposure of Klazomenian craftsmen to the new Athenian

red-figured style is not only much narrower than previously assumed; it also

coincides with the dramatical upheavals in the area during the first decade of

the fifth century.

A last point to consider is that of perceived and actual comparability be-

tween the emergence of Athenian red figure and Klazomenian red figure.

There are images that so closely resemble Athenian ones that an intercon-

nectivity between the two locales and traditions seems indeed the most likely

scenario, independent of the direction of travel.77 However, as mentioned

above, the technical realisation of the same images is very different. In order

to prepare the surface of Klazomenian sarcophagi for decoration, a thin layer

of fine clay was added on top of the coarse clay of the container. This was

74 Slawisch 2013.

75 Kunisch 2016, e.g., nos. 1537–1540, 1546 (Oltos); 1584 (Epiktetos).

76 Rotroff 2009 and 2020.

77 For a discussion of examples see for example Kirchner 1987.
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figure 11.10 Detail of Fig. 11.9. showing Klazomenian ‘white-figure’

© princeton university art museum. museum

purchase, gift of john b. elliott, class of

1951. cc by 4.0

covered with a layer of cream-coloured paint which formed the basis for the

figural or ornamental decoration applied over it (Fig. 11.10). There was, in fact,

never a true Klazomenian version of Athenian red figure (i.e., the reserving of

the red clay surface). Itmight thusbebest to abandon the termaltogether; for as

soon as scholars describe similarities by using the term ‘red-figure’, they created

a technical connection that is potentially misleading. Over a period of more

than 150 years of production, painters of Klazomenian sarcophagi used a huge

variety of techniques: reserve technique, black-figure, white-figure (previously

labelled red-figure), and contour technique. As soon as we refrain from looking

for bilinguals in only black- andwhite-figure, the corpus of Klazomenian sarco-

phagi reveals abundant evidence for an eclecticmix of techniques (black-figure

and reserve style; white-figure and reserve style; black-figure and white-figure;

reserve technique and contour style).78 Thus, the painters of Klazomenian sar-

cophagi seem to have enjoyed mixing different painting styles and mixing for-

mulaic with distinctive local (north Ionian) imagery. We do not understand to

what degree these mixed styles reflect chronological differences, artistic dif-

ferences, regional or imported ideas and innovations, workshop mobility, and

consumer choice.79

78 Zeren-Hasdağlı (2014: 28–36) provides an overviewover the different painting techniques.

She uses the term red-figure.

79 To date we know almost nothing about the occupants of the sarcophagi which are tradi-

tionally tied to a wealthy (aristocratic) clientele.
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6 Conclusion: The Consequences of the Observed Overreliance on

Athenian Chronologies on Archaeology of Asia Minor

Both case studies have shown that the overreliance on Athenian chronology

and stylistic forerunners not only deprives local and regional craftsmanship

outsideof Athensof their agency, it also closesdownanypotential research into

alternative routes of transmission. Two factors contributed to this situation.

First, Athenian cultural production, such as painted pottery of the Archaic and

Classical periods, is comparatively easy to recognize and it evidently spread all

around the Mediterranean, thus seemingly allowing us to align contexts that

are spatially distant. Secondly, contexts excavated inAthenswere long believed

to provide a secure anchor date for the year 480. In this context, scholars too

readily equated not only comparability with similarity, but also comparabil-

ity with simultaneity. This, along with the assumption of a directionality—

from Athens as the centre to Ionia as a perceived periphery—has led to an

almost static classification of non-Athenian materials according to Athenian

frameworks. After many decades of archaeological investigations in Ionia, its

neighbouring regions and beyond, and given the many advances in the field of

archaeological sciences, it should now be possible to look at both categories of

objects with fresh eyes and, if required, be prepared to dramatically revise our

existing chronologies and watersheds, as well as their interpretative baggage.
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chapter 12

480bce as a Marker in Greek Literary History

André Lardinois

1 Introduction1

In this chapter I intend to question the year 480 as marker of the transition

between Archaic and Classical Greek literature.2 I will argue that this date

makes little sense froma literarypoint of viewandwas chosenat least inpart on

ideological grounds. It was propagated in order to lump together all literature

that was produced in Athens in the fifth and fourth centuries, to tie this liter-

ature to Athenian political developments, and to proclaim both as the greatest

achievements of ancient Greek culture.

A typical overview of ancient Greek literary history, at least before the last

two decades, looks like this: it starts around 800with the Archaic Greek period,

which ends around 480. This is followed by the Classical period that lasts till

around 330. Subsequently there are two more periods: the Hellenistic period,

ending around 30, and the Roman period till ca. 450ce. These periods are

subsequently associated with certain genres, especially in the first two: epic

and lyric poetry are assigned to the Archaic period; drama, philosophy, histori-

ography and rhetoric to the Classical period. It is recognized that these genres

‘return’ in the Hellenistic and Roman periods, but in a form that, until quite

recently, was considered to be derivative and inferior.3

1 The research that led to this chapter was supported by the Dutchministry of Education, Cul-

ture and Science (ocw) through the Dutch Research Council (nwo), as part of the Anchor-

ing Innovation Gravitation Grant research agenda of oikos, the Dutch National Research

School in Classical Studies (project number 024.003.012). I would like to thank the editors

and anonymous referee of the press for their valuable comments and suggestions to an earlier

draft of this chapter.

2 E.g., Lesky 1971; Beye 1987; Dihle 1991; Saïd, Trédé and Boulluec 1997. All dates are bce, unless

noted otherwise.

3 See Whitmarsh (2004: 10–15) for the cultural and political origin of this prejudice, which he

dates to the nineteenth century. One example may suffice: in his introduction to Hellenistic

poetry, Alfred Körte (1925: 14) writes that ‘the poetry of the Hellenistic period is no longer the

bread of intellectual life [as it was in the Classical period], but a tasty delicacy that enriches

the table of life, but is not indispensable on it’ (Nicht mehr das Brot des Geisteslebens ist die

Poesie der hellenistischen Zeit, sondern ein schmackhafter Leckerbissen, der die Tafel des

Lebens bereichert, aber auf ihr nicht unentbehrlich ist).

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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The transitions between the four different literary periods are marked by

moments inmilitary history (the PersianWars, the conquests of Alexander the

Great, the Roman conquest of Egypt, and the Fall of Rome). The assumption is

that these events resulted in significant cultural changes, but this is something

to be argued for rather than assumed. As James McGlew observes: ‘While the

Greeks of the fifth and fourth centuries bce would certainly agree that the his-

torical moments with which we circumscribe the Classical age (Xerxes’ expul-

sion frommainlandGreece andAlexander’s death)weremonumental inGreek

political and military history, they would hardly have extended those dates to

Greek culture generally’.4 In this chapter I will argue that the PersianWars had

little effect on the development of Greek literature.

This schematizationof Greek literaryhistorywas achieved throughaprocess

that the sociologist Eviatar Zerubavel has identified as ‘lumping’ and ‘splitting’.5

He has demonstrated that in processes of both individual and collective mem-

orization it is common to divide historical data into blocks that are clearly

marked off from one another. If certain data do not fit in one block, they are

moved to another in a process of lumping and splitting. Hugo Koning has suc-

cessfully applied this concept to the reception and conceptualization of the

poets Homer and Hesiod in antiquity.6 Sometimes they are lumped together,

for example as the two poets who together provided the Greeks with the image

of their gods, or they are split as two poets who are radically opposed to one

another, for example in their view on war and peace. Data contradicting these

demarcations are either ignored or moved from one side to the other.

We see this process of lumping and splitting at work in the schematization

of Greek literary history as well. A clear case of lumping and splitting is the

assignment of lyric poetry to the Archaic period, which ignores the fact that

two of the most famous lyric poets, Pindar and Bacchylides, produced all their

poetry in the fifth century and lived till the middle of that century, later than

Aeschylus. Yet, they are commonly treated together with the other lyric poets

in chapters on Archaic Greek literature.7

Another example of lumping and splitting, but now in the opposite direc-

tion, is the identification of philosophywith theClassical period,which ignores

the fact that philosophy was practiced in Ionia well before 500. Some liter-

ary histories distinguish between the so-called Ionian nature philosophers,

who are discussed in the chapter on Archaic Greek literature, and the other

4 McGlew 2016: 78.

5 Zerubavel 2003.

6 Koning 2010.

7 This is the case in all literary histories mentioned in n. 2.
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presocratic philosophers who are treated together with Plato and Aristotle

in the chapter on Classical literature.8 However, this division is arbitrary and

ignores the fact that many presocratic philosophers, like Parmenides, straddle

the divide between the Archaic and Classical Greek periods. 480 is therefore

not a logical marker to divide either Greek lyric poetry or presocratic philo-

sophy.

2 The Equation of Classical Greek Literature with Athenian

Literature

Why, then, was Greek lyric poetry lumped together with epic poetry in the

Archaic Greek period and philosophy with drama and rhetoric in the Classical

period? I contend that this categorization relates to the desire to cleanse Clas-

sical Greek literature from all non-Athenian elements and to identify this liter-

ature closelywithAthenianpolitical andmilitary achievements.9 Liberal philo-

sophers in the eighteenth century considered the liberty that Athens procured

for itself—or even, according to Herodotus (7.139), for Greece as a whole—by

defeating the Persians at Marathon and Salamis as its greatest achievement.

This in turn was attributed to Athenian democracy triumphing over tyranny.10

The equation of Classical Greek literature with Athens and the demarcation of

the periodby thewars thatwere fought in it arewell illustratedby the title given

to the chapter on Classical literature in the history of Greek literature edited by

Suzanne Saïd, Monique Trédé and Allain Le Boulluec: ‘The Classical age and

the glory of Athens: from the Persian Wars till Chaeronea’.11 This chapter dis-

cusses Athenian drama, historiography, Socratic philosophy and rhetoric, but

leaves out presocratic philosophers like Anaxagoras and Empedocles, both liv-

ing in the fifth century, as well as Pindar and Bacchylides. They are discussed

in the chapter on the Archaic age.

The lyric poetry of Pindar and Bacchylides is problematic for the equation

of Classical literature with Athens, not only because these poets lived and

worked outside of Athens, but they catered mostly to non-Athenian and non-

8 This is the case in Lesky 1971, Beye 1987, and Dihle 1991.

9 Cf. Beye (1987: 97): ‘The history of ancient Greek literature of the fifth century b.c. is the

history of the city of Athens’. On the privileging of Athens over other regions of Greece in

the study of Classical Greece, see also the contribution of Anja Slawisch in this volume.

10 See Marchand in this volume; Murray 2024: esp. ch. 4.

11 Saïd, Trédé and Le Boulluec (1997: 109): ‘L’âge classique et l’éclat d’Athènes: des guerres

médiques à Chéronée.’
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democratic patrons. Therefore, their poetry is considered to be old-fashioned

in its outlook, which in turn justifies its inclusion among Archaic Greek lit-

erature.12 This constitutes, of course, a dubious form of circular reasoning:

the poetry is Archaic, because non-democratic and (supposedly) conservat-

ive, which in turn defines what is Archaic or at least non-Classical. It also

ignores the fact that many Greeks lived outside of Athens in city-states lack-

ing democratic constitutions in theClassical period.13 Furthermore, Pindar and

Bacchylides found patrons in Athens and their poetry was performed there as

well.14 Pindar and Bacchylides are therefore just as representative of Greek lit-

erature in the Classical period as Aristophanes or Euripides are.

Just as political historians like to ignore the fact that not all of Greece was

democratic in the fifth century, so admirers of Classical Greek literature like to

think that it was the direct result of Athenian democracy, which really gained

steam after 480, and a reflection of its greatness. So they argue that Greek

tragedy is an essentially democratic genre that reflects democratic ideas and

values. JoshOber andBarry Strauss, for example, point out that theprotagonists

in Attic drama adopt the rhetoric of the Athenian law courts and assembly;15

Neil Croally claims that Attic tragedy ‘was supposed to teach the citizens of

fifth-century democratic Athens’,16 while David Rosenbloom maintains that

tragedy displays emotions (pity, fear, anger and indignation) that are ‘basic to

the psychology of democratic citizenship’.17 Others have argued against this

close connection between tragedy and Athenian democracy.18 The question is

not if fifth-century tragedy reflects contemporary issues in Athenian society—

of course it did: all literature is a product of its time and place—but rather if

these issues are uniquely Athenian or democratic. Did the rhetoric of speakers

in the Athenian law courts differmarkedly from that of speakers in other Greek

cities? Did the lessons taught by tragedy apply to democratic citizens only, and

are emotions such as pity, fear, anger and indignation not felt by citizens in

non-democratic states outside of Athens as well?

12 E.g., Lesky (1971: 230): ‘Ein Dichter wie Pindar musste in der Zeit der Klassik bald als veral-

tet gelden’ (A poet like Pindar soon had to be considered outdated in the Classical period).

Cf. Beye (1987: 87): ‘Pindar’s harsh view of a bleak and indifferent universe was common-

place in the Archaic Age’.

13 Brock and Hodkinson 2002.

14 E.g., Pind. Pyth. 7, Pae. 5, frs. 75–77 (dithyrambs); Bach. 18 and 19. Isocrates reports that Pin-

dar was even made proxenos of the Athenians in recognition of the songs he composed

honoring their city (Isoc. 15.166).

15 Ober and Strauss 1990.

16 Croally 2005: 69.

17 Rosenbloom 2012: 270.

18 Griffin 1998 and 1999; Rhodes 2003.
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The fact is that Athenian tragedies were performed all over Greece in the

fifth and fourth centuries and that they were popular in non-democratic states

such as Syracuse under Hieron and Macedon, whose autocratic rulers invited

the playwrights to their courts and ordered new plays to be composed for

them.19 A substantial number of plays remained popular and were read and

reperformed throughout the Hellenistic kingdoms and during the Roman em-

pire, whose citizens clearly found enough in these plays to appeal to them.20

The link between fifth-century tragedy and Athenian democracy was therefore

not so strong that only democratic citizens could appreciate it. The dramatic

productions in Athens probably did profit from the wealth that its empire,

established after the PersianWars, brought in, but tragedies and comedies had

been performed in Athens and in other cities before these wars already.21

The free and critical thinking of philosophy or the probing questions of his-

toriographyhavebeen tied to the spirit of Atheniandemocracy,whichprovided

fertile ground for the development of rhetoric as well.22 However, the origins

of Greek philosophy lie in Ionia, which in the sixth century was first partly

under Lydian and subsequently under Persian rule. Rhetoric was practiced

by non-democratic rulers and democratic ones alike. It later flourished under

the Roman empire and the same is true of historiography. The close asso-

ciation of these genres with Athenian democracy is therefore questionable

too.

The reason why scholars tend to align Greek Classical literature with Ath-

enian democracy is that both are considered to be the pinnacles of Greek cul-

ture, with the one reinforcing the other—hence the idea that with the battle

at Chaeronea Greece lost not only its independence, but also its intellectual

prowess. In this mode of thinking, it is assumed that Greek culture in general,

and Greek literature in particular, experienced a short rise in the Archaic age,

enjoyed 150 years of greatness, and then witnessed a long and slow decline.

Sometimes this period of literary greatness is shortened even further to just

seventy-five years in the fifth century. So Albin Lesky declares in his Geschichte

der griechischen Literatur: ‘The height of the Athenian classics is bounded by

two wars. The Peloponnesian War did not only bring to an end the political

power of Athens, but also led to the decline of the inner strength that had

marked the age of Pericles. The just war that the Greeks had to fight for their

19 Stewart 2017.

20 Finglass 2015; Panoussi 2005.

21 Pickard-Cambridge 1962: 60–112 and 132–194.

22 Munn 2000: esp. 15–45.
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political and spiritual survival [i.e., thePersianWars], hadunleashed this [inner

strength] after a period of slow maturation’.23

The idea that Classical Athens formed the pinnacle of Greek culture also

underlies Bruno Snell’s idea of the discovery of the mind or the ‘Entdeckung

des Geistes’ in ancient Greece. According to Snell, Homer’s view of man is still

broken and confused; the individual is revealed in Greek lyric, while logic tri-

umphs over myth in Greek philosophy, but the true sense of what it means to

be human, our sense of humanitas, was first revealed in Classical Athenian lit-

erature: ‘The discovery of humanitas among the Greeks was not the work of

philosophy. In fact, the gracious urbanity of the new concept forms a definite

contrast to the cold severity of conceptual thought. It springs from the ideals of

the Attic society of the last part of the fifth and the fourth centuries before our

era’.24 In this way Classical literature is defined as Athenian literature, which is

considered the best.

A clear preference for Classical, Athenian literature can also be detected in

the Cambridge History of Greek Literature, edited by Pat Easterling and Bernard

Knox, which consists of four parts: part one is devoted to Greek epic and lyric

poetry, the two genres primarily associatedwith the Archaic Greek period. Two

other parts are devoted to the genres of drama, philosophy, rhetoric andhistori-

ography in the Classical period, while only one part is spent on the combined

Greek literature of the Hellenistic period and the Roman Empire.25 This divi-

sion betrays the importance attached by the editors to the literature produced

in Athens in the Classical period. It is certainly not justified by the amount of

literature that survived from this period, because Archaic and Classical Greek

literature togethermake up only 10% of the Greek literature that has been pre-

served from Antiquity, the rest dating to the Hellenistic or Roman periods.26

23 Lesky (1971: 279): ‘Die hohe Zeit der attischen Klassik ist von zwei Kriegen umschlossen.

Der Peloponnesische brachte nicht allein das Ende von Athens Machtstellung, er führte

ebenso den Verfall der inneren Kräfte herbei, die das Zeitalter der Perikles trugen. Ent-

bunden aber hatte dies nach seiner Zeit langsamen Reifens der gerechte Kampf, den das

griechische Volk um seine politische und geistige Existenz zu führen hatte’.

24 Snell 1953: 252.

25 Easterling and Knox 1985.

26 Netz (2020: 2): ‘of the roughly 49 million words of Greek currently on the Thesaurus Lin-

guaeGraecae (tlg), dated to no later than the end of the fifth century ce, just a littlemore

than 5 million are dated to no later than the fourth century bce.’
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3 Other Approaches to Greek Literary History

Most modern scholars no longer accept Snell’s scheme or consider Hellenistic

and Greco-Roman literature to be inherently inferior to Classical literature.We

therefore see new forms of writing Greek literary history emerge, slowly but

gradually, in the last two decades. A good example is TimWhitmarsh’s Ancient

Greek Literature, who explicitly criticizes the traditional periodization of Greek

literaturewith its emphasis on theClassical period.27Hedivides his history into

three parts: ‘concepts’ (what is literature or tradition?) ‘contexts’ (festival, sym-

posium, theatre, etc.) and ‘conflicts’ (themes in Greek literature). A year later

Richard Rutherford published his Concise History of Classical Literature, which

devotes separate chapters to epic, drama, rhetoric and the other major genres

in both Greek and Latin literature throughout antiquity.28 This avoids the dis-

torting picture of assigning genres to certain time periods and from ranking

these periods in terms of excellence or decline. It can trace the development of

each genre separately and also do justice to the continued popularity of certain

authors, such as Homer, whowas probablymore widely read and performed in

the Hellenistic era than in the age in which the epics were formed.

A precedent for Rutherford’s approach is found in antiquity itself. The Ro-

man rhetorician Quintilian provides us with an overview of Greek literature

in the tenth book of his Institutio Oratoria, in which he divides this literature

not by age but by genre.29 In doing so, he does not show a preference for Clas-

sical Greek literature or even make a distinction between Archaic, Classical

and Hellenistic literature. He starts his account of epic poetry with Homer and

Hesiod, but then sings the praise of Panyasis, who composed an epic on Her-

acles in the fifth century, and of Antimachus, whowrote an epic on the Theban

wars around 400. He ends with Apollonius of Rhodes, Aratus, and Theocritus,

who lived in the third century. This short overview of Greek epic poets demon-

strates how absurd it is to restrict epic poetry to the Archaic age. Among the

best lyric poets Quintilian first lists Callimachus and Philetas, both Hellenistic

poets. They are followed by Pindar, Stesichorus and Alcaeus, three poets dating

to the Classical and Archaic periods.We do not encounter in this overview any

of the prejudices against Hellenistic poetry that are so prevalent in nineteenth

and twentieth century histories of Greek literature.

To be fair, Quintilian was not trying to write a history of ancient Greek lit-

erature to his day, but informing Roman rhetoricians which Greek authors are

27 Whitmarsh 2004: 10–13.

28 Rutherford 2005.

29 Quint. Inst. 10.1.
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worth reading and why. Interestingly, however, he does not privilege Classical

or Athenian literature. It is true that Athenian literature of the fifth and fourth

centuries was privileged at some point in the Greek educational system, start-

ing around the second century ce. This had to do with an admiration for the

achievements of the Athenians in the Classical period and for its language.

Greek orators and writers under the Roman empire were expected to com-

municate in pure Attic Greek as distinguished from the spoken language of

their own day, the koinē. For this reason they had to familiarize themselves as

muchaspossiblewithAthenian authors of theClassical period, such asDemos-

thenes, Plato and Euripides.30 This literature thus became in a sense ‘Classical’

in Antiquity already, but the author who remained the favorite in the educa-

tional system and was most admired among Greek readers was the ‘Archaic’

poet Homer.31

Another example of a new approach is the Companion to Greek Literature,

edited byMartinHose andDavid Schenker.32 It combines chapterswith a chro-

nological overview (Archaic, Classical, Hellenistic, Roman period, early Chris-

tian)with chapters on thedifferent genres andondifferent themes (theplayers,

the places, knowledge, aesthetics) and the receptionof ancientGreek literature

in modern times. The latter has clearly gained in importance in the last dec-

ades, witnessing the many companion volumes devoted, wholly or in part, to

the reception of ancient Greek authors.33 The chapters on Greek and Roman

literature in the European Literary History, edited by Maarten De Pourcq and

Sophie Levie,34 are also arranged by theme; they combine Greek and Latin lit-

erature and devote considerable attention to the reception of Greek and Latin

literature as well.

Nevertheless, the old paradigm and the persistence of the PersianWars as a

marker between Archaic and Classical literature continue to make their pres-

ence felt in the introductory chapter of the Concise History of Classical Literat-

ure as well as in the Companion to Greek Literature and the European Literary

History,mentionedabove. RichardRutherford, for example, in the introduction

to his Concise History of Classical Literaturewrites: ‘The authors of 1066 and All

That concluded that in English history only two dateswere trulymemorable. In

describing the Classical world I will allow myself five … The first is 479bc, the

30 Whitmarsh 2004: 144–146; Kim 2010.

31 Cf. Kim (2020: 417): ‘No literary, cultural, or political figure loomed larger in the ancient

imagination than Homer’. See also Koning 2010: 58–63.

32 Hose and Schenker 2016.

33 E.g., Lauriola 2017; Kennedy 2018; Pache 2020: Part iii; Finglass and Kelly 2021: chs. 19–33.

34 De Pourcq and Levie 2018: 13–83.
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conclusion of the Persian King Xerxes’ unsuccessful invasion of Greece’.35 The

other dates are 323 and 31bce and 312 and 410ce, not by chance the traditional

dates for the periodization of ancient Greek literature.

4 Towards a New Periodization of Greek Literary History

Theproblemwith the traditional periodization of ancientGreek literature is, as

I have argued, that the transitions between the different periods aremarked by

significant moments in military history, like the PersianWars, which had little

to no effect on literary developments.36 In writing a Greek literary history, it

makes more sense to focus on cultural changes that influenced the forms that

this literature took, as markers. One of these changes is the transition from a

predominantly oral literature, meant to be performed, to a literature that was

primarily meant to be read. This change is commonly situated towards the end

of the fifth century,37 which makes 400 a more suitable date to mark a break

in the early history of Greek literature than 480. The Greeks knew literacy, of

course, well before 400, although it is hard to say how many of them did and

to what degree.38 Literacy was probably also used, early on, for the composi-

tion and preservation of literature, but it took amuch longer time for the habit

of reading literature to develop. The reason for this is not that people who

belonged to the elites could not read, but that almost all literature produced

before the end of the fifth century was intended to be enjoyed in performance.

This holds true of epic and lyric poetry, but also of drama and rhetoric prior to

400.

The first clear evidence of someone reading a book (not counting several

fifth-century vase paintings that show people holding book scrolls), is the fig-

ure of the god Dionysos in Aristophanes’ play the Frogs. In the prologue of this

play, Dionysos says that hewas reading to himself Euripides’Andromeda, when

a sudden longing shook his heart: the longing for a tragic poet as good as Eur-

35 Rutherford 2005: 2. Cf. Hose and Schenker 2016: 3; De Pourcq and Levie 2018: 20–21.

36 An exception are the conquests of Alexander, whose aftermath did have a profound effect

on Greek literature with the establishment of new literary centers, new genres and the

development of a new aesthetics. The Roman conquest of Egypt and the fall of Rome by

contrast appear to have had little direct effect on the development of Greek literature.

37 E.g., Kenyon 1951: 22–24; Munn 2000: 296–297; Ford 2003: 19; Hadjimichael 2019: 183; Netz

2020: 234.

38 Graffiti of Attic herdsmen discovered by Langdon (2016) indicate that a certain degree of

functional literacy was widespread by the sixth century, but there is a difference between

reading and writing short sentences and sitting down to read a literary text.
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ipides had been.39 The Frogs was produced in 404, just after the death of both

Sophocles and Euripides. The passage is evidence that at least by this time tra-

gedies were not only performed, but also being read. Lyric poems were also

being read in the Greek educational system of the fifth century, but the main

purpose of these exercises appears to have been the reperformance of these

songs. This is suggested by the school scenes depicted on fifth-century vases, in

which readers of scrolls are often accompanied by lyres.40 The first collections

of lyric songs with the express purpose of being read are attested in the fourth

century.41 The fourth century is also the time that MarekWęcowski sets for the

decline of the traditional Greek symposion, in which aristocrats would vie with

one another in performing poetry themselves rather than being entertained by

professional performers, as they do, for example, in Xenophon’s Symposion.42

Archaeological evidence confirms that changes were made to the way sympo-

sia were conducted, starting in the late fifth century bce. The consumption of

food seems to have become more important and with it the role of the host as

the provider of food and entertainment.43

We can see a switch from oral performance to texts meant to be read in

other genres around 400 as well. In historiography there is the transition from

Herodotus’Histories, parts of which he appears to have performed before pub-

lishing them around 420,44 to Thucydides’PeloponnesianWars, which presents

itself explicitly as a written text.45 Greek philosophy probably did have an early

history of written books, although some of it was also performed, such as the

poemsof Parmenides andEmpedocles or the lectures of Socrates and the Soph-

ists.46 Still, there is nothing before 400 like the dialogues of Plato, which were

intended to be read from their conception.47

It is probably no coincidence that we see other important developments in

Greek literature around this time as well. Sophocles, who was considered to be

39 Aristoph. Ran. 52–54.

40 Cf. Hadjimichael (2019: 191): ‘The very fact that book rolls are depicted side by side with

lyres suggests more strongly singing than simply reading’. For the depiction of book rolls

on Athenian vases, see Immerwahr 1964 and 1973.

41 Ford 2003; Hadjimichael 2019: 171–211.

42 Węcowski 2018.

43 Lynch 2018: 241–245.

44 Thomas 2000: 257–269 with earlier references.

45 E.g., Th. 2.70.4, 2.103.2, 3.25.2. Here we find the recurring formula ‘Thucydides has written

(ξυνέγραψεν) this’. If Thucydides’ history was read aloud, it was probably in small groups

of interested friends (Morrison 2006: 172–174).

46 Kahn 2003.

47 Yunis 2003.
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the last of the three great tragedians, died in 404 and judging from the Rhesus,

our only tragic play preserved from the fourth century, a new type of tragedy

emerged after this.48 The same is true of comedy, which changed from old-

style comedy with its political content to middle and new comedy. If we use

400 rather than 480 as the cut-off point between earlier and later Greek liter-

ature, we do not have to split and lump Greek lyric poetry: all nine poets who

later formed the canon of Greek lyric poetry, including Pindar and Bacchylides,

predate 400.49 This year is also a natural cut-off point in Greek philosophy: it

signals the transition from presocratic philosophy to the philosophy that was

produced after the death of Socrates in 399. I therefore would argue that, if one

wishes tomark a caesura between early and later Greek literature, 400 provides

a better date than 480.

5 Conclusion

In this chapter I have argued that 480 or, more broadly, the time of Persian

Wars, is not a useful date to mark a transition in Greek literary history. Import-

ant genres such as epic, lyric and philosophy straddle this date without notable

changes in their development. Even drama existed well before 480, though

none of the tragedies and comedies produced before this time have survived.

The main reason why 480 has been used as a starting point for a new period

in Greek literary history and to close it around 330 appears to have been the

desire to separate the literature produced in Athens in this period from the

rest of Greek literature. To accomplish this, certain interventions in the data

must bemade, such as the lumping of Pindar and Bacchylides with the Archaic

lyric poets and the splitting of Ionian natural philosophy from later presocratic

philosophy or the assignment of presocratic philosophy in its entirety to the

Archaic age.

The demarcation of this period between 480 and 330was alsomade in order

to create a narrative of ‘Aufstieg und Niedergang’ (rise and fall). Greek liter-

ature prior to 480 is said to be ‘Archaic’: it prepares the way for the height of

Greek literature in the so-calledClassical period, even though theGreeks them-

selves recognized Homer as their greatest poet. The Classical period is further

identified with Athenian democracy, despite the fact that many Greeks lived

in city-states that lacked democratic constitutions. Still, they listened to and

read much of the same literature as the Athenians did in this period. The two

48 Csapo et al. 2014; Mattison 2015.

49 On the origin of the canon of the nine lyric poets, see Hadjimichael 2019.
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ages that follow, theHellenistic andRoman,were considered periods of decline

and literary histories generally devote considerably less space to the literature

produced in these times than to that of the Classical period.

Some literary histories, ancient and modern, are not arranged chronolo-

gically, but by genre or themes. They avoid assigning genres to certain time

periods, as we find in some of the chronological histories, and can trace devel-

opments in Greek literary history without preferring one period over another.

At the same time, this type of literary history, which traces certain themes

and discusses each genre separately, is less well suited to identify more fun-

damental changes running through the different genres concurrently. One of

these changes, which I discussed above, is the transition from oral literature to

literature intended to be read around 400. Another could be the rise of prose,

which came to dominate Greek literature in the Roman period.50 Yet, none of

these changes have anything to do with the year 480. There is therefore no jus-

tification for using this date as a marker to classify ancient Greek literature.
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