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OLGA PALAGIA
University of Athens

First among Equals: Athena in the
East Pediment of the Parthenon

ne of the favorite exercises of modern scholar-
ship in Classical archaeology is speculation
on the missing statues from the center of
the east pediment of the Parthenon.! These
statues were removed in early Christian
times to make way for an apse that was
added when the temple was converted into a
church. Without Pausanias’ statement (Des-
cription of Greece 1.24.5) that the pediment
above the entrance represented the birth of
Athena, its subject would have been lost to
us. Viewed in relation to the other sculp-
tured scenes on the east facade—the battle of
gods and giants on the metopes and the pre-
sentation of Athena’s peplos on the frieze—
the birth seems to be part of a cycle of events
related to the Panathenaic festival that cele-
brated Athena’s birthday.? Her triumph over
the giants was also particularly highlighted
on that day. In the metopes and frieze, Athena
is one of the twelve Olympians who are led
by their father, Zeus, accompanied by his con-
sort, Hera.> We do not know to what extent
the conception of Athena as first among
equals, evident on the frieze and metopes,
was also present in the pediment. The key
lies in the pedimental composition and espe-
cially in the goddess’ appearance and posi-
tion within it. Any speculation about that,
however, must begin with the rest of the
central group.

In memory of Charles M. Edwards (1953-1992)

Everyone agrees that Athena and Zeus
occupied the axis of the pediment, but there
the consensus ends. The solutions proposed
in two hundred years of scholarship fall into
four main patterns, following fashions that
sometimes recur. Tracing these patterns not
only makes a fascinating story but also points
the way to future discoveries. Parthenon stud-
ies often mark progress, thanks to the identi-
fication of new fragments (as in the study by
Alexander Mantis elsewhere in this volume),
but this is not the case here. No certain frag-
ments of either Athena or Zeus have yet
come to light.* No definitive solution can
therefore be presented, and my own ideas are
merely a variant of one of the patterns. In
addition to relating Athena to the rest of her
sculptured representations on the east facade,
I shall look for similarities between the pedi-
ments of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia and
those of the Parthenon. I shall also examine
briefly the iconography of the birth of Athena
after the Parthenon and conclude with some
speculation about Athena’s dress.

I begin with a brief history of the extant
figures of the east pediment deities present at
the birth of Athena. The most reliable docu-
ment is a drawing of the statues in situ made
by Jacques Carrey in 1674 (figs. 1, 2).° Carrey
represented the side figures only, more or less
complete, and no fragments. From left to
right (fig. 1), one observes Helios rising, lead-
ing his four-horse chariot through the waves;
a reclining symposiast, probably Dionysos;
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1. Jacques Carrey, Ea
Pediment of the Parthenon
1674, drawing

Bibliotheéque Nationale, Paris

2. Jacques Carrey, East
Pediment of the Part
1674, drawing

Bibliothéque National




The Birth of Athena,
ic black-figure amphora,

niversity Art Gallery,
aven, 1983.22;
raph: Joseph Szaszfai

then Kore and Demeter and a running god-
dess of uncertain identity whom I take to be
Hekate.® On the right side (fig. 2), Carrey
drew a group of three goddesses, the reclin-
ing one certainly Aphrodite, then a horse
head after a gap. What Carrey did not see
was the torso of Selene, excavated in 1840
and now in the Acropolis Museum.” Selene
(the moon) was setting, riding her chariot
downward. Lord Elgin’s crew removed the
marbles in 1801-1803. We learn from the
letters of his foreman, Giovanni Battista
Lusieri, and from Elgin’s testimony to the
Select Committee of the House of Commons
in 1816, that they removed only the figures
shown in Carrey’s drawing, failing to retrieve
any fragments by excavation.® Lusieri was
luckier, however, when he excavated in
front of the west facade of the Parthenon,
where many fragments from the west pedi-
ment came to light.? Consequently, any pedi-
mental fragments in the British Museum can
come only from the west pediment.

Attic vase paintings and Etruscan bronze
mirrors provide the only evidence for the
iconography of the birth of Athena in the
Archaic and Classical periods.!® Zeus is invari-
ably seated on a stool or a throne, with a

miniature Athena springing from his head or
standing on his lap fully armed. He is often
attended by one or two Eileithyiai and by
Hephaistos, who has just split open Zeus’
head with an axe. Zeus is normally shown in
profile, as on a black-figure amphora in the
Yale University Art Gallery (fig. 3).!' He is
frontal only on two very exceptional Attic
vases: a black-figure amphora in Richmond,
Virginia,'? and a red-figure pelike in the British
Museum.!® Etruscan mirrors tend to repro-
duce Zeus seated diagonally.’* But we do not
expect line drawings and engravings to be rep-
resentative of monumental art. It is assumed
that the pediment did not conform to the
iconography of the birth of Athena in Attic
vase painting. Not only had the subject dis-
appeared from Attic vases about a quarter-
century before the Parthenon,'® but the
pediment is not supposed to have shown the
actual moment of birth but rather its after-
math. This is described in the First Homeric
Hymn to Athena, verses 7-16, where Helios
momentarily stops his ascent in order to give
the newborn Athena time to divest herself of
her armor. Athena on the Parthenon must
have been shown standing by Zeus’ side. This
conclusion is corroborated by the birth scene
on a Roman puteal in the Museo Arque-
olégico Nacional, Madrid, now thought to
derive from a fourth-century model (fig. 4).'
The puteal is not the only post-Parthenon
example of the birth of Athena in sculpture,
however. The archaistic Four Gods Base in
the Acropolis Museum is another example
(figs. 5, 6),' although it is never cited in
iconographic studies of Athena’s birth.

Any attempt at restoration of the middle
group of the east pediment must deal with
both technical and iconographic problems.
Technical matters relate, first, to the accom-
modation of the axial statue, about 3.30
meters high and weighing between 4 and 5
tons, on a shelf 0.9o meters deep without
reducing the depth of the freestanding figure.'
Second, much depends on the interpretation
of weather marks and the cuttings for iron
bars in central blocks 12 (fig. 24), 13 (figs. 7,
24), and 14 (fig. 24) of the pediment floor.
Iron bars were inserted into the central
blocks of the pediment floor and into side
blocks 1o-11 and 16 to support the heavier
statues.!” One should not expect to find more
than a single bar per statue except on the
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4. Sketch of The Birth of
Athena, from a marble
puteal, second century A.D.

Museo Arqueolégico Nacional 2652
Madrid

5. Zeus, Four Gods Base,
fourth century B.C., marble

Acropolis Museum, Athens, 610;
photograph: Deutsches
Archiologisches Institut, Athens

6. Athena, Four Gods Base,
fourth century B.C., marble

Acropolis Museum, Athens, 610;
author photograph
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7. Parthenon, block 13 of
east pediment floor
graph: Sokratis Mavromatis

axis of the west pediment, where Poseidon
enjoyed the extra support of two parallel
bars near the edges of his plinth.?° The prob-
lem in the east pediment is whether its axis
was similarly occupied by a single figure.
Did the converging bars in block 13 (fig. 7)
support one plinth or the outer edges of two?
The answer hinges on the interpretation of
weather marks left by strips of lead once
inserted under the plinths to keep them
level.?! If these were placed only near the
edges of plinths, then block 13 held parts
of two plinths. Exceptionally heavy statues,
however, may require strips of lead under
the center of their plinths, in which case
block 13 was occupied by a single figure.
This solution would conform with west
pediment practice, and has indeed been
endorsed for various reasons by the majority
of scholars.?

Iconographic questions in the east pedi-
ment include the position of Zeus and Athena
in relation to the pedimental axis and to one
another. Answers to these questions would

tell us more about the Athenians’ conception
of their city goddess and of her relation to her
peers. Did Zeus and Athena have equal sta-
tus, or was one of them dominant? Was Zeus
seated or standing? Did Athena stand quietly
or did she run? Did the central figures of the
pediment reflect the agitation in the flanks?
Was Zeus between Athena and Hephaistos
or between Athena and Hera? The presence of
Hera at the birth of Athena has been consid-
ered odd not only by modern scholars but also
by the ancients. In describing a painting of
the birth of Athena in the third century A.D,,
Philostratos felt the need to apologize: “it is
not surprising to see Hera here, and in fact
she rejoices as if she were the mother.”?
Although Hera’s presence in the pediment is
usually taken for granted—she is one of the
Olympians, after all—it has taken many gen-
erations of scholars to grant her a rightful
place at Zeus’ side. Philostratos’ description of
the painting includes as key figures not only
Zeus and Athena but also Hephaistos with an
axe. Some scholars have argued that the paint-
ing was inspired by the Parthenon pediment.?
Philostratos certainly seems to suggest that
Zeus was flanked by Athena and Hera.?

Let us proceed to a brief survey of the pat-
terns of restoration from 1802 to the present.
Scholarly interest in restoring the Parthenon
pediments was first stimulated by Elgin’s
expedition for their removal.?® The earliest
restored drawing based on the sculptures in
situ in 1802 was made by one of FElgin’s
draftsmen, Feodor Ivanovitsch (fig. 8).2” The
distribution of the missing figures testifies to
his familiarity with the cuttings for iron bars
in the pediment floor. The central figures of
Zeus and Hera are frontally enthroned on a
raised platform, flanked by Athena and Posei-
don. Zeus sits exactly on axis, while seated
figures are placed on the iron bars of blocks
10-11 and 16. Ironically, this picture repre-
sents the contest of Athena and Poseidon,
which we know from Pausanias was the sub-
ject of the west pediment. Like the rest of
Elgin’s crew, Ivanovitsch was misled by the
confusion of the west front for the entrance
by the seventeenth-century travelers Jacob
Spon and George Wheler, a confusion that
was still current in 1802.28 Ivanovitsch’s mis-
taken identification helped create a visual
model for the east pediment independent of
the usual iconography of the birth, in which
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8. Feodor Ivanovitsch, East
Pediment of the Parthenon,
restored, 1802, drawing
British Museum, London

9. Charles Robert Cockerell,
East Pediment of the
Parthenon, restored, 1830

From Robert Schneider, Die Geburt
der Athena (Vienna, 1880), pl. 5
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Alexis Paccard, East
ment of the Parthenon,
ed, 1845-1846,

color

= Naztionale des Beaux-Arts,

uatremere de Quincy,
Pediment of the
enon, restored, 1825
hneider 1880, pl. 2
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he showed Athena standing fully grown by
Zeus’ side and Hera in a prominent position.

The same concept lies behind the restora-
tion by Charles Robert Cockerell, published in
1830 (fig. 9)2° Cockerell was well aware that he
was representing the birth of Athena, yet he
was still bound by Ivanovitsch’s model. The
main difference between his central group
and that of Ivanovitsch is the introduction
of Hephaistos between Zeus and Athena. In
addition, the quiet Athena of the earlier
composition makes way for a striding figure,
which became the standard representation of
Athena in east pediment restorations. In the
same year there appeared a drawing of the
birth of Athena by C. Frommel, with Zeus
flanked by Athena and Hera.?°

The year 1845 initiated a series of restora-
tions produced by French architects who
traveled to Athens as scholars of the French
Académie des Beaux-Arts. Alexis Paccard’s
watercolor of 1845-1846 (fig. 10) bears wit-
ness to his study of the pediment floor.3! Not
only is Zeus placed on axis, but the iron bars
on blocks To-11 and 16 are given heavier fig-
ures. Paccard was the true inventor of the
idea of placing chariots on those bars. The
chariots were reinvented by Werner Fuchs in
1967.3> Now that Spon and Wheler stood cor-
rected, Paccard’s central group of Zeus and
Athena was dependent on the iconography of
Attic vases. He therefore showed Athena
emerging from Zeus’ head, the father of
the gods attended by a pair of Eileithyiai.
Poseidon and Hephaistos remain in close
proximity, but Hera is dropped. Use is made
of the east pediment statues in the British
Museum but not of the torso of Selene that
had been recently excavated.?® Paccard’s cen-
tral group was modeled on the restoration by
Quatremeére de Quincy (fig. 11).3* Paccard,
however, replaced Quatremere’s Hephaistos
with one of the so-called south heroes, slab
v.21 of the east frieze of the Parthenon.®

Selene first appears in the restoration by
Benoit-Edouard Loviot in 1879-1881 (fig. 12).%
Both his and Paccard’s pediments are surpris-
ingly underpopulated. Loviot’s center is largely
filled by the sweeping gestures of Athena,
Zeus, and Hephaistos. His central group was
directly inspired by the west pediment of the
Academy of Athens (fig. 13) by the Greek
sculptor Leonidas Drossis (1834-1882), set
into place in 1875.%” Hephaistos turning his
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back on the spectator is a tour de force. The
real merit of Drossis’ composition, however,
lies in its liberation from pictorial prototypes.

The model of the Parthenon in the Metro-
politan Museum of Art (fig. 14), made in 1881,
concludes this early series of restorations.®
The central group comprises Zeus, the
Eileithyiai, Athena, and Hephaistos arranged
in a pyramidal fashion. Athena is archaistic.
Paccard’s (fig. 10) and Quatremere’s (fig. 11)
aberrations apart, early restorations are dom-
inated by a frontal Zeus enthroned on axis
and invariably elevated on a platform or rock
to reduce his size. Athena usually stands at
Zeus’ right hand, and Hera is often at his
other side. This pattern of restoration may
properly be called neoclassical, since it was
conceived in the same environment that wit-
nessed the creation of Ingres’ Apotheosis of
Homer, painted for the Louvre in 1827.% It is
also noteworthy that the first restorations
were produced by artists and architects rather
than archaeologists and that the overall
compositions are visually unified and artisti-
cally more pleasing than later examples.

A revival of the neoclassical scheme took
place a century after its demise, in the late
1970s and early 1980s. Ernst Berger® and
Georgios Despinis* reintroduced the frontally
seated Zeus but moved the quietly standing
Athena to his proper left. It is remarkable that
neither was aware of his neoclassical prede-
cessors. In his full-scale, three-dimensional
reconstruction of the pediment in the Skulp-
turhalle in Basel (fig. 15), Berger retained Zeus’
rocky support as a device for size reduction
but allowed the rock to dominate, thus adding
a late Classical, pictorial dimension to the
composition. He cited the geography of
Mount Olympos as his reason for preferring
the rocky seat, also attested by the rocky seats
of the Eleusinian goddesses and Dionysos in
the left half of the pediment and Aphrodite
in the right.” In Greek art of the Classical
period, however, the rock usually accommo-

dates chthonic father figures like Poseidon -

and Asklepios. Zeus rarely sits on anything
but a throne. He is exceptionally seated on a
rock to give birth to Dionysos from his thigh
on an Attic red-figure pelike in the Museum
of Fine Arts, Boston, but the seat is deter-
mined by the chthonic character of his son.*
In addition, the reduced scale of Berger’s Zeus
is due to the attribution of the draped right

12. Benoit-Edouard Loviot,
East Pediment of the
Parthenon, restored,
1879-1881, watercolor

Ecole Nationale des Beaux-Arts,
Paris

13. Leonidas Drossis, The
Birth of Athena, 1875,
marble, west pediment of
the Academy of Athens
Author photograph



-

-

s cm

% b
¢ > .
| il .
e

s
-

' X
SRR ~ V F
i - e
§ i . 'W\; s i e
. LR

)
e,
e 1 “n

- L
=

e

s -
s R

i

G Y

Sitii e e————— e —————
i e Y oy

o - w%'&"i’iﬁ.ﬂ **f,&mw L omdaia
e e : R e R

- G e

PALAGIA 37




e
R SR

.

s

£
L

e
£ e

E9 "mruEa
e

i

s

e

“rE s

e

v

14. East Pediment of the
Parthenon, restored, model
of the Parthenon, 1881

Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York, Willard Collection

15. Ernst Berger, East
Pediment of the Parthenon,
restored, c. 1977-1979,
plaster and styrofoam
Skulpturhalle, Basel; photograph
Dieter Widmer

16.]. Six, East Pediment
of the Parthenon, restored
1894

From J. Six, “Die Mittelgruppe des
ostlichen Parthenon-Giebels,”
Jahrbuch des Deutschen
Archdologischen Instituts 9
(1894), 84

17. Ernst Berger, East
Pediment of the Parthenon.
restored, 1959

From Ernst Berger, Die Gebu
Athena im Ostgiebel des Par
(Basel, 1974), fig. 11c




leg in the British Museum (Smith 12), which
Elgin’s men must have picked up in the west
pediment, as they carried away no fragments
from the east.** Despinis’ solution of a
frontally enthroned Zeus, running along the
full height of the tympanum, reduces the fig-
ure’s depth by turning it into high relief; this
clashes with the regular Parthenon practice
of finishing pedimental statues in the round.

Revivals apart, the neoclassical spate of
restorations came to an end in 1880 with
Robert Schneider’s introduction of the Madrid
puteal (fig. 4) as a copy of the east pedi-
ment.* This inaugurated what may be called
the neo-Attic phase, for the puteal is now
generally believed to be a neo-Attic copy of a
fourth-century prototype.** Zeus enthroned
forms a pivot to the composition. His profile
placement solved the problem of depth but
created new difficulties by splitting the com-
position into two halves. The puteal contin-
ued the tradition of the striding Athena but
was responsible for moving her to Zeus’ proper
left (fig. 16). Athena was soon associated with
the prototype of a statuette excavated in
Epidauros in 1886.4’ In the puteal, Hephaistos
strides behind Zeus holding his axe.

One of the main effects of the Madrid
puteal was the expulsion of Hera from the
main action, until Ernst Berger combined the
puteal with the Peplos Figure Wegner, intro-
ducing her behind Zeus in 1959 (fig. 17).*®
Berger was also the first scholar to attribute
the head fragment, Acropolis Museum 2381,
to the Peplos Figure.* His solution for the
three central figures—Hera, Zeus, and
Athena—was adopted by Hans Walter as late
as 1971.%° Considering that the remains of the
Peplos Figure were first attributed to the
central figures of the east pediment by Max
Wegner in 1932,%' it took a rather long time
for her to be accommodated in the composi-
tion of the puteal and even longer to have
any effect on the appearance of the rest of
the central group. The Peplos Figure has no
pedigree and no record of having been exca-
vated anywhere near the Parthenon. Yet her
scale, style, and material (Pentelic marble), as
well as her similarity to the Classical period
type of the so-called Cherchel Demeter,**
have encouraged her association with the
Parthenon. In 1953 Kristian Jeppesen had
already attempted to introduce her into the
pediment, but as he did not accept the puteal
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as a model for the central group, he left the
center blank (fig. 18).5 Jeppesen’s Hera appeared
shorter than those of subsequent restora-
tions, straddling geison blocks 11 and 12, and
was not associated with the head, Acropolis
Museum 2381. Ten years later Frank Brommer
followed Jeppesen by placing the Peplos
Figure Wegner on geison block 12 without
attempting to restore the rest of the central
group, but he accepted Berger’s association of
the Acropolis Museum’s head fragment (2381)
with the Peplos Figure.** The association of
head and body is now generally accepted.”
The remarkable press folds of the Peplos
Figure, which anticipate fourth-century and
Hellenistic fashions, may have been prompted
by a desire to enliven the figure’s stiff drap-
ery (fig. 19). Although these folds are marked
by ridges reminiscent of Hellenistic render-
ings, they are so few and far between that
they must belong to an early stage of experi-
mentation. A more simplified form of press
folds rendered by incision only is found in
the Athena of the west pediment®® and in
certain korai in the east frieze.”” We should
perhaps look for press folds in Athena and
Zeus of the east pediment, assuming that
they ever come to light.

Zeus' agitated satellites on the Madrid
puteal (fig. 4) were considered appropriate
reflections of the movement of the side fig-
ures. The puteal proved a remarkably versatile
model, as it was possible to stretch the evi-
dence and place either Zeus alone on axis (fig.
16) or Zeus and Athena on either side of it
(fig. 17).58 Considering the serious difficulties
in relating the puteal figures to the cuttings in
the pediment floor, the model proved surpris-
ingly enduring. Even after all other figures
were eventually discarded, Zeus and Athena
were repeated with variations until 1971.%
The reconstruction of the Parthenon in
Nashville, Tennessee, reproduces a variant
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18. Kristian Jeppesen, East
Pediment of the Parthenon.
restored, 1953

From Kristian Jeppesen, “The
Pedimental Compositions of the
Parthenon,” Acta Archaeologica 2
(1953), fig. 12

19. Peplos Figure Wegner,
438-432 B.C., marble
Acropolis Museum, Athens, 6712
photograph: Deutsches
Archiologisches Institut, Athens




B o sttt

ks ot

20. Belle Kinney and
Leopold Scholz, The Birth
of Athena, ¢. 1921-1925
From a reconstruction of the
Parthenon, Nashville, Tennessee
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21. William Watkiss Lloyd,
East Pediment of the
Parthenon, restored, 1861
From Schneider 1880, pl. 7

of this scheme for its east pediment, created
by Belle Kinney and Leopold Scholz in the
1920s (fig. 20).% The sculptors supplemented
the missing figures with types borrowed from
Greek sculpture of various periods. Their
striding Athena is modeled on a Nike of the
Nike temple parapet,®" while Aphrodite is
copied from the Venus de Milo. New life
was injected into this pattern by Evelyn B.
Harrison’s introduction in 1967 of a diago-
nally enthroned Zeus, inspired by fourth-
century mirror covers and Attic vases.®* Her
central group was repeated by Erika Simon
in 1969, with Athena moved back to Zeus’
proper right.®® The fourth-century inspira-
tion lingers in Simon’s second restoration,
proposed in 1986, drawing partly on the
Attic red-figure krater from Baksy, dating
from c. 400 B.C.%* Her Athena is inspired by a
Kerch pelike in Saint Petersburg,® and her
diagonally seated Zeus is flanked by Athena
at his proper right and Hera at his left,
according to Beyer’s and Jeppesen’s latest
views (see below).

The evidence of the pediment floor, com-
pounded by the problem created by the
depth of a colossal figure seated on axis, led
a number of scholars to suggest a standing
figure instead. Athena was proposed initially,
with Zeus and Hera (or Poseidon) enthroned
on the iron bars of blocks 10-11 and 16.
Athena’s prominence was explained by her
ownership of the cult, but it is not supported
by the extant iconography of her birth.
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Athena standing on axis was first suggested
by William Watkiss Lloyd in 1861 (fig. 21),%
taken up by Adolf Furtwingler in 1896
(fig. 22),%” and revived by Jeppesen in 1963
(fig. 23).® Furtwingler, followed by Jeppesen,
adopted the Medici Athena as the center-
piece on account of her Pheidian overtones.®
But Athena’s role in the metopes and the
frieze of the east fagade does not justify a
central position in the pediment. She is
merely one of the twelve Olympians, cer-
tainly subordinated to Zeus on the metopes
or at best his equal on the frieze.

Though there is no evidence that Classical
period pediments carried seated figures in
the center,”® most scholars have been condi-
tioned by the iconography of a seated Zeus
giving birth. Once Athena stands by his side,
however, we are dealing with the aftermath
of the birth, and Zeus no longer needs to sit.
The scene becomes a divine epiphany com-
bined with a presentation of Athena to
Olympos. According to this view, Zeus can
be shown standing in the middle of the pedi-
ment. The birth motif is suggested by the
prominent position of Hephaistos holding an
axe, who should be restored next to Athena.
This is the latest restoration pattern, with
Athena on Zeus’ proper right and Hera on
his other side. It was introduced by Immo
Beyer in 1974.7' His Athena was based on a
statuette in the Acropolis Museum wearing
a long diagonal aegis adapted from Pheidias’
Athena Lemnia.” Beyer’s solution is free of



22. Adolf Furtwingler, East
Pediment of the Parthenon,
restored, 1896

From Berger 1974, fig. 112

. Kristian Jeppesen, East
t of the Parthenon,
d, 1963

Berger 1974, fig. 7

iconographic prejudices and rests almost
entirely on technical arguments. Technical
reasons favor the placement of the Peplos
Figure Wegner as Hera at Zeus’ proper left
side, for example. Incidentally, this pattern
accords Athena her proper place to the spec-
tator’s left of center, which is the regular
position of honor in Archaic and Classical
period pedimental compositions. The quietly

" standing central group echoes the upright

pose of the Peplos Figure Wegner, now
accorded a seminal role in the triad.

Beyer’s scheme was repeated with varia-
tions by Jeppesen in 19847% and by the pre-
sent author in 1993 (fig. 24).7* It is still
viewed with suspicion, not least because of
its affinity to the central group of the east
pediment of Zeus at Olympia, which has
long been avoided as a comparandum for the
Parthenon.” This is surprising in view of the
similar scale of Zeus’ temple, completed
barely ten years before the inception of the
Parthenon. The Olympia temple is the imme-
diate precursor of the Parthenon and must
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24. Olga Palagia, East
Pediment of the Parthenon
restored, 1993, drawing

by Kostis Iliakis

From Palagia 1993, fig. 20

have been a source of inspiration. The reclin-
ing onlookers (probably local personifications)
in the angles and the chariots in the flanks
of the west pediment of the Parthenon, for
example, must have been directly inspired by
the east pediment of Olympia.”® The Olympia
manner of attaching figures to tympanum
and pediment floor is also echoed in part on
the Parthenon.”

The problem of the restoration of the fig-
ures in the center of the east pediment is pri-
marily iconographic. If one dispenses with
the seated Zeus, what becomes of the tradi-
tional motif of birth in Greek art? It is often
argued that Pausanias would not have recog-
nized the scene in the east pediment as a
birth if the progenitor were standing and sur-
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rounded by upright figures. Scenes of a simi-
lar nature, however, which can be more or
less described as birth scenes, were depicted
on cult statue bases by Pheidias and his
pupils. Beginning with the base of Pheidias’
Athena Parthenos, the central figure of Pan-
dora is surrounded by standing gods.”® Pausa-
nias’ (5.11.8) description of the birth of Aphro-
dite on the base of Pheidias’ Zeus at Olympia
also suggests a gathering of the Olympian
gods rather than a birth scene. The base of
Alkamenes’ cult statues of Athena and
Hephaistos in the Hephaisteion is usually
thought to have shown the birth of Erich-
thonios. If the central group is indeed copied
in a fragmentary neo-Attic relief in the
Louvre, then both Erichthonios’ parents,



Athena and Hephaistos, are standing, while
Ge delivers the infant to Athena.” Finally,
the base of the Nemesis by Agorakritos at
Rhamnous, showing Leda introducing Helen
to Nemesis, her true mother, amounts to a
virtual birth scene.®® The most likely inter-
pretation of the central group is Helen
flanked by her two mothers. All are standing.
As noted above, the Madrid puteal is not
the only sculptured representation of Athena’s
birth after the Parthenon. The Four Gods
Base in the Acropolis Museum (figs. 5, 6) has
not been considered before in relation to the
Parthenon, no doubt because of its archaistic
style. The scene is readily interpreted as the
birth of Athena.’' It is a remarkable docu-
ment proving that the Greeks were not
beyond thinking in terms of a standing Zeus
right after the birth of Athena. Although fre-
quently cited for its style, the base has never
been properly studied, and it has proved noto-
riously difficult to date. Lucy Shoe dated the
profile of its moldings to the first quarter of
the fourth century;®> the similarity of its
Lesbian cyma to the temple of Athena Alea
also points to a fourth-century date.®® Others
prefer to date it to the first century B.C.%
Hermes, Zeus (fig. 5), and Athena (fig. 6) walk
in tandem, while Hephaistos faces Athena,
providing a focus for the scene between
them. The fact that Athena holds her helmet
in her hand may echo the description of the

birth’s aftermath in the Homeric Hymn,
where Athena finally removes her weapons.

On the Four Gods Base, Athena wears a
chiton under a long mantle with overfall,
fastened on one shoulder, which may prop-
erly be called a diplax. In the proposed
restorations of the east pediment, she is
nearly always shown in a peplos, except by
Furtwingler who modeled his Athena on the
Medici type (fig. 22). My attempt at restora-
tion shows Athena bareheaded, in chiton
and diplax, reminiscent of the Albani/Hope
types (fig. 24). I did not choose this particular
formula because I believe either of these
types to be an accurate reflection of the
Parthenon Athena. I merely wish to raise
questions about her proper appearance as
Polias in the main pediment of her temple.
A diplax over a chiton is a ceremonial dress
proper to the Polias,® the removal of her hel-
met a gesture of peace in accordance with
Homer’s description. The type of Athena in
diplax is repeated in a life-size fragment in
the Acropolis Museum that is contemporary
with the Parthenon.®® Although I would not
g0 so far as to suggest that the east pediment
Athena held her helmet in her hand like a
latter-day Athena Lemnia, I would like to
point to Athena’s unwarlike and informal
attitude in the east frieze as a possible paral-
lel for the appearance of the goddess in the
east pediment.
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NOTES

I am grateful to Petros Kalligas, Charalambos Bouras,
and Alexander Mantis for permission to reproduce
figure 7 from the archives of the Committee for the
Preservation of the Acropolis Monuments. I am
equally indebted to Elizabeth Milleker for the photo-
graph reproduced in figure 14, to Ernst Berger for the
photograph shown in figure 15, and to Wesley Paine
for the photograph in figure 20. Thanks are also due
to Alan Shapiro for suggestions and to Ernst Berger
and Georgios Despinis for constructive criticism.
This paper is dedicated to the memory of a friend
whom death prevented from participating in this
symposium on architectural sculpture in Greece

and Rome, held at the National Gallery of Art.
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