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Les XXXVlle Entretiens de la Fondation Hardt s’aventurent auda-
cieusement dans un domaine qui reléve tout a la fois de I’archéologie et
du cadre matériel qu’animaient les rites du culte public et de la dévotion
privée. Ils ont été organisés par M. Albert Schachter, professeur a McGill
University (Montréal),, qui en avait proposé le théme; et, selon la cou-
tume, le Comité scientifique de laFondation achargé un de ses membres,
le professeur Jean Bingen (Bruxelles), de les présider.

Le sanctuaire est par excellence le lieu de rencontre de I’lhumain et du
divin. Il est donc congu et aménagé en vue de cette rencontre, qui s’effec-
tue par lesrites, les offrandes, les sacrifices et les repas sacrés, et aussi, par-
fois, par le truchement de la mantique, des fétes et des jeux.

Dans un exposé introductif, Albert Schéachter examine le cas de six
cités et d’une colonie pour établir des reperes quand aux parties du terri-
toire réservées aux sanctuaires, a leur attribution aux principales divinités
et aux cultes dont ils sont le cadre.

Les héros, eux aussi, ont leurs sanctuaires, objets d’une dévotion parti-
culierement intense, et d’une nature civique souvent prononcée, ce que
met en évidence Mme Emily Kearns (Oxford).

En étudiant les temenos archaiques de six colonies de Sicile et de trois
de Grande-Gréece, Mme Birgitta Bergquist (Stockholm) apporte un com-
plément précieux a son livre de 1967, qui n’envisageait que la Gréce pro-
prement dite.

Des I’époque classique, les sanctuaires d’Asclépios se multiplient dans
le monde grec comme dans I’Occident romain. Ges sanctuaires ont une
fonction et une typologie particuliéres, que le professeur Fritz Graf
(Bale) s’emploie a démontrer.

Une enquéte qui se limiterait aux grandes cités et aux sanctuaires pan-
helléniques ne suffirait pas a saisir ce que représente un sanctuaire: Mme
Madeleine Jost (Université de Lille) s’interroge sur les lieux de culte du
monde grec non urbanisé, celui de i’Arcadie, ou foisonnent les sanctuai-
res ruraux.

Le professeur Folkert van Straten (Leyde) examine la nature maté-
rielle des monuments et des offrandes votives qui encombrent les sanc-
tuaires et leur conferent la structure que I’on connait.

C’est sur la typologie des autels, déterminée par les rites et sacrifices
auxquels ils étaient destinés, que le professeur Roland Etienne (Lyon II)
concentre son intérét. Quant au professeur Richard Tomlinson (Bir-
mingham), il analyse le développement, au cours des siécles, d’un sanc-
tuaire trés caractéristique, celui d’Héra Akraia a Pérachora.

Ces huit exposés et les discussions qu’ils ont suscitées forment la
matiere du présent volume.

Fr. suisses 72.—
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PREFACE

Ces trente-septiémes Entretiens different sensiblement de ceux
qui les ont précédés. Ils nont pour theme ni la philologie grecque
ou latine, ni I'histoire ancienne, ni celle de la philosophie classique
ou des religions du monde antique. Jamais, jusqu’ici, la Fondation
Hardt ne s¥®tait aventurée si audacieusement dans un domaine
qui reléve tout a lafois de I ‘archéologie et du cadre matériel quani-
maient les rites du culte public et de la dévotion privée.

Cette incursion dans le secteur archéologique a eu pour consé-
quence qua la différence de tous ceux qui l'ont précédé, et qui
étaient rédigés en latin, les index de ce trente-septieme tome sont
en frangais (voir, a ce propos, la remarque qui les précede).

C ®stsur laproposition et avec le concours de M. Albert Schéch-
ter, professeur dephilologie classique et laMcGill University (Mon-
treal), que ces Entretiens ont été organises; et, selon la coutume, le
Comité scientifique de la Fondation Hardt a chargé un de ses
membres, le professeur Jean Bingen (Bruxelles), de les présider.
Archéologue, historien et philologue, il réunissait toutes les compé-
tences requises!

Le sanctuaire estpar excellence le lieu de rencontre de | humain
et du divin. Il est donc congu et aménagé en vue de cette relation,
qui skffectue généralement par les rites, les offrandes, les sacrifices
et les repas sacrés, et aussi, parfois, par le truchement de la manti-
que, desBtes et desjeux. Ainsi, pourparler comme Diotime dans
le Banquet de Platon (202 e), le sanctuaire est situé peta€l 6ol Kai
Bvnrod.



L 'ouvrage commence par un exposé introductif dAlbert
Schéchter, qui examine le cas de six cités (Argos, Corinthe, Erétrie,
Thebes, Athenes et Sparte) et d une colonie CThasos), et établit des
reperes quant aux parties du territoire réservées aux sanctuaires,
a leur attribution aux principales divinités et aux cultes dont ils
sont le lieu.

Les héros, eux aussi, ont leurs sanctuaires, objets d 'une dévotion
particulierement intense, et d’une nature civique souvent trés
marquée, ce que met en évidence Mme Emily Kearns (Oxford).

Le livre désormais classique de Mme Birgitta Bergquist, The
Archaic Greek Temenos (Lund 1967), ne prenait en considéra-
tion que la Gréce proprement dite. Aussi Mme Bergquist a-t-elle
profité de I'occasion pour le compléter par |€tude des temenos
archaiques de six colonies de Sicile et de trois de Grande-Gréce.

Des | 8poque classique, les sanctuaires d Asclépios se sont multi-
pliés non seulement dans le monde grec, mais aussi dans | ‘Occident
romain. Cessanctuaires ont unefonction et une typologie particu-
lieres, que M. Fritz Graf professeur a I’Université de Bale
s’emploie a démontrer.

Il ne suffitpas, pour comprendre ce qu st un sanctuaire, de limi-
ter son enquéte a Athénes et a quelques grandes cités, ainsi quaux
sanctuaires panhelléniques: il convient de s’interroger également
sur ceux qui abondaient dans les parties non urbanisées du monde
grec. C st ce quefait Mme Madeleine Jost (Université de Lille) pour
I’Arcadie, ou foisonnaient et les sanctuaires de quelques cités
(Orchomene, Mantinée, Tégée et, plus tard, Mégalopolis) et les sanc-
tuaires ruraux, disséminés dans les montagnes et lesfonds de vallées.

M. Folkert van Straten, du Centre archéologique de Leyde, exa-
mine la nature des monuments et des offrandes votives qui encom-
brent les sanctuaires et leur donnent, par leur foisonnement, la
structure que I’'on connait.

C st sur la typologie des autels, déterminéepar les rites et sacri-
fices auxquels ils étaient destinés, que M. Roland Etienne, profes-
seur a |’'Université de Lyon Il, concentre son intérét.



Enfin, le professeur Richard A. Tomlinson (Birmingham)
analyse le développement, au cours des siécles, d un sanctuaire tres
caractéristique, celui d Héra Akraia a Pérachora.

Ces huit exposés et les discussions auxquelles ils ont donné lieu
forment la matiére du présent volume, qui naurait pu paraitre
sans laide financiere efficace de Montres Rolex S.A., Geneve,
qui voudra bien trouver ici | expression de la reconnaissance de la
Fondation Hardt.

Olivier Reverdin
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A. Schéachter

POLICY, CULT,
AND THE PLACING OF GREEK SANCTUARIES*

Introductionl

In this paper | examine the relationship of a sanctuary to the
people who used it and to the deity worshipped at it. I limit the
investigation mainly to that period when sanctuaries first
became identifiable as such, namely the end of the so-called
Dark Age, and the Archaic period, which coincides with the
emergence and early development of the polis on the one hand,
and with the development of looser interstate associations on
the other. This was the time when not only the political but also
the religious landscape became more or less fixed for the rest of
antiquity.

* lwish to thank the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada for the award of a partial Research Time Stipend, and the Faculty
of Graduate Studies and Research at McGill University, and Dean
Michael P. Maxwell of the Faculty of Arts, for grants in aid of travel and
research. Special thanks are owed, and gladly given, to the Interlibrary
Loans section of the Reference Department of the McLennan-Redpath
Library at McGill, for their help in obtaining material not available here.

1 Notes appear at the end of each section.
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The investigation is also limited geographically, to the Greek
mainland and the Aegean. The western colonies present a dif-
ferent set of problems, not least those which arose from the need
to adapt to a foreign milieu and to a developed local population.
These problems have in any case been addressed by Ingrid
Edlund and Irad Malkin.

The greater part of this paper is a review of the major sanc-
tuaries of seven poleis, followed by a discussion of the deities
involved in relation to their sanctuaries, with a view to deter-
mining how the needs of the worshipping community and the
nature of the god matched each other, and resulted in the com-
bination of god and sanctuary at a given place. This review and
discussion are preceded by three short sections, the first of
which looks at the problem of continuity at Greek sanctuaries
between the Bronze Age and the aptly called Greek renaissance
at the end of the Dark Age; the second deals with oracular and
mystery sanctuaries, the third with sanctuaries as used by
loosely grouped communities, ethne and amphiktyonies.2

Continuity-Discontinuity

Continuity of cult activity is difficult if not impossible to
prove. Continuity of belief is another matter: the names of

2 LE.M. EDLUND, The Gods and the Place (Stockholm 1987); I. MALKIN,
Religion and Colonization in Ancient Greece (Leiden 1987); «La place des
dieux dans la cité des hommes», in Revue de | Histoire des Religions 104
(1987), 331-352. Standard general works: J.N. COLDSTREAM, Geometrie
Greece (London 1977); A.M. SNODGRASS, The Dark Age of Greece (Edin-
burgh 1971); Archaic Greece (London 1980). See also C. RENFREW, The
Archaeology of Cult (London 1985), 440-441, for a re-consideration of the
«Dark Age», and Y. GRANDJEAN, Etudes Thasiennes 12 (Paris 1988), 470,
on the difficulties of dealing with material attributed to the «époque
archaique».
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familiar gods and goddesses in the Linear B tablets confirm this.
On the other hand, there are enough unfamiliar names in these
documents to show that there was also much discontinuity.

The documents in Linear B are a notoriously erratic source
of information, particularly those which deal with cult. The
absence of any deities from the archives is not an argument for
their absence from the pantheon. Furthermore, the relative
importance of the deities in the archives is distorted by the fact
that these documents reflect the preoccupations of a small rul-
ing class, and not necessarily the interests of the entire popula-
tion.

After the collapse of Mycenaean civilization, many sites,
palace and otherwise, were abandoned. As town life revived,
many of the old sites were used again, but it has never been
possible to be absolutely certain whether the new communities,
in establishing their sanctuaries, were continuing an existing
cult, or introducing a new one. Sanctuaries were built over
secular buildings or tombs, often with complete indifference to
their predecessors. In a few cases, like Ayia Irini on Keos, at
Tiryns and Mycenae, and perhaps at the Argive Heraion,
Bronze Age remains were incorporated into later sanctuaries,
but even here it would be dangerous to claim conscious con-
tinuity, unless one were to postulate a period of completely bio-
degradable offerings, which have left no discernible trace.

Knowledge of, belief in, and worship of many of the gods of
the Bronze Age persisted in folk memory; when communities
reached the point at which it was desirable to focus worship at
specified places, the old gods were among those to whom sanc-
tuaries were assigned. But the new forms of society required a
grouping of gods rather different from what had served before,
and some of the old gods vanished, while others were created or
adapted to suit new needs. It should always be remembered that,
at the level of cult at least, it is the worshipper who creates the
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god, and not the other way around. The needs of the com-
munity, as they developed and altered, dictated which sanc-
tuaries should be set up, where, and to whom.3

Functional Sanctuaries: Oracles, Mysteries

These are sanctuaries in which the kind of activity performed
dictated the choice of site. The identity of the deity and the con-
venience of the worshipper were to acertain extent of secondary
importance.

Oracles

| deal here only with sanctuaries where the oracle was the
principal function, rather than a subsidiary one as at Olympia,
and only with sites where there is some knowledge of how
divination was conducted. This in effect excludes places like
Korope, Klaros, and Didyma, and does not leave very much, but
there is still enough to produce a pattern.

See, for example, W. BURKERT, transi. J. RAFFAN, Greek Religion (Cam-
bridge, Mass. 1985), 43-46 (Mycenaean gods and Linear B); 47-53 (the
«Dark Age» and continuity). Gods in Linear B: J. CHADWICK, The
Mycenaean World (Cambridge 1976), 84-101; A. HEUBECK, A us der Welt
der frihgriechischen Lineartafeln  (Gottingen  1966), 96-106;
E. Vermeule, Greece in the Bronze Age (Chicago and London 1964),
291-297. Ayia Irini: M .E. CASKEY, Keos | I 1 (Princeton 1986), 39-41, and
in R. HaGG and N. MARINATOS (edd.), Sanctuaries and Cults in the
Aegean Bronze Age (Stockholm 1981), 127-135; K. FaGERSTROM, Greek
Iron Age Architecture (Goteborg 1988), 73. Tiryns: J.C. WRIGHT, in JHS
102 (1982), 195-197; A. FOLEY, The Argolid 800-600 B.C. (G6teborg
1988), 145-146. Mycenae: A. FOLEY, 143. Argive Heraion: J.C.
W right, 197-200; A. Foley, 137.
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The purpose of an oracle is to elicit divine sanction for an
intended course of action, particularly when there is disagree-
ment over which course to take. The site of the oracle,
therefore, must meet two requirements. It must not only pro-
vide direct access to the divine will, but should also be located
well beyond the influence of the petitioning parties. No small
part of the attraction of Delphi and Dodona was their distance
from many of their consultants’ homes. Most other, more
locally based, oracular sanctuaries were in the chora of their
respective poleis, often if not always nearer to the margin than
to the centre. This is true of Klaros, Korope, Didyma, the
Nekyomanteion of Ephyra, and the group of oracular sanc-
tuaries clustered around the Kopais basin in Boiotia.

The means by which a person might hope to gain access to
the divine will were by tapping emanations from below the
earth or from the sky. The latter is exemplified by Dodona,
where one of the ways of transmitting the will of Zeus was by
interpreting sounds from the sacred oak. Oracles which
depended on underground sources for the message were more
numerous, and can be subdivided into three, not entirely
distinct, categories. Direct contact could be obtained by incuba-
tion, where one lay on the ground and dreamed a dream in
which the wishes of the god were expressed. This is the method
employed at some healing sanctuaries, and is possibly one of the
earlier means used at Dodona. It does not need any special type
of site for the sanctuary other than aplace to lie down and touch
the earth. Again, one could approach the deity physically by
descending underground, as at the Trophoneion outside
Lebadeia, at the Nekyomanteion near Ephyra, and perhaps at
Didyma. For this, asite with a chasm of some kind large enough
to admit the consultant was needed. Third, the oracular source
might be tapped by drinking the water of a spring, usually one
which came forth at the foot of an eminence, such as the Ptoion
and Tilphossa in Boiotia, and typically, at Pytho. In such cases,
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the message was first received by a medium, who drank the
water of the spring, and it was ultimately transmitted to the con-
sultant by an interpreter. At Delphi, the neutrality of the
medium was ensured by appointing to the post a woman, a
«non-person», who would, in theory, have no personal or
political interest in the message, and nothing to gain by falsify-
ing it. Dodona too came to rely on women, perhaps for the same
reason.

The oracular sanctuary, in which the young male oracular
deity represents the mountain at whose foot the spring issues,
was the kind taken over by Apollo, chief god of the adjoining
polis of Delphi. This combination of the youthful god and his
new oracle proved irresistible to many of the aristocratic rulers
of emerging poleis, who adopted it eagerly, as the wide distribu-
tion of the epithet Pythios and its variants shows. The actual
type of cult and sanctuary predated the combination of oracle
and Apollo: this is clear from the group of Boiotian sanctuaries
which | have mentioned and analysed elsewhere.4

Mysteries

Literary sources say very little about the sanctuaries where
mysteries were celebrated, and it is necessary to rely on
archaeology, and on what archaeologists notice and think
deserves to be transmitted.

Initiation is rather like having oneself admitted into an
extended family. Those who were initiated were enclosed

4 C.Morgan, Athletes and Oracles (Cambridge 1990), 107-113 (the settle-
ment at Delphi); 153-158 (on the nature of divination); 183-184 (on the
importance of marginality). The Boiotian oracles: A. SCHACHTER, in
BIOS 14 (1967), 1-16.
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within a group, from which all who did not belong were kept
out. The secretive nature of initiation developed out of this, for
the basis of the process was not exclusion, but inclusion with
others under the protection of a deity who was the guarantor
of fertility, prosperity, and well-being to members of the com-
munion.

Mystery sanctuary sites were, accordingly, selected not
because they guaranteed privacy —very few, if any, did —but
because they possessed physical features which partook of both
the upper world, our own, and the underworld, where the god-
dess at the heart of the cult resided. At the Theban Kabirion this
was a natural rock formation which was the focal point of the
sanctuary and was preserved and maintained untouched
throughout the history of the cult. At Eleusis there was the
«Mirthless Rock»; at Lykosoura the living rock into which the
telesterion was cut; while at Samothrace, both the location of
the sanctuary in a narrow gully between two streams and the
presence of several rock formations reflect a similar preoccupa-
tion with ensuring contact with the underworld.5

5 W. BlrkerT, Ancient Greek Mystery Cults (Cambridge, Mass, and Lon-
don 1987), esp. 7-11. Theban Kabirion: A. SCHACHTER, Cults ofBoiotia
Il (London 1986), 74. Eleusis: G.E. MYLONAS, Eleusis and the Eleusinian
Mysteries (Princeton 1961), 145-146 and 200. N.J. RICHARDSON (ed.),
The Homeric Hymn to Demeter (Oxford 1974), 219-221. Lykosoura: M.
JOST, Sanctuaires et Cultes d Arcadie (Paris 1985), 177; I. and E. LOUCAS,
in Journal of Prehistoric Religion 2 (1988), 25-34. Samothrace: K.
LEHMANN, Samothrace. A Guide to the Excavations and the Museum
(Locust Valley, N.Y. 1975), 43-44 (with fig. 22 on p. 42); S.G. COLE,
Theoi Megaloi (Leiden 1984), 6-9;16; 61-63.



A. SCHACHTER
Ethnos-Amphiktyony

The polis was bound to the land it occupied, and its gods
were accordingly tied to the spot. There were other, looser,
forms of union, based on ethnic identity and mutual self-
interest. These grew up around sanctuaries whose allegiance to
any one state was often superseded by the demands of the par-
ticipating groups. Several of these interstate sanctuaries were in
marginal areas, in the north and west of the mainland: Thermos,
Delphi, Dodona, Dion, Olympia. The last three were low-lying
sanctuaries of Zeus, located in places accessible to farmers and
herdsmen, who did not live in towns, but would gather
regularly at suitable seasons. The Olympian and Pythian games,
for example, were celebrated in mid- or late summer, when peo-
ple could get away from their more pressing agricultural duties.
Olympia, indeed, developed as a sanctuary of panhellenic stan-
ding at a time when Elis was relatively underpopulated: there
would have been no need for a large population concentrated in
towns to support Olympia or for that matter any other outlying
sanctuary of Zeus. Outside interest at Olympia, in the form of
dedications originating in Messenia, Lakonia, and Argos, reflects
the discovery and use by people of these regions of overland
routes to the west coast of the Peloponnese and beyond, which
crossed at Olympia.

As for Delphi, the position of the town was strategic, since
it controlled access to and from a north-south land bridge. It is
no wonder that Delphi attracted the attention of the Amphi-
ktyons of Anthela, who controlled a competing north-south
route, and elected to take over rather than compete with their
southern rival.

Delphi and Olympia may have grown into interstate sanc-
tuaries more or less by accident, but others were purposely
developed as such: the amphiktyonic sanctuaries of Poseidon at
Kalaureia and the Panionion, of Apollo at Delos, of Athena and



POLICY, CULT, AND THE PLACING OF GREEK SANCTUARIES 9

Zeus in Boiotia, and of the so-called Aiolian goddess at Messon
on Lesbhos, were focal points of political and ethnic unions,
which co-existed with the polis throughout antiquity6

The Polis

Every sanctuary belonged to a community, bound by com-
mon parentage, occupation, interest, or background. From the
eighth century B.C. on, the dominant linking force in much of
the Greek world was the polis, an institution which united the
inhabitants of a specified geographical area within a single
independent governmental structure. Although places of wor-
ship existed before the emergence of the polis as a fixture in the
landscape, and although there were sanctuaries that were not
tied to specific poleis and others whose functional significance
remained predominant, it is not possible to discuss the Greek
sanctuary outside of the context of the polis. On the whole, and
with few exceptions, sanctuaries became visible as such at the
same time as the polis came on the scene, and the conclusion

6 In general, see C. MORGAN (above, note 4) (with particular reference to
Olympia and Delphi). Date of the Olympia: S.G. MILLER, in AM 90
(1975), 215-231; of the Pythia: A. MOMMSEN, Delphika (Leipzig 1878),
154-163; 176-177. Amphiktyony of Anthela: H.w . PARKE and D.E.W.
WORMELL, A History ofthe Delphic Oracle | (Oxford 1956), 101-103; G.
ROUX, L Amphictionie, Delphes et le Temple dApollon au IVe Siécle
(Lyon and Paris 1979), 1-2. North-south routes: N.G.L. HAMMOND,
Migrations and Invasions in Greece and adjacent Areas (Park Ridge, N.J.
1976), 25. Kalaureia and Panionion: see below, at note 21. Delos:
Thucydides 111 104; A.M. Mitter, From Delos to Delphi (Leiden 1986),
57-65. Boiotia: P. ROESCH, Etudes Béotiennes (Paris 1982), 217-224.
Messon: L. ROBERT, in REA 62 (1960), 300-311 (OMS Il 816-827); I.D.
KONTIS, AéaBog Kai 1 Mikpaatatikn tng meptoxry. Ancient Greek Cities 24
(Athens 1978), 350-357.
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imposes itself that the appearance of the former is indivisible
from and contemporary with the emergence of the latter. This
is, roughly speaking, the burden of Francois de Polignac’s La
naissance de la cité grecque. More recently, Catherine Morgan,
in Athletes and Oracles, has traced the development of ethnie
and amphiktyonic sanctuaries, in particular Delphi and Olym-
pia. This paper owes much to both of these works.

My purpose in this section is to consider the urban and rural
religious landscape of the pre-classical polis. In order to avoid
distortion, this could best be done by examining every sanc-
tuary in every polis. This is not possible, and | have selected a
group of seven poleis, which are reasonably representative of
different kinds of state, and for which the archaeological record
is adequate for the purposes of the investigation. The states are
Argos, Corinth, Eretria, Thasos, Thebes, Athens, and Sparta.
Argos is de Polignac’s paradigm, and on that account alone
could not be omitted, but it is also included as an example of an
aggressive state which grew at the expense of its near
neighbours. Corinth was a major centre in the Archaic period,
its significance lying not only in its internal development, but
also in its foreign relationships. Both Argos and Corinth were
established as poleis from the coalescence of groups of
neighbouring populations. Eretria seems to have started vir-
tually from nothing, at least on its present site, and is included
for that reason. Thasos is included because it was a colony, and
provides a contrast not only with the long-standing and recently
developed settlements, but also with the newly-founded polis of
Eretria. Thebes is a town-site which was a major Bronze Age
city and was inhabited more or less continuously. As for
Athens, although it might have been tempting to do as others
have done and leave it out of the equation, any scheme which
does not account for Athens within it is flawed from the outset.
Finally, Sparta must be included not only for its own sake but
also because it is so different from the others that it permits the
similarities among the rest to stand out more sharply.
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For the record, | state what is common knowledge, that a
polis is a self-governing state consisting of an urban centre, the
asty, and its dependent countryside, the chora, with or without
dependent towns, villages, and homesteads.

The establishment of a polis involved taking certain steps,
not necessarily all or always in the same order: an agreement to
cohabit, resulting in synoikismos, the bringing together of the
constituents of the new community, under the guidance or
direction of a leading person or group; the establishment of a
common strong point, on a height if possible, an acropolis; of
acommon meeting, rallying, and training ground, the agora; the
establishment of the territory, the chora, and its boundaries; the
defence and protection of the centre and its periphery, and in
some cases, the extension of the territory at the expense of
others; the bonding together of urban and rural factions of the
population into a single community. The devices employed for
this were threefold: the creation of extended families; the defini-
tion of rights of enfranchisement, residence, and property; the
establishment or confirmation of common sanctuaries at critical
places, namely, in the town, where the town joins the country,
in the countryside, at the edges of the territory.

My concern here is with the last of these means, the develop-
ment of sanctuaries in the interests of the state.7

7 F. DE POLIGNAC, La naissance de la cité grecque (Paris 1984); «Argos
entre centre et périphérie: I’espace culturel de la cité grecque», in
Archives de Sciences Sociales des Religions 59 (1985), 55-63; (as F. BOHR-
INGER) «Meégare: traditions mythiques, espace sacré et naissance de la
cité», in AClass 49 (1980), 5-22. C. MORGAN: see above, note 4. See also
J.N. COLDSTREAM, The Formation of the Greek Polis (Opladen 1984);
I. MORRIS, Burial and Ancient Society (Cambridge 1987); W. DONLAN,
«The Pre-State Community in Greece», in Symbolae Osloenses 64 (1989),
5-29; R. Osborne, in BSA 84 (1989), 297-322; M.B. Sakellariou, The
Polis-State. Definition and Origin (Athens 1989).
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Argos

The acropolis of Argos has two peaks, Aspis on the north,
Larissa on the south, linked by a ridge, the Deiras. On the
Deiras, near Aspis, were two adjoining sanctuaries, of Apollo
Pythaeus or Deiradiotes, and Athena Oxyderkes. The Larissa
contained sanctuaries of Athena Polias and Zeus Larissaios, and
part way up, of Hera Akraia. On this peak, but in no particular
context, was found a dedication to Enyalios.

Below Larissa, in the agora, was another sanctuary of Apollo,
called Lykeios. Public decrees were posted there. Southwest of
the agora was a sanctuary of Aphrodite, which goes back to the
seventh century B.C. Near the agora were one or two sanc-
tuaries of Demeter: her epithet, Pelasgia, was no doubt meant
to imply that she was an ancient goddess. The urban area has
produced a number of other archaic sanctuary sites, as yet
unidentified, most of them in the western and southern parts of
the town.

The east gate of the city was named after the sanctuary of
Eileithyia situated near it. Not far away was a sanctuary of the
Dioskouroi, its location confirmed by inscriptions of the sixth
century, in which they are referred to as Anakes.

At Kourtaki, about four kilometers east, and Kephalari, five
kilometers south-west, of Argos, are sanctuary sites going back
to the Geometric and Archaic periods respectively. These are
unidentified but may have been sanctuaries of Demeter.

In the northeast corner of the Argive Plain, ten kilometers
north-east of Argos, is the sanctuary of Argive Hera. This was
the principal sanctuary of the polis. Here the Argives celebrated
the Heraia, preceded by a procession from the city. Possession
of this sanctuary was used by Argos to declare its dominion over
the intervening and surrounding territory, aclaim reinforced by
the removal to the Heraion of the old cult image of Hera from
Tiryns.
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Tiryns to the south and Mycenae to the north of the Heraion
both retained vestiges of independence. At Mycenae two
unidentified sanctuary sites, one built over the megaron possibly
early in the sixth century, the other in an apsidal building of the
Late Geometric or early Archaic period, attest to local activity,
as do two outlying sanctuaries, one about one kilometer north
of the town, where finds beginning late in the eighth century
include a bronze helmet dedicated to Enyalios, the other at the
same distance southwest of the town, where a sanctuary of
Agamemnon was founded in the Late Geometric period.

At Tiryns, foundations built over the Mycenaean megaron
have been variously identified either as a temple of Hera, or as
a Late Helladic reconstruction of the megaron after its initial
destruction. More certain evidence of cult activity comes from
a pit to the east of the megaron building, containing votive
objects ranging from the middle of the eighth to the middle of
the seventh centuries B.C. A Tirynthian inscription from about
the end of the seventh century confirms the existence of cults
of Athena, Zeus, and Herakles.

At Asine, which was traditionally destroyed by Argos at the
end of the seventh century, there was a sanctuary of Apollo
Pythaeus, which continued in use at least throughout the
Archaic period. This was built, not on the acropolis of the
Bronze Age settlement, but to the north, on the neighbouring
Barbouna hill.8

General: F. DE POLIGNAC, cited above, note 7; A. FOLEY (above, note
3), especially 135-158 (Sanctuaries); T. Kelly, A History ofArgos to 500
B.C. (Minneapolis 1976), esp. 51-72; R.A. TOMLINSON, Argos and the
Argolid (London 1972); P. AUPERT, «Argos aux VIII'-VII' siécles:
Bourgade ou métropole», in Annuario 44 (1982 [1984]), 21-32;
E. PROTONOTAWOU-DelLAKI, «’ATd 10 "Apyoc Tou 8ou Kai 70u0 Ai.M.X.»,
in Annuario 44 (1982 [1984], 33-48. Apollo Pythaeus: A. FOLEY, 140
(G. sherds and archaic votives from the area); B. Bergquist, The
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Corinth

The polis of Corinth was created by the union of a group of
homesteads or villages, scattered loosely in the area north of
Acrocorinth, and later enclosed within the orbit of an extensive
city wall.

One of the chief deities of the city was Aphrodite, whose
sanctuaries in the urban centre were distributed among strategic
points: on Acrocorinth itself, to the south and above the settle-
ment; in the grove of Kranion, just inside the later city wall on
the east; at the south-west corner of the later Roman forum; at
Anaploga, by the wall at the west, at Lechaion on the north.
Evidence in situ from the early periods is found only at the
forum site and at Anaploga, but Corinth was well-known for its
devotion to Aphrodite by the early Classical period. On
Acrocorinth she bore the name Ourania, and her cult image,
depicted in armour, was flanked by statues of Helios and Eros.
The origins of the practice of sacred prostitution at Aphrodite’s

Archaic Greek Temenos (Lund 1967), 18-19; G.P. LAVAS, Altgriechische
Temenos (Basel 1974), 104. Larissa: A. FOLEY, 140 (votives of 8th and
7th centuries); 142 (Enyalios). Apollo Lykeios: A. FOLEY, 139-140 (5th
century altar); Thucydides V 47, 11; /G IV 559; SEG XIII 240, 241
(posting of decrees). Aphrodite: A. FOLEY, 141. Demeter Pelasgia:
Pausanias Il 22, 2-4; R.A. TOMLINSON, 212. Other Sites: A. FOLEY,
141-142. Eileithyia: Paus. 1122, 7. Dioskouroi: Paus. 1122, 6-7;/G1V 561,
564, 566; SEG XXVI 428. Kourtaki: A. FOLEY, 150 (Demeter Mysia?:
Paus. Il 18, 3). Kephalari: A. FOLEY, 151. Heraion: see above, note 3;
B. BERGQUIST, 19-22; G.P. LAVAS, 58-59; Paus. Il 17, 5 (removal of cult
image). Mycenae: A. FOLEY, 143 and 144. Tiryns: see above, note 3;
K. FagerstrOM (above, note 3), 28-29; AE 1975, 150-205 (the inscrip-
tion, and see SEG XXX 380; XXXIV 296; XXXV 275; XXXVI 347;
L. H. JEFFERY, revised A.W. Johnston, Local Scripts ofArchaic Greece
[Oxford 1990], 443, 9a and pi. 74. 7). Asine: A. FOLEY, 142-143;
K. FagerstrOM, 27-28; B. Wellts, in Hespena 59 (1990), 157-161.
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sanctuary at Corinth have been attributed to contacts with the
east and the cult of Astarte.

Another hint of eastern cult connections is to be found in the
epithet Phoinike of Athena, and it has been suggested that this
epithet, or the name of a month derived from it, appears on an
early sixth century inscription found on the ridge bearing the
Archaic temple. This temple is usually identified as that of
Apollo, but its attribution is uncertain. Both Hera and Athena
have been suggested as the incumbent. Athena was certainly an
important goddess in Corinth during the Archaic period, for it
is her head which appears on Corinthian coins of the sixth cen-
tury.

In the hollow between the temple ridge and Acrocorinth
were several installations of the Archaic period, private houses,
arace course, heroa, and sacred springs. Other early monuments
of the city are difficult to identify, since the Roman town plan
was radically different from what went before. It is not even cer-
tain where the pre-Roman agora was.

However, it is possible to identify other early sanctuaries
which were established in or near the city with the clear inten-
tion of attracting rural worshippers to them. One was the sanc-
tuary of Demeter and Kore, on the lower north slope of
Acrocorinth, to which the women of the Corinthia came, and
conducted their rites in the safety of the city. Here there were
pits carved out to be the megara for the Thesmophoria, a
theatral area, and oikoi. Outside the later city wall, on the road
to Sikyon, was a temple of Zeus Olympios, perhaps the one
built by Periander.

Hera and Poseidon, whose major sanctuaries were in the
chora to the east, had subsidiary sanctuaries at or near Corinth.
Hera had two inside the city, surnamed Bounaia and Akraia.
Neither has been identified, but one ought to have been near the
Phliasian Gate. The sanctuary of Poseidon was on the ridge of
Penteskouphia, two kilometers southwest of Acrocorinth,
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located along a route between Kleonai and the sea. It probably
consisted of a grove, as at Boiotian Onchestos, and its function,
like that of the latter, would have been to proclaim and exercise
control over north-south traffic at this point.

There are no identifiable boundary points between Corin-
thian territory and Sikyon. Legendary traditions, and the
appearance of Sikyonians among the dedicators of votive offer-
ings at Perachora, confirm that there were good relations bet-
ween the two states.

The southwestern limit of Corinthian territory was marked
by Mount Apesas, on the upper slopes of which was the sanc-
tuary of Zeus Apesantios, and which overlooked on the south
Kleonai and Nemea. The actual boundary is uncertain.

On the south, the land of Corinth was separated from its
neighbours by mountainous terrain. Toward the southeast, in
the direction of Epidauria, there was, at Solygeia, a sanctuary of
a goddess on a low ridge overlooking the sea. Both Demeter and
Hera have been suggested as the deity.

On the east and north Corinth extended its holdings at the
expense of Megara. At least two major sanctuaries marked the
presence of Corinth in these parts. At Isthmia the sanctuary of
Poseidon, which later developed into a panhellenic sanctuary
under Corinthian ownership, controlled the Isthmos and the
Saronic Gulf. Overlooking the northern side of the Isthmos,
and protruding into the Gulf of Corinth, is the peninsula of
Perachora. Near its western tip was the sanctuary of Hera
Akraia/Limenia. Here, from the eighth century on, was a major
site of the worship of Hera, which Corinth controlled for most
of its history. In its earliest stages, Perachora surpassed Delphi
in the wealth of its offerings.

Both Isthmia and Perachora affirmed Corinthian ownership
of the territory in which they were located, but the actual boun-
dary between Corinth and Megara lay farther to the east. The
exact line cannot be traced, but at its northern end it hovered
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around Lake Gorgopis. This name, the gorgon-faced, calls to
mind Artemis, whose archaic temple at the Corinthian colony
of Korkyra was adorned with gorgon heads, and who was one
of the first gods to be venerated at the Corinthian colony of
Syracuse, at Ortygia. She may, therefore, have been a more
important goddess at Corinth in its early stages than is
immediately apparent.9

9

General: J.B. SALMON, Wealthy Corinth: a History ofthe City to 338 B.C.
(Oxford 1984); J. WISEMAN, «Corinth and Rome I: 228 B.C.-A.D. 267»,
in ANRW I 7, 1 (Berlin and New York 1979), 438-548, esp. 439-447;
462-491; 536-538; 540-541; C.K. WILLIAMS Il, Pre-Roman Cults in the
Area ofthe Forum ofAncient Corinth (University of Pennsylvania, PhD
1978); J. WISEMAN, The Land of the Ancient Corinthians (Gdéteborg
1978); M. SakellariOU-N. Faraklas, Corinthia-Cleonaea. Ancient
Greek Cities 3 (Athens 1971); G. ROUX, Pausanias en Corinthie (Paris
1958); C.K. wiLLIAMS I, «The Early Urbanization of Corinth», in
Annuario 44 (1982 [1984]), 9-20; C. ROEBUCK, «Some Aspects of
Urbanization in Corinth», in Hesperia 41 (1972), 96-127. Aphrodite:
C.K. WILLIAMS, in M.A. Chiaro (ed.), Corinthiaca: Studies in Honor of
Darrell Amyx (Columbia, Mo. 1986), 13-24; C.W. BLEGEN, in Corinth
Il 1 (Cambridge, Mass. 1930), 3-28. Temple Hill: C.K. WILLIAMS, in
ADelt 33 (1978 [1985]) B’, 63-67; H.S. ROBINSON, in Hesperia 45 (1976),
203-239. Athena: J. WISEMAN (1979), 530. Archaic coins: B.V. HEAD,
Historia Numorum (Oxford 1911), 400-401; C.M. KRAAY, Archaic and
Classical Greek Coins (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1976), 80-81.
Thesmophorion: N. BOOKIDIS and R.S. STROUD, Demeter and
Persephone in Ancient Corinth: Corinth Notes 2 (Princeton 1987);
Hesperia 37 (1968), 303 (demotic incised on a marble hydria). Zeus Olym-
pios: J. Wiseman (1978), 84; J.B. Salmon, 202 and 208; G. Roux, 137.
Hera: Paus. Il 4, 7 (Bounaia, near the Thesmophorion); Eur. Med. 1379
and schol. ad. loc. (Akraia, on the akropolis); Plut. Arat. 21 and 22 (by
the Phliasian Gate); J. WISEMAN (1979), 466; 475; 530. Penteskouphia:
J. WISEMAN (1978), 82 and fig. 105 on p. 83. Border with Sikyon: J.
WISEMAN (1978), 106. Sikyonians at Perachora: L.H. JEFFERY, in
Perachora Il (Oxford 1962), 393, and as cited above, note 8, p. 141. Mount
Apesas: J. WISEMAN (1978), 106-108. Solygeia: J. WISEMAN (1978),



18 A. SCHACHTER
Eretria

At its greatest extent, Eretria controlled most of east-central
Euboia. Its territory was divided into fifty demes, called choroi,
of which several were named after sanctuaries. Two of these,
that of Apollo at Tamynai, and of Artemis at Amarynthos, were
the most important sanctuary sites in the chora.

Eretrian influence also extended across the Euboian Strait, to
Oropos, which it controlled temporarily, and to the Tanagraia,
where traces survive in the story of the Gephyraioi who wor-
shipped Demeter Achaia, in the Tanagran tradition of an
Eretrian invasion, and possibly at the coastal sanctuary of
Apollo and Artemis at Delion.

It is generally believed that the city was founded in the eighth
century B.C. Its tutelary god was Apollo Daphnephoros, whose
sanctuary occupied what later became the geographical centre of
the walled town. It dominated a cluster of small buildings mid-
way between the sea on the south and the acropolis hill on the
north. The main centre of habitation was at the sea shore.
About two hundred metres west of this agglomeration was a
necropolis; to the north of this, about four hundred metres
northwest of the central cluster, was another necropolis,
perhaps connected with this part of the settlement, which
became the site of a hero cult. This is the so-called Heroon of
the West Gate, named after the west gate of the later city wall.

56-58; J.B. SALMON, 27; 49-50. Isthmia: J. WISEMAN (1978), 50-52;
(1979), 490. Perachora: J.B. SALMON, in BSA 67 (1972), 159-204; C.A.
Morgan, in BSA 83 (1988), 313-338; K. FagerstrOM (above, note 3),
38-40. Gorgopis: J. WISEMAN (1978), 24-27. Korkyra: E. KIRSTEN and
W. Kraiker, Griechenlandkunde (Heidelberg 1967), 728-730 and 901.
Ortygia: I. MALKIN (above, note 2), 176-177; H.-P. DROGEMULLER, in
RE Suppl.-Bd. XIII (1973), s.v. «Syrakusai», 816-817 and 819-820.
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The separation of the two original settlement nuclei pro-
bably reflects a distinction of status, with the inland group of
houses and its cemetery belonging to the ruling family or
families, and the coastal group to the lower classes. It was at the
former that the most important urban sanctuary was placed, and
it was here within the city that public documents were posted.

On the southern slopes of the acropolis were two sanc-
tuaries, neither identified. The disposition of the later one,
which begins in the fourth century B.C., resembles somewhat
the Thesmophorion at Corinth; the earlier one includes a small
building in a terraced temenos. Votive terracottas at the latter,
to judge from the range in ages which the female figurines
depict, seem appropriate to Artemis; the location of both, on a
slope within the urban area, is compatible with either Demeter
or Artemis.

Over to the west, just above the west gate, is the theatre, and
at its foot, a temple of Dionysos. These are later installations.
The acropolis itself seems not to have had any sanctuary.

Two other early sanctuaries have been found in the city. In
the western quarter, south of the west gate, are traces of a
Geometric structure underneath an archaic apsidal building.
The associated pottery ranges from about 800 to 710/700 B.C.
Above them is an oikos identified by a graffito as belonging to
Aphrodite, and dated to the fourth century B.C. An archaic
graffito from the site has been restored to give a reference to
Enyalios.

The other sanctuary is down by the harbour, east of the main
settlement complex, and in the vicinity of the later Iseion. Here
three bull figurines, one imported from Cyprus, were found.

Amarynthos, the site of the sanctuary of Artemis Amarysia,
predated Eretria by several centuries, appearing in Linear B
documents from Thebes. It is impossible to know when Eretria
took over Amarynthos. The eastern boundary of Eretria must
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originally have been much closer to the settlement, perhaps at
Avyia Paraskevi, about one kilometer to the east, which tallies,
incidentally, with the seven stades which Strabo gives as the
distance between Eretria and Amarynthos. Perhaps there was a
sanctuary of Artemis here too, marking the original border.
This would not be unprecedented: for example, at Miletos, the
sacred road to Didyma passed through a sanctuary on the ridge
of Stephania, which is thought to have marked the original
southern limit of Milesian territory; and in Attika, the sacred
way to Eleusis passed through a staging point at the Rheitoi,
which may have been the old limit of Athenian territory.

Copies of public documents displayed at the Daphnephorion
were also posted at Amarynthos for inhabitants of the chora to
see. The two sanctuaries were linked, at least in later antiquity,
by way of the Delian triad, but their early relationship is uncer-
tain. We know little about the cult of Apollo beyond what can
be deduced from the epithet, and nothing about the connections
between his sanctuaries at Eretria and Tamynai. As for Artemis,
her worship is widespread throughout the country areas of
Euboia, from Cape Artemision in the north, to Amarynthos
and neighbouring sites in the south-east, and the Amarysia was
among the most important festivals of the polis of Eretria.

It has been suggested, although no trace of it has been found,
that there was a large federal sanctuary near Lefkandi, at the
frontier between Chalkis and Eretria, and that it was dedicated
to Hera, who was worshipped at Eretria too. It would certainly
be gratifying to find a limitary sanctuary between Eretria and
Chalkis, if only because it might help clarify the tradition of a
war over the Lelantine Plain. The significance of the so-called
Hero of Lefkandi in regard to this war and to the two poleis is
not clear either. As it is, the only positive evidence, in the form
of a boundary stone found at Eretria of a temenos belonging to
Kothos, the mythical founder of Chalkis and brother of Aiklos,
founder of Eretria, suggests friendship rather than enmity,
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although, to be sure, this inscription is much later than the date
of the war.D

0 General: Eretria, Ausgrabungen und Forschungen/Fouilles et Recherches
(Bern) —7 volumes published to date; P. AUBERSON and K. SCHEFOLD,
Flhrer durch Eretria (Bern 1972). K. FAGERSTROM (above, note 3),
54-57; H.J. GEHRKE, in Boreas 11 (1988), 15-42; A. MazarakiSAinian,
in AKunst 30 (1987), 3-23; Cl. BERARD, in Architecture et société de
I archaisme grec a lafin de la république romaine (Paris and Rome 1983),
43-59; Cl. KRAUSE, in Architecture et société... (Paris and Rome 1983),
63-73; Cl. KRAUSE, in AKunst 25 (1982), 137-144; Cl. KRAUSE, in
Annuario 43 (1981 [1983]), 175-186; Cl. KRAUSE and others, in AKunst
24 (1981), 70-87; L. KAHIL, in Annuario 43 (1981 [1983]), 165-173;
L. KAHIL, in ZmAn (Athens 1980), 525-531; A. ALTHERR-CHARON and
C. BERARD, in A. SCHNAPP (ed.), L archéologie aujourdhui (Paris 1980),
229-249; S.C. BakHUIZEN, Chalcis-in-Euboea. lron and Chalcidians
Abroad (Leiden 1976), esp. 78-82. Eretrian expansion across the Strait:
J. WIESNER, in RE XVII 1 (1939), sv. «Oropos» (1), 1173-1174
(Oropos); J.K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families (Oxford 1971),
472-473 (Gephyraioi); A. SCHACHTER (above, note 5), 1l 48 (invasion of
Tanagraia); | 44-47 (Delion). Class distinction in settlements:
A. MAZARAKIS Ainian (1987), 20. Posting of documents at
Daphnephorion: 1G XII 9, 191, 202, 204, 208, 210, 212, 215, 216, 220,
225, 229, 230, 245-248. Aphrodite: A. MAZARAKIS Ainian, 14.
Enyalios: P. AUBERSON and K. SCHEFOLD, 97-98. Harbour sanctuary:
A. Mazarakis Ainian, 14. Location of Amarynthos: H.J. Gehrke
(1988), 27-29; D. KNOEPFLER, in CRAI 1988, 382-421. Amarynthos in
Linear B at Thebes: J. CHADWICK, The Thebes Tablets II: Minos Supple-
ment 4 (1975), 94, 98, 104 (tablet Of 25); in Minos 20-22 (1987), 37 and
BCH 114 (1990), 121 and 153 (Wu 58). Temenos between Miletos and
Didyma: AA 1989, 143-217. Rheitoi: G.E. MYLONAS (above, note 5), 23
and 246. The sanctuary at Amarynthos: D. KNOEPFLER (1988), 383-391.
Delian Triad: 1G XII 9, 191, 266, 267 (Eretria); 140-143, 276-278
(Amarynthos); 97-99 (Tamynai). Federal sanctuary of Hera: D.
KNOEPFLER, in BCH 105 (1981), 326-327. Hera at Eretria: 1G XII 9, 189
(L 27); 1IG XII Suppl. 549. Lefkandi: K. FAGERSTROM (above, note 3),
59-60. Kothos: IG XII 9, 406 (SEG XXVI 1037; XXXII 855).
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Thasos

Thasos was colonized from Paros early in the seventh cen-
tury B.C. The main centre of Parian settlement was the town
of Thasos, at the north-east corner of the island, founded on the
site of a pre-existing settlement. Throughout antiquity this was
the polis, on which other settlements on the island were depen-
dent. It was from here that the Thasians made their incursions
on to the mainland.

The colonists, who arrived in two or three waves, came in
family groups, patrai, and seem to have settled from the first in
more or less distinct sectors, at least two of which have been
identified to date, one in the northern part of the town, the
other in the south, around the Herakleion. Towards the end of
the sixth century B.C., the city was surrounded by a wall,
several of whose gates are identified with specific deities.

The northern peak of the acropolis housed the sanctuary of
Apollo Pythios, the central peak that of Athena Poliouchos. On
the northern slope of the southern peak there was a small sanc-
tuary of Pan, a relatively late foundation. The other two,
however, date from the beginnings of the colony; it was at these
sanctuaries, and at the Herakleion and Dionysion, that public
decrees were posted.

The earliest public installations were laid out below the cen-
tral peak of the acropolis. A roadway led from the acropolis
down to the harbour, passing on its way the Artemision, a large
rectangular temenos, which also dates from the beginnings of
the colony. Adjoining the Artemision on its west was a space
which contained a succession of altars and wells, and later
housed a building which may have been sacred to Alexander the
Great. This was the intersection of the two major thoroughfares
of the early town, that which linked the acropolis and the har-
bour, and another leading from the Dionysion on the north in
a southerly direction, skirting the base of the acropolis hill,
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passing along the inland edge of the agora, in the direction of the
Herakleion. The early crossroads and the agora were later con-
nected by a processional way, the so-called passage of the
theoroi, the walls of which carried public inscriptions and
votive reliefs. At the northern end of the passage was an altar
of Athena Propylaia, at the southern end the earliest surviving
monument at Thasos, the tomb of Glaukos, which was at the
northeast corner of the agora. The presence here of the tomb of
a man who had died fighting in the early years of the colony,
suggests to me that the crossroads to the north, with its
presumed Alexandreion, may originally have harboured the
tomb or heroon of the Archegetes himself, which is mentioned
by Hippokrates.

Above and to the north of the Dionysion, an enclosure
whose existing remains date largely from the fourth century
B.C. and later, was the theatre. Between the Dionysion and the
sea was the Poseideion, at the entrance to which was an inscrip-
tion relating to the cult of Hera Epilimenia. Presumably the
sanctuary of Hera, which is also mentioned by Hippokrates,
was in this general area. Near the southwest corner of the
Poseideion is a gate with ascene in relief showing a goddess stan-
ding in a chariot, its two horses led by a god identified as
Hermes. The goddess has been called Artemis or Hera, but
Aphrodite would also suit: she, both alone, and with Hermes
and Hestia, receives dedications from various groups of Thasian
magistrates. No sanctuary of Aphrodite has been found.

The gate north of this has a relief depicting Hermes and the
Charités, and gives access to an early residential quarter.

At the northern tip, the peninsula now called Evraiokastro,
there was a sanctuary shared by Demeter and Kore and the
Theoi Patroioi, the gods of the homeland or of the patrai. When
the city wall was built, this point was left outside it. This was
probably the place where the Thesmophoria, the Apatouria,
and the festival of All the Gods were celebrated.
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The agora was reconstructed at the end of the fifth or beginn-
ing of the fourth century B.C., but walls of the sixth century
probably belong to its original stage. In the northwest quarter
of the agora is the temenos of Zeus Agoraios Thasios, enclosing
a temple or altar, with a round enclosure, itself surrounding a
rectangular altar, inset into its northeast corner.

The road from the Dionysion links it to the Herakleion, a
large sanctuary dating back to the beginnings of the colony. It
was situated at the south-western foot of the acropolis. The
earliest permanent structure within the temenos was an 0ikos;
in its fully developed form, the sanctuary contained a series of
oikoi facing north to a temple. Before the construction of the
city wall, the Herakleion and its surrounding settlement were
the most southerly concentration of habitation, somewhat
isolated from the other parts of the town.

More or less due south of the Herakleion, about two hun-
dred metres away, there was a gate in the city wall dedicated to
Herakles and Dionysos, whom an inscription calls the phylaqoi
of the polis. Somewhere near here, at a later date, were a garden
belonging to the Herakleion and next to it, an Asklepieion.

West of the gate of Herakles and Dionysos, is a gate with
reliefs of Zeus and Hera. The road leading to it may have passed
the sanctuaries of these gods.

East of the gate of Herakles and Dionysos is the gate of
Silenos, so-called from the relief carved on it showing a Silenos
holding a kantharos. About two hundred metres south of this,
outside the walls, on the lower slopes of the hill Arkouda, are
the remains of an Archaic sanctuary, aterraced enclosure above
a paved semi-circular area with an altar in the middle of it. The
proximity of the gate of Silenos may offer a clue to its purpose.
Silenos, who was associated with the entourage of Dionysos
from at least the sixth century B.C., is traditionally connected
with choral dancing. One of the festivals in the Thasian cult
calendar was the Choreia, a festival of choruses. The sanctuary
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at Arkouda could have been a dancing ground around a
thymele, and the festival may have been celebrated there: the
location, outside the settlement area, would have made it accessi-
ble not only to townspeople but also to those living in the coun-
try, colonists and natives alike. Perhaps the rites were connected
with the motif on coins of Thasos and other places which show
a Silenos seizing or making off with awoman or nymph. It may
be this sanctuary that prompted the description of Dionysos as
one of the two phylagoi of the polis, for it and the Herakleion,
being in the most exposed positions, guarded the town on its
most vulnerable side.

The existence of other sanctuaries in and about the town can
be deduced from literary and epigraphical sources, but they have
not yet been found.

At Aliki, at the southeast corner of the island, there was a
sanctuary in use from about 650 B.C. Towards the end of the
seventh century an oikos was built, and a little later, an identical
one next to it. Adjoining the site is a grotto sacred to Apollo.
The oikoi preserve avariety of erotic graffiti in praise of women
and boys. This may have been the site of the Komaia, celebrated
under the patronage of Apollo Komaios, and bringing together
the inhabitants of the villages in this part of the island.

An inscription found at Aliki mentions a Diasion in
Demetrion, in the southwest part of the island. The list of Tha-
sian festivals refers to Diasia, probably celebrated there, and to
Demetrieia, which, if not held to honour Demetrios Poliorketes,
may have been celebrated at Demetrion.1l

"1 General: Etudes Thasiennes (Paris) — 12 volumes published to date; Guide
de Thasos (Paris 1967); D. Lazaridis, Thasos and its Peraia. Ancient
Greek Cities 5 (Athens 1971); R. Martin, in CRAI 1978, 182-197. For
individual monuments | cite material only to supplement the Guide. For
the description of early remains | follow Y. GRANDJEAN, Etudes Tha-
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Thebes

Thebes is almost the only major Mycenaean city which both
continued to be important in later centuries, and for which an
adequate record of its Bronze Age period survives, particularly

siennes 12 (Paris 1988), 461-489, although the suggestions about the sanc-
tuary of the Archegetes and the sanctuary at Arkouda are my own. Post-
ing of documents: IG XII 8, 262 (Dionysos); 267 (Athena); 268 (?); XII
Suppl. 358, 362 (Apollo), 350 (Apollo and Herakles). Fines were payable
to Apollo (/G XII 8, 263; 267; XII Suppl. 350, 355, 358, 362; SEG XVIII
347; XXXV 1790); Herakles (1G Xl Suppl. 350), Athena (SEG XVIII 347;
XXXV 790). Artemision: Y. GRANDJEAN, 312-316; N. WEILL, Etudes
Thasiennes 11 (Paris 1985), 3-9. Crossroads: Y. GRANDJEAN, 483-484; F.
Blonde, A. Muller, D. Multiez, in RA 1987, 25-39. Epltaph of
Glaukos: Y. GRANDJEAN, 483; SEG XXIX 777; L.H. JEFFERY (above,
note 8), 307, 61. Hippocrates, Epid. | 26, 29 (Archegetes); 111 17, 1 (Arte-
mision); | 21, 10 (Dionysion); 111 1, 1 (Ge); | 21, 6, 1 26, 171, Il 17, 72
(Herakles); 1 26, 333 (Hera); | 15, 12, 1 17, 9 (Silenos). Gate of Hermes
and Goddess: LIMC Il 1 (Zurich and Munich 1984), 716 n° 1228
(Artemis, perhaps Hera); IV 1 (1988), 697 n° 330 (Hera, perhaps
Artemis); compare Il 1, 127 n° 1329 from Lokroi: Aphrodite and
Hermes. Festivals: BCH 82 (1958), 193-267 (F. SOKOLOWSKI, LSS 69).
Early Agora: Y. GRANDJEAN, 480-483. Herakleion: B. BerGQUIST,
Herakles on Thasos (Uppsala 1973); J. des COURTILS and A. PARIENTE,
in R. HAGG, N. Marinatos, G.C. NORDQUIST (edd.), Early Greek Cult
Practice (Stockholm 1988), 121-123; B. BERGQUIST (above, note 8), 49-
50; G.P. Lavas (above, note 8), 76. Garden of Herakles: 1G XII 8, 365
(F. sokoLowsKI, LSCG 115: and Asklepieion); IG XII Suppl. 353 (SEG
XXVI 1029, XX1X 768). Gate of Herakles and Dionysos: IG XII 8, 356
(P.A. HANSEN, Carmina Epigraphica Graeca [Berlin 1983], 415).
Arkouda: others have suggested that it was the megaron of Demeter and
Kore: BCH 82 (1958), 249-250 (with references) and 83 (1959), 385.
Ch. PICARD, cited in both places, suggested it might be the Bokyxgiov npo
noAew¢ of IG XII Suppl. 447, but the dates are wrong. Silenos and
Dionysos: A. HARTMANN, in RE Il A 1 (1927), s.v. «Silenos und
Satyros», 43-47; A. VENERI, in LIMC 11l 1(1986), 416, and C. G asparri,
at 448-450 (ncs 253-280) and 451 (nos 285-293). Coins: B.V. Head,
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in the form of Linear B tablets and seals. The tablets deal with
the distribution of wool to various recipients, some religious.
One refers to the Oikos of Potnia, while two others mention
Hera and Hermes. The area controlled by Mycenaean Thebes
was much larger than that controlled by the later Greek polis,
and stretched eastward at least as far as Euboia. The Hera and
Hermes on the tablets need not therefore be sought at Thebes
itself, but perhaps to the south and east, where they were the
main deities of the later poleis of Plataia and Tanagra.

The polis of Thebes, as opposed to the Mycenaean palace-
centred city, seems to have been founded in the Late Geometric
period. A sanctuary of Apollo was located on the Ismenion hill,
about two hundred and fifty metres southeast of the main
entrance to the Kadmeia. The earliest reference to Apollo at
Thebes is on the rim of a bronze vessel said to have come from
Thebes, dated in the first quarter of the seventh century, and
calling the god Pythios.

Just outside the Elektran gate, at the easiest point of access
from the south, was the sanctuary of Herakles and his warrior
sons. He displaced one of a pair of divine champions,
represented by Amphitryon and lolaos, who had a common
tomb, presumably in this area. Northern access to the Kadmeia
was guarded by the supposed tomb of Amphion and Zethos.
The major burial area of Thebes during the Late Geometric and
Archaic periods was concentrated northwest of the Kadmeia,

Historia Numorum (Oxford 1911), 263-264; C.M. KRAAY, Archaic and
Classical Greek Coins (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1976), 148-150; G. Le
Rider in the Guide de Thasos, 185-187. Aliki: SEG XXXI 761-772 (graf-
fiti); J. SERVAIS, in Etudes Thasiennes 9 (Paris 1980) (the sanctuary); BCH
88 (1964), 267-287; 89 (1965), 966; M. GUARDUCCI, Epigrafia Greca Il
(Rome 1970), 441-443, L.H. JEFFERY (above, note 8), 466, 7a and plate
78, 4 (inscription from Aliki).
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with a smaller necropolis to the northeast, both apparently at
some distance from the main centres of habitation.

In historical times the principal deities of the Kadmeia were
Demeter Thesmophoros and Dionysos Kadmeios, who had
matching sanctuaries south of the city at Potniai. The sanctuary
of Demeter Thesmophoros recalled, if it did not actually con-
tinue, the Bronze Age cult of Potnia. The presence of Dionysos,
Herakles, and Amphion and Zethos at Thebes is attested in the
Iliad and Odyssey. Also on the Kadmeia was a sanctuary of
Aphrodite, whose three wooden cult images, Ourania,
Pandemos, and Apostrophia, were said to have been dedicated
by Harmonia, her daughter by Ares. This Aphrodite was the
divine patron of the Theban polemarchs.

The new polis, based upon a collection of new or newly
named monuments, the Herakleion, the Ismenion, the
Amphieion, and the agora in the valley east of the Kadmeia, was
formed by the synoikismos of five founding families, the Spar-
toi. During the Mycenaean period, the city on the Kadmeia was
called Theba. The new city was aptly situated to go by the name
of Hypothebai.

The expansion of Theban territory to its later limits is
marked in part by Theban sanctuaries. The Teneric Plain, to the
west, was named after the seer who became the incumbent of
the Ismenion; in the hills south of this plain was the Kabirion,
where cult activity began in the Geometric period. At the
western end of the plain was the pass and sanctuary of Poseidon
at Onchestos, a limitary sanctuary of the towns around the
Kopais, dominated by Orchomenos. Just to the east of it was a
Theban sanctuary of Herakles, its foundation connected with
the war against the Minyans, which probably took place in the
sixth century and ended with the Thebans in control of both
Onchestos and Akraiphia, the small polis which owned the
sanctuary of Apollo Ptoieus. Northeast of Thebes, at the eastern
end of the Aonian Plain, is Mount Hypaton. On it was a
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sanctuary of Zeus Hypatos, for which there are two possible
recorded counterparts in the city itself: Zeus Hypsistos, near the
Elektran Gate, and Zeus Karaios, the mountain god of the
Boiotoi, on the Kadmeia. Theban territory on the east seems to
have been marked by the low hills of Teumessos, which, like
those to the west, housed an immigrant cult, that of Athena
Telchinia. To the southeast the boundary with Tanagra was
marked by hilly country.

On the south, Theban ambitions went as far as Mount
Kithairon, and are reflected by the location of incidents in
Theban legend and of sanctuaries of Dionysos and Herakles.
However, the natural and normal boundary was the river
Asopos, where, at Skolos, there was a sanctuary of Demeter and
Kore. Upstream at the eastern end of the field of Leuktra, is the
prehistoric settlement mound of Eutresis, resettled during the
Archaic period, whence came a kouros, a later dedication to
Apollo, and the tradition that Amphion and Zethos had lived
there before coming to Thebes.

Theban rituals binding town to chora included the
Daphnephoria procession to the Ismenion, where tripods were
dedicated by participating groups of the community; proces-
sions to the sanctuary of Apollo Ptoios, and to a sanctuary of
Zeus, perhaps on Mount Hypaton; the Thesmophoria, held
partly on the Kadmeia, partly at Potniai; the mystery rites of the
Kabirion, which belonged to Thebes; the Herakleia, a celebra-
tion of Theban youth and military might; and the oreibasia of
the Theban mainads.

The inhabitants of the new polis did not particularly cherish
memories of their city’s legendary past. They took over the
prehistoric tombs to the north and south of the Kadmeia and
assigned them to their own heroes, unconnected with the
Kadmeian line; they built their temple of Apollo on the Isme-
nion hill with complete indifference to the Bronze Age tombs
below them, they even assigned the spectacular funereal mounds
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east of the Kadmeia to their legendary Argive enemies, the
Seven against Thebes.

The women of Thebes, on the other hand, maintained the
traditions of the past, with their worship of Dionysos of the
Kadmeia, and Demeter Thesmophoros, who was the
poliouchos of the city.2

2 General: J.M. FOsSEY, Topography and Population of Ancient Boiotia
(Chicago 1988), 199-249; A.D. KERAMOPOULLOS, in ADelt 3 (1917);
A. SCHACHTER (cited above, note 5), cults up to Poseidon; s.
SYMEONOGLOU, The Topography of Thebes (Princeton 1985). Linear B at
Thebes: J. cCHADWICK (above, note 10), 89, 91, 102; 106 (Potnia on
Tablet Of 36); 91, 99, 105 (Hera on Of 28); 91, 100, 105 (Hermes on Of
31). Apollo Pythios: L.H. JEFFERY (above, note 8), 94, 2, 402, and pi. 7,
2. Hypothebai: the name may be Mycenaean. Compare Minos 20-22
(1987), 34 (Au-to-te-ga-jo), 36 (Pa-ro-te-ga-jo), 35, 36 (Te-qa), and see BCH
114 (1990), 152, 154. A. BARTONEK, in ‘Enetnpic mq Etaipeiog Bowwti-
kv Medetwv 1, 1 (Athens 1988), 139-140 and 144 (Autoteqajos: «a
Theban proper»; Paroteqajos: «a newcomer in Thebes», or «a man living
near Thebes»). Theban Synoikismos: A. SCHACHTER, «Kadmos and the
Implications of the Tradition for Boiotian History», in La Béotie antique
(Paris 1985), 143-153, esp. 150-151. War between Thebes and
Orchomenos: A. SCHACHTER, «Boiotia in the Sixth Century B.C.», in
H. Beister and J. BUCKLER (edd.), Boiotika (Munich 1989), 80. Zeus
Hypatos: Paus. IX 19, 3; Hypsistos: Pind. N. | 60-62; Paus. 1X 8, 5;
Karaios: so | would interpret the statue identified as Zeus Ammon (Paus.
IX 16, 1). Teumessos: A. SCHACHTER, «Kadmos», 148 and note 20.
Hymn to Zeus: Pind. Fr. 29-35, 87, 88, 145, 147, 178, 216. Tombs of the
Seven: Pind. Ol. VI 15-16; N. 1X 21-24; Aristodemos, FGrH 383 F 10;
Armenidas, FGrH 378 F 6 (This was the Theban tradition, transmitted
through Pindar. Eur. Phoen. 159-160, is the first to identify the site,
which was called Seven Pyres, as the tomb of the children of Niobe and
Amphion).
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Athens

The size of the polis and the complexity of its organization
make Athens a special case. On the one hand, the enclosed
nature of the territory, combined with the ethnic and dialectal
unity of the population, made political union feasible; on the
other, the predominance of a single large urban centre created
arisk of alienation among the different elements of the people,
and those who created the polis were at pains to bind them
together by a variety of means. These included the fostering of
cults and positioning of sanctuaries which stressed, by helping
to create, the unity of the polis. Much of this nation-building
was done by the Peisistratids, but the process began long before
then.

In this brief survey 1 shall deal with only a few of the more
important sanctuaries, those used as instruments of policy to
bring about the fusion of the polis.

The acropolis itself housed the sanctuaries of the state’s main
tutelary gods. Athena, the poliouchos, was given the olive tree
as an additional attribute, to mark her patronage of the coun-
tryside and its produce. Erechtheus, the genius loci, represented
the ancestral inhabitants of the land, real or imagined. He was,
at least later, identified with Poseidon, who shared his sanctuary
on the acropolis. This god, whose principal Attic sanctuary was
at the southern tip of the country at Sounion, was placed on the
acropolis to reprensent the state’s interest in the sea. Zeus
Polieus was the urban focal point for the rural worshippers of
Zeus, while in the southwestern quarter of the acropolis the
Brauronion was built as an urban centre for the cult of the main
sanctuary at the ancestral home of the Peisistratids.

The sanctuaries on the acropolis were originally grouped in
relation to the main entrance on its north side, which remained
in use until the sixth century. The approaches to this entry were
guarded by the sanctuary of Aglauros, at the eastern foot of the
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acropolis. The pre-Peisistratid agora, which contained the
Theseion, Anakeion, and other public buildings, must have
been east of the acropolis too, where it would have been
overlooked by the eastward facing temple of Athena. Later, the
Peisistratean rebuilding shifted the emphasis, not only to the
northwest, where the new agora was laid out, but to the west
in general in the direction of the sea and the outer world, to
which the new propylaia faced. The original grouping of sites,
however, reflects an interest in the consolidation of control over
the immediate territory rather than expansion beyond it.

Two ceremonies celebrated on the acropolis tried to blend
both urban and rural communities into one. One was the
Bouphonia, an agrarian ritual, performed after the harvest in
honour of Zeus Polieus, but conducted on the acropolis. The
other was the Panathenaia, celebrated in the following month,
the first of the Attic year, when a new robe was brought to
Athena by a procession which began at the Kerameikos gate.
The fire to light the sacrificial altar was brought from even far-
ther away, the sanctuary of Akademos beyond the Dipylon
gate, and participation in the procession was open to non-
citizens.

According to Thucydides, the oldest sanctuaries in Athens,
aside from those on the acropolis, were those of Zeus Olympios,
Apollo Pythios, and Dionysos in the Marshes. The first two
were near each other by the north bank of the Uissos, which
probably formed an early southern boundary of the town. The
sanctuary of Dionysos, not yet identified, was the central point
of the Anthesteria, in which the life of the countryside was
linked symbolically to that of the town by two processions, one
bringing Dionysos to the sanctuary in a chariot shaped like a
ship, the other escorting the wife of the king archon from the
same sanctuary to the Boukoleion, the seat of the king archon
in the old agora, where a sacred marriage was celebrated bet-
ween the woman and the god, a crude but effective symbol of
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the union of town and contryside under the auspices of the
polis.

Two other sanctuaries on the slopes of the acropolis linked
town and chora: on the northwestern slope, the Eleusinion; on
the southern slope, the sanctuary and theatre of Dionysos
Eleuthereus. Elsewhere near the acropolis, perhaps at the Pnyx,
was the Thesmophorion, where the women of Athens
encamped during the festival.

We can see how sanctuaries at the extremities of Attic ter-
ritory, that is, Eleusis, Eleutherai, Brauron, Sounion, and gods
representing the concerns of the inhabitants of the Mesogeia,
Zeus Olympios and Polieus, Dionysos in the Marshes, Demeter
Thesmophoros, were given a place in the urban centre of the
polis. It was conscious, blatant, and artificial, but it worked well
enough to help create a sense of Athenian identity, in combina-
tion with the common dialect, an interlocking system of
government, and the fiction of autochthony.B

3 General: W. JUDEICH, Topographie von Athen (Berlin 1931);
J. Travios, Picture Dictionary of Ancient Athens (London 1971).
Acropolis: B. BerGQUIST (above, note 8), 22-25; G.P. LAVAS (above,
note 8), 30-32, 107. Erechtheus: E. KEARNS, The Heroes ofAttica (Lon-
don 1989), 113-115, 160; 110-112, 161 (Erichthonios); U. KRON, in
LIMC IV 1 (1988), 923-928. Aglaurion, early Agora: G.S. DONTAS, in
Hesperia 52 (1983), 48-63; N. ROBERTSON, in Historia 35 (1986), 158-168.
Rites: H.W. PARKE, Festivals of the Athenians (London 1977), 162-167
(Bouphonia), 33-50 (Panathenaia). Early sanctuaries: Thuc. Il 15, 3-4.
Apollo: C.W. HedrICH, Jr., in AJA 92 (1988), 185-210. Anthesteria:
H.W. PARKE, 107-109. Thesmophorion: H.A. THOMPSON, in Hesperia
5 (1936), 156-192, esp. 182-192.
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Sparta

The political constitution of Sparta puts it in a class apart.
Where other poleis tried to bind the different elements of their
populations together, the Spartans were concerned to keep them
apart. The sanctuaries we know about are mostly those of the
ruling class and represent its overriding concern with military
and political supremacy.

The city itself began as an agglomeration of four separate
villages, focussed on two sanctuaries: that of the poliouchos,
Athena Chalkioikos, on the acropolis, and that of Artemis
Orthia, at Limnai, the marshy land bordering the west bank of
the Eurotas. The latter was the state’s major religious centre.
Here the youths of Sparta underwent the gruelling physical
trials before the gaze of their elders, which led them through
into manhood and warrior status. Pausanias describes as ancient
the sanctuary of Aphrodite, whose cult image was armed. It has
not yet been discovered.

South of Sparta a fifth village, Amyklai, attached itself to the
original four. Here the god was Apollo, his worship superim-
posed on that of a local hero, Hyakinthos. Between them they
represented the Spartan ephebeia, and formed a counterpart to
Artemis Orthia.

Also south of Sparta, about two kilometers from Amyklai,
was the sanctuary of Demeter Eleusinia. Most of the material
found there is hellenistic and later, but a fragmentary terracotta
figurine and a Lakonian potsherd indicate activity in the sixth
century. A Spartan inscription of the second half of the fifth cen-
tury refers to victories at the Eleusinia, while inscriptions from
the site show that the cult was directed by women. It has been
suggested that the rites performed there were a Spartan
equivalent of the Thesmophoria.

At the same time as the first temple to Orthia was built, that
is, about the end of the eighth century B.C., the first signs of
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worship appear at the Menelaion, across the river from Sparta.
Here the Homeric king Menelaos and his wife Helen were wor-
shipped: Helen was the more important of the two, and pro-
bably a descendant of the local Bronze Age Potnia, for the
Menelaion is the most important Bronze Age site in this region.
Also on the east side of the river, its location not yet identified,
was Therapne, the burial place of the Dioskouroi, the twin
champions.

The main limitary sanctuaries of Lakonia were devoted to
Artemis. They were at Karyai on the north and at Limnai on
the west, and were shared, or rather disputed, with the Arka-
dians and Messenians respectively. Typically, where in other
poleis Artemis represents the community in a defensive, uncer-
tain mode, at Sparta she is the divine embodiment of the state’s
military aggressiveness.}4

XU General: P. CARTLEDGE, Sparta and Lakonia. A Regional History
1300-362 B.C. (London 1979), esp. 102-130 and 357-361; R. Parker,
«Spartan Religion», in A. POWELL (ed.), Classical Sparta: Techniques
Behind Her Success (Norman, Oklahoma and London 1989), 142-172.
Class distinctions: R. 0SBORNE, Classical Landscape with Figures (Lon-
don 1987), 121-123. Artemis Orthia: R. DAWKINS, The Sanctuary of
Artemis Orthia (London 1929); E. KIRSTEN, in Bonner Jahrbiicher 158
(1958), 170-176; J. BOARDMAN, in BSA 58 (1963), 1-7; B. BerGQUIST
(above, note 8), 47-49; G.P. LAVAS (above, note 8), 80; K. FAGERSTROM
(above, note 3), 31-32; CI. CALAME, Les choeurs de jeunesfilles en Grece
archaique (Roma 1977), 276-297. Aphrodite: Paus. Il 15, 10-11. Eleusi-
nion: R.Parker, in R. HAGG-N. MarinaTOS-G.C. Nordquist
(above, note 11), 101-103. Karyai: Cl. Catame, 264-276. Limnai: Cl.
CALAME, 253-264; C.A. ROEBUCK, A History of Messenia (Chicago
1941), 119-121; and D. LEEKLEY and R. NOYES, Archaeological Excava-
tions in Southern Greece (Park Ridge, N.J. 1976), 119, s.v. «Artemision»
(location).
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The Polis: Summary

The typical early polis contained many of the following sanc-
tuaries: in the city, the sanctuary of a tutelary goddess, usually
but not always Athena; an urban or suburban sanctuary of
Apollo, often with the epithet Pythios; a sanctuary of
Aphrodite, at or near the city centre; an open-air sanctuary of
Dionysos, in the city; sanctuaries of heroes, singly, or in pairs
or groups, in the city centre, at the points where town and coun-
try met, and at the limits of the chora; sanctuaries of Zeus and
Demeter in the countryside near the homes of their principal
adherents, and at matching urban or suburban branches; sanc-
tuaries of Hera or Poseidon, delineating the territorial claims of
the state; and sanctuaries of Artemis in disputed borderlands, in
grey zones between town and country. In colonies the disputed
area, in the early stages of settlement, is the city itself.

The Gods

After having noted the occurrence and distribution of sanc-
tuaries in the emergent phase of the polis, | proceed now to con-
sider briefly each of these deities separately, with a view to find-
ing out what it was, within the context of the early polis, in the
perceived character or function of each, which singled them out
and determined the assignment of their sanctuaries.

The order in which I discuss the deities reflects their respec-
tive roles within the period in question. They fall into four
groups: those who were primarily urban — Apollo, Athena,
Aphrodite; those who were mainly rural — Zeus, Demeter;
those who marked out territorial rights —Hera and Poseidon;
those who were both urban and rural —Dionysos, Artemis, and
the Heroes.



POLICY, CULT, AND THE PLACING OF GREEK SANCTUARIES 37
Apollo

An urban or suburban sanctuary of Apollo is the virtual
hallmark of many early poleis. At Eretria, the sanctuary of
Apollo Daphnephoros grew out of a group of dwellings
clustered together in the centre of the city, obviously the houses
of the head of the- community and those closest to him. The
Daphnephorion continued to be the urban focal point of
political life, its rural counterpart being the sanctuary of
Artemis at Amarynthos. It was at these two sanctuaries that
public documents were posted, because, we may assume, this
was where people were accustomed to assemble. This fits well
with the theory which sees Apollo, at least in part, as the god
of apellai, public assemblies. It is probably no coincidence that
at Eretria, Corinth, and Argos, of the cities in my survey, there
were sanctuaries of Apollo at or near the agora, the principal
gathering place of the community. And while at Sparta the
major sanctuary of Apollo was at Amyklai, in the city itself
there were statues of Apollo Pythaeus, Artemis, and Leto at the
agora, where the ephebes performed their dances in the god’s
honour at the Gymnopaidiai.

In the city of Argos there were two principal sanctuaries of
Apollo, of Lykeios near the agora, and of Pythaeus on the
Deiras. The Pythian Apollo had his sanctuary in a similar posi-
tion at Thasos.

At Athens and Thebes, however, as at Asine, the main sanc-
tuaries of Apollo were suburban, at Athens by the llissos, at
Thebes on the Ismenion, at Asine on Barbouna Hill. All three
of these cities had been important Bronze Age settlements, and
| deduce that the leaders of these newly constituted poleis
deliberately chose to erect the focal sanctuaries of the new states
in a place apart from the site of the old palace complex.

In many places Apollo carried the name Pythios or
Pythaeus. It can be attested early at Thebes and Thasos from
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contemporary sources, and we may assume that the god of
Pytho was adopted as a model when the polis was at an early
stage of its development and an urban religious focus was being
sought. The patron god of the gatherings of peoples, who con-
tinued to be worshipped as such throughout antiquity, at
Thermos, Delphi, Delos, throughout the Aegean as Komaios or
Epikomaios, was adapted to suit the more restricted needs of the
polis, an assembly of people bound by allegiance to a defined ter-
ritory. This may have happened by coincidence, as some of the
points of assembly came to be surrounded by permanent dwell-
ings, but in some cases at least it must have been an act of con-
scious policy.

The swift and phenomenal rise in the popularity and
influence of the sanctuary at Delphi can be attributed to two
main factors: first, its location was strategic; second, the tradi-
tions which made Delphi the first ever oracle of Apollo may be
right. It is not impossible that the sanctuary of the young
aristocratic god, who presided over regular gatherings of people
related by more or less loose bonds of kinship, expanded to
absorb the nearby oracular site, which was also inhabited by a
youthful god. Apollo then became the god of divination par
excellence, his renown spreading all over the Greek world
through the lines of communication and common interest
which bound the aristocratic class together.

However it came about, Apollo’s main function in the
period under study was to represent the interests, aims, and
ideals of the ruling cadre. As their god, he embodied their self-
image: he was young, beautiful, courtly, mighty in war, suc-
cessful in love. He was the knight who slew monsters and evil
men, but who also exercised the droit du seigneur over countless
nymphs and girls, and the occasional boy. In this respect he was
the aristocratic counterpart of Herakles, his rival for possession
of the Delphic tripod. Unlike Herakles, Apollo never aged, he
was always young, but wise beyond his years, the very picture
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or self-portrait of the aristocratic ideal. Apollo may also be con-
trasted with Artemis, for in many ways their functions come
together, particularly with regard to the initiation of the young.
She, however, protected the disadvantaged and vulnerable
elements of society and nature: women, children, societies at
risk, hunted animals.B

Athena

In the seven poleis surveyed, Athena was the poliouchos of
four, possibly five. She is, nevertheless, the definitive
poliouchos, the goddess whose armed cult image stood on the
acropolis and watched over the security and well-being of the
city. This is how she appears in Homer, even when the city
which she protects is Troy.

In many cases, Athena took over the urban functions of the
Mycenaean Potnia, without this necessarily implying that there
was direct continuity at any given site. Indeed, in the case of col-
onies, where an Athena poliouchos is often found, this was
clearly not so.

The major sanctuaries of Athena were on or near the
acropolis. As representative of the city’s defence, she was tied to
her position near the defensive heart of the state. She was as
closely bound to the urban centre as were those of her worship-
pers whose means of livelihood required them to live and work

5 Apellai: w. BURKERT, in RhM 118 (1975), 1-21; (above, note 3), 144-145;
K. FagerstrOM (above, note 3), 151-154. Apollo Pythaeus at Sparta:
Paus. 11l 11, 9. Thermos: W.J. WOODHOUSE, Aetolia (Oxford 1897),
281-282; FIEHN, in RE v A 2 (1934). sv. «Thermos», 2423-2444;
E. KIRSTEN and W. Kraiker (above, note 9), 762-766 and 903. Apollo
Komaios/Epikomaios: F. Graf, Nordionische Kulte (Rome 1985),
185-189.
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there rather than in the rural parts of the polis. She was their
special patron.

As the goddess who guaranteed the physical security of the
state and the prosperity of its townsfolk, Athena was par-
ticularly closely identified with the state. The presence of her
cult image on the acropolis was vital to national security, and
its removal, as in the case of the Palladion from Troy, a par-
ticularly serious matter. The secrecy and close security
arrangements which attended the cleansing of her cult image
and garments at Athens reflect a concern to protect the image
when it was in a vulnerable state.

Athena’s urban sanctuaries were fixed points for the popula-
tion to turn to for reassurance and protection. As long as she
was in possession of the polis, safety and security were, it could
be hoped, ensured.6

Aphrodite

The importance of Aphrodite in the formative stages of the
Greek polis is not generally appreciated. Attention is usually
focussed on her Eastern origins and her functions as a goddess
of fertility. However, her presence was much more widespread
than is realized, and she, no less than Apollo and Athena and the
others, was an important element in the religious underpinning
of the emergent polis.

Where Athena was poliouchos and Apollo the divine
representative of the new ruling class, Aphrodite seems to have
been adopted as the patron goddess of those involved in the day-
to-day government of the state. This is best exemplified at
Thebes, where she was the special patron of the polemarchs, the

6 Kallynteria and Plynteria: R. Parker, Miasma (Oxford 1983), 26-28.
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committee of three who directed the daily government of the
polis. Her three cult images, surnamed Ourania, Pandemos, and
Apostrophia, show her as uniting under her care the three basic
elements of the state: the gods, the people, the warriors. Theban
tradition bound Aphrodite to Ares, and was probably related
both to her patronage of the polemarchs there and her common
appearance as an armed goddess. At Eretria too, her sanctuary
was connected with Ares, as Enyalios.

The constitution of Thebes, according to Aristotle, was
revised by the Corinthian Bacchiad Philolaos, possibly in the
seventh century. It may be that this revision included the
institution of the polemarchia and the introduction of the triple
Aphrodite on the Corinthian model. At Roman Corinth, her
cult image on Acrocorinth was armed, bore the name Ourania,
and stood between statues of Helios and Eros. If we take Helios
and Eros to represent her heavenly and popular sides, we can see
here the three aspects which made up her nature at Thebes.

We know that Aphrodite was the goddess of magistrates not
only at Thebes, but also at Thasos and elsewhere. On Keos, an
inscription of the fifth century records a dedication to Aphrodite
by a former magistrate, and there are many examples in literature
and art of the armed Aphrodite, which may conceal references
to this function. The location of her sanctuaries in the early stages
of the polis is suitable for it: at Thebes, at Eretria, and Argos she
was near the centre, at the seat of government, while at Corinth
her sanctuaries were placed at strategic points throughout the city.

How and why this came to be, and what the relationship was
between this aspect of Aphrodite and her Eastern forerunners
and models, is beyond the scope of this paper. | merely observe
and note. It is a subject that will repay close attention.T

T Aphrodite at Thebes: A. SCHACHTER (above, note 5) | 38-41. Philolaos:
Avrist. Pol. Il 21, 1274 a-b. Keos: IG XII 5, 552. Aphrodite and magis-
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Zeus

The major sanctuaries of Zeus are in the country, on moun-
tain tops and at the bases of mountains.

In Attica he was worshipped as Ombrios on the top of
Mount Hymettos, where evidence for the cult begins in the
tenth century, reaching its peak in the seventh. The sanctuary
itself, in its simplest form, consisted of an altar. Not far away
from it was another sanctuary based on a bothros, at which the
deity worshipped was called the Hero or Herakles. There is no
large settlement within the immediate vicinity, and it may be
assumed that this Zeus served the interests of the farming folk
of the neighbouring countryside. The epithet Ombrios tells
what he was intended to provide: rain, and plenty of it.

In southwest Arkadia is Mount Lykaion, with the sanctuary
of Zeus Lykaios. This Zeus is associated with traditions of
human sacrifice, which may have persisted into historical times.
On the slopes of the mountain, not yet discovered, but
apparently not far away, was a sanctuary of Pan, the shepherd’s
god. This was said to have been the original site of the Lykaia.

The motif of human sacrifice pervades two other moun-
tainous sanctuaries of Zeus. Near Halos in Thessaly, on Mount
Pelion, and in Boiotia on Mount Laphystion between Lebadeia
and Koroneia, Zeus Laphystios, the «gobbling one», is
associated with the story of the sacrifice of the children of
Athamas. Herakleides refers to a cave of Cheiron and sanctuary
of Zeus Aktaios or Akraios on the top of Mount Pelion, to which
there was a ritual procession in the summer by men dressed in
sheepskin. At the Boiotian sanctuary Zeus Laphystios was

trates: F. SOKOLOWSKI, in HThR 57 (1964), 1-8; J. and L. ROBERT, in
Bull, épigr. 64, 82; F. CROISSANT and F. Salviat, in BCH 90 (1966),
460-471; F. GRAF (above, note 15), 263-264.
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probably the god worshipped by the Boiotoi as Keraios or
Karaios. Near the temenos of Zeus was the sanctuary of
Herakles Charops, which marked the spot where Herakles had
brought Kerberos back up. We should therefore imagine a cave
or hole of some kind.

This mountainous Zeus is the weather god, who is approached
in the hope of obtaining timely rain. He also has a near neighbour
linked with the underworld, so that this Zeus of the mountain
top is not only Olympian, but may also have had a chthonic side,
as if his worshippers were seeking to ensure fertility at both ends
of the scale, from the earth as well as from the sky.

At the foot of Mount Laphystion at Lebadeia, and at the foot
of Lykaion, surrounding peoples and states celebrated festivals
and athletic agons in honour of the god of the mountain top. We
may identify as similar gathering places, Dion below Olympos,
Dodona below Tomaros, Nemea below Apesas, and Olympia
below Kronion.

Zeus was a country man’s god, not bound to any single polis
to the same extent as other gods were. He was more often asso-
ciated with ethne, like the Selloi, the Makedones, the Hellenes,
the Boiotoi, than with tighter political groups. His chief wor-
shippers were farmers and herdsmen, and he was brought into
the urban setting primarily as a means of binding the inhabitants
of the chora to those of the town, and making the former feel
part of the state. Thus we find sanctuaries of Zeus Olympios on
the outskirts of Athens and Corinth, of Zeus Thaulios outside
Pherai, while inside the town itself, Zeus as Agoraios finds a
place in the central meeting spot of the polis, or as Polieus at its
military and defensive centre.B

B Hymettos: M.K. LANGDON, A Sanctuary of Zeus on Mount Hymettos,
Hesperia, Supplement 16 (1976) (with asummary of other mountain-top
sanctuaries on pp. 100-112). Lykaion: M. JOST (above, note 5), 179-185;
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Demeter

The agricultural rites of Demeter were directed at the preser-
vation of the seed corn throughout the dry weather between
reaping and sowing, and the successful sowing of that seed in the
autumn. These rites were entrusted to the women of the com-
munity, perhaps from a time when men were exclusively con-
cerned with the procurement of meat by hunting, and later her-
ding. Women too, being the sex through whom life is transmit-
ted, might be regarded as more suitable for stimulating the earth
to reproduce its own forms of life.

From being rites performed solely by women, these even-
tually turned into rites that could be attended only by women,
in order to ensure their efficacity. The need to be apart conflicted
with the need for the site of the ritual to be easily defended, since
women were vulnerable and the matter with which they dealt
concerned the very survival of the community. This placed con-
straints on the siting of the sanctuaries, which were resolved in
one of two ways: they could be situated extramurally, but near
a town, or, for greater security, but corresponding inconve-
nience, at or near the urban citadel. In some cases, this put the
sanctuaries on the slope of the acropolis, as at Corinth and
Eretria, or near it, as at Athens, or on it, as at Thebes and
Mytilene. Provision was made and space provided for the women
from the countryside to spend the requisite time in the town,
during which men were not allowed near. At Athens, during the

249-269 (Zeus); 474-476 (Pan). Mounts Pelion and Laphystion:
A. SCHACHTER (above, note 5), Il 4 and note 2; Heraclid. Crit. Fr. 1l 8
with F. PfiSTER’s commentary. Zeus Thaulios: Y. BEQUIGNON, Recher-
ches archéologiques a Phéres (Paris 1937); E. KIRSTEN, in RE Suppl.-Bd.
VIl (1940), s.v. «Pherai», 997-999 (suggesting that it was a temple of
Ennodia); ADelt 32 (1977 [1984]), B’, 119-125, and AAA 10 (1977),
174-187 (excavation of 1977).
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Thesmophoria, a banner was raised to warn the men away,
while at Thebes men were required to clear out of the Kadmeia,
with disastrous effects in the summer of 382 B.C.
Occasionally there was a compromise between the need for
security and the requirements of the rite, which was, after all,
agricultural and rural. So, at Athens and Thebes for example, part
of the ritual was conducted at Skiron and Potniai respectively.®

Hera

The Argive Heraion, lying on a more or less direct line be-
tween Mycenae and Tiryns, did not so much fix the limits of
Argive territory, as establish Argive control over it. It did so
directly at the expense of Tiryns, from which the Argives
removed the ancient cult image.

A similar situation pertained at Corinth, where the sanc-
tuary of Hera at Perachora dominated the eastern end of the
Gulf of Corinth and manifested Corinthian control over access
to the Isthmos from the north.

The Heraion at Plataia reflects the same concern with the
expression of territorial control, although here the sanctuary
itself was by the city. The principal rite, however, the Daidala,
culminated in a fire festival on Mount Kithairon, and the proces-
sion to the mountain began, not at the city, but at the northern
limit of Plataian territory, the river Asopos, where ritual
bathing of the images took place. The cult of Hera Kithaironia

9 Acropolitan Demeter: Y. BEQUIGNON, in RA 1958, 2, 152-154.
Mytilene: C. and H. wiLLIAMS, in Classical Views 32 (1989), 167-181
(with references to earlier reports). Thesmophoria, at Athens:
H.W. Parke (above, note 13), 82-88; A.C. Brumfield, The Attic
Festivals of Demeter and their Relation to the Agricultural Year (Salem,
N.H. 1981), 70-103. At Thebes: A. SCHACHTER (above, note 5), |
165-168. Skiron: A.C. Brumfield, 167.
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covered not only Plataia, but other towns in southern Boiotia,
Thespiai and its dependents Chorsiai and Siphai. Thespiai and
Plataia were traditionally reluctant adherents to Theban leader-
ship, and this cult and its sanctuaries helped to express their
political independence.

The ritual cleaning of the cult image was the central act in
the festival of Hera on Samos. Here, the sanctuary was near the
sea, on the coastal plain some four kilometers from the city. Its
focal point was a lygos tree, where sacrifices were made, in the
presence not only of the human participants but also of the cult
image, which was set up temporarily on a special pedestal in the
open air. The location of this sanctuary is comparable to those
of Argos and Perachora, in that it permitted the polis to assert
its control over the coastal plain and the island.

These sanctuaries of Hera reflect not only their respective
states’ assertion of sovereignty over their territory, but also their
claim to the control of more extensive territory than was
originally theirs. It was a question both of establishing existing
rights and of demanding new ones at the expense of others.

Poseidon

The major sanctuaries of Poseidon are so situated as to con-
trol rights of way, either by land or sea.

At Onchestos in Boiotia, the sanctuary is astride the main
route from eastern Boiotia and the south to western and

2 Plataia: A. SCHACHTER (above, note 5), | 243-250. Thespiai, Chorsiali,
Siphai: A. SCHACHTER, 251 and 238-239; R.A. TOMLINSON, in BSA 75
(1980), 221-224. Samos: H. WALTER, Das Griechische Heiligtum: Heraion
von Samos (Minchen 1965); Das Heraion von Samos (Miinchen 1976);
G. SHIPLEY, A History of Samos 800-188 B.C. (Oxford 1987), 25-28;
B. BERGQUIST (above, note 8), 43-47; G.P. LAVAS (above, note 8), 35-43;
93-96; K. FaGERSTROM (above, note 3), 85-86.
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northern Greece. The state which possessed Onchestos con-
trolled the main artery for wheeled traffic through central
Greece, and it was, at various times, the object of interstate
rivalry or the centre of a more or less amicable amphiktyony,
in which ownership was shared by the major competing poleis.

On the Isthmos of Corinth, that polis owned the'sanctuary
of Poseidon at Isthmia, which controlled the land route across
the Isthmos near its southern end, and also controlled traffic bet-
ween the north and the Peloponnese. Inland, west of the city of
Corinth, was a grove of Poseidon at Penteskouphia. This con-
trolled the overland route between the sea and Corinth’s
neighbour, Kleonai.

Off the eastern coast of the Argolid, on the island of
Kalaureia, was a sanctuary of Poseidon which served as the cen-
tre of an amphiktyony in the Archaic period, drawing its
members not only from nearby states, but also from other
places in the Peloponnese and even from Minyan Orchomenos.
This last was, incidentally, one of the states which laid claim to
Onchestos, and it is worth noting that both at Onchestos and
Kalaureia Poseidon was served by a woman, a non-person,
whose access to the god would not jeopardize or favour the
interests of any of the participating states. The location of the
sanctuary at this place was intended, | suppose, to represent the
interests of these states in free passage along and control of the
sea lanes.

More or less opposite Kalaureia at the southern tip of the
Attic mainland is Sounion, where the sanctuary of Poseidon
overlooks traffic entering Athenian waters from south and east.

Another terminal promontory with alandmark sanctuary of
Poseidon was Geraistos in southern Euboia, which overlooked
the passage between the Aegean and the Euboian Strait.

The sanctuary of Poseidon Helikonios near Miletos does not
seem to have become arallying point for the lonian Greek states
until the Archaic period, presumably in response to the
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perceived threat from their non-Greek neighbours. Its early
history is not clear, nor is the origin of the epithet.

Poseidon, as -his sanctuaries suggest, not only controlled
passages at critical points on land and sea, but also embodied the
sovereignty or claims to it of the states in whose territory the
sanctuaries were located. This is entirely consistent with the
impression given by the Linear B archives of Pylos, where
Poseidon is one of the major deities of the state, or rather, of the
governing class, through whose eyes we perceive that state. On
occasion, as we have seen, that sovereignty might be shared, per-
manently or temporarily, by way of compromise between states
which purported to have claims to asanctuary and the territory
it controlled.2L

Dionysos

The worship of Dionysos took contrasting forms in urban
and rural settings. In the town, the worshipper’s role was
basically passive. He participated by watching and listening to
what was done at and around the altar, rather than by perform-
ing the action himself. For this, an appropriate physical setting
was essential: a place to act, and a place from which to watch.
Originally, one must suppose, the urban sanctuary setting did
not offer any special facilities. The religious centre of the cult of
Dionysos at Thebes, for example, was the so-called sekos of
Semele, an open-air enclosure on the Kadmeia, where a sacred
flame burned and around which grapevines grew. There was a

2 Kalaureia: A. FOLEY (above, note 3), 148-149; B. BerGQUIST (above,
note 8), 35-36; G.P. LAVAS (above, note 8), 77. Geraistos: Hesperia 37
(1968), 184-199; ADelt 28 (1973 [1977]), B’, 305-306; AAA 7 (1974), 28-32.
Panionion: G. SHIPLEY (above, note 20), 30 and 267 n° 4303.
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similar enclosure at Chaironeia, sacred to the god’s nurse and
aunt Ino; at Athens and Thasos, for example, there were temene
of Dionysos distinct from the later theatres, and at Ayia Irini on
Keos, the sanctuary of Dionysos, which used the ruins of a
Mycenaean sanctuary, may also have been an open enclosure. |
suspect that, as the dramatic element of the ritual outstripped
the choral, more and more space was needed simply for watch-
ing, and suitable locations, distinct from the original sanctuaries,
had to be developed.

The dramatic performances which developed out of the
rituals of Dionysos were a male preserve, and, as | have noted,
put the worshipper himself into the passive mode. In the coun-
tryside, the situation was otherwise, because the worshipper
was, in the first place, active, to say the least, and, in the second,
because the principal participants in the ritual were women.
And, whereas in the town the nature of the rites demanded a
fixed setting, in the countryside all that was needed was space.
Even the cult image, in the form of a mask that could be
attached to any convenient tree, was portable.2

Artemis

Artemis is in some ways the most interesting and pro-
blematical of the Greek gods. She is one to whom individuals
and states turned in difficult, stressful, and uncertain situations.

She is the goddess to whom the young of humans and
animals were entrusted to bring them to terms with their own
destinies by seeing them through the crises of their lives: it was

2 Sekos: A. SCHACHTER (above, note 5), | 187-188 (Thebes); Il 62
(Chaironeia). Mask: W. WREDE, in AM 53 (1928), 64-95, esp. 81-95;
C. Gasparri, in LIMC 11l 1 (1986), 424-428 (n°s 6-48).
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the destiny of girls to become women and mothers, of boys to
become hunters and citizen soldiers, of wild animals to become
the prey of hunters, of cattle to become food for the com-
munity. She protected them all as they passed from unreadiness
to readiness, that is, when they were at their most vulnerable.
This is reflected in her myths: she punishes those who rape
virgins and those guilty of the untimely slaughter of animals;
she protects communities in danger of annihilation. She func-
tions between the wild and the civilized, the known and the
unknown. She is, as others have noted, a goddess of margins and
of transition from childhood to adulthood.

This element of transition can in fact be discerned in all her
functions, at the social and physical levels. These transitions are
from nothingness to birth, from life to death, from one stage of
life to another, into and out of crisis. This same goddess who
presided over the grey zone between life and death of the
individual, both animal and human, was also at home in the
grey, ill-defined transitional areas between one element and
another, and between one community and another. It may be
observed that her sanctuaries, different as they may at first sight
appear to be, also share the same common feature of being in
areas of transition: near the juncture of land and water, as at
Aulis, Halai Araphenides, Delos, Cape Artemision, Amaryn-
thos; in marshy land which shares the characteristics of both
land and water, as at Sparta, Stymphalos, Brauron, Ephesos; in
ill-defined and disputed boundary areas, as at Gorgopis, Hyam-
polis, Karyai, Limnai; on high ground in far reaches of the
chora, as at Lousoi and Kombothekra; in neutral territory, as at
Amarynthos and Patrai; between city and chora, as at Kalydon
and Sparta; in the centre of newly-founded colonies, which are
themselves at the uncertain edge of the extended territory of the
mother city, as at Thasos, Korkyra, and Ortygia; between the
sacred and profane, at the gateways of larger sanctuaries, as at
Eleusis, Didyma, and Epidauros.
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The function, location, and other topographical
characteristics of individual sanctuaries of Artemis can be mat-
ched with sanctuaries of other gods. There are interesting
similarities shared by the Samian Heraion and the sanctuaries of
Artemis at Delos and Aulis. Artemis is not the only deity with
sanctuaries in low-lying marshy areas; she is not the only
limitary god, or the only one to control mountain passes.
However, the accumulation of the kinds of sanctuary at which
she was worshipped, and of her cults and related myths, com-
bines to produce afinal characterization which is peculiar to her
and no other.

These observations reinforce recent and current redefinitions
of Artemis as a goddess of transitions and marginal zones; the
places where she was worshipped, varied as they may be, are in
keeping with the kind of goddess she was.2

2B Transition to adulthood: F. FrONTISI-DucrOUX, in RHR 198 (1981),
25-56; C. SOURVINOU-INWOOD, Studies in Girls’ Transitions (Athens
1988). Communities in danger: P. E11inGER, in Quaderni Urbinati 29
(1978), 7-35; M. SARTRE, in Ktema 4 (1979), 213-224; P. ELLINGER, in
Cahiers du Centre Jean Bérard 9 (Naples 1984), 51-67; AA 1987, 88-99;
J. P. VERNANT, in REG 101 (1988), 221-239. Aulis, Halai, Brauron:
M.B. Hotlinshead, in AJA 89 (1985), 419-440. Brauron: L. Kahit, in
CRAI 1988, 799-813. Delos: P. Bruneau andJ. Ducat, Guide de Délos
(Paris 1983), 154-158; B. Bergquist (above, note 8), 26-30; G.P. Lavas
(above, note 8), 43-44; K. FAGERSTROM (above, note 3), 67-68. Artemi-
sion: H.G. Lotting, in AM 8 (1883), 7-23, 200-210; W.K. Pritchett,
Studies in Ancient Greek Topography Il (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1969),
12-18. Stymphalos: M. JOST (above, note 5), 101-102; 398-400. Ephesos:
A. BaMMER, Das Heiligtum der Artemis von Ephesos (Graz 1984);
K. FAGERSTROM, 97. ITyampolis/Kalapodi: AA 1987, 1-99 (with
references to earlier reports). Lousoi (Arkadia): M. JOST, 47-51, 419-425.
Kombothekra (Triphylia): U. SINN, in AM 93 (1978), 45-82; 96 (1981),
25-71. Patrai: Pausanias VII 19, 1and VII 23, 7. Kalydon: B. BERGQUIST,
36-38; G.P. LAVAS, 78. Eleusis: G.E. MYLONAS (above, note 5), 167-168.
Didyma: K. TUCHELT, in 1st Mitt. 34 (1984), 193-344. Epidauros:



52 A. SCHACHTER
Heroes

Sanctuaries of héros begin to be identifiable at the same time
as those of gods. They appear both independently or in connec-
tion with sanctuaries of gods, and with the same pattern of
distribution: at strategic points within the city, at the outskirts
of the city, in the chora, and in the outlying areas of the state.

It is easy enough to identify gods: they are immortal, they
never age, they operate each within a fairly limited range of
functions, they are basically indifferent to the fate of
humankind, and man approaches them with caution, humility,
and apprehension. They are, finally, ubiquitous.

Two things distinguish heroes from gods. First, heroes began
their existence as mortals, becoming immortalized after death;
second, their sphere of influence is limited territorially.

Having said this, | must add that there are few hard and fast
rules, and that such as there were, were inconsistently followed.
The worship of Herakles, for example, transcended local boun-
daries. Like his divine and aristocratic counterpart, Apollo,
Herakles usurped the place of local heroes, and by so doing,
took on the nature of a god, while retaining that of a hero. It
is no coincidence that his consort on his apotheosis was Hebe,
the embodiment of being at the peak of one’s powers, that
quality which particularly separates god from man. Asklepios
too began as a mortal, became a hero, and was ultimately
translated.

Within the context of the emergent polis, the role of the hero
was directed toward protection of the territory on the one hand,

R.A. TOMLINSON, Epidauros (London 1983), 75-78. Gorgopis, Korkyra,
Ortygia: above, note 9. Artemis and margins: J.P. VERNANT, La mort
dans les yeux (Paris 1985), 15-24; Cahiers du Centre Jean Bérard 9 (Naples
1984), 13-27; contra: J. POUILLOUX, in RA 1986, 160-161.
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and consolidation of the population on the other. Within the
city, founders, ancestors, and other champions were stationed
where people were likely to congregate, at the agora, on the
acropolis, at crossroads. At the point where town and chora
met, and where, at a later stage, there would be gateways, sanc-
tuaries of heroic champions were placed. These were not there
to defend the city:-the borders of a polis were not to be found
at the edge of the city, but at the edge of its chora. The presence
of hero sanctuaries at these places is, rather, another device to
bring the people of town and country together under the
tutelage of common deities. In this case, these heroes, closely
identified with the polis that worshipped them, oversaw the
training of the young men of the state who were to be its
defenders and champions in time of war. This function was per-
formed by pairs and larger groups of heroes as well as
individuals like Akademos, whose sanctuaries outside urban
centres were used as mustering and training grounds. Truly
limitary hero sanctuaries did exist, but they seem to have been
less numerous than those of gods: the so-called tomb of
Agamemnon may have been one.

There were a limited number of gods, but any number of
heroes. A state or any community could create a hero to suit an
immediate need. An interesting example of a hero sanctuary
created to make a political point is the Hero Ptoios of
Akraiphia. In the course of the sixth century, this small city
became dependent on Thebes, which took control of the sanc-
tuary of Apollo Ptoieus, and incorporated it into the religious
framework of the greater polis. The Akraiphians continued to
worship at the sanctuary of Apollo, but established a sanctuary
of their own local hero, Ptoios, at the eastern tip of a ridge
leading from Akraiphia, two kilometers away, and looking
across the valley to the sanctuary of Apollo. A processional way
led from the temenos entrance to a sanctuary on two levels. This
way was lined with monumental tripods, dedicated annually by
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the Akraiphians. On the upper level of the sanctuary was a small
temple devoted to a goddess, presumably the hero’s mother; the
heroon proper was on the lower level, with remains of an altar
and what looks like an oikoi complex: this resembles the
Herakleion of Thasos in its early stages. The citizens of
Akraiphia, which in the sixth century was among the most pro-
sperous towns in Boiotia, clearly devoted much of their surplus
wealth to the glorification of their community, by founding,
honouring, and embellishing the sanctuary of their local hero,
and placing it where it could be seen by visitors to the sanctuary
of Apollo.

As with the gods, the sudden appearance of sanctuaries of
heroes at the end of the Dark Age does not necessarily mark the
beginning of their worship. The presence of a least one hero
identified as such in the Linear B tablets makes this clear, and,
indeed, one might ask how many of the unidentified deities in
the tablets would in later times have been called heroes. Finally,
the simultaneity of the appearance of hero sanctuaries
throughout the Greek world suggests an underlying and pre-
existing belief in the concept.24

Gods and Heroes: Summary

The evidence suggests that the sanctuaries of any given deity
reflect her or his major spheres of influence and perceived

2 General: H. ABRAMSON, Greek Hero-Shrines (University of Califor-
nia/Berkeley, PhD 1978); C.M. AntonacciO, The Archaeology ofEarly
Greek «Hero Cult» (Princeton University, PhD 1987); E. KEARNS
(above, note 13). Hero Ptoios: A. SCHACHTER (above, note 5), | 56-58;
«Boiotia in the Sixth Century B.C.» (above, note 12), 75. Mycenaean
hero (Trisheros): see above, note 3.
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character. So, for example, in disputed border areas, where a
community felt threatened by its neighbours, the limitary deity
was more likely to be Artemis than any other, as at Karyai, Lim-
nai, and Hyampolis/Kalapodi; on the other hand, if a com-
munity was aggressive and expansionist, the deity it adopted
might be Hera, as at Argos and Perachora. Sanctuaries of
Poseidon tend to be along trade and travel routes, as at Isthmia
and Onchestos, as an expression of the sovereignty claimed by
the owner state, or as representing the pooled resources of
sovereign powers, at central meeting places, like Kalaureia and
the Panionion. Athena, Apollo, and Aphrodite, the three
deities, who, representing defence, power, and government
respectively, most vividly symbolized the growing influence of
the urban centre of the polis, were, whenever possible, housed
as close to that centre as they could be. The main exception
occurs in several cities where along pre-polis history led the new
rulers to put Apollo at an outlying site which could not be con-
fused with the seat of power of any predecessor. Demeter and
Zeus, basically rural gods, were worshipped mainly in the coun-
tryside, with urban and suburban sanctuaries built to draw peo-
ple from the country to the town; while Dionysos, whose cult
represented the community’s efforts to harness the irrational in
all of us, was worshipped with equal emphasis but quite con-
trasting facilities, in both town and country. The distribution of
hero sanctuaries paralleled and occasionally overlapped that of
the gods, with the added character in many cases of being
indissolubly linked with the territory they were held to protect.

An apparent paradox: of the gods of the polis, those who are
most closely identified with the emergence and early years of the
institution — Apollo, Aphrodite, Artemis —support the Tro-
jans against the Greeks in the Trojan War. The position of the
other symbol of the polis, Athena, is ambivalent: while she
generally supports the Greeks, she is also the poliouchos of
Troy. Is it possible that the other three supported the Trojans
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precisely because they were the gods who embodied and pro-
tected the institutions of the polis, and Troy was a polis under
attack?

Conclusion

A sanctuary is a place where a person or people expects to
come into contact with asupernatural force or being. The expec-
tation may be pleasant or otherwise. The basic activity at a sanc-
tuary was the establishment of contact with a deity for the
benefit of the worshipper, which might range anywhere from
the averting of divine anger to the granting of a divine favour.
For this no building was necessary, merely a space left vacant for
the purpose. Contact could be facilitated, however, by natural
features, such as rocks and heights, clefts in the earth, springs,
trees, and at critical points such as passes, areas of transition
from one element to another, and later, from one jurisdiction
to another, or at the centre of a community’s living space. My
concern in this paper has been with the sanctuary as a mutually
agreed place of worship, the agreement being one made by a
community, bound together by ties of kinship, or ethnic iden-
tity, or political allegiance. For most of this paper | have concen-
trated on a limited number of these communities at the early
stages of their development. Those who organized and ruled
them used the worship of gods and heroes both to obtain divine
sanction for themselves, and to foster the allegiance of the peo-
ple they sought to lead. There was nothing haphazard about
their selection of sanctuary sites, or about what kinds of sanc-
tuary were deemed desirable, or about the deities with whom
the individual sanctuaries were associated. Each deity was
pressed into service in accordance with the benefits that could
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be derived from the exercise of her or his special moira, or
sphere of influence. It was a balance, sometimes delicate,
sometimes crude, between the needs of policy and the needs of

cult.®>

5 Definitions: M. CASEVITZ, in G. ROUX (ed.), Temples et Sanctuaires
(Lyon and Paris 1984), 81-95; K. LEHMANN-HARTLEBEN, in Die Antike
7 (1931), 11-48 and 161-180. Genesis and development of architectural
elements: A. Mazarakis Ainian, in AClass 54 (1985), 5-48. A god’s
moira:. A.W .H. ADKINS, in JHS 92 (1972), 1-3. Site selection as policy:
see . MALKIN (above, note 2).
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M. Graf-. Aus dem sehr reichen Beitrag mochte ich einen kleineren Punkt
herausheben: er betrifft die Lage der Demeter-Heiligtimer. Sie erkl&rten ihre
Lage mit dem Schutzbedirfnis der feiernden Frauen. Nun feiern schutzbe-
durftige Gruppen auch in anderen Heiligtimern, die dennoch ausserordent-
lich exponiert sind —vor allem die vielen M&dchengruppen in den Artemis-
heiligtimern, etwa in Brauron direkt am Meer und in Reichweite der
Seerduber (Hdt. VI 138, 1) oder in Karyai im Grenzland (M.P. Nilsson, Grie-
chische Feste von religidser Bedeutung [Leipzig 1906], 198). Das weist darauf,
dass diese Erklarung zu wenig tief greift: man musste wohl auch die Eigenart
des Kultes der Demeter, besonders seine Liminalitat beriicksichtigen.

M. Schéachter: The limitary and rural sanctuaries of Artemis which have
been excavated have produced traces of the presence, not only of female wor-
shippers, but also of males, particularly of warrior status (e.g. Brauron, Kom-
bothekra, perhaps Lousoi —see my note 23, p. 51). Even at Karyai and Lim-
nai (between Lakonia and Arkadia, and Lakonia and Messenia respectively),
which have not been discovered, the traditions hint at Spartan transvestism
(see note 14, p. 35). One might wish to add the case of Dionysiac mainadism,
but I do not think there are any recorded examples of assault during oreibasia
(this may have had to do with the season). As for Demeter, | suggest that the
emphasis should be put, not on protecting women qua women, but rather
as the persons performing rituals dealing with a matter of vital importance.

Mme Kearns: In general terms, I’'m very much in sympathy with your
approach, but on apoint of detail | wonder if you may not be defining the role
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of Zeus as «country god» too exclusively. Undoubtedly he has such a role,
both as weather god and as a patron of agriculture, often in company with
Demeter, but is this his only or even his primary role? In more specific terms,
what is the evidence that the urban cult-places are secondary derivations from
rural sanctuaries? And is it correct for the geometric or even archaic periods
to make a distinction between town and country which excludes agriculture
from the former? It seems to me that some of the functions we might classify
as «urbanx are basic to the nature of Zeus: I think for instance of his frequent
appearance as Gyopdio¢ and his association with justice both divine and
human. Perhaps indicative is the well-known simile (Il. XV1 384-392) where
Zeus combines the functions of weather god and «politicai» god, sending
storms to wash away the (agricultural) épya ovBpwnwv as punishment for
«crooked judgements in the agora». This close connexion is also typical of
the world of the Odyssey, where the land which is governed with justice
brings forth crops in abundance (Od. XI1X 109-114).

M. Schéchter-. | emphasized the «country god» aspect of Zeus for two
reasons: first, the evidence of worship on Mount Hymettos predates by
several centuries the organization of the Athenian polis; second, his principal
panhellenic sanctuaries — Olympia and Dodona — are rural, and ethnos-
rather than polis-based. Note also the fact that Olympia came to prominence
while Elis was relatively underpopulated. The examples from Homer do not
run counter to my argument.

This being said, both interventions are correct in taking Zeus as
something more thant apurely rural god. My point was merely that the rural
aspect of Zeus’ nature was consciously used as an instrument of a policy
which sought to bind the rural elements of the population to the polis.

M. Graf.. Ich mdchte hier anschliessen: Zeus als Gott der Chora, der Land-
bevélkerung, ist zu einseitig. Vor allem bleibt so voéllig unerklart, weswegen
der Gott so zentral mit der Gerechtigkeit verbunden ist —das heisst mit dem
Ausgleich der verschiedenen Interessen der einzelnen Gruppen und Indivi-
duen, welche die Polis konstituieren. Ich wiirde umgekehrt gerade hier
ansetzen wollen: muss nicht der Gott, der die Gerechtigkeit schiitzt, Uber
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den Parteien stehen, und sollte man dann nicht diese Position des Gottes
sozusagen ausserhalb der Polis damit verbinden?

Mme Bergquist: You pointed out the lack of a Demeter sanctuary at
Eretria. But as far as | know, a Demeter sanctuary has been found on the
slope of the akropolis.

M. Schéchter: There is some doubt about the identity of the sanctuaries on
the slopes of the akropolis. See the review of Eretua VII by Arthur Muller
in Revue Archéologique 1989, 165-169.

Mme Bergquist-. | am also curious how you have made your selection. You
get a neat fit of your variables. With alarger, at least different, selection, there
would perhaps appear some diversification.

M. Schéachter-. The point iswell taken, and | hope that | have made my own
hesitations clear in the text (Introduction to the Polis).

Mme]ost-. Le lien trés étroit que vous établissez entre I’apparition des cités
et I’apparition des sanctuaires est d’autant plus net que vous avez pris comme
exemples sept cas de cités trés urbanisées, dont la croissance s’accompagne
d’un développement de I’architecture religieuse. Il convient aussi, a mon avis,
d’insister —en contrepartie —sur I’existence, dans des régions plus rurales
(Gréce centrale, Epire ou Arcadie), de sanctuaires qui sont antérieurs a une
véritable organisation en poleis; ils ont été ensuite intégrés, selon des
modalités diverses, par les cités.

M. Schachter: This is so, but | do not claim that the results of my investiga-
tion are valid for anything other than poleis which developed during the
archaic period.

M. van Straten: In your introduction, where you listed the minimal
requirements for various kinds of sanctuary, you mentioned that incubation-
sanctuaries did need very little, since the worshipper seeking contact with the
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god would just sleep on the ground, possibly on the skin of a sacrificed
animal.

| agree that not much else is needed, but if you imply, as | think you do,
that in these cases it was essential to sleep directly on the ground in order to
be in immediate contact with a supposedly chthonic deity, then | have my
doubts. At least in the classical period, which is not that much liter than the
period covered by your paper, votive reliefs from the Amphiareia of Oropos
and Rhamnous, and the Asklepieia of Piraeus and Athens regularly show
incubants lying down on benches, which may or may not be covered with an
animal skin. In fact, in the stoa at the Oropian Amphiareion many benches
still are preserved. Therefore | wonder whether perhaps a bit too much is
made of this «direct contact with the earth».

M. Schachter-. | was thinking really about Dodona. As far as the
Amphiareion of Oropos is concerned, we simply do not know what (gy)
KotakoiunBrivan (Hdt. Vili 134) involved before it became a healing sanctuary.

M. Graf. Nur um zu ergdnzen, mdchte ich daran erinnern, dass —etwa
nach der pergamenischen lex sacra von der Hallenstrasse {Altertimer von
Pergamon V1113, Nr. 161) —die Inkubanten auf der ouidg liegen. Was immer
die ou1Bd; in kaiserzeitlichen Pergamon gewesen ist: jedenfalls verhindert sie
den direkten Kontakt mit dem Erdboden.

M. Tomlinson-. | can see the argument in terms of the developed city states,
where special functions of the gods reflect the needs of the synoikised com-
munity, but I feel we should also consider the relationship between the pro-
cess of synoikismos, and the cults of the local communities which are new
incorporated into the larger state. Presumably these communities already
had their own cults before they were united into the polis. | suspect you can
see this particularly in complex cities such as Athens, where the proto-
historical information makes it clear that we are dealing with the incorpora-
tion of recognisable states, and where you have deities with a local
significance, such as Demeter at Eleusis, and Artemis at Brauron.
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And turning to the question of the cult of Zeus, | would draw attention
to the sanctuary, recently discovered by the Laconia Survey of the British
School, of Zeus Messapeus near Sparta, which is clearly a cult belonging to
the local, non-Spartiate community.

Mme Kearns: On Professor Tomlinson’s first point, I’m sure no-one
would want to deny the existence of smaller, local cults at a date before
synoecism or the formation of the polis proper, or that these cults were often
influential in forming the pattern of the religious structure of the polis. But
I’d like to draw attention also to the work of, among others, Robin Osborne
{Demos: The Discovery of Classical Attika [Cambridge 1985], 72-83, and
especially The Greek City-. From Homer to Alexander, ed. by O. Murray and
S. Price [Oxford 1990], 265-294), suggesting that, at least in Attica, the reverse
may also be the case: the smaller group models itself and its activities, both
political and religious, on the larger group —the polis. From the cultic point
of view this would seem to be confirmed by the sacrifice calendars of the
demes, for instance that of Erchia, which alongside festivals celebrated by the
demesmen ¢v oigtel contains others which appear to be local versions of cen-
tral, Athenian rites such as the Plynteria.

M. Etienne-. Je voudrais demander deux précisions a M. Schéchter. Il a en
effet tenté de répartir les divinités entre polis et chora. Dans quelle mesure
cette répartition est-elle légitime? 1l me semble que I’on rencontre les mémes
divinités a I'intérieur du centre urbain et dans la «campagne»; la régle me
parait étre méme la duplication des cultes (Artémis Brauronia sur I’Acropole
et a Brauron, Dionysos sur I’Acropole et en limnais).

L’autre précision concerne un probléme de vocabulaire: Que signifie la
notion de «contr6le» et quel est le rapport entre le sanctuaire et ce «con-
trole»? Je doute que le Poséidon du Sounion ait quelque rapport avec un con-
tréle des voies commerciales; la localisation du sanctuaire peut n’avoir aucun
lien avec la politique de la cité et remonter a un état antérieur au synécisme.
En revanche, la construction du temple rentre, elle, dans le programme
«impérialiste» du milieu du Vesiécle av. J.-C.
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M. Reverdin-. A I’appui de votre thése relative a I’emprise de la cité sur son
territoire, vous mentionnez le sanctuaire de Poséidon du Cap Sounion.
L’exemple me parait contestable. En revanche, le sanctuaire d’Athéna, tout
proche, au pied du promontoire, me semble plus probant. C’était un sanc-
tuaire fort important, mais qu’on ne remarque guére, tant ses restes sont a
ras du sol, alors que les colonnes du temple de Poséidon foraient une des
images classiques de la Grece touristique. Mais ce sanctuaire pourrait bien
attester le souci qu’Athenes a eu de marquer, en un lieu trés significatif, sa
personnalité, en y exaltant sa déesse poliade.

M. Schéchter: In the section entitled «The Polis: Summary» | made a
preliminary distinction of the different spheres of activity of the individual
gods during the period and in the circumstances concerned.

By «control» | mean control by the state. «Sovereignty» might have been
better.

The sanctuary of Athena at Sounion in a sense confirms my contention
that Athens was publicly asserting its ownership of Attika by the collocation
of these two sanctuaries at a visible, prominent point.

M. Graf: Ein grundsdtzliches Problem, das wohl auch mitbedacht werden
muss, ist die Spannung zwischen lokaler und panhellenischer Form einer
Gottheit. In gewisser Weise gingen Sie jetzt davon aus, dass die
Erscheinungsform und Funktion der einzelnen Gottheiten in allen
griechischen Stadten etwa dieselbe war —das dem nicht so ist, mag vielleicht
besonders deutlich der Fall der Persephone zeigen, die ja in Locri die Funk-
tionen hat, welche im Mutterland Aphrodite zukommen. Dasselbe Hesse sich
fur Apollon zeigen, der manchenorts (z.B. in Paros oder Naxos) als
Akropolisgottheit in Funktionen der Athene einzutreten scheint. Es gilt
also, auch diese grosse Spannung mitzubedenken: sie mag helfen, sonst aber-
rant scheinende Zige zu erklaren.

M. Schéchter: | certainly agree that local deities had their characters, not
all of which were assimilated to a panhellenic counterpart. On the other
hand, | was repeatedly struck, while preparing this paper, by the degree of
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homogeneity during the period under investigation, throughout the Greek
world, transcending differences of ethnic background, dialect, and political
allegiance.

M. Etienne-. Je voudrais insister sur la complexité des sanctuaires, notam-
ment des grands sanctuaires. lls réunissent en fait de nombreuses divinités
(Olympie, Delphes, Délos...). Ces divinités entretiennent entre elles des rap-
ports que I’on connait par des mythes —c’est le cas de la triade apollinienne
a Délos — mais ces mythes peuvent manquers; il est alors difficile d’expliquer
la présence de cultes conjoints ou les rapports apparentant des sanctuaires
proches. De méme que I’on raisonne sur des familles de mythes, il faut raison-
ner sur des familles de sanctuaires.

M. Graf.. Stellen die Kultkomplexe wirklich andere Probleme? Im Falle
von Delos etwa liegt eine deutliche Hierarchisierung vor: im Zentrum steht
Apollon, wie Mythos und Kult zeigen; Leto und Artemis sind sekundér, wei-
tere Gottheiten auch —und am Endpunkt der Skala steht die private Dedika-
tion einer beliebigen Gottheit, die mit der Gottheit, der das Heiligtum
gehdrt, nichts zu tun hat. Nun ist—zum Versténdnis eines einzelnen Heilig-
tums —die Analyse der Kult- und Mythenkomplexe sicher ganz zentral und
unabdingbar, sozusagen als Blick von innen —doch fiir die Aufgabe, die Herr
Schéchter sich stellte, die politische Bedingtheit von Heiligtimern und ihre
Lage, scheint mir der Blick von aussen, der die Hierarchisierung betont und
Hauptgottheiten herausstellt, auch sehr wichtig.
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Emily Kearns

BETWEEN GOD AND MAN:
STATUS AND FUNCTION OF HEROES
AND THEIR SANCTUARIES

1 Forms of the sanctuary

There is a paradox which is more than merely semantic
which is evoked when we speak of «hero-sanctuaries». Starting
from first principles, one might think that many of the enclosu-
res connected with heroes could hardly be sancta, 1€pd, in any
normal sense, for the close connexion with death would ordina-
rily place them far apart from the holy. When Sophocles makes
Oedipus speak of his «holy tomb», lepoc TOpPoc, he is using a
startling oxymoron to underline the puzzle of his character’s
end. Pausanias, summarising an important part of his subject-
matter, speaks rather of Bewv 1€pa Kai WV Kai AVdPWV TAQOL.
Yet 1gpdv, without an added word for «tomb», is commonly
used of the places where heroes receive cult, and even if this
were not so, such places have clearly enough in common with
divine sanctuaries to be considered beside them. This paradox —
that the hero-sanctuary may be both like and opposed to the
divine sanctuary — must be central to an investigation of the
dynamics of these places of cult.

While many hero-shrines are identified as tombs, the status
of others is more ambiguous, and the traditions of some even
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deny that the hero is physically present. There is a wide range
of vocabulary used to refer to heroic cult-places. TOuBo¢ and
Td@og are clear enough; more problematic is pvrpa, which is
often used to refer to a heroic tomb but also includes
monuments with no claim to the hero’s bones —perhaps a kevog
TAQOoC, astructure made to look like atomb but not fulfilling the
tomb’s main function. This form of monument evokes the idea
and the paraphernalia of death without death’s primary
evidence, the corpse; noteworthy is the case of Achilles at Elis,
where cenotaph is opposed to altar, and the most conspicuous
feature of ritual is the lament.1Other words, of a more neutral
flavour, seem to cover both the tomb-monument and other
forms of cult-place where the fact of death is less emphasized:
thus Apwiov, but also the two words most commonly used for
divine cult-space, 1€pov and téuevo¢. Again, as with gods, the
place may be referred to by the neuter form of an adjective
derived from the hero’s name: Achilleion, Herakleion. Such
nomenclature clearly suggests something more elaborate than a
simple tomb. Thus Herodotus (IX 116) speaks of Mpwteoiiew
TAQOC Te Kai TéPevog mepi autdv, and Pausanias, recording the
pvnua of Kastor in Sparta, remarks: emi & aUtwl Kai 1€pOV
nenointan (111 13, 1).2A «heroon» may also be constructed «on»
atomb (Hdt. V 47). In such cult-places, the tomb may still be
the centre, literally or figuratively, but there is a wider area of
more generally defined sacred space, so that the actual site of the
dead body is not the only area connected with the hero. The
tomb and the temple —normally incompatible — are held in

Paus. VI 23, 3.

Hdt. V 47; Strab. VI 3, 9, p. 284: 1gpov may be roughly equivalent to
Téevog but may also be used in distinction to it, in which case, as here,
it refers to a building; cf. 1G 112 2499, 2501.
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equal balance, and as such a hero-sanctuary contains elements of
both human grave and divine place of worship.

A hero may also have a 1gpov or téuevoc without any grave
at all, the clearest example being perhaps Aiakos at Athens (Hdt.
V 89), and the most widespread the many Herakleia where
heroic, not divine, honours were paid. The cult of Herakles
exhibits also small buildings evidently designed primarily for
banquets, in which the hero was perhaps symbolically present,
but certainly not entombed.3 A particularly striking case,
however, is that of Pelops at Olympia, where the ancient and
well-known sanctuary did not evidently claim to possess the
hero’s bones — those were kept in a chest in a small building
near the temple of Artemis Kordax at Pisa.4 The Pelopion at
Olympia, in Pausanias’ account anyway (V 13, 2), was set apart
by Herakles, the great-grandson of Pelops in the maternal line,
who also made the first sacrifice. Despite the emphatically
heroic elements in the cult —the black victim sacrificed into a
pit, the ritual opposition to the worship of Zeus —this story-
pattern corresponds exactly to the mythical and indeed real
foundations of divine sanctuaries. In these heroic cult-places
without tombs, the essential element would seem normally to
be an altar; where a tomb was present, the tomb itself would
often, though not always, function as the place of sacrifice.
Typical of heroic sacrifice, though also of sacrifice to chthonic
deities, was the altar in the form of a low €oxapa, barely raised
from the ground, or even simply of a pit. | say «typical» with
some care, because these forms were far from universal, perhaps

3 On these buildings, see O. WALTER, in AM 62 (1937), 41-44; F. DE
VISSCHER, Herakles Epitrapezios (Paris 1962). Compare also the meal
prepared for the Anakes (Dioskouroi) in the Athenian prytaneion
(Chionides, Fr. 7, in PCG 1V; Athen. VI 235 b), and 8go&via elsewhere.

4 Paus. VI 22, 1; cf. schol. ad Pind. Ol. | 149.
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even far from the norm; numerous votive reliefs dedicated to
heroes depict a more conventional upstanding altar, even if
scarcely a monumental one. Where the tomb was absent, the
altar would normally be the central feature of the 1gpov, though
here too there were probably exceptions; the plan of the
Amyneion at Athens suggests that it was the well, often an
ancillary feature, which was here central. This was an open-air
shrine; other heroa possessed buildings of more or less elabora-
tion. As with gods, statues of the hero seem to have been quite
usual, at least in Attica, where Lykos in Wasps is the best-known
example.5A spring or well, and a grove of usually fruit-bearing
trees, are common natural features which are shared by heroic
and divine sanctuaries. No sharp distinction, then, was
necessary between the physical forms used in the two types of
sanctuary, nor in the myths of their foundation. Heroes are
diverse creatures, and often it is the individual cult which is
important, rather than general categories and relative status of
superhuman beings; some heroa show features which tend to
point up the difference between hero and god, while others are
almost indistinguishable from the divine sanctuary. There is one
rather obvious distinction between the two which is often pre-
sent, which is of course the question of size; the sanctuaries of
heroes are commonly smaller than those of gods, in keeping
with their lesser status (as it is usually perceived). This is a
distinction which is all-important in cult complexes where the
hero is linked to a particular god, since in these cases the hero
is largely defined by that relationship. But a relative criterion is
less significant to the «independent» hero, and in any case large
heroa and small divine sanctuaries furnish numerous exceptions.

I Ar. Vesp. 819-823; cf. Harpocr. s.v. éekalwv. Compare also Paus. | 35, 2;
Hesych. s.v. Mavoy; outside Attica, Paus. | 44, 11; Il 11, 7.
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2. Siting: natural features

It is not only the form of the cult-place which is significant,
but also its location. Whether there are discernible principles
behind the siting of sanctuaries in general is one of the most
debated questions in the study of Greek cult-places, and the
evidence is as ambivalent for heroes as it is for gods. In fact,
taken as a whole, hero-sanctuaries do not seem to display a
radically different pattern from divine complexes. Both types of
sanctuary are commonly sited at springs or wells, and sur-
rounded by the trees which accompany the water; the water-
supply has a clear practical importance at a place of worship,
while the trees, which may also be a source of revenue, punc-
tuate the landscape and emphasize the special nature of the
space. Sometimes the water-source is important enough to the
cult to receive special mention, and this istrue not only of divine
sanctuaries like that of Poseidon Erechtheus on the Athenian
acropolis or the sacred complex at Delphi, nor indeed of the
shrines of quasi-heroic figures like Asklepios or the nymphs, but
also of unambiguous heroes of varying degrees of fame: Panops
in Athens, Dorkeus in Sparta, Opheltes at Nemea.6Less univer-
sal, but still common, is the siting on a prominent hill or indeed
in the midst of mountains. Near the two divine temples of Sou-
nion, there was apparently also the heroon of Phrontis, and if
the mountains of Arcadia can show the sanctuary of Demeter
and Despoina at Lykosoura, they exhibit also the temenos of
Telephos.

As with the form of the sanctuary, this coincidence of
natural setting and features seems to suggest that there is more
which unites divine and heroic cult than separates them. But the

6 Panops: Plato, Lysis 203a; Hesych. s.v. Movoy. Dorkeus: Paus. 11l 15, 1
Opheltes: Paus. 11 15, 2.
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meanings attached to such features were often different in the
two cases. Divine cult on a wild mountain peak may carry a
number of meanings: perhaps it indicates the sublimity of the
God (Zeus Hypatos/Hypsistos), his closeness to the sky and
weather phenomena (Zeus Hyetios or Ombrios), or rather a
link with the wild, disordered world outside the city (Zeus
Lykaios, for instance). Some of these meanings may be present
in the case of the hero who is worshipped on a mountain, but
the primary connotation will likely be different. The temenos
of Telephos on mount Parthenion was said to be the place
where as an infant he was exposed by his mother, the mopBévog
Auge, and where he was suckled by a deer.7Rather than com-
manding the wild domain like a God, the hero is here shown
as pathetically vulnerable to it, even if in the end he survives.

A similar disjunction holds in the case of springs (which |
consider here without regard to attestation of a formal sanc-
tuary, since it is true to say that springs are intrinsically holy
places). When divine associations are present at springs, the con-
notations are generally positive, suggesting the benefits which
can reach the worshippers. The god’s power caused the stream
to flow or the well to appear —thus frequently with Poseidon.
The spring itself possesses healing or oracular powers attributed
to the deity in whose sanctuary it is situated. But for heroes and
still more often heroines springs have often a lugubrious tone.
Peirene’s tears at the death of her son cause her metamorphosis
into a spring; Glauke leaps into a well; Makaria’s spring is con-
nected with her self-sacrifice, or the severed head of Eurystheus,
or both; the river Lophis springs from the body of a nameless
sacrificed boy.8 It does not matter that such stories may not

7 Paus. VIII 54, 6.
8 Paus. Il 3, 2; 11 3, 6; 132, 5; Strab. VIII 6, 19, p. 377; Paus. IX 33, 4.
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belong to the older mythopoeic strata; whatever their date, they
conform among themselves. Similarly, sexual encounters at
springs are only rarely positively depicted, as with Amymone;
more often the woman is avictim of rape, like Auge or Alkippe,
while Alope became a spring when killed by her father, angry
at her giving birth. Different is the case of Amphiaraos, whose
spring at Oropos is connected not with his death but with his
dvodoq —but Amphiaraos is a figure whose status between hero
and god is problematic, and it is precisely this status which is
underlined by the tradition of the dvodoc. The healing and
oracular spring was linked with the transitional event in the
story of the the cult-figure.9

3. Siting: the human landscape

Enough has been said to indicate some of the ways in which
natural features could alter their meaning in accordance with the
status or type of being receiving cult. | shall turn now to some
features of the human landscape, primarily that is to objects con-
nected with the life of the polis. If, as | believe, the phenomenon
of the hero is closely linked with the development of the polis,
it would seem that such features would be very prominently
marked with hero-shrines. Yet it is not really surprising that,
just as moAwoUxol 6eoi are conspicuous beside heroic city-
protectors, so agoras, acropoleis, gates, and other areas of signifi-
cant civic space display cults both divine and heroic. This is
most obviously demonstrable in the case of the agora, where
cults such as those of Zeus Agoraios, Hermes Agoraios and so

9 Amymone: Eur. Phoen. 188; Apollod. Il 1, 4. Auge: Paus. Vili 47, 4.
Alkippe: Hellanicus, FGrH 323a F 1; Paus. | 21, 3-4. Alope: Hyginus,
Fab. 187, perhaps ultimately from Euripides. Amphiaraos: Paus. | 34, 4.
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on are commonplace, and so too are heroic cults, often though
not always of founders or figures otherwise central to the city’s
traditions. Here there seems less scope for a difference between
heroes and gods in the setting’s «meaning» than was the case
with natural features, in part because the mythical dimension is
very much less. Heroes are buried in the agora because it is the
agora, the civic centre; or alternatively, as at Megara, civic
buildings are so placed as to incorporate heroic burials (Paus. |
43, 3). The meaning is clear enough, and not all that different
from most of the agora’s divine cults —Zeus who presides over
its civilising, justice-dispensing functions, Artemis Eukleia who
combines a strictly military function with an interest in
childbirth as the process which produces the city’s protectors,
and so on. The major difference is simply that whereas the agora
cult is one of the god’s many manifestations, for the hero,
citizen of one city in death as in life, it is generally unique. In
other respects, the situation in the agora actually approximates
the hero to the Gods and distances him from the ordinary
human, at least in cities where extramural burial is the norm.

Although unlike the entirely manmade agora the acropolis,
where it exists, is a natural feature, comparison of the divine and
heroic cults of acropoleis yields similar results to the agora cults.
There are some cults which apparently resemble forms found
on mountains outside towns (Zeus Larisaios at Argos), some
where the significance of the acropolis setting is unclear
(Ganymeda at Phlious), and also cults like the widespread
Athena Polias where the defensive aspect of the mountain seems
to be important. Given the typical interests of heroes, we might
expect them to be well represented in the last category, yet in
fact we have convincing exemplification only in the case of
Athens — and the Athenian acropolis is untypical in other
respects. Kekrops, served by the suggestively-named genos of
the Amynandridai, and even more Erechtheus, the warrior-
king, have certainly some connexion with the military aspects
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of the acropolis, yet they stand closer to gods than does the
«typical» hero. Narrative patterns go some way towards
separating hero and god: Athena and Poseidon compete for
sovereignty of the acropolis, in a story-type known in many
places outside Athens, while Erechtheus is killed by Poseidon
himself, to whom he stands so close in cult, and among the
daughters of Kekrops, at least Aglauros dies a spectacular
death.10 The hero is set apart from the god by the fact of his
death, and in several versions the death is closely connected with
the military and defensive aspects of the citadel. Yet the forms
of cult suggest that these heroic elements may be secondary to
the position on the acropolis among, and like, the gods.
More widely attested are the defensive functions of heroes at
gates — periphery rather than centre. While the proximity of
some heroa to gates may be coincidental, other cases are suffi-
cient to reveal a pattern, exemplified for instance by the dead of
Plataia.ll Both one of the Amazons and those who fought
against them had tombs near gates in Athens, for the defeated
enemy-turned-protector can also take part in this pattern.R2
That the pattern was well understood is shown by the case of
Menoikeus in Thebes —if we believe that this figure is a back-
formation from literature; the tomb of the boy whose willing
sacrifice assured victory was pointed out by the Nni(o)ta

1 Athena and Poseidon: Hdt. VIII 55. Parallels outside Athens: Paus. 1l 1,
6 (Corinth); 1l 15, 5; 22, 5 (Argos); Il 30, 6 (Troizen). Erechtheus: Eur.
Erechtheus fr. 65, 60; lon 281-282. Aglauros: Eur. lon 267-274;
Amelesagoras, FGrH 330 F 1; Philochorus, FGrH 328 F 105.

1 Paus. IX 2, 5; cf. Thuc. Ill 58, 4.

D Thus Onesilos at Amathous, Hdt. v 114; see in general M. VISSER,
«Worship your enemies: aspects of the cult of heroes in ancient Greece»,
in HThR 75 (1982), 403-428.
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moAar. '30n the other hand, divine sanctuaries near gates seem
to be a more random bunch where situation is of less impor-
tance. An exception to this might be the sanctuaries of Eileithuia
found beside gates in both Corinth and Argos —Eileithuia is the
goddess who presides over the production of future soldiers, and
her close connexion with matters defensive is seen for instance
in her double temple shared with Sosipolis at Elis (Paus. VI 20,
2). But on the whole it is the hero, not the god, who protects
the gate; the Gods’ defensive power is perhaps more generalised,
indeed the god has always the option of leaving the city. One
reason for the clustering of heroes at gates may lie in the
ambivalent status of the hero, who is both human and more
than human. Of course, the heroic tomb is normally exempt
from the polluting effect of ordinary burial-places, and as we
have seen tomb-based heroa are commonplace within the city
walls. Still, the normal place for tombs in most cities was along
the roads leading away from the town area, and in most cities
intramural burial remained anomalous. A burial position
situated actually at the transition from outside the walls to the
inner habitational area would perfectly express the peculiar
status of the hero as a being situated between the divine and
hence permanently pure, and the human and hence subject to
pollution. Hence the gate as simple entrance and exit relates to
the status of the hero, whereas in its role as city defence it is
aligned with the typical function of the heroes situated near it.

4. Hero-sanctuary and group
So far | have been considering the sanctuary purely as a

special area in relation to its setting. But much of its real3

B Paus. IX 25, 1; cf. Eur. Phoen. 911 ff.; 985 ff.
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significance comes from what is done there, from the cult acts
which place the sanctuary in its setting in relation to other sanc-
tuaries and cult complexes, to the passage and perception of
calendrical time, and to the life of the city and its sub-groups.
We might begin by looking at the heroon as the meeting-place
of agroup. Such afunction is well-attested for Athens, where the
shrines of the tribal eponymoi acted to some extent as a kind of
tribal centre — indeed, it was perhaps precisely this physical
location which enabled a sense of tribal loyalties to be created
ex nihilo. We can get some idea of what this involved from
fourth-century tribal inscriptions, which taken together create
a picture in which members of the tribes assemble for a larger,
city festival where «their» hero plays a part (as Pandion in the
Pandia).14 Sacrifice is performed at the heroon, after which the
@UAETaL hold a meeting; to us, the most visible business of the
meeting is the promulgation of honorary decrees, since the
record is then inscribed on stone and placed in the heroon,
which thus reinforces group consciousness as sacrificial space, as
agora, and as archive.

Outside Attica the relative paucity of documentation does
not permit such detailed knowledge of the role of the sanctuary,
but where we know of the existence of shrines of heroes epony-
mous to particular groups within the city, it is not hard to
imagine that something roughly similar may have taken place.
The Athenian tribal heroes are of course in a peculiar position
as the eponyms of artificially created divisions, and it may well
be that both in Athens and elsewhere the «heroic» eponyms of
the older-established tribes and other groups had a much less
definite existence in cult. But it seems unlikely that, for instance,
the tomb of Hyrnetho in Argos had no special connexion with

YU E.g. IG 112 1138-1155, and see E. KEARNS, The Heroes of Attica, BICS
Suppl. 57 (London 1989), 81 n. 3.
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the non-Dorian tribe Hyrnathioi, whose periodic lack of
political privileges might in fact make a heroic focus of identity
all the more appealing. Still clearer is the case of the Aigeidai or
Aigidai in Sparta, linked by Herodotus (IV 149) with the hero
Aigeus (a descendant of Kadmos, not the Athenian hero of the
same name); it is stretching credulity to suppose that this group
never met at the tomb of Aigeus which is mentioned in
Pausanias (11l 15, 8) as forming part of a cluster of heroa near the
Lesche Poikile, where the complicated genealogical links bet-
ween the heroes seem particularly suggestive of an interested
descent-group, real or supposed.

But it is Attica again which furnishes our only detailed
knowledge of «unofficial» groups whose activities centre on
hero-sanctuaries. While tribes, gene, phratries and so on can be
considered important if not in every respect comparable divisions
of the citizen body, the groups of orgeones are small, more infor-
mal organisations, loosely but not exclusively based on kinship,
whose essential purpose is simply to meet together to worship a
hero or heroes, and which apparently have no reference to the
city in general. This meeting, however, seems to take place only
once a year and to last for no more than two days; documents
drawn up by two different groups (IG 1122499, 2501) record the
leasing out of their tepévn imposing, it is true, the obligation to
«use it ¢ iepwr» — meaning, presumably, to avoid introducing
polluting objects and activities — but apparently demanding
access only at the time of the festival, when the lessee had also
to make certain preparations. Without exaggerating the impor-
tance of cult and sanctuary, which were thus in full operation for
only a brief, though regularly recurring, period of time, we can
still see that they had a special if limited importance for the
orgeones; particularly by contrast with the lessee, who was
obliged to preserve the special character of the sacred space but
whose participation in the rites which were its raison d etre was,
presumably, limited to the preparation.
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These privately-owned sanctuaries, then, contrast with the
sanctuaries of heroes connected with tribes and other such
groups, where access seems to have been unrestricted, either by
religious or by practical considerations. Further, the sanctuaries
of the tribal heroes in Athens were not the exclusive property
of the @uAétan, but as the repositories of a state cult were of
potential interest to any citizen, and the same was probably true
as a general rule of the sanctuaries, whether divine or heroic,
with a particular relationship to other groups as well.5

5. Hero-sanctuary and divine sanctuary

It is convenient to consider together the spatial and temporal
aspects which link the activities performed in the hero-
sanctuary with a wider sacred and civic canvas. At the simplest
and most frequent level, where two cult acts are performed on
the same day or as part of the same festival, a connexion is
generally perceived between the two areas of space where the
acts take place. If the two are not contiguous and hence per-
manently linked, they will normally be joined by a procession
which articulates a link given expression during the period
when the areas display their greatest significance.’6 The general

5 1 should like here to correct my statement in Crux: Essays presented to
G.EMM. de Ste Croix, History of Political Thought, 6 (Exeter 1985),
205-206, and The Heroes ofAttica, 39, n. 139, that there is no evidence
for cults exclusive to a genos in Attica; Hdt. V 61 is a clear example (the
Gephyraioi). However, in view of Herodotus’ emphatic language 1 still
think it possible that this is very much the exception.

1 One example of such aprocession is that held at the Oschophoria, mov-
ing between the sanctuaries of Dionysos and of Athena Skiras at
Phaleron. See in general M.P. NILSSON, Opuscula selecta | (Lund 1951),
172-174.
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principle is the same whether heroes or gods are involved, but
the appearance of heroes in the pattern allows the cultic links
in space and time more easily to be underlined with links in
myth or narrative (Greek mythology, or at least its more public
parts, being of course predominantly a heroic mythology).
Heroes, then, may be linked either with other heroes or with
gods.

By far the better attested pattern is the link with the god. The
phenomenon of the heroic cult-area either close to or enclosed
by the divine sanctuary is such a widespread and complex one
that its treatment here can no longer be postponed. Typically
the cult pattern combines spatial proximity and, usually, subor-
dination, with a temporal relation formed through sacrifice or
other cult-acts, —often lesser and preliminary, sometimes iden-
tical —taking place on what is perceived as the same occasion,
and equally typically the cult goes hand in hand with a narrative
tradition linking hero or heroine to deity, most frequently as
first priest or mpwtog e0petr|q taught by the God. In very general
terms, this is a pattern which confirms the view of the hero as
intermediate —in more than one sense —between god and man.
The independent heroon may to some extent do the same, in
that while its form and function is in many, if not all, respects
analogous to a divine place of worship, it is frequently smaller
and less elaborate than a «typical» divine sanctuary; but where
worship of a hero is carried out independently of divine cultus,
the «meaning» of the heroic cult is obviously generated by
reference to the whole background of cult activity, rather than
receiving a special emphasis by juxtaposition. Where a small
heroon exists alongside a large divine temple, where the sacrifice
of apiglet precedes that of an ox, there can be no quarrelling with
the relative ranking of the honorands. Heroes receive sacrifice
—they are kpeittoveg, greater than men — but they belong to
a lower rank than gods. Yet proximity tends to express more
than just status. The relationship between hero and god is not
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one merely of comparative ranking, for since shrines do not
move around it is necessarily one particular hero who is
honoured next to one god, and this point is very often underlined
by an appropriateness in myth. Thus the eponymous heroine of
Plataia, linked with Zeus by the tradition of a mock wedding at
the Daidala festival, had her heroon near the statue ahd altar of
Zeus Eleutherios (Paus. 1X 2, 7; cf. Plut. Fr. 157, 6); the tomb of
Aphrodite’s real lover Anchises was near her mountain sanctuary
between Mantineia and Orchomenos; and beyond the
extramural sanctuary of Amphiaraos at Argos were the shrines
of his wife Eriphyle and of his charioteer Baton (Paus. Il 23, 2).
The heroon might be outside the divine sanctuary or actually
within the precinct wall (in both cases, of course, connected
sacrifices could be made) —thus a rather complicated sacred space
at Argos, identified as a temple of Cretan Dionysos, contained
the burial place of Ariadne (Paus. 1l 23, 7). Mythologically, the
role of all these heroes and heroines lies in their human closeness
to divinity, and the same is true of perhaps the commonest
mythological link of all, the hero as institutor of a form of divine
worship and founder of the sanctuary.

Almost every sanctuary seems to have atradition of its foun-
dation, and though the tradition does not always relate that the
founder died and was buried on the spot —sometimes one per-
son is responsible for several foundations in one locality,
sometimes an alternative mythological tradition is too strong —
it is safe to assume that the «evidence» for the tradition, in more
cases than we know, would have included a nearby heroon.
Indeed, the strength of the pattern is such that in some cases it
is likely that an originally quite independent hero was drawn
into the cultic and mythical orbit of the deity, simply by the
accident of physical proximity. Certainly, it was not possible on
every occasion to produce a convincing mythological link bet-
ween the two; the fact that the bones of the eponymous hero
of the Arcadians rested near the altar of Hera, at a place called
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«Altars of the Sun», in Mantineia could only be explained by
invoking an oracle. But the hero as cult-founder seems to be
represented in every part of the Greek world, and indeed at a
general level supplies a parallel to the better-investigated
phenomenon of the hero as founder of a political grouping. Like
the political founder, the cult founder establishes a pattern
which will be followed by posterity, but unlike him in so doing
he establishes a link between god and man. An equivalent role
to founder is that of first priest or priestess (thus Orestes founds
the cult of Artemis at Halai Araphenides, and Iphigeneia is her
first priestess at Brauron: Eur. 1T 1449 ff.), and there are several
cases where it is clear that the main hero in a divine sanctuary
in a sense represents and supplies the model for the priest (or
more rarely, other cult personnel). This is a pattern particularly
well seen in Attica, where such heroes are both priestly
archetype and apynyéng of the genos which supplies the
priest.7We might expect that the cult focus of priest or founder
would be situated inside the sanctuary, since in these cases the
connexion between hero and God is explicitly cultic and the
sanctuary is the locus of that connexion. There are indeed
examples of such a situation, often incorporating something on
a smaller scale than a full heroon — Boutes, apyxnystng of the
Eteoboutadai in Athens, has his altar inside the Erechtheion,
Alexanor the founder of the Asklepieion of Titane has his statue
established there —but again, a separate heroon of this type of
hero is as often found just outside the divine sanctuary. The
unnamed hero who «led Dionysos to Sparta» has his sanctuary
only «near» Dionysos Kolonatas, Palasgos who founded
Demeter Pelasgis at Argos is again located near the divine cult

T An extra-Attic example is provided by Euangelos, archegetes of the
Euangelidai who were the announcers of oracles of Branchidai as he had
been (Conon, FGrH 26 F 1, 44).
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area. In many, perhaps most, of these cases, the connexion
through a founding myth is no doubt simply a response to this
physical location, but the historical sequence does not affect the
later picture: founding and priestly heroes are not necessarily
worshipped within the divine sanctuary. On the other hand,
there are a few instances of heroes within the sanctuary who
have very little mythical or structural connexion with the God:
the heroised Demosthenes in the precinct of Poseidon at
Kalaureia, for instance (Paus. Il 33, 3).

So we are forced to conclude that proximity is as significant
as enclosure and seems to have a similar, if not necessarily iden-
tical, meaning. The significance perhaps lies not so much in the
relative position of hero and god as it might be plotted on a map,
but in the fact that the worshipper moves from one to the other.
At festivals, it is common practice to prescribe a lesser mpo6upa
to one or more heroes before the god is given his due, so that
the rite which from the hero’s point of view is complete, at the
same time forms an introductory stage in the whole act, viewed
as centred on the god. As in myth the founding hero mediates
between god and man by establishing the cult and thus setting
up aform of communication, so in cult the sacrifice to the hero,
situated at the beginning of the rite, provides a link between
ordinary, profane time and the climactic sacred moment of the
divine sacrifice. A similar effect can be seen in spatial terms par-
ticularly where the heroon is outside the precinct, although a
situation just inside the wall would be equivalent; on non-
festival days, too, the hero must be passed before the god is
reached, and even on such less formal occasions it may well have
been considered proper at least to greet the hero, perhaps to
make a small offering. '8 Thus in many cases a liminal position

Although the lexicographical/scholiastic tradition asserts that heroa
were passed in silence (e.g. Hesych. s.v. kpeitrova), it is clear that this is an
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in both space and time is fundamental to the hero’s role as part
of a larger, god-centred complex.®

Thus far the generalities. But we do have a few scraps of
information which can give us some idea of the kind of varia-
tions possible in the pattern of the hero connected with the
divine sanctuary. First and most obviously, perhaps, there are
cases where the hero stands very close to the god and may seem
more like a doublet or aconsort than avotary —the sort of hero
who gave rise to the once popular and not perhaps totally
invalid idea of the «faded god». Thus for instance the sanctuary
of Demeter Chthonia at Hermion contained as well as the tem-
ple of Demeter atemple dedicated to Klymenos, whom the local
tradition available to Pausanias identified as a typical founding
hero, though Pausanias himself, surely rightly in view of the
scale of the construction and the style of sacrifice, 2 suggests

inaccurate extension into a general rule of what applied to the shrines of
heroes considered to be dangerous. Many heroes were greeted on pass-
ing, as were gods: thus Pindar, Pyth. VIIlI 56-60, and see J. RUSTEN,
leitwv Apwc, in HSCP 87 (1983), 289-297.

B IG IV 768 and IG V2 297, third century altars from Troizen and
Epidauros respectively, attest the title npwg KAaikogopog, making it likely
that the hero could also have been seen as the doorkeeper or guardian
of the sanctuary (cf. W.D. O "FLAHERTY, in C. BERKSON, Elephanta: the
cave of Shiva [Princeton 1983], 27-31); a role of this sort would have
obvious connexions with the prominence of heroes at city gates.
Another possible heroic doorkeeper is known in the shape of Herakles
the ldaian Dactyl, said to open and close the temple of Demeter at Boeo-
tian Mykalessos every morning and evening —but here there is no sign
of acult, and as A. SCHACHTER (Cults ofBoeotia | [London 1981], 157)
suggests all this may indicate is an admission that the sanctuary had no
regular cult personnel.

2D Paus. 11 35, 4; 9-10. The building sacred to Klymenos is described as voog
and is mentioned second after that of Chtonia, and while Pausanias is
precise on the distinction between Buoia and évayiopdg here he says
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that he is rather a form of the underworld god. Here acommon
divine cult combination has partially given way to the pattern
of the subordinated hero; a similar ambiguity clings to the
equally Demetriac figure Euboulos/Eubouleus. More complex
— perhaps because we have more data — is the case of
Erechtheus on the Athenian acropolis. In the long history of
this cult, two distinct traditions on the nature of the relationship
between Poseidon and Erechtheus are discernible, yet the
chronological distinction between the two is not clear-cut, and
there may have been several other versions current at one time
or another. In Pausanias’ description (I 26, 5 ff.) the building is
called the Erechtheion, and sacrifice to Poseidon and to
Erechtheus is performed on the same altar, in accordance with
an oracular response not otherwise mentioned. We can also
deduce that it is Boutes, not Erechtheus, who occupies the
typical role of the priestly hero, and even if this description were
our only source of knowledge for this cult it would be clear that
the relationship between god and hero is unusually close. Fifth
century evidence in fact suggests that at that date no separation
was made in cult, since the title used is Poseidon Erechtheus, 2
and though «Poseidon and Erechtheus» appears as early as the
first half of the fourth century (IG 112 1146), the earlier form
survives alongside it. Originally no doubt Poseidon Erechtheus
belonged to apre-heroic class of beings and might best have been
described as an emywpiog daipwv22; his cult was closely con-
nected with that of Athena, as is clear already from the lliadic
Catalogue (//. 11 547 ff.), and as continues to be the case in the
plan of the fifth-century building. But his selection as one of the

that the people of Hermion 60oucv to Klymenos. The existence of an
associated xaopa yng is also suggestive.

2l Thus IG 12580 and Eur. Erechtheus, fr. 65, 93-4 Austin.
2 The phrase used by Pausanias (VI 20, 2) to characterise Sosipolis of Elis.
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Cleisthenic eponymoi guarantees a position at least in some
respects like that of anormal hero, and the tradition of his death
was thus presumably familiar by this stage.ZHere then we have
a complex quasi-heroic figure who is both paired in some way
with Athena, and linked with Poseidon both by identification
and by traditions of hostility. The form of the sanctuary
perfectly reflects what we can glean from other sources; a dou-
ble temple, its two parts concerned respectively primarily with
Poseidon Erechtheus and with Athena Polias, and a single altar
for Poseidon and Erechtheus, reflecting either their identity or
their very close connexion.

The original relationship between the Arcadian heroine
Kallisto and the goddess Artemis Kalliste is generally thought to
have been similar to that between Erechtheus and Poseidon: the
two were once either identical or nearly so. But Pausanias’
description of the cult-place at Trikolonoi (V11 35, 8) suggests
a different development; the major structure is a large mound
of earth, known as the grave of Kallisto, containing a grove of
various types of trees and topped by ashrine of Artemis Kalliste.
There is no sign that the heroine received regular sacrifice, but
the layout alone is a striking inversion of the norm making the
heroic cult-place a smaller and subordinate part of the divine. It
is possible that the identification of the tumulus as a