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Introduction

The polytheism of ancient Greece has often proedorm an enigmatic problem to modern
scholars, as it appeared to be so radically diftefeom their own religious concepts.
Evidently the most eye-catching difference in thaspect is the opposition between on the
one hand the one almighty god in the Western Eamopmradigm, in which most of the
modern scholars working on Greek religion live dwade lived, and the multiple gods of the
Greek pantheon on the other. Additionally, theres wa orthodoxy in Greek religion, in the
absence of a revelation or scripture, and of aedosrder of accomplished ministers,
requiring a minimum of theological knowledge fomnattance. As a matter of fact, orthodoxy
was never attempted or even considered desirableh Eommunity had its own particular
rules for worship, and their gods, although mosthaim had the same name, were slightly
different in character from one town to the nexhe3e differences were accepted and
respected as a result of the relationship eachiiheil community had with the gods.

A third fundamental difference lies in the positioh religion in society. In the Western
world, since the Reformation Church and state Hmeen separated as institutions to an ever
increasing extent. Complete separation has beeisiened as the ideal situation since the
Enlightenment and the revolutions of theé"1&ntury, although such a state of affairs will
perhaps never be fully reached. Still, this develept has changed the dominant intellectual
view about the position of religion in society. Relus practice has come to be regarded as
an abstract and separate category of life, andioek discourse as highly private, personal,
spiritual and contemplative. Conversely, Greekgreh was centred around ritual practice,
often performed at public occasions and accompanwyth activities of daily life. The
primarily religious experience of everyday life,tramly on the personal level but perceptible
in all aspects of society, was reflected in thevasiveness of ritual practice in all human
activities. It is in the fascination for this amaigation of religion and society that this thesis
originated.

Within the broad spectrum of that theme, in thisec& was the relationship between religion
and politics that drew most of the attention. Tesearch therefore had its starting point in a
closer study of the concept of the Grgaiis. This type of community is so eminently
paradigmatic for what constituted politics in thecient Greek world, that it is indeed the
etymological origin of the word we use to point dbat type of action. The term polis
designates the type of community that was mosifgignt in the Greek world throughout the
Archaic and Classical periods. It was a politicaimenunity, centred on an urban core
surrounded by a mostly modest hinterldn@he term city-state, although not entirely
homologous, may serve as a useful heuristic coriceptudying the polis.Poleis had very
different constitutions, be they democratic, oladmac or tyrannical, and these could also
change over time for any given politn addition to the territorial and the politicahtension,

a polis should be defined in terms of its populatiBitizens made up the formal polis, and as
supposedly indigenous inhabitants enjoyed full ipigetion and privileges in the
community’ They could for instance participate in central ipafituals, or attend the
assembly. Women, although no full citizens in teese that they could not participate in

1 C. Sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”; i®. Murray and S. Price (eds), The Greek city. FHomer to
Alexander (Oxford 1991), 295-322, 301.

2 M.H. Hansen, “Introduction”, in: M.H. Hansen and TNHelsen (eds.), An inventory of Archaic and Classprzkis
(Oxford 2004), 3-153, 17.

3 M.H. Hansen, Polis and city-state. An ancient cohaeg its modern equivalent (Copenhagen 1998), 123.

4 Hansen, “Introduction”, 81.

5 Idem, 40.
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politics, may be counted in as citizens nonethelassthey are said to be represented in
politics by their men. Moreover, their role in @t religious rituals, and as mothers of
citizens indicate that they were considered toitieens of a kind themselvés-oreigners, or
metics, were free inhabitants, but their activitieere more restricted. They were free to live
in the city and engage in commerce, but they cowltdparticipate in the polis’ politics or
public religious ritual that was particular to tipelis. They could not own any landed
property, and they often had to pay special tagetheé community. Finally, a considerable
group of slaves must be discerned. They were urdreehad no rights whatsoever in the
polis.

The polis was self-ruling, and perhaps ideally aatoous, but in practice many relationships
of domination and dependence existed between pol@iherwise, no overarching Greek
state existed. ‘Greekness’ is entirely dependerd perception of common identity in terms
of language, culture and the way of living in aipolhat emanated from the Greek heartland
of Hellas and developed gradually through intemactiThe limitations of that ‘Greekness’ to
us seem rather arbitrary, as the type of commuhdy the polis was, the language and the
culture that determined it, were not actually leditto what was articulated as the ‘Greek
world’ by the Greeks themselv&svioreover, other forms of community existed wittivat
Greek world, most notably thethnos which was a tribal polity that could stretch over
considerable regions, but which had no centre atraudnich it was organized. Ethne were
typically rather loosely organized and only actechavhole on particular occasions. Outside
those occasions, the communities that made it up dieected inwardly and went their own
way.?

In ancient texts, no clear definition of the cortceppolis is ever given. The womblis may
have its roots in the Mycenaean period, where yma@bgically related word can be found in
the Linear B tablets. The meaning of this wopd-to-ri-jo, is however unknown. Other
connected meanings can be found in India and thecBen words that designate fortified
settlements. Possiblgolis, and the relatedkropolis certainly, originally meant fortified
(hilltop) settlement, and the meaning pdlis gradually developed to designate the now
familiar type of urban, territorial and politicabmmunity of citizens by the early Archaic
period. The earliest instances where we find thedwpolis used in this sense in written texts
all date from the middle of thé"Zentury BC° At that time however, the development of the
polis itself as an institution had been ongoinghpes for several centuries already. To this
point we will return later. The heyday of the palertainly was in the Classical period, when
it was sometimes perceived as the only possiblerasdectable way of life in the Greek
world.

® The debate on inclusiveness of women in the ancimtept of citizenship is discussed in B.E. G6ffizen
Bacchae: women'’s ritual practice in ancient GreéBerkeley and Los Angeles 2004). The subject isresively
treated by J.H. Blok, most notably in “Recht unduRitler Polis. Zu Birgerstatus und Geschlechtsveibgdn im
klassischen Athen'HZ 278 (2004), 1-26.

" M.H. Hansen, “The ‘autonomous city-state’. Ancierdtfar modern fiction?”, in: M.H. Hansen and K. Raafia
(eds.),Studies in the Ancient Greek Polapers of the Copenhagen Polis Cer2rgStuttgart 1995), 21-43.

® J.M. Hall,Hellenicity (Chicago and London 2002) deals entirely with thesopment of ‘Greek’ identity.

® J.M. Hall, “Polis, community and ethnic identityfi; H. A. Shapiro (ed.)A Cambridge companion to Archaic
Greece(Cambridge 2007), 40-61, 49-53.

' Hansen, “Introduction”, 17. The texts mentionedeh®t.L. West (ed.)lambi et elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum
cantati, Volumen I: Archilochos, Hipponax, Theognid@ﬁedition, Oxford 1989) Archilochos Fr. 228; M.L. West
(ed.)lambi et elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum cantati, Volurhe@allinus, Mimnermus, Semonides, Solon, Tyrtaeus,
Minora adespotg2™ edition, Oxford 1989) Tyrtaios Fr. 4.4; R. Meigasd D.M. Lewis (eds.)A selection of Greek
historical inscriptions to the end of the fifth ¢ary B.C.(Oxford 1996), no. 2.1-2 (oldest inscribed Greek lram
Dreros, Crete).
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From the Hellenistic period onwards, the statushef polis changed, due to the changing
political configuration of the Greek world. The €$cal world of the polis was largely
incorporated in the Macedonian kingdom, turningpalleis into dependent polities. Although
self-rule was mostly preserved for the conductndémnal affairs, the powerful days of the
hegemonic polis were ovét.The polis as a form of community continued to exisder
hegemonic rule, first of the Macedonians and theanifold heirs, and subsequently of the
Romans. Most importantly for this research, sigaifit changes occurred in religion in the
Hellenistic period. In addition to the traditior@lympic gods and local heroes, in the fourth
century BC a tendency towards deified abstract epts¢ such as democracy or fate, was
already visible. Moreover, from 338 onwards, Magedn and subsequently Roman rulers
were deified and received cults in many of the isdfeThe lifespan then of the polis as
reconstructed here is usualla/ demarcated by itsheoacterized emergence by the end of the
Dark Ages, that is the laté"%nd early 8 centuries BC, a starting point which is much
debated as we shall see. The transformation otaheept polis in the Hellenistic period is
generally regarded as to constitute a definitiveakrwith its original meaning. We should not
forget however that within that lifespan the pabself and its conceptualization were in
constant flux and development as well.

The centrality of the polis in any research inte political history of Greece is warranted by
its conspicuous presence in ancient writing. Thee®s used all kinds of derivativespailis

to speak about political actidn.This indicates that any such action was considéveble
eminently appropriate to the institutional enviramh of the polis. One’s political identity
was entirely defined by the polis to which one bgled. Among all the forms of community
that were known to the Greeks, the polis was deetnebtle the most respectable and
advanced, as is put forward, among others, by @ttiston several occasiofis.For the
purpose of this research, the polis is an imporssatting point, exactly because of its pre-
eminence in political thought and action. Moreoviére religious dimension arises from
literature as an integral aspect of the ancienception of the polis. Thucydides describes
how the countrymen of Attica had to leave theirdesmiand sanctuaries to move to the city of
Athens. He relates how they felt almost as if theeye leaving their poli&> This passage may
be explained as if they felt that Athens was neirtpolis, and they were much more attached
to their local demes. However, from a broader pmstpe, we may infer that Thucydides
perceived of the polis as not only people, but aso houses, and most importantly
sanctuaries. From Lykourgos’ spee&painst Leokrateshe same view emerges: the polis is
equated with its laws, with fatherland, and alsthits sanctuarie¥

In recent scholarship on the polis, however, the ob religion has been greatly downplayed.
In 1993, a research centre devoted to the studtyegpolis in all its appearances was set up in
Copenhagen, known as the Copenhagen Polis Centreoal range of excellent scholars in
classics, archaeology, history, anthropology, et out to investigate the polis as its ancient
concept, as a social phenomenon in comparisonribasicommunities in other cultures and
periods, and in its historical appearance in threnfof individual poleis. Part of the project
was aimed at the abstraction of both conceptualcandrete defining characteristics of the
polis in general from literature, combined with teeological finds from urban centres
known to be poleis. The resulting features werdetesagainst all known poleis, and
subsequently used to establish polis status fornmamities otherwise not defined as such,

' M.H. Hansen, “The ‘autonomous city-state™, 41.

2 Hansen, “Introduction”, 10-11, 20.

Y Idem, 12.

“ E.g. Aristotle,Politeia 1.1251a, 1.1252b, 1.1253a.

® Thucydides, 2.16.2.

'® Lykourgos,Against Leokratesl.1 explicitly states this connection, but ipervasive throughout the speech.
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known from either literary or archaeological sosroe both. During more than 10 years of
research, the Centre published its work in progressl5 volumes of papers, finally
culminating in 2004 in an inventory of Archaic a@tassical poleis’

This inventory contains 1035 poleis that can bentified as poleis with some certainty at
some point between the early Archaic and the baginof the Hellenistic period, and a

multitude of communities that may or may not beepl but for which evidence is

inconclusive or simply lacking. In the introductidl the inventory, the director and

undoubtedly the most prolific member of the Polien€e, Mogens Herman Hansen
summarizes the most important conclusions of tlegept. All contributions to the conceptual

understanding of polis are mentioned in these Hg@p. However, the religious dimension of
the polis receives a meagre 4 pages, in which Hestsges explicitly that religion, although a
very important aspect of the polis, can very weldetached from the political component
and therefore remains largely unexplored in théegstd® One of the aims of this thesis is to
demonstrate why this choice is essentially unjiadtié.

From the Western perspective as already sketchedintertwining of religion with political
concerns seems to be rather awkward. If we addfléxéility of Greek religion to the
equation, the situation may even be consideredepsey for manipulation seems an inevitable
result. Politicians may abuse religion at will egitimate their unpopular decisions, serving
their own interests best. A famous example ofteduadd to demonstrate that this is not
merely ill-founded modern suspicion, is Herodotastount of Peisistratos’ return to Athens
after his first exile”? Peisistratos entered the city, standing on a eharid accompanied by a
woman called Phye. Phye was tall and beautiful, amdop of that, she was dressed up as
Athena. Herodotos expresses his surprise at tiveess of the Greeks in this case, apparently
because they actually believed that the woman wagra, and that she was the one who
fully supported Peisistratos’ return. Herodotosmeoents are taken to be a sign that this was
a case of vulgar delusion of the masses, a scetirelgrfabricated to mislead them into
accepting Peisistratos’ rehabilitatith.

Another great example of supposed manipulationroaven larger scale are the institutional
reforms issued by Kleisthenes in the year 508/5@7 Bhe old subdivision of the Attic
population into 4 tribes apparently had become egadte. Kleisthenes devised a new and
intricate system of tiers of subdivisions, the dewdlbeing the 138emesdistributed over 30
trittyes Every three trittyes formed one of tghylai, the new tribes, in a way that every tribe
consisted of ongrittus from the city, one from the countryside, and omerf the coast. Each
of the new tribes was provided with an eponymous,hehosen from a long-list of hundred
candidates by the oracle of Delphi. It is said tthetse heroes, and the involvement of the
oracle by Kleisthenes formed a cover-up for hisialcmotives for the reform, because the
introduction of democratic government that was dithko the new tribes ensured that his
rivals could never again become as powerful as Haelybeen beforg.As might be already
expected however, motivations and practices inetlseisiations are much more nuanced then
sketched above. Religion was not simply an instnintieat could be cynically used to have
one’s own way, for that would suggest a great déahivety on the part of the masses, while
only a small group, those in political power, wéslightened’, so to speak. The goal of this
research is to offer an alternative view, basech bt a critical assessment of selected

" M.H. Hansen and T.H. Nielsen (eds)) inventory of Archaic and Classical polé@xford 2004).

8 Hansen, “Introduction”, 130-131.

9 Herodotos i 60.2-5.

20\W.R. Connor, “Tribes, festivals and processiomnggc@eremonial and political manipulation in Arcbhdreece”,
Journal of Hellenic Studies07 (1987), 40-50, n.12.

L Sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”, 310-B1
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scholarly theory on the subject, and on the exatinaof a case, demonstrating how the
conclusions of these theoretical approaches mayowirin practice.

Two approaches will be closely examined. The fiestdoctoral thesis by Francois de
Polignac, first published in 1984, explicitly treadborder sanctuaries, designated as extra-
urban sanctuaries. In his theory, de Polignac asdigese sanctuaries an instrumental role in
the so-called emergence of the polis, which hesdat¢he early 8 century BC. The theory is
highly imaginative, but it has been rightly criied for shortcomings, both in itself, and due
to the restrictions of the general framework ofuSturalism, the theoretical current from
which it originated. In the first chapter both theory and its criticisms will be discussed. An
alternative theory, although not completely difféarefrom de Polignac’s, is mainly
represented by Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood. Sha&ewbithe term ‘polis religion’ in her
seminal article “What is polis religion?”, publigshen 1991, in which she covered essentially
the relationship between the polis as a politiagtitution, and its religion. Since then, her
model has been elaborated, adjusted and nuancseveral points. In the second chapter of
this thesis, ‘polis religion’ as a model will bersidered. The third chapter is a comparative
assessment of both theories, identifying the vdtualements of either, and suggesting some
adaptations.

In the second part, the case of the sanctuary od Hkraia on the Perachora peninsula will be
discussed. As it appears from the archaeologicalrde this sanctuary first originated around
the beginning of the"8century, in a border area between the poleis afritto and Megara.
For de Polignac, it is one of the exemplary sanasahe uses to show how the organizing
principles of his model work. In this discussionwawer, it is demonstrated that a rather
different dynamic may actually be at work, whichndee explained more adequately in terms
of the adapted polis religion model.
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1 The rise of religion and the emergence of the psl

An important French approach to religion in Antiguithat dominated this field in France in
the second half of the 2@entury is that of the Structuralist school. Faisge Polignac in
1984 published his doctoral thesis naissance de la cité grecd@ewhich was an
unmistakable product of this current of thought.tins work, de Polignac attributed a
dominant role to religion in the development of gadis as an institution in the early Archaic
period. The intimate connection he suggests implied religion was the single most
important factor in political developments. Therefade Polignac’s theory has to be critically
assessed for the model of interactions it offersHe early Archaic period, because dynamics
of later periods subsequently may have built on it.

1.1 The bi-polar city

The emergence of the polis has been and stillmaieh debated topic among scholars. The
material used to support opinions in this debageleen derived from very different sources,
very much according to contemporary scholarly fashiMost 18 and early 28 century
scholarship on this development has followed thelehproposed by Aristotle. According to
that model, at some point in the past, smaller fampioups joined together to form larger
communities. In the process, the traditional kingd heads of family as personal authorities
were replaced by general law. All social, cultaadt political institutions that had previously
existed in the smaller family-groups got absorb®d the new society. In terms of religion,
the cults of subgroups were integrated in the laogenmunity, and became subordinate to
the cult of a chosen patron deity. The patron deipfaced the king as the protector of justice
and order.. As such, this deity resided in the jgayscentre of the new community.The
veracity of this model was not questioned untily&ate, but eventually textual criticism
identified Aristotle’s propositions as an ideologfystate formation rather than as a historical
account of the process. Archaeologists as well thoulthe use of Aristotle’s model to
describe what really happen&d.

De Polignac’s thesis developed as a result ofrdassessment of the archaeological material.
It built on the observation that some notable cleanaccurred in the archaeological record of
the early Archaic period, pertaining to materialreligious character. De Polignac assumed
that this shift signifies a change in the importao€ religion for Greek society. He explained
how three developments, visible in the archaeollgiecord, stand out. First, apart from a
few large sites, no sacrificial deposits have biemd in purely religious contexts for the
period prior to the 8 century. Conversely, from th& &entury onward, ever larger and richer
deposits can be found outside funerary or settl¢sieas, of which votives, especially crafted
for the purpose of dedication, constitute an imgaripart. Other items are animal remains,
pottery and cooking pots used for banquets, anch fiee 7' century, weapons. Second,
deposits at graves, common before the@ntury, gradually diminished in favour of the new
deposits in cult-like contexts. Thirdly, de Polignenaintained that from early in thé"8
century onwards, a monumental architecture develdpebuildings central to cults, which

? This section is for a large part based on thatatatthesis. It first appeared in French: F. déghac,La naissance
de la cité grecquéParis 1984). It was translated into English byeddmoyd, who did several translations of important
works of the great Structuralists Pierre Vidal Naqudegn-Pierre Vernant, and Marcel Detienne. For thisstation de
Polignac entirely revised and updated his text, @ladide Mossé, his supervisor at the Centre Lourséewrote the
preface. It appeared under the title F. de PoligBatts, territory and the origins of the Greek citgte (Chicago and
London 1995).

Z Aristotle, Politeia 1.1252b.

24 J.K. Davies, “The ‘Origins of the Greek polis’. Whesteould we be looking?”, in: L.G. Mitchell and P.hd@les
(eds.),The development of the polis in Archaic Gre@amdon and New York 1997), 24-38, 26.
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distinguished them from common houses, and alsoeasingly from banqueting-halls
formerly associated with rites. These temples waaeted on demarcated cult-sites, often
where the sacrificial deposits had already deseghahe area as reserved for religious
purposes. De Polignac also assigned the developohéme first stone altars to this period, as
well as the erection demenoswalls or boundary stones around sanctuaries, finedsacred
space within the human reafh.

De Polignac linked the perceived development ofseéheult-sites to increasing contact
between peoples from the@entury onwards. The earliest of these locatienslbped at
points in rural areas where semi-nomadic pasta@gs frequently met to exchange food,
goods, information, and brides. According to deig?@c, exchange at these sites intensified
through demographic growth in the period under ict@ration. The growth of the population
presumably increased pressure on the land, angatidh became more and more important
in addition to nomadic pastoralism. On the one hamwhtact and deliberation at those
meeting points therefore must have become incrglsimecessary to keep peace among
several peoples dwelling in the same region arichalg the land for permanent settleméht.

On the other hand, these smaller groups would hemded to join into larger, settled
communities to cope together with outside pressurethe land. As an answer to these
pressures, the aristocrats of these newly formadhuanities allegedly stood together in the
hoplite phalanx, a tactical invention de Polignascribed to this period. This hoplite
formation was much more effective in the defencéntl than the older man-to-man battles
and raids, aimed at short term gain of animals @ardy-on valuables. As such, the assumed
emergence of hoplite warfare in th& 8entury according to de Polignac testifies to an
important change of interest for communities towasdcuring land for their members. The
community itself, increasingly concerned with agliare and storage more than with
pasturage and hunting, settled in the most favéerrddration within the territory. This
settlement would gradually develop into an urbarecsurrounded by smaller villages and
farms, and as such it constituted the centre frohichv control over the territory was
organized. Thus, to return to the invention of fteplvarfare, according to de Polignac it is
one of the first signs of a radically new conceptim the Archaic period of a given
geographical space appropriated by a settled coritynas delineated territory/.

Along with a changing attitude towards space inegal) de Polignac stated that a new
conception of sacred space came into being. Thetisy with its monumental architecture
and clear boundaries, he found, marks both theisnaness of the sacred space in the human
realm, and its status apart from it, whereas befordistinction was made between everyday
living space and reserved space for cultic prastid@rough the conceptualization of sacred
as separate from human space, it could becomece pfamediation between human and
divine worlds: it was part of both but belongedh@mther. However, for such an enterprise as
the building of a monumental temple, wealth andtredimed power were required. Both of
these were increasingly concentrated in settlednoonities in the 8 century. De Polignac
stressed the collective investment a communityimtotthe building of a temple, and thus its
demonstration of pride of itself. This effect wasiprocal: by arousing this pride in its users,
the temple strengthened the sense of inclusiverfed®se who belonged to the community.
The erection of a temple by a community therefarastituted the appropriation of the cult
and the sacred space attached to it, by that comynuPe Polignac gave four types of
sanctuary: those on an akropolis, those in theaaganctuaries on the edge of the urban area
(suburban or peri-urban) and those at a considerdibtance of the centre (extra-urban). In

% De PolignacThe origins of the Greek city-statkl-20.
*®|dem, 38-39.
" |dem, 48-49.
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the early Archaic period, he remarked that the kgieg sanctuaries surprisingly often
belonged to this last categd?.

De Polignac contended that the extra-urban sanetuawere built first, according to
deliberate choice, whereas those in the centrelaje»@ later and organically, out of domestic
cults. It has been suggested that the extra-urblis were hold-overs of Mycenaean religious
practices, especially revered for their antiquidyt de Polignac dismissed this explanation.
Many of these cult-sites he conceded were indedt dou Mycenaean ruins; this does not
always indicate continuity of religious practiceswever, as these ruins were mostly
habitations, and had been deserted during the Iemtdaark Ages. Some cult-sites seem to
have been deliberately chosen to suggest greajuayti but as this type is hardly prolific,
(suggested) antiquity cannot explain why the eutizan sanctuaries became more important
than others$?

According to de Polignac, they were located on@ #ipat was visible from the entire urban
settlement, but near or on the boundary of thétdeyr The territory was thus marked by two
poles: the urban centre and the sanctuary nearnothe border. The sanctuary, as an
achievement by the community and a meeting pointfiothe inhabitants, strengthened the
unity of the community. The procession from thetmeno the peripheral sanctuary both
symbolized this unity, and made it tangible in #ot of communal celebration. The form of
the procession and its corresponding festivitieBected the hierarchic order of the
community and actively reconfirmed it. The fact,pesceived by de Polignac, that territory,
community and common identity were articulated fbe first time in the extra-urban
sanctuaries signifies that the people participatmthese cults were actually aware of these
concepts. Consequently, the appearance of the-estieen sanctuaries and their festivities
should be presumed to signify the very moment atchvithese concepts were effectively
conceived?

De Polignac conceived of both the emergence ohtpdite phalanx and the developments in
the religious context as marked discontinuitieshwiiie preceding periods, which evidently
occurred simultaneously. Therefore, he assumed lidyto be linked together as part of a
much larger discontinuity. Thus, their concert appace according to de Polignac can be
used as a definitive sign of the emergenceadlfs, in its Classical sense, as a meaningful
concept in the minds of"8century BC Greeks about their community and itsittey. He
defines the emergence of the polis as the formaizaof social coherence alongside the
process of defining a territory. At the beginning this process, religion had been the
cohesive force that brought groups together whesides between them increased due to
population growth. It retained that function in tinewly formed poleis, where it also
demarcated the community’s territory that had bsenured through innovative hoplite
warfare. Extra-urban sanctuaries were functionaliyposed to the urban sanctuaries that
developed shortly afterwards, and which markeddiesion-taking centre of the polis. De
Polignac posited this as the bi-polar model of ploés, central to his thesis, and to which
Athens formed the only important exceptidn.

2 |dem, 24-25.
2 1dem, 29.
% |dem, 40.
% 1dem, 81.
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1.2 Rise of the polis

De Polignac conceived of the coming into being bé& tpolis as a veritable birth, a

phenomenon that appeared within a short periothw.tAs he sees it, the development was
initiated when several groups of nomadic peopleewdrawn closer together into one

community, within a geographical space more or l@ssarcated by natural boundaries,
through demographic pressure. Religion, and esipediae extra-urban sanctuary were

instrumental in forming and articulating the unitiythe community on a symbolic level, and

expressing certain boundaries to the territory ophgsical level. The combination of the

symbolic and the physical aspect in the sanctiadythe community to the territory.

In the process as described, these aspects muesbkan closely intertwined, but de Polignac
did not explain too much about the internal dynanatcommunity formation. It is not clear

when and how contacts between different groups watated, and in what way these

relationships were maintained. In de Polignac’s ehatthis role was given to the elites of the
groups concerned, who subsequently decided tatlmeleommunity in an oligarchic fashion,

apparently without any trouble. This scenario laakyg signs of individual aristocrats trying

to dominate the others in a monarchic fashion, ingustruggles for power among them, a
course that might be expected considering the raigirganization of the family groups of

which the new community was composed. Similarlyg feople who did not belong to the
traditional ruling elite will not always have sutted to the authority of the elite. Internal

struggles and signs of disunity were left out oRdignac’s account altogeth&r.

Evidently, if any such conflicts did occur, they shinave been solved by the time the extra-
urban sanctuaries according to de Polignac weregteas he asserted that an enterprise such
as the building of a temple could only be acconmglds by a community with a central
authority strong enough to command considerablepmaar and financial meari$.As for

that matter, for the establishment of an effectinplite phalanx, internal conflicts and
distrust had to be resolved to a certain extemteds Thus, the appearance of both the hoplite
phalanx and the extra-urban sanctuaries must heygetl at least some time behind the
formation of a community with a central authoritydasome sense of shared identity to be
able to fulfil the role de Polignac assigned tantié

However, the first signs of a fully developed htplphalanx, depicted on vases, are mostly
dated around 650 BC, a date which de Polignac appeaccept> It seems hardly plausible
that the appearance of hoplite warfare signifieshanged concept of space and territory,
when the result of that changed concept, the plodid, been evolving for the past 150 years
already, according to de Polignac’s own arguniehtall also refutes de Polignac’s claim that
extra-urban sanctuaries were designed to mark acoeaept of territorial borders datable to
the 8" century BC. For the cases mentioned by de Poligamost salient in this respect,
some evidence to the contrary can be adducedlyFir& temple at Isthmia has now been
dated before the actual establishment of the pmhghich it belonged. Also, the sanctuary for
Hera on Samos appears to be the focus of ‘intenmatimore than local concern. Finally, the
Heraion at Argos, according to de Polignac the gtarpar excellence of a border sanctuary

%2 K -W. Welwei, “de Polignac, La naissance de & gitecque”Gnomon59 (1987), 456-458, 457.

¥ 1dem, 458. De Poligna@he origins of the Greek city-stat9.

*In fact it can even be said that de Polignac walhy actually needs some form of the polis to beaaly in place, to
semantically legitimate his use of the term ‘exiraan’.

% A.M. SnodgrassEarly Greek armour and weapons from the end of theBrad\ge to 600 B.CEdinburgh 1964),
202; De PolignacThe origins of the Greek city-sta#-49.

% H. van Wees, “The Homeric way of war: Thiad and the hoplite phalanx (Il)Greece & Romd1-2 (1994) 131-
155, most notably his conclusions.
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appropriated by Argos at the very point it concdiet itself as a polis, was in fact shared by
Argos, Mykenai, Tyrins and Midea, at least unté thiddle of the 8 century®’

Indeed, the rise of the polis has been a much ddhssue in the disciplines of ancient history
and archaeology alike, concerned with both thendatand with the process itself. Victor
Ehrenberg in 1937 was the first in his treatmenthef question in his article ‘When did the
polis rise?’*® His assessment of the date of birth of the palihé early 8 century was based
entirely on evidence drawn from Homer and Hesogince then, fuel for the debate has been
expanded by a significant increase in archaeolbgiegerial, and a commendable tendency in
both the historical and the archaeological disoglio borrow from one another, in order to
reach a more comprehensive viliThis has resulted broadly in two diverging opiripthe
one holding on to the emergence of the polis asbiatnot exactly as an event, but as a swift
and recognizable development that took at the @40 100 years, to be located around the
middle of the & century. Adherents to the second view assessael@pment of the polis as

a very gradual process, for some stretching backaass the ' millennium BC, and
continuing until the eventual disappearance ofptbiés with the rise of Christianity. Theé"s
century developments are asserted as an acceteddtioends that subsequently transformed
Greek communal life towards the concept of poligt agas held in the Classical period. This
latter view seems rightly to have gained groundemnwecently.

Rise of the polis: discontinuity of the 8" century BC

Proponents of a datable rise of the polis have eeftiseveral arguments that picture tfe 8
century as a period of discontinuity, as does degRac. The preceding period is commonly
referred to as the Dark Age, stretching roughlynfrd100 BC, following the collapse of the
Mycenaean palaces, to the early to miite@ntury. This period was once called the Dark Age,
because very little was known about it. Archaealafjresearch yielded very little material
from this period, and even the basic writing knofram the Linear B tablets was entirely
absent from the finds. Initially therefore, the WaAge was largely ignored. Once
archaeologists showed renewed interest and morewetdled more sophisticated methods
and theories, these centuries appeared to be aliféeylt and gloomy era, whence the name
Dark Age seemed to be appropriate after all.

Apart from the obvious disappearance of the higldghisticated palaces of the Mycenaean
world, along with its scriptural system for palateccounts, several aspects seem to have
affected the quality of life in the Dark Ages aatiog to this view. Population rates declined
sharply, as can be discerned both from the numbegraves from the period and the
abandonment of settlements. Moreover, the skeldtangl in those graves were smaller and
ages at death lower than in preceding and enswengds, indicating that people’s heights
and life expectancy were perhaps affected by maistoment. By contrast, the"&entury
showed a dramatic rise in the number of graved|yplaunt certainly not wholly accountable
through a change in burial practice. Additionalifhe humans buried in them were
considerably taller and of a higher age at dealkiis $uggests that the population started to
grow again, perhaps caused by beneficial climatcibgchanges around this peritdThe

%7 J.M. Hall,A history of the Archaic Greek world. Ca. 1200-4TOEROxford 2007), 87. Cf. J.M. Hall, “How Argive
was the ‘Argive’ Heraion? The political and cultic geaphy of the Argive plain, 900-400 B.CAJA99 (1995), 577-
613.

¥ V. Ehrenberg, “When did theolis rise?”,JHS57 (1937), 147-159.

¥ Hall, A history of the Archaic Greek worl67.

0 A.M. Snodgrass, “Archaeology and the study of thee®mgty”, in: J. Rich and A. Wallace-Hadrill (edsQity and
country in the Ancienworld (London and New York 1991), 1-23, reprinted inMASnodgrassArchaeology and the
emergence of Gree¢tthaca NY 2006), 269-289, 270.

L. Morris, “The Eighth century revolution”, in: KRaaflaub and H. van Wees (ed# ;ompanion to Archaic Greece
(Malden and Oxford 2009), 65-80, 66.
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increase in population triggered other developméhéd have been noted. Communities
expanded, in terms of both the density of habitatigthin, and the size of the area of arable
land they controlled? Connected to this early urbanization, houses gihdbecame larger,
and artisanal production was of a higher qualigntibefore, because the concentration of
settlement caused increasing wealth, safety andajzation®?

Finally, very much in accord with de Polignac’swg a religious transformation is assumed
to have taken place in th& &entury, recognizable through a sudden shift faedicating
armour as grave gifts to putting up crafted itermgdadications in public sanctuaries, along
with a nascent tendency to monumentalize thosetisames. Both developments have been
claimed to reflect a turn from individual towardesnemunal concerns, that arose from the
development of a new type of community: the p8liss in de Polignac’s thesis, this
development was seen as an immediate result oflgopu pressures. Local chiefs were
inclined to work together to keep their communitiesm being superseded by aggressive
neighbours. Gradually this cooperation would ingiiinalize and consolidate in the polis.

Rise of the polis: reaching back into the Dark Ages

In 1985, only months after de Polignac’s dissestativas first published in France, a
monogjraph appeared by Henri van Effenterre, trabamk the origins of the polis to at least
the 2" millennium BC?® His book being printed just slightly later than Belignac’s, van
Effenterre managed to include some friendly csticiof the former, stating that to search for
the birth of the polis is simply asking the wrongegtion?® And he was not the first to de-
emphasize discontinuity of the Dark Age. Carol Thsmalluded to the point in a comparative
analysis of five city-state cultures in 1981, whilecholas Coldstream had characterized the
9™ century as a period of consolidation of the pinli$977%"

Today a modest continuity is supposed for the ceadibetween the Mycenaean and Archaic
periods. Catherine Morgan denies a sharp declinbeoGreek population at the beginning of
the Dark Age, ascribing this ‘artefact of archagatal research’ to a faulty interpretation of
the arbitrarily preserved materfdlMany regional centres remained in use and settime
previously under the control of a Mycenaean-typkgaeven may have expanded after the
collapse of the palatial system. This underminesrtbtion of a substantial increase of the
population in the 8 century, as many of the people counted as incremeSnodgrass and
Morris were in fact already there according to Margin support, Jonathan Hall points to the
continued occupation of several important settleénmeamtres, such as Athens and Argos,
throughout the Dark Age, before they developed thoClassical type of polis as we know
them best?

Morgan also notes that important regional religioastres, marked as new to tH&@ntury

BC by de Polignac, had actually started to devetaeh earlier, some as early as thd' 10
century BC. She points out that ritual activity vedten staged in ruler’'s dwellings on the one
hand, and on the other, sanctuaries were alsodrégd as economic centres, with veritable

“2 A.M. Snodgrass, “Interaction by design: the Greek state”, in: C. Renfrew and J.F. Cherry (ed@der polity
interaction and socio-political chang€ambridge 1986), 47-58, reprinted in: A.M. SnadgArchaeology and the
emergence of Gree¢thaca NY 2006), 234-257, 241-242. Morris, “Thelith century revolution”, 68.

3 Morris, “The Eighth century revolution”, 68.

“** Snodgrass, “Archaeology and the study of the Grigk 283-284.

> H. van Effenterrel.a cité grecque. Des origines a la défaite de MavattParis 1985).

“5Van Effenterrela cité grecque298.

4"C.G. Thomas, “The Greek polis”, in: C.G. Thomas Bn@riffeth (eds.)The city-state in five culturdSanta
Barbara and Oxford 1981), 31-69, 32-35; N. Coldstrgaeometric Greecé_ondon 1977), 367.

8 C.A. Morgan, “The Early Iron Age”, in: K. Raaflaub@H. van Wees (edsA, companion to Archaic Greece
(Malden and Oxford 2009), 43-63, 46.

“9Hall, A history of the Archaic Greek worl@2.
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(seasonal) settlements of craftsmen and merchasisgaaround them. That way, the sacred
is very hard to distinguish from the secular fog #rchaeologist; it may have existed, but it
just does not stand out from the remathoreover, based on this coalescence with large
houses, both Morgan and Hall doubt that a commseaiiment or even joint venture was a
precondition for monumental temples to be builteyhather suggest that early temples might
as well have been individual projects in a comjuetifor status: The fact that some of those
earliest temples have been found in areas fromiwhideis in later periods are notably absent
ultimately renders a positive link between templgilding and polis formation highly
improbable’® Additionally, from new finds we know now that wedi deposits occurred
throughout the Dark Age as wéfiMorgan therefore considers it unlikely that theceésed
shift in dedicatory practice and temple buildintgattaccording to de Polignac reflected a new
sense of community, was more than an accelerafiatieady common practicés.

Therefore, although Hall assumes slightly worseddans for the period than Morgan does,
the conclusions drawn are similar: the Dark Age wasas dark as it is normally depicted,
and thus, its contrast to thé" &entury as an age of revolution has been too heavi
exaggerated® The beneficial circumstances for the birth of petyf community as the polis
have thus been much reduced. Instead, Hall indidh& communities had been developing
ever since the Mycenaean period, towards what wevkiow as the poli¥> He explains how
several developments in the Dark Age should besassgewith regard to the development of
the polis itself. For the urban aspect of the paliss conceded that very many of the poleis
known from later periods never qualified as ‘urbdy modern definitions. Conceivable
material signs of urbanization, such as the bugdh fortification walls were not common
practice for poleis in later periods either, le@virs with the unsatisfactory conclusion that we
cannot know whether Dark Age settlements qualiiedirban centres. Therefore, it is rather
uneasy to state that urbanization took off in the@ntury, when this did not apply to most of
the settlements.

To summarize, the scholarly debate tends towakdeve of the development of the polis as a
gradual process, of which strands are perceptimeughout the Dark Age. Indeed, the
historically known lifespan of the word polis tosignate communities, well into the centuries
AD, shows that the concept of polis never stoppkdnging. The search for the exact
beginnings of the type of community as it was corest of in the Classical period is
therefore an utterly a-historical enterprise. Maeo every known polis went through its own
formative stages, heyday and decline, at diffetenes and in different ways. Although
interaction between communities may have brougbtiabertain uniformities and a sense of
belonging together in the long term, it is stiliér as Davies stated, that ‘no one model for the
‘rise of the polis’ can possibly be valitf Finally, the discontinuities adduced by de Poligna
as signs of that rise cannot have been relatedidbh a development, both because of his
invalid reasoning and for matters of chronologye Thodel of a bi-polar city as a device to
date the birth of the polis may therefore be rg@ciA second explanatory dimension of the
model however may be useful in the context of tegearch.

** Morgan, “The Early Iron Age”, 50.

*1|dem, 62; Hall A history of the Archaic Greek world6.

*2 Hall, A history of the Archaic Greek worl86.

*3 Morgan, “The Early Iron Age”, 53-54

* Hall, A history of the Archaic Greek worlé5.

*° |dem, 62-65; Morgan, “The Early Iron Age”, 43.

%% Hall, A history of the Archaic Greek world1; Hall, “Polis, community, and ethnic identitg5.
*" Davies, “The ‘Origins of the Greek polis™, 25.
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1.3  Structuralism

De Polignac envisaged the extra-urban sanctuahias developed in the™8century as
formative of the social integrity of the emerginglip. However, it was not just the
mechanism of participation in the rites that heutfid created a sense of identity and unity
among the participants. The actual functions ofdbgies worshipped and the celebrations
themselves were also instrumental in the forgingsafdarity within the community. De
Polignac claimed that the extra-urban sanctuarketathe transition of the ordered agrarian
countryside to the wild uncultivated land thatldgll just within the borders of the territory
of that particular community. The contrast betweeitivated and uncultivated land had
increased through agriculture and settlement, hedlividing line between them was marked
by the extra-urban sanctuary. To de Polignac, pressed the difference between the orderly
inside of the area, and the wild and unordereddvouitside of it?

Both worlds were essential in the survival of thenan community, the wild functioning as a
counterweight to the ordered world. It showed tixaceé opposite: wild promiscuity vs.
marriage and regulated procreation; non-institatied violence vs. sacrifice; unmediated
relationships between men and gods vs. demarcatetttumries; cannibalism vs.
domestication of animals and plants, intended foth bconsumption and sacrifice. The
sanctuary assured safe communication between wmatgs. It was erected to invite the deity
to mediate between this wild land and the commuthidy wanted to appropriate it. The deity
that was worshipped in the sanctuary thus was gavaole in defining the territory. In
addition to the opposition ordered-wild in termsnaiture, an opposition between societies,
the self and the other, the civilized and the baabais involved here: the land was
appropriated at the cost of other societies thghibenefit from its us&,

De Polignac pointed to the fact that specific @sitappeared to have had their own preferred
location: Athena on the akropolis, Hera and Artemigxtra-urban sanctuaries. Apollo was
worshipped both in central urban locations andximaeurban sanctuarié$.n the distribution

of sanctuaries for specific deities within a potle, Polignac saw a systematic articulation of
the functions of the territory. Each of them addedhe identity of the polis as a whole,
helping inhabitants to understand the role of @gg The extra-urban sanctuaries thus were
particularly important for the formation of a umidi identity, because they contrasted inside to
outside, both for those within and those withoue tterritory. The deities that were
worshipped in extra-urban sanctuaries by theirnmeagxplained the function of the sanctuary
in that location.

Here, de Polignac proved himself to be a true egpbof the Structuralist current in ancient
history, although he did not explicitly adduce titoretical components. Structuralism had
been borrowed indirectly from the discipline of giristics. In the late 9and early 26
centuries, Ferdinand de Saussure was the firgirtouiate it as a theoretical approach to the
structure of language He had characterized theatensystem of languages on two basics.
First, each meaning within a language is determinethe collection of its oppositions to and
distinctions from other meanings in the systemsTihiplies coherence of the system, as no
meaning can be formulated independently from ahgrst Consequently, as all elements can
be known, a coherent system is also bounded. Setamnthe system to be useful, indeed, to
exist at all, its premises need to be shared byoapgof people, who can understand each
others utterances exactly because they sharedtslyimg linguistic structure and meaniffg.

*% De PolignacThe origins of the Greek city-stat&4-35.

%% dem, 39-40.

% |dem, 40-60.

®1 p. MatthewsA short history of Structural linguistig€ambridge 2001), 9-10.

13



Simke Kamphorst MA 18-06-2012 Final version

In the 1960’s, cultural anthropologists, most nbtalClaude Lévi-Strauss, adopted
Structuralism as a model to explain cultural pheaoa) understanding ‘culture’ as a system
of meaning comparable to language. At the same, tilme 60's saw a tendency of the
historical discipline towards the methods of anplmlogists, in search of useful models to
grasp the underlying propositions and mechanisnmssbérical phenomena, which of course
are rarely articulated in the sources. Historiaseduthese models to fill in the blanks the
sources left for their specific topic of researahg to explain the resulting image in terms of
universal human needs, fears and hopes, leadingatticular types of behaviour.
Structuralism was one of those mod&ldt allowed to reconstruct the system of meaning
underlying cultural expressions, in order to asghssrelationships between elements of a
society, as they were perceived by its contemparembers?

Structuralism was particularly popular among Frehigtorians, some of whom permanently
straddled the line between anthropology and histbigtable French historians of ancient
Greece, like Jean-Pierre Vernant, Pierre Vidal-M&quand Marcel Detienne applied
Structuralist theories especially to religion, whithey deemed particularly informative of a
society’s concept®' An important issue in the discussion of Greekgiehi had been the
nature of the gods, a recurring problem for the otlogistic scholars of the modern era. For if
the gods were not almighty, according to what ppiecwere their powers defined and
limited? What exactly was a god? They seemed foebsonalities who had powers pertaining
to certain spheres of life which we as modern peagn relate to, such as agriculture,
marriage and family life, and travel. As such thedg were often portrayed in the ™9
century, while the fields in which they operated@veeen as simply those of primary concern
to a primitive society. Scholars staged the gods$ #eir powers crudely as the ultimate
explanation for early Greeks for anything that tkeuld not account for in empirical terms.

However, two problems occurred in doing so. For, dhe spheres of influence of the gods
largely overlapped, a feature that has sometimes lexplained by a theory of ‘Archaic
substrate’, as Parker calls®itin this theory, Greek gods originally had beenejmehdent
almighty gods of small societies. When severalhesé smaller societies joined in a larger,
supposedly Greek one, the separate gods lost sbtheiosuperior powers, but also retained
some of its traits. However, none of the Greekgexat in any way concern religion and the
pantheon allude to such a development. Therefoighighly unlikely that it ever took place,
and the overlap remained unexplained. Another digoding issue was the sometimes
irreconcilable combination of spheres of power with single god. Moreover, some natural
phenomena, like rivers, mountains and springs, e as abstractions, such as victory,
remorse or persuasion, were taken to be actuat ¢joels did not merely symbolize the god’s
power over the phenomenon itself. Although the &dended to talk about their gods as if
they were individuals with distinct characters, thatures that they ascribed to each of them
therefore often seemed either mutually exclusividiwione personality, or inadequate at best
to qualify as a personality at &fl.

Therefore, in the 1960’s, French historians intaetl the Structuralist model of Greek
religion as an answer to these problems. They $swQ@Greek pantheon as a system of

®2 3. Davidson, “History and Anthropology”, in: P. Lamband P. Schofield (edsNjaking history: An introduction to
the history and practices of a disciplieondon and New York 2004), 150-161, 155.

® M. Roberts, “Postmodernism and the linguistic tuim: P. Lambert and P. Schofield (ed$4aking history: An
introduction to the history and practices of a diioe (London and New York 2004), 227-240, 228.

® R. ParkerOn Greek religior(lthaca and London 2011), 87-88.

R.G.A. Buxton, “Introduction”, in: R.L. Gordon (edNlyth, religion and society, Structuralist essaysvhyDetienne,
L. Gernet, J.-P Vernant and P. Vidal-Nag@€ambridge 1981, transl. J. Lloyd), ix-xvii, Xi-xv

®® parkerOn Greek religion84-85, 87.

% |dem, 94-95.
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interrelated gods, in which each god had his ovati§ig mode of activity. These modes were
distinct from the fields in which their powers ogtad, such as seafaring, crafts or childbirth.
The mode of activity rather related to the kindsafiation in which the god interfered and
with what kind of power he did so. Athena’s power Example appeared in the form of
cunning intelligence that was needed to resolveoalem or to delude an enemy, whereas
Poseidon could solve the same situation with biarie®’ In this way, a unity of action could
be postulated within one god, while at the same tilne actual fields where the gods operated
could freely overlap. The modes of activity nevererdapped, but could be individually
defined in opposition to that of other gods, prafity in the form of binary oppositiofi8 The
most explicit instance of this line of thought ieant’s study of Hermes and Hestia, in
which Hermes’ mobility was opposed to the fixeddtian of Hestia in homes and in citi®s.

The mode of activity of a god was at work in botigtlmand cult. Any expression about that
god may be retraced to that unifying mode whichoediag to Structuralists did not change
over time. It follows that whenever Greeks invokibis or that god, it meant that they
perceived that specific situation to be accordiaghte mode of activity of that god. The
appearance of gods in Greek discourse thereforaldshoform the Structuralist historian
about the Greek valuation of that situation. Thusan be said that the Greek pantheon as
perceived by Structuralist historians was a cdlbectof personifications of the abstract
powers at work in the natural world, their mutuelationships and connection to specific
situations and localities reflected in myth andait As such, it is in perfect tune with the
Structuralist notion of culture, in this case thengent religion, as language about sociéty.

In de Polignac’s work, Artemis was the clearestnepi® of the Structuralist foundations for
his theory. He characterized het mode of activitynaanaging the necessary passage between
savagery and civilization and strictly maintainitige boundaries at the very moment they
have been crosseff Thus, if we encounter Artemis we have to looktfrse circumstances

in which she mediated between the wild and thdized in that locality. A sanctuary out in
the wild territory, but within the polis might haveslped to resolve people’s fears for the
savage nature of that land. Sanctuaries for Arteh@swere located even further away from
the polis, where we know its borders may have bescording to de Polignac were
deliberately built to mark a transition, namelyttfram one territory to another, the latter of
which was foreign and thus comparable to savagkttemis mediated transition from
adolescence to adulthood as well, and this matelicher borderline character because of a
temporary inversion of norms for the adolescentindithat transition. In doing so, she again
stressed her importance for the existence of thes:pshe ensured its preservation by
guaranteeing the influx of new citizens. By guidthgir passage to adulthood she made them
fit to succeed the previous generations and to paskeir norms and rulés.

In the case of Hera, her processions, especialigetiin Argos, reflected her involvement in
the fertility of the soil. The ox had an importaate, either as a sacrifice or as a participant in
the procession (or both), as it was an importamnanfor agriculture. Additionally, Hera
watched over regulated human fecundity, as shethegprotectress of marriage. She also
guarded over the preservation of that which hach lbeeught forth both by agriculture and by

®" M. Detienne and J.-P Vernafunning intelligence in Greek culture and soci@icago 1991, transl. J. Lloyd).
%8 parkerOn Greek religion88, n. 60.

%9 J.-P. Vernant, “Hestia-Hermes”, in: J.-P. Vernatythe et pensée chez les Grecs : études de psyhbistorique
(Paris 1965), 97-143.

0 Buxton, “Introduction”, Xiv-xv.

™ J.-P. Vernant, “The figure and functions of Arteimisnyth and cult” in: J.-P. Vernant and F.I. Zeit{ed.),Mortals
and immortalgPrinceton 1992), 195-206, 204.
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matrimony. Both aspects, marriage and agricultse¢ the human world apart from its wild
environment on the one hand, and guaranteed theempetion of the community on the
other’ In a later article, de Polignac in a similar fashicharacterized Hera’s mode of
activity as the integration of the foreign into ttiemestic’> In turn, Apollo was worshipped
for his protection of agricultural fertility. His ode of activity was characterized by Detienne
as one of exploring unknown areas and subsequentignizing them in an orderly way,
especially where the foundation of temples is comes’® Although de Polignac did not refer
to such a mode, he undoubtedly had a similar cheniaation in mind when he called Apollo
in the agora ‘the protector of institutiodé’The god often had kourotrophiccharacter as
well, like both Artemis and Hera, and tkeuroi offered to him according to de Polignac
symbolized the offering of youth, in exchange fdukthood’®

1.4 Integration

De Polignac brought to the fore a similarity betwdbe deities worshipped in extra-urban
locations that was expressed in two aspects. KlestPolignac observed that weapons and
armour were often associated with these extra-udwmties, some of which otherwise had
nothing to do with warfare, like Hera or Artemisheltype of weapons involved would be
those that the polis had used successfully to wérthe enemy. Sometimes, the extra-urban
sanctuaries themselves were even the subject abtiféct, especially when the ownership of
the sanctuary was unclear, or in the case of adhsanctuary. In the myths of the polis, the
active role assigned to these deities in that kinstruggle supposedly reflected in a symbolic
way the role of the sanctuary and the deity in fagnand protecting the integrity of the
territory in the longer terrft’

Second, many of the extra-urban deities had a kapbic aspect. The epith€burotrophos/
Kourotrophe literally means ‘nurturing the young'. De Poligndowever drew specific
attention to the fact that the second part of tleedwderives from the vertvephein which
means ‘to nurture’, but also ‘to cohere similamadats’. Kourotrophic deities thus according
to de Polignac were involved in the forging of ynwithin the community, principally
indicated by the fact that they protected the i new citizens, but also by the secondary
meaning of their epithet itself, which it perhagsjaired as a result of the implications of the
first. Allegedly, the kourotrophic aspect of destas especially articulated in the extra-urban
sanctuaries as an expression of their integratimetion for the communit§

However, not only initiation of adolescents intoe ttadult world, so-called ‘vertical’
integration, was concerned here. ‘Horizontal’ imégmn, that is the incorporation of groups
that were perceived to be of different ethnic dralr background, was also mediated by extra-
urban sanctuaries, chiefly by assimilation of dife cult practices and by joint and equal
participation in the community’s cults. Myths arefyénds about rebellious groups that aimed
at either equal integration in a polis, or segnegafrom its unity were frequently staged
around the extra-urban sanctuary that ensuredthetimclusive and exclusive integrity of the
polis. On the other hand, myths and rites alsonofeflected the composite nature of the
community and explained how the unity had come gbafter intervention by the deity
concerned. This important role in establishing @etent society from separate and

" Idem, 41-43.

" F. de Polignac, “Héra, le navire et la demeure”Jirde La Geniére (edhiéra: Images, espéces, culi@aples
1997) 113-122.

® M. Detienne Apollon le couteau & la maiiParis 1998), 232.

" De PolignacThe origins of the Greek city stag&.

®1dem, 45.

® Idem, 49-50.

% 1dem, 45.
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sometimes conflicting groups was often expressdtiencharacterization of this deity as the
founder of the poli&!

One more important instance of integration throogh which de Polignac adduced, is that of
women. Women were excluded from political partitipa in the polis, but possessed a so-
called ‘latent’ citizenship through their partictjan in the common cults. Additionally, some
rites, especially th&hesmophoridor Demeter, were only accessible to women, wiieesy
exercised control over proceedings. These ritegnindd the fact that women were essential
in the perpetuation of the community: the ritesnteelves had to be performed to ensure
continuity, and only the women could perform th&onsequently, as de Polignac stated, the
sanctuaries where these rites were performed dwmltti political elements, like the altars of
the phratriai, the civic institutions through which adolescewere admitted as citizens, and
storage of the sacred objects that belonged to dhe and which symbolized its
perpetuatiorf?

A telling example of integration through cult on lifple levels, given by de Polignac, is that
of the Thracian women of Erythrae. They were oetsido the polis, on the account of being
both Thracians and women. However, their eventutaigration as full members of the polis
was mediated by cult, a development that was suiesgly explained by a myth. It was said
that a statue of Herakles on a raft had been miyifhetween Erythrae and the opposing island
of Chios. Both poleis were interested to claimgteue and bring it into the city. At Erythrae,
an oracle commanded that the women should cut liag@irand tie it into a rope to haul the
raft that held the statue onto the beach. The woofdine polis however vainly declined, too
proud of their precious long hair. The Thracian veormwho lived in the polis as slaves and
metics, did cut their hair and pulled in the raie worship of Herakles was thus claimed for
Erythrae at the cost of the Chians. Henceforthakles was honoured with a sanctuary in the
polis, and the Thracian women, mocked and exclim#dre, were the exclusive participants
in his cult®

In this example de Polignac demonstrated how heghiothe myth symbolically accounted
for the concrete and important role the Thraciamewo had fulfilled in the preservation of the
community at an early stage. De Polignac assetiatl the Herakles-cult was especially
founded as an occasion where colonists and indigepeople could celebrate together to
promote mutual contact. For the Erythraeans, asndib, could not have sustained a
successful start-up of their polis without goodatieins with the surrounding peoples. The
integration of Thracian women had perhaps occuaged necessity to make up for a shortage
of Greek women, as colonial expeditions would hbeen composed mostly of men. The
Thracian women had thus saved the polis in an stalye, and as a consequence their role in
the community was articulated in its cultic realf*

1.5 Conclusion

Clearly, de Polignac assigned an important integgable to cult in general, and extra-urban
cults in particular. To him, this role was firstvgh to religion in order to promote the
formation of the polis, and subsequently continlpusistained the integration of new
generations, outsiders and women into the estauislommunity, while clearly marking its
boundaries as well. Although we have dismissedfitssrole as indicative of the emergence
of the polis as such, the implied effects of thésaquent function of Greek religion are

* |dem, 70-71.

8 1dem, 73.

% pausanias, 7.5.5-8.

# De PolignacThe origins of the Greek city-staf&-75.
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interesting for the current research. For de Paligstrongly though not explicitly suggested
that the 8-century changes in religion were deliberatelyddtrced by individuals or groups
who thought they might benefit from these effeoisterms of power. To put it very simply:
they supposedly erected extra-urban sanctuaries,irmested the deities in them with all
kinds of symbolism as explained, with the expresgpgse of promoting a unified and thus
stable community, in which they subsequently comidre easily assume and maintain
powerful positions. De Polignac thus seems to ssigipat the mass of the people feared the
gods, whereas the elite in power was perhaps nohgressed by their influence or did not
believe in them altogether. This put the elite irpasition where they could construct a
religious discourse that worked to their benefécduse the people perceived of it as actual
divine law. This may indeed qualify as manipulation

The extent of this innovation in religion was ndab®mrated by de Polignac, he only
characterized it as a discontinuity. However, Iokilg it to the emergence of the polis as a
discontinuous event, as the very reason for thkaages to be made, he implied that most of
Greek religious discourse as we know it from theh@ic period onwards was invented from
scratch. Even if the gods already existed withrtinmames, de Polignac’s theory certainly
implies that their symbolic functions in borderlipesitions, and thus their modes of activity,
were an invention of the"8century. However, given that in Structuralist tefrthe system of
meanings was closed and functionally differentiaiadovations cannot have been made to
individual elements of the system. Therefore, wghthconclude that de Polignac envisaged a
radical conversion of the entire religious disceuns the & century, if he would strictly
adhere to Structuralist theory. Of course, thegdigations are exaggerated here, for the sake
of the argument, for de Polignac nowhere makes sumitlusions explicit. Indeed, he
concedes that not much is known about Greek religefore the Archaic period.

Nonetheless, he did presume that it was diffenrenmiportant respects and that the changes
were made deliberately to serve political purpoBsen if the changes were not motivated by
such groundbreaking events as the emergence pbtlsein the way de Polignac perceived it,
he did provide us with a model of how and for wpalitical purposes actual manipulation of
religion might have taken place. To examine in Hawthese suggestions of de Polignac’s
theory can be used to describe interactions betywebticians and the religious system, they
will be compared to a second model, that of padiégion, which is explored in the next
chapter.
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2 Polis religion

Whereas de Polignac’s treatment of religion focusedts role in historical change, it was
also approached in a more synchronic manner, ctratery on its working mechanisms in
the Classical polis. This approach can be subswmeér the heading ‘polis religion’. The
term polis religion was coined first by ChristiaBeurvinou-Inwood in her 1990 article titled
‘What is polis religion?’, in which she assemblé@& tmost important contemporary maxims
about the theme, mainly from Anglophone scholarshifp a coherent mod&.The main
tenet of this model was that the polis was the mmyag principle of Greek religion. Religion
was an integral part of the identity of the poteflecting its worldviews and social structures.
To Sourvinou-Inwood therefore, religion, as partooiture, might be studied in order to
reveal patterns of thought which otherwise woulchagn hidden. Although the model has
received quite some criticism, the polis as an mimyag principle of religion is still
considered applicable, even if it cannot anymoradsepted as the only one. Therefore, polis
religion, with considerable adjustments and nuaniseassessed here as a framework within
which the relationship between religion and pdditicay be described.

2.1 The language of culture

Sourvinou-Inwood reconstructed the function ofgieln in the Greek world as a result of its
development. Different from de Polignac, she manata that religion was an aspect of that
world that had organically grown and was adaptedht circumstances under which its
practitioners had lived since prehistoric timesote tried to make sense of the world around
them and found answers in a religious discoursalsk provided them with the reassuring
perception that, through ritual, they could exer@sme influence on that wofA8iHowever,
divine will never revealed itself directly, let al® unequivocally, and it was therefore utterly
unknowable. Consequently, knowledge about the diaimd the best practices accorded could
only be gained through trial and error, long temcestral experience, also called tradition,
and occasional portents, omens and prophecieshwhiould be approached with due caution
as they could easily be misinterpreféd.

Whenever crisis occurred, the balance of religioasctice with respect to divine wishes had
obviously been tipped. If the religious system wasposely and violently disrupted, divine
punishment was certainly imminefitHowever, the reasons might not always be as ceat,
ordeals sent by the gods might mean that eithexesting practice had eventually turned out
inadequate to accommodate divine will, some wraand) imwittingly been committed towards
the gods, or circumstances had changed and pradtask to change accordingly in order to
restore cosmic balance. Whenever any unfortunagate\arose, it was up to the humans to
find out where they had gone wrong and what theyccdo about if° It was best however to
anticipate the reaction of the gods whenever ptesdibfor example the internal organization
of the community changed, rites and cults had tadjested to this new configuration as
well, to avoid imbalance. Sourvinou-Inwood assuntleat this was exactly what moved
Kleisthenes to put into place the ten eponymousdsefor his new tribes. These heroes were
supposed to look after the well-being of each @& thbes. In searching for the adequate

% C. Sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”, i@. Murray and S. Price (ed3he Greek city. From Homer to
Alexander(Oxford 1991), 295-322.

8 Sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”, 301 AE. Kearns, “Order, interaction, authority”, in: Rowell
(ed.), The Greek worldLondon 1995), 511-529, 518.

" Sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”, 303.

% parkerOn Greek relgion3-4.

% Sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”, 303.

19



Simke Kamphorst MA 18-06-2012 Final version

adaptation, in Kleisthenes’ case the oracle wagreét help, and not strictly in matters of
content. The fact that the oracle was willing tonpdy to his request to point out the ten
heroes, meant that he could go home, not only kmpwen names, but also that Apollo
approved of the changes made and the proceduosviadt®

Therefore, the cults and rites a community, mustéoemediate between humans and gods,
were perceived as a product of a continuous pramfdesirning through trial and error how to
comply with the cosmic balance. Every community tm@nough its own process of learning,
the outcome of which necessarily differed accordmé¢puman diversity, and perhaps divine
preferences and whims. Additionally, every commumiid have its particular realities in
geographical, political, social and historical ress, each requiring their own religious
articulation specific for that community. This didt only pertain to the gods proper, Olympic
or lesser; heroes played an important role in ¢bafiguration as well. Therefore, differences
between communities are accountable, both for nmodeholars and for the ancient Greeks
themselves, for Sourvinou-Inwood asserted that thelnowledged that their religious
discourse was a human construct. Compounded inntlisner, the religious system of a
community naturally reflected its identity.

Within a community, according to Sourvinou-Inwoodlsscription, the religious discourse
was coherent. She explained how before Archaic ine@mmunities were very small,
composed at most of a few extended families. Agesgran the right behaviour was reached
within these groups, where the king or perhapsoaof elders had the last say. Knowledge
of the religious discourse rested on their autkiotit the polis, once it had developed as a
larger community with a central authority, suchesgnent must have been harder to reach.
Therefore, Sourvinou-Inwood postulated that thaspah the limited sense of its governing
bodies, organized this representation towards ftkeel by deciding on rules and laws
concerning those religious practices, financingrtrend erecting monumental sanctuatfes.
Greek religion as such, according to Sourvinou-loshoreflected the way in which a
particular community thought about the external ldjoand the norms and conventions it
derived from that worldview. Moreover, she claintedt changes to the religious discourse
cannot be characterized as manipulation, as theg warried out in the spirit of that
worldview. Actual experience was symbolically exgsed in religion, as in cultural
expressions at large, and religious practice tbeeefay be ‘read’ in order to uncover and
understand the underlying worldview, as if it warkanguagé®

As we have seen, this aspect is very similar tottie®ry that had been developed by the
French Structuralists, and was certainly corrolesataby de Polignac, but it was also
articulated in Anglophone scholarship, most notaldly Clifford GeertZ2* In her
understanding of the theory, Sourvinou-Inwood aditiednotion that the ‘translation’ of the
experiences of a society into religious expressisngrounded in the cultural context, and
thus their meaning can only be fully understood nvisensidered within that context. To
grasp the meaning of this ‘language’, it had tocbesidered together with other cultural
phenomena that equally reflect worldviews in thensacultural context of a specific
community®® Here she differed from the French Structuralistao maintained that the
religious discourse of the Greeks, as a systenymbesls for cultural meanings, was closed

% |dem, 310-311. Parke®)n Greek religion265-272.

°! Sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”, 30180
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% C. Sourvinou-InwoodReading’ Greek culture. Text and images, rituals amgth(Oxford 1991), 10J. Kindt,
“Polis religion — A critical appreciationKernos22 (2009), 9-34, 11-12.
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and its elements only had meaning in oppositioredach other. Thus to understand one
element, one only needs to know its opposing elésngithin the same system.

The purport of this difference is that in Sourvidowood’s view, the worldview that was
‘translated’ from cultural expressions in genegrald religion in this case in particular, was
unique to the particular community that was redsadc It could not be transposed invariably
to other communities and therefore it could novedo build a model that was applicable to
the Greek world as a whole. A concrete example malp to clarify the difference. De
Polignac observed that Artemis often had sanctsianigoeripheral places. He suggested that
her function there was to mediate between the witd the civilized, among others by
watching over adolescents at the very moment tin@msition to adulthood took place. As
such the placement of Artemis in that very locatsymbolized the edge of the community.
To Sourvinou-Inwood, any given sanctuary of Artemmay or may not have this meaning,
but this should be individually investigated, takimto account the whole cultural system of
the community to which the sanctuary belonged. ifiiteatory role would not according to
her automatically make Artemis a guardian of boatea’s, and thus in every single case the
question would remain open whether her sanctuary acaually deliberately built in that
location to mark it as a boundary to both insiderd outsiders.

2.2 Polis religion: embeddedness, order and identity

Still, Sourvinou-Inwood clearly postulated polisligeon as a model to describe Greek
religion throughout the Greek world. This pertaingat so much to its contents, as more
importantly to its role and organization in thatngo Although she did not use this term
herself, one of the central characteristics ofgrefi in her model has been defined as
‘embeddedness’ in the polis. This term covers sdvdifferent aspects that Sourvinou-
Inwood attributed to Greek religion. It is usedhe first place to mark its level of integration
into all modes of daily life, as alluded to in iiiroduction to this chapter.

Secondly, embeddedness refers to the implicit stgge that within one polis, religious
discourse was consistent throughBuccording to Sourvinou-Inwood’s description, the
polis was the primary cultural unit in the Greekrldpin the sense that religious (and so
cultural) variety in the Greek world can be mappatb polis borders. The polis would be the
typical unit within which cultural unity existed. Culture being the expression of an
underlying worldview, it follows that this worldwewas also consistent throughout the polis.
Moreover, as she considered culture as a systaynabols, a language about that worldview,
Sourvinou-Inwood implied that this worldview was itself systematic and coherefitTo
simplify her view into a single statement: withimetpolis a neatly organized differentiation
existed between all featured cults and ritualswaltking harmoniously together in order to
keep the polis safe.

Finally, embeddedness pertains to the organizational steuctiuiGreek religion, which is
perceived to be entirely congruent with social aaditical structures within the polis, and
organized by its political cent’®.Sourvinou-Inwood asserted that the typical polisuld
muster several central cults, of which one mightlbsignated as the most important. These
cults were open to all citizens, and its rites dméinces were administered by polis
magistrates. Below the central polis level, différgroups in society could express their
identity through their own cults. These groups ddug civic subdivisions, local communities

% 1dem, 14.
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within the polis, such as phylai, demes or phratfiae cults of the civic subdivisions were
directed inwards, excluding from participation taagho were not members of the group.

The subdivisions also participated in central polidts as a group, their role in those cults
reflecting their hierarchical position vis a visetipolitical centre. At the same time, the
participation of the subdivisions as a group exggdghe essential part they had as such in the
formation of the polis as a whole. In this way, tliing elite bound those particular cults
firmly to the polis as a political, but also asaial and a geographical entity. Thus in the
model of polis religion, as a rule, no cults arsuamsed to exist independently from the polis
and its organizational structul®.If an individual was not in a way a member of digce
would also be excluded from religious life. Sounurinwood therefore postulated that the

polis mediated participation in all religious adiies.

The joint participation of citizens in these cuksnforced their perception of themselves as a
group. Common rituals were performed in festivdts,which processions, sacrifice and
subsequent communal banquets were central. Thesgsebrought together the members of
the community and reinforced their connectednebgirTshared worldview and its ensuing
rituals contrasted to the particularities of othemmunities, nurturing a feeling of belonging
and identity. At the same time, these rituals ieirttorganization reflected the relationships
within the community. In the first place, the pamit of the ritual within the religious system
of the polis at large expressed its importance tha polis. Moreover, the allocation of
honourable tasks within the ritual, the order opegrance of individuals or groups in a
procession and the distribution of sacrificial meatld all express the status of the people
involved!®! Participants were reminded in that way of thelgistaed hierarchy and the group
to which one belonged, but rituals were also ocrafr claims to desired status, expressed
in the transgression of allotted roles, for examiple wearing attire appropriate only to
individuals of higher status, or taking a reserpedition in a procession. Public acceptance of
that transgression, mediated by ones merits toctmemunity, confirmed an individual's
enhanced position in the hierarchy. Converselyipuenial of one’s formally allotted role
might painfully reveal the decline of that positidh Once again, there is no question of
manipulation: those employing such strategies i@spehe limitations of the system.

This centrality of the polis to the organization refigion is of course also essential to de
Polignac’s model. His extra-urban sanctuaries comlg have expressed the integrity of the
polis if they had been built by its governing bodnd at the same time endorsed as a
community sanctuary through the participation s1aults by all members of the polis. For
both de Polignac and Sourvinou-Inwood, religion arded the identity of individuals as
members of the community. However, for Sourvinowdod, the community developed its
religious discourse organically as a way of dealith the external world. Moreover, all
religious expressions had, as a side-effect, thaltr®f integrating and organizing society.
Conversely, de Polignac ascribed this role to s$jgegnds, notably Artemis, Hera and Apollo,
and he suggested that the mechanism of identitydton was especially at work in the
extra-urban sanctuaries. Most importantly, he cmeck of these religious practices as
initialized and constructed with the express puepokcreating a common identity, tied to a
marked territory, as if those supposedly doing ¢bestructing had a preconception of the
success this formula would have in the polis of@hessical period.

1%%1dem, 310-312.

%% 1dem, 305. F. van den Eijnd@ult and society in early Athens. 1000-600 B@issertation University of Utrecht
2010), 13-14. This theory is grounded in Durkheimtsk, which, for reasons of space, cannot be fullyraciated in
this thesis.

192\y. Connor, “Tribes, festivals and processionsicaderemonial and political manipulation in Arch@ceece” JHS
107 (1987), 40-50.
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2.3 Polis religion beyond the polis

Sourvinou-Inwood applied her model to the Greeklavat large by incorporating Pan-
Hellenic cults as a level of polis religion beyadheé single polis. This might best be described
as the adoption of religious beliefs and practioka larger context into the polis discourse.
As far as organization was concerned, this mamifesiself on two levels. According to
Sourvinou-Inwood, participation in both these casas mediated by the polis, and therefore,
the characterization of Greek religion as essdyntmllis religion might be maintained on this
level as well. On the one hand, several poleisccéoim a worshipping community, either
around a particular sanctuary, together taking,@seanamphictiony of the protection and
administration of the precinct, or as a religioeadue, on the observation that they held
certain religious beliefs and practices in comnioth these associations were often regional
and closed to outsidet$’

On the other hand, Pan-Hellenic sanctuaries degdl|ogttracting worshippers from all over
the Greek world and beyond. These sanctuaries hgohally just been part of local polis
religion, and had often developed as the centrerarovhich an amphictiony formed. In
response to growing popularity, new worshippersewadmitted, their participation in the
sanctuary’s rituals mediated by their polis of origSourvinou-Inwood saw this mediation
articulated for example when a fee was requestegddicipation in a certain ritual; in such
cases the polis would negotiate a fixed amountHerfee for all of its members. Those who
were not perceived to be members of a proper Eg@arently gained limited admission,
perhaps proportionate to the extent to which theyewudged to be culturally close to the
Pan-Hellenic centre in terms of language, wayfefdnd beliefs. At some point a mental line
was presumably drawn between activities accesddlanyone, and activities that were
exclusively intended for those that felt culturathost connected, a group that subsequently
came to be defined as ‘Greek’. If, as Sourvinoudad maintained, one of the prerequisites
for participation in Pan-Hellenic cults was indem@émbership in a polis, it thus gradually
may effectively have become one of the definingatiristics of ‘Greekness®

For de Polignac, the Pan-Hellenic sanctuaries wenrg similar to extra-urban sanctuaries, as
they too had first developed as meeting points betwdifferent nomadic peoples. In the
regions where they became Pan-Hellenic however,fdbe that no strong urban centre
developed for him seems to have made the differéfi@therwise, the virtual absence of the
Pan-Hellenic sanctuaries, most notably Delphi, frdenPolignac’s account is remarkable.
From the given premises of his theory, it seemdicdif indeed to account for their
development as rallying points for people fromaadér the Greek world. Taking into account
his assertion that the extra-urban type of sangtwas purposely built by a developing polis,
it is unclear in the first place how the Pan-Haltepanctuaries could have emerged without
the involvement of any specific community in thestiplace.

193 sourvinou-Inwood, “What is polis religion?”, 29729

194 3. Ober, “Culture , thin coherence and the persistef politics”, in: J. Ober (ed Athenian legaciegPrinceton
and Oxford 2005), 69-91, 73; J.M. Hallellenicity (Chicago and London 2002) argues how a notion afesh
culture, based on similarities in language, religibabits and everyday customs, developed in taéAlzhaic period
among attendants to the sanctuary for Apollo at Detgiming from a limited geograpical around it. Gratty, more
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2.4 Conclusion

In the model of polis religion, Sourvinou-Inwoodestsed the strong relationship between the
identity of the polis and its religious discourgdtuals were needed to keep the polis as a
community safe. The institutional polis organizki treligion in order to maintain that safety.
If the polis changed religious discourse on angllethis was not a matter of manipulation,
but a necessary adaptation, because previous tuturedd out to be inadequate, or insufficient
due to changes in other fields or circumstancesmgaoed to de Polignac’'s theory,
Sourvinou-lnwood’s model of the development of pakligion was much more nuanced.
Still, even the polis religion model, with its pokstte of the polis as the organizing principle
of Greek religion, implied that Greek religion ag Wwnow it only developed with the
development of the polis itself. However, as norghdiscontinuity is suggested in that
development, it accords much more with a graduadrgence of the polis itself, as it is
maintained in contemporary scholarship.

Additionally, in polis religion, nobody could invereligious discourse simply to suit his own

political purposes, for it had to be fitted intetéxisting system of symbolic meanings, and it
had to be acceptable to the gods themselves. TitpBes that, in contrast to de Polignac,
Sourvinou-lInwood assumed that everybody withinghks respected the religious discourse
as a set of rules that was corroborated by the,dbdsis, everybody believed in the gods and
their powers. Indeed, this was even more expliogipressed in her description of the
embeddedness of religion in the entire polis. The af religious discourse to legitimate

political action should therefore be characterizzda natural way of accounting for its

motivations, rather than as manipulation. Indeéd, term manipulation from this point of

view should be qualified as anachronistic, as alitinterference in religious affairs was

only perceived as a perverse practice from the Middies onward$?®

Both de Polignac and Sourvinou-Inwood perceivedsaodek religion as a system by which
meaning or worldview is expressed. This may indbedadequate to describe the role of
religion as a way of dealing with life and the vabds they present themselves. The respective
theoretical backgrounds from which this percepti@veloped however, imply that such as
system is valid and consistent throughout largeas@onstructs. For Sourvinou-Inwood, an
entire polis shared the same system; to de Poligha@csame cultural meaning was even
conveyed by the same cultural expressions throughewentire Greek world. This, and other
characteristics ascribed to such a system sudugstance in place, it assumed a rather steady
state. In reality however, we may observe that Gmedigion is highly subject to change.
Moreover, many of these changes indeed seem tonfmmed more by personal
considerations than by a collective interest. Naithf these models can account for these
observations, as it is. In the next chapter, therdgxo which they do or do not explain the
dynamics of religion is assessed, and an altema#ipproach is presented that may
supplement for the deficiency.

19 \v. Burkert, “Greekpoleisand civic cults: some further thoughts”, in: M.H.risan and K. Raaflaub (edsStudies
in the Ancient Greek Poli®apers of the Copenhagen Polis CerStuttgart 1995), 201-210, 202.
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3 Dynamics of Greek religion

3.1 ‘Greek’ religion: between the local and the gesral

One of the problems of both models is that theyhba different ways, inadequately
characterize the cohesion of Greek religion throwghthe Greek world as it may be
perceived. On the one hand, de Polignac positedhbizry as a model for the entire Greek
world. He made an exception for Athens, which hesatered to be not a bi-polar city like
other poleis, because Athena’s cult on the akrepeéis by far the most important cult of the
city, whereas no notable early extra-urban saniesidrad existed. He ascribed this to the
exceptional historical circumstance that the Athaniakropolis had been continuously
inhabited throughout the Dark Ages, whereas othgrcdviaean strongholds had all been
deserted. However, de Polignac does not seem fmwsaphat this might result in remarkable
differences in the religious discourse that evdituteveloped in Athens like in other poleis.
He explained the alternative hierarchical ordeAtfenian cults in the very same terms he
used to describe a ‘normal’ polis in his model, duggesting that the sanctuary of Athena,
who as a warrior was protectress of the land, sgmied the territory in the centre of the
polis, as it did in other polefs’

Structuralist theory in general proposes a systaath it valid throughout an entire culture.
Indeed, throughout the Greek world, religion wasyveimilar, and it was even strongly
believed that all Greeks had a common past or rorigiticulated particularly in religious
beliefs and practices. Religion therefore formedt@ng bond between poleis that saw
themselves as Greek. This suggests that a gemana¢\fvork can be given, within which the
local variations can be easily fitted in terms le¢it minor deviations from and additions to
that framework. However, so many traditions exigteat were strong and mutually exclusive
at the same time that we can hardly choose oneadstf another as the paradigm within
Greek religion. Scholars like Walter Burkert andn8nh Price, who explicitly tried to
distinguish general, Pan-Hellenic from local tremis, omitted an explanation of their
method to distil the former from the plethora of tatter'°® For that matter, Structuralists did
offer an explanation that was to cover all formsGoéek religion, by suggesting that all local
differences in the religious discourse about a wede ultimately variations on a theme, that
was the god’s ‘mode of activity’.

Parker concedes that this concept of ‘mode of @gti useful to some extent as a heuristic
device in analyzing the gods, as some general aiilyilmust have been perceived between
local gods to warrant the widespread use of theanes. Determining a ‘mode of activity’ did
involve a detailed study of huge amounts of maltexailable about a particular god. In
practice however, assessing these modes of ac#sithe Structuralists did must also have
been rather subjective, as the result was very naegiendent upon the perceptions of the
scholar at work. It depended in the first placetlosm conviction that ‘modes of activity’ had
actually existed as an organizing category of Greégion. They are not attested however by
the sources, neither as a concept, nor in terrtiseaifcontent??

Parker also warns that we should always keep irdrfiat we as historians benefit from the
possibility to overview all instances of Greek gesn, encompassing all periods and all
geographical locations. Contemporary Greek sodietyever was locally based, and Greeks,

7 pe PolignacThe origins of the Greek city sta1-88.

1%\ Burkert,Griechische Religion der archaischen und klassisdfeoche(Stuttgart 1977), translated to English:
Greek religion(Oxford 1985); S. PriceReligions of the ancient GreeiGambridge 1999).
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say, from the west cannot be supposed to have ktlosvimtricacies of the religious practices
of those in the east or even of their neighbours.tHe absence of revelation, what
Structuralists find as unifying elements of a gbdsed on all the available evidence, cannot
possibly have been common knowledge even for thst masmopolitan Greek. A parallel
development of Greek religion in all corners of theeek world is therefore inconceivable,
and it would also preclude any diversions from thedel, which we know for a fact did

exist!1®

De Polignac’s thesis suffers from these methodobigssues of Structuralism. The selection
of sanctuaries that he considered to be the prirkerns of polis integrity is exemplary in
this respect. As they are presented, it indeed aappthat they were located at significant
points in the territory, but that significance lsderce when these sanctuaries are seen in the
context of the abundance of cult sites all over g@jis territory. Moreover, if these
sanctuaries were to mark the frontier of a polisash, one would expect that frontier to be
regularly dotted with sanctuaries. De Polignacefailto explain why some extra-urban
sanctuaries were placed on some point on the bofdempolis and not on another, and why
some extra-urban sanctuaries were not locatedoander at all. Indeed, he seems to have had
some trouble himself, maintaining the assumpti@t fanctuaries were placed according to a
deliberate and systematic pattern. Whereas in itlsg French edition of his thesis, the
proposed distribution of the sanctuaries was patdl rather confidently, in the revised
English edition it turned out to be not very cleat- and rather uneasy, and finally de
Polignac dismissed it as perhaps not too signifiedogether:* Consequently, if we cannot
be sure that the designated sanctuaries were tbaateborders or in border areas, their
symbolic meaning as border markers according taribde of activity of the residing deity
cannot be maintained.

De Polignac’s case demonstrates that in any satfefmation about anything, a unifying
element may be discerned, if one presumes therddsbe one. The unifying element that is
found may become ever vaguer and more generakaaniount of evidence grows. The only
limiting factor is the presumption that any modeaofivity should be differentiated from the
others, in other words, the mode of activity fowstwuld fit into the system as a whoté.
However, the absolute functional differentiation dfvine powers was not always
corroborated by even the largest amount of evideslb@ving for more or less overlap even
in modes of activity. Detienne, himself a Struchsta critically remarked that the
presumption of a very strict unity of the mode ofinaty of a god was too simplistic with
regard to the evidence. He allowed for a limitedge of several modes of activity within a
single god, which however were still exclusive battgod in opposition to the others and
were bound together by a ‘profound cohererit&This actually makes matters worse, as this
‘profound coherence’ is ill defined and suffersnrahe same bias as a single mode of
activity. The allowance for the underlying varieiymodes of activity therefore negates the
basic Structuralist tenet of unity within a god.eyhneed this unity however to conceive of
Greek religion as a closed system, where a gdteisame at any time and in any place.

On the other hand, Sourvinou-Inwood assumed, aSthueturalists did, that religion as part
of culture, conveyed meaning about the societyfa$ were a language. She similarly
maintained that it had to be a closed system irclwiinese meanings were dependent on
eachother. As such, it might appear as static as thwa Structuralist system. However,

19 1dem, 96.

1 De PolignacThe origins of the Greek city staf9-80.

12 parkerOn Greek religion88.

13 M. Detienne, “Experimenting in the field of polytems”, Arion 7.1 (1999), 127-149; Parkédn Greek religion
92.

26



Simke Kamphorst MA 18-06-2012 Final version

different from the Structuralists, she did allow fateraction between different systems of
meaning, for example the economical or the politsggheres, within the same community.
Through this allowance, she opened up the podsilmfilocal variety in religious discourse,
due to the local and historical circumstances dfvidual poleis. In turn, these poleis were
religiously connected with each other on a Pandfgll level, and specifically through the
popularity of epic poetry, which fed shared assuomgt of religious discourse. The model of
polis religion thus can account for both the diitgref Greek religion, and for the shared
elements between poléi¥

The fact that Greeks themselves perceived thegioek practices to be similar in some way
led Julia Kindt to the conclusion that there mustsbme more complex connection between
varying local traditions than just a minimal setcoimmon practices and traditions. The polis
religion model, in her opinion does offer this cention, through its focus on the units within
which religion was locally organized. She imagihesv, on occasions of interaction, people
of different poleis exchanged their ideas, spregdmeir worldviews beyond their own polis.
This seems to be a good way to explain how locattpres were informed by traditions on
interactive levels and vice versa. The model thiisws how Greek religion is formed
horizontally by interconnected local practicesheatthan vertically through variations on a
common themé™

Still, it only allows such exchange of ideas on ldaeel of the institutional polis, which after
all according to the model mediated all religiougivaties, including adaptations to the
discourse. The polis religion model has thus négte@alternative communities beside the
polis. The communities concerned here are generatyoverlapping with the polis, but
constitute alternative social and political configions, of which the most well-known is the
ethnos, which has been wrongly assessed as aipgansbmmunity from which the polis
developed?® Religious practices in these communities were sseimperfect forerunners of
polis religion at best, but they were presumed @avehbeen mostly superseded by polis
religion and therefore irrelevant. Conversely, Morgargues thaethne as well as other
political constellations, from the early Archaicripel onwards always existed alongside the
polis. These had their own religious organizatiand still were regarded as belonging to a
Pan-Hellenic framework, despite not being poléisTherefore, we should adjust the
argument: through interaction among poleis and witter communities, the organization of
the polis affected Greek religious practice, budeesially Greek religion was prior to the
polis*® With the polis now seen as one of several typeofmunity within which religion
was articulated, and its development assessedjesdaal process, polis religion is only one
form in which Greek religion manifested itself, k@t important one for that matter.

3.2 The polis in control?

Additionally, as we have noted in the discussiordefPolignac’s theory already, it seems
hardly likely that the people of a polis would ajwaaccept such directions from above.
Effectively, it is clear from an abundance of exéesphat they did not, and polis religion was
subject to many more influences than the instihgigolis alone. It is conceded that Greeks
thought about religion, even beyond the spherehefghilosophers, in everyday life. Still,

these individual convictions are mostly not deenteddave been important for those in power
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in the polis, as long as everybody participatedhia polis’ cults:'® Conversely this would
mean that all religious activity, being mediated thg polis, stood in service of the polis’
well-being??® This characterization inadequately explains why dgample an individual
consulting an oracle on private matters would beirmtance of polis religion. This was
neither an act of self-representation, let aloneerms of the social or political structures of
the polis, nor prescribed by the polis or its ingibnalised practices. Even if the fee he had to
pay for it was determined by agreements betweenotfaele’s administrators and the
consultant’s polis, the individual had in mind nathbut his own concerns when asking the
oracle’s advice. There would be no reason for himdbd so if he were not personally

convinced that the oracle would actually give vatibrmation?*

The same kind of personal belief is required far golis to be able to use religion as an
instrument of power to any degree. As Walter Burketed, the polis might change religious
discourse to its own political advantages, as cedld in the institution of new gods, perhaps
to please an allied power, the building of sanetisaand sacrifices, or the change of existing
sacrificest®? There is no way, however, of knowing the consitiens underlying them.
Leaving out ‘belief’ as a category of consideratibare poses a problem in terms of
acceptance: a polis cannot simply change a rebgiptactice without consent of its
practitioners. Kindt points out that individualsedketo subscribe to collective beliefs for them
to be successfully articulated in practices. Ciigzef the polis did not participate in religious
practices to please the elite; they did believesgfmebolic order that inspired’it® Conversely,
the elite, while in control of the organization thibse practices, cannot be expected to have
been acting simply on pragmatic grounds, deployatigion as an instrument?

Herodotos’ story of the return of Peisistratosenefd to in the introduction, was discussed,
along with other accounts, by Connor, as an exarapke powerful individual in the polis,
who used religious images and discourse to medieeacceptance by the public of his
policies and acts. Connor convincingly argued thest could only be done by politicians who
not only had an accurate sense of what was ‘touthi¢ people, but to some degree subscribed
to that truth themselvé$> Moreover, as Parker underlines, in a democratiés much as
Athens, the people’s assembly made final decisoomeeligious changes, as a counterweight
to those in power. They could and did object to tvert use of religious discourse for a
politician’s own benefit*® Parker refers to a passage of Ploutarchos, wheréthenians
chafed at Themistokles for founding a shrine foteAris Aristoboulé ‘Aristoboulé’ means
‘best counsel’, and they found that the epithet¢nrefd too ostentatiously and pretentiously to
Themistokles’ recent role in dealing with the Pamsinvasion?’

These examples show that even if we may note il activity was omnipresent, and was
carried out collectively rather than individually,does not tell us with what convictions,
intents or purposes people personally performesdetipgactices. Even if the acts performed
were identical, the motivations and subsequent rexpees might be very different for each
individual. Indeed, individual belief is a diffidutategory of life to investigate in the absence
of an explicit recognition of such a category inciant literature. Scholars who have

19 ¢, Sourvinou-Inwood, “Further aspects of polisgieln”, Annali; Sezione di archeologia e storia antiba (1988),
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attempted to reconstruct underlying beliefs befevere scorned for their misguided
associative method$® Gradually, historians have come to deny any siggnilce to the term
‘belief’, in relation to polis religion all togetheand described it as essentially consisting of
‘practice’*?° Alternatively, its meanings might be describedaohigher collective level, as
the models discussed here did. However, person#&fhe just as instrumental in the
mechanisms of polis religion as is its pracfite.

Therefore, religion in the polis cannot simply hdween a matter of top down control, as is
commonly perceived, but rather is the product aeefully negotiated consensus between
the institutional polis level and its members. Hoer within a community of the size of a
polis, this consensus can hardly have been reauhitbdall subdivisions and individual
citizens. Both de Polignac’'s and Sourvinou-Inwoodisdels as they are, are unable to
provide an explanation for those dynamics, indesthbse they perceived of polis culture as
internally coherent.

3.3 Coherence

In an article devoted to the concepts of culturd]i&h Sewell notes that the word is often
used indiscriminately for different concepts, adl weeveryday language as within a score of
disciplines within the social sciences, includirig wn discipline of cultural anthropology:

He relates how ‘culture’ is used on the one handesignate a community sharing the same
customs? On the other hand, the word ‘culture’ as used byPwlignac and Sourvinou-
Inwood pointed to what Sewell calls a ‘theoretigalkfined category or aspect of social life
... that is concerned with meaning® As such it is distinct from other categories timéorm
human activity, such as politics or economy, windigion is a part of it. Meaning should be
understood here as a set of convictions and bediletait life and the world, perhaps best
summarized as ‘worldview’, as the French Structstsland anthropologists such as Clifford
Geertz did.

The concept of culture as a system of meaningheg naintained it, implied far-reaching
coherence within that system. The signifiers in #ystem were not only functionally
differentiated, forming a bounded system; it wasenently also assumed to have a consistent
logic by which contradictions were ruled out. Bypigation, the relationships within a fully
coherent system are fixed, because if one woulagdaall would have to change to avoid
contradictions. Additionally, because meanings assumed to be deeply felt, they are not
contested. Within the system, meanings transcehersp of activity, such as work or family,
and are valid throughotit?

The system of meaning itself is thus conceived separate category of human existence, that
may be studied independently from the context withihich it is valid. However, due to the
inadequacy of such an approach to explain the aaxtplof cultural phenomena as they were
encountered in field studies, opponents rejectesdidbncept in the 80’s and 90’s. Instead, a
conception of culture as practice was advocatedthis approach, the fragmentary and
contradictory character of meanings is stressedreMar, it acknowledges that these
meanings change constantly, through social interactHere, the element of practice is
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important: meaning is expressed through practiceas no existence independent from that.
This practice is informed by individual meaningapglemented by a variety of contextual
influences, that is, practice by others, and thusemely variable. Hence, the existence of a
systematic coherence of these meanings is deniadjng the study of culture to the
description of practice informed by meanirig.

However, Sewell notes that practice cannot posdiblyneaningful if its meaning would be
determined entirely randomly and individually. Tévocates of culture as practice are right
that no meaning can exist independent from thetipeathat expresses it, but the practice
needs to be informed by shared assumptions to berstandable as an expression of
meaning in the first place. As a matter of facg tise by the adherents of the culture-as-
practice-approach, of the word ‘culture’ in itseaftative meaning to designate a community
that is characterized by a certain unity in itstunal expressions, indeed presupposes that
shared assumptions exist to a certain extént.

Sewell therefore pleads for a combination of the approaches. He advocates a return to a
‘thin’ notion of coherence, in contrast to the &kii coherence as the Structuralists, among
others, assumed was implied by de Saussure. Alteeha as deconstructionists argue, the
Saussurean definition of semiotic systems doeseleavm for the observed instability of
meaning. For because every meaning is dependesthenmeanings within the system, it has
no objective point of reference that is not depenha@ the interrelations of the system itself.
This means that contradictions and varying integti@ns of a seemingly fixed meaning may
and do occur, influenced by local contexts, eveantd, social interaction. As Sewell puts it for
culture, the meaning of a cultural expression isexact, it has a certain bandwidth, allowing
for personal interpretatioli’

Given this bandwidth of meaning, ‘practice’ is mghental in the dynamic of culture which
we observe in the study of concrete cases. In tipedc the conceptual meaning is given
expression for others to see. Therefore, in ‘pcattihe exact position of the ‘practitioner’
within the bandwidth of a particular meaning is egsed. Conversely, the position within
that bandwidth of the spectator, with whom the ptiacer interacts, in turn influences his
interpretation of what this ‘practice’ actually nmsa If differences occur between
‘practitioner’ and spectator in this respect, thiraction may result in a change, consciously
or unconsciously, of that position for either oéi or both. Subsequent expressions of either
in cultural ‘practice’ are inevitably influenced blyat moment of interaction, and effectively
by all previous and subsequent interactions withbady. As such, cultural meanings for
individuals, but also for groups are in constankfIMoreover, because all cultural meanings
are thus in flux, even the bandwidth of single niegs may shift in the longer term if strong
or particularly appealing emphasis is laid witHuatt bandwidth. We may expect that within a
community, the meaning of cultural expressions &asmaller bandwidth, as compared to
interaction between communities, or between indiald from within and from outside.
Members of a community would have a sense of babgntp it, leading them to largely
accept a position that is commonly held.

Moreover, within communities, powerful centres, Isuas the state, but also important
economic actors, media, or religious institutiamg,to influence cultural meaning to make it
converge as much as possible with their own, irelotd generate support for their position
and actions. On the one hand, they use their poledosition as a platform to express their
cultural values, in the same way individuals expitheirs. On the other hand, because of their
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powerful position in the community, they are aldecteate a hierarchy of groups maintaining
different values, putting those groups with the tribgerging and thus threatening values in
the least powerful and prominent positidifsSuch a dominant centre may therefore shape
the culture of a community in general, but thisturd will always be contested by subgroups.
As Sewell puts it, the centre, by classifying theabgroups hierarchically, ‘turns the babble
of cultural voices into a semiotically and politigaordered field of difference$*®, thereby
creating ‘thin’ coherenc¥® Any subgroup however may eventually become sufidess
promoting its own culture at the cost of the cdnttdture, to the extent that it in turn may
shape the cultural values of the community at laagel thus assumes a position at the centre
itself. ‘Thin’ coherence thus leaves ample room dodynamic development of culture. We
may therefore very well understand culture as ai@@&rsystem, but this system does not by
implication have to be rigidly coherent, fixed aumded.

3.4 Contestation: Unity and diversity

In the study of Greek religion, this concept ofirthcoherence may be added to the model of
polis religion, in order to explain its dynamicol€is were internally divided in different,
often overlapping ways. In their daily lives, cérs perceived of themselves as members of
their subgroups as much as, or perhaps even mare # members of the polis. Each
grouping had its own concerns to attend to, ansetiveere articulated in religion, as an apect
of culture. Each grouping developed its own disseupor meanings, and practices that might
conflict with polis religion. This variety is reviea on several levels.

On the polis-level, consensus was partly and atety, yet continuously challenged by these
conflicting meanings. This caused the consensu®etoa fluid set, subject to changes
whenever one opinion gained enough ground and anstbwly crumbled. Much of religious
practices of subdivisions may have been incorpdratepolis religion, especially where
collective interests were concerned and where bsoadarities existed, but some of it might
not be acceptable to other groups or to those imepoand consequently left out of the
collective discourse. Those in power could only mtein that discourse with the consent of
the majority of the people. When that majority Wast, change was inherent, either in the
composition of the group that was in power, ortgpropositions of polis religion. In that
way, the content of polis religion was continuoushyjfting, with those in power, but also
with fluctuating sentiments among citizens. Thisn@ to say that the complete religious
discourse was pulled about every few years. Ti@adiind practice that had proven itself
effective firmly established themselves at the adrpolis religion.

On the individual level, each member of the polibstribed to some collective polis values
but rejected others, while also adopting collectraies promoted by other social groups, as
well as purely individual opinions. The imperfednsensus in the polis led people to attend
to their specific concerns in their own religiouays, in addition to the beliefs and practices
of polis religion. This personal set of values vaés0 subject to change due to interaction in
all kinds of contexts, be it in the polis, withirsabgroup, or with foreigners. The subgroups
of the polis may have been environments where retefe religious practices were
performed, but choices were also made on the iddali level. Moreover, whether as
individuals or as groups, people from within thdigpadopted religious beliefs and practices
which were shared by groups that extended beyomgbalis. In some cases, this was only a
matter of adoption of the same practices, in othiénals were actually performed together,
resulting in a real group identity of the practitgs.

138 1dem, 56.
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These cults of a more personal choice were notssacky compatible with polis religion,
although practioners saw no problem in particigatin both at the same time, as was
predicted by the observation that culture is natessarily logically consistent. Henk Versnel
has thoroughly demonstrated this in three volurnesding on peculiarities of Greek religion,
perceived as inconsistencies by modern schétaide follows Paul Veyne in his assertion
that consistency is rather the exception than ukeewhere human thought and hence human
action is concernetf?’ Presupposing that there has to be consistencycahdrence in
thoughts and actions, or for that matter betweengdhts and actions, creates problems, that
is, inconsistencies, that subsequently have toxp&amed to fit into the system. However, if
culture is perceived as intrinsically incoherentl anconsistent, as Veyne and Versnel do,
inconsistencies no longer are problematic, indeag not even stand out as such anymore,
and thus do not need alternative explanations tertfeem fit into a model after all. Viewing
the polis as a culturally coherent community lealtde room to explain cults independent
from it, like Orphism, or even some more mainstreagstery-cults, while at the same time
these are far too widespread and popular to expleem away as exceptions to the rule.
Moreover, when compared to beliefs commonly helgohd the level of the polis, the

ideologies of these ‘inconsistent’ strands of fieligturn out to be not that divergent after
all.**?

The polis may be seen as one of a multitude ofggan which a certain measure of cultural
consensus was continuously negotiated, therebyngdul, but certainly not exclusively
determining, the system of meanings and symbolhefindividuals that participated in its
political framework. Citizens of the polis also fi@pated in overlapping social groups below
and beyond the polis-level. We have to concede hiemthat the polis was one of the most, if
not the most, significant social grouping to whah individual could belonyf** To put it in
Sewell’s terms, the polis was the centre of powat tvas in a position to influence culture,
and organize differences within its boundaries.sThy no means however encompassed all
religion, nor was all other religion dependent orrgboration by the polis.

We might say that polis religion is that part oigen that was practiced by the institutional
polis to articulate its identity and to guaranteewell-being as such. Those in power in the
polis appropriated religion as one way to justifgit actions, out of the strong conviction that
the polis at large shared or should share thosef&elt is to this religious discourse that those
in power made an appeal, to legitimate their astiand their position, and attempts to make
minor changes to discourse or practice. As suchcamehardly characterize these attempts as
‘manipulative’, as was suggested in the introductizecause the ruling class of the polis did
not invent cultural meaning that suited their pedit purposes® They rather creatively used
the semiotic room available to them within their rowulture, in a way that was most
profitable for their purposes.
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3.5 Conclusion

Although de Polignac seems to suggest that thgioes system was deliberately re-invented
to suit the political purposes of those individualso strived for power in the developing
poleis, the Structuralist background to his thesrnawkward in this respect, as it does not
allow for subtle changes in a system, a sine quafap effective manipulation. For if the
changes are too radical, it is difficult to undargt how they could be acceptable to those
manipulated. Additionally, the concept of a clospdntheon leaves no room for the
introduction of foreign elements; indeed it leamesroom for any historical development at
all.**® It is therefore not suitable as a model to desctite interplay between religion and
politics.

Conversely, we might agree with Sourvinou-Inwoodttfsreek religion was embedded in

politics, in whatever form, and because of thatalopractices showed a certain level of
coherence. However, this coherence was subjecbriflict and interaction, both inside the

local community and with other communities, caustiigchronic change on the one hand,
and considerable synchronic variety on the otherséhal belief had a large part to play in
this dynamic, and the success of the deploymemelafion for political purposes depended

largely on the extent to which the religious disseuthat was appealed to found approval
with the majority.

Adaptations of the religious discourse of a pokiast were not only due to adaptations to
circumstances, but were also instigated througmgés in culture. These changes in culture
were brought about through the diversity of culéutieat was present within and without the
polis. Subsequent rulers in power used the rootnvtha available in culture, to express their
own values. It cannot be determined whether thexpnesed this room creatively to fit their
own purposes, but it seems likely that they dideifmoving space was however limited by
the semiotic bandwidth available both to themselwék regard to their beliefs, and even
more so to their audience. In practice this melaat teligious discourse was appropriated to
suit political purposes, but it was successful anlgo far as the interpretation of its meaning
was not stretched beyond what was acceptable tm&arity of the people.

1% parker,On Greek religion96.
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4 Perachora: a case study

To the northeast of the bay of Korinth, a capetsies out from the Gerania mountain range
as its eastern limit, towards the west into theitbran Gulf (Figs. 1 and 2). This promontory
is commonly known as the Perachora peninsula, naftedthe modern village of Perachora,
which lies more or less in its centre. On the tighis promontory, a sanctuary is known to
have been situated around a small harbour, andiits can be visited today (Figs. 3, 5-7).
Livius and Strabo alluded to this sanctuary as tfatera Akraid*’, and a few inscribed
sherds, most notably a piece of a marble bowl confhe worship of Hera with the epithet
Akraia in this locality'*® The material testifying to its character as a e@qrecinct range
from the early Archaic period to the middle Helkdra. It has long been thought that the area
of the peninsula in the early phase of the exigenicthe sanctuary belonged to Megara,
although this is not explicitly attested by anyiant source. In later periods, it is known for
certain that the territory and the sanctuary betonip Korinth. De Polignac believed that the
sanctuary, situated in an extra-urban positionanthe border between Megara and Korinth,
first symbolically demarcated the boundary of thegdrian territory. As such, the sanctuary
would form one of the poles of his so-called bigratity, the emerging urban core of Megara
itself being the other. According to the model, thenumentalization of the sanctuary, dated
by the excavator, Humfry Payne, to the lafetd early &' century BE*° marked out the
point at which Megara conceived of itself as agdBubsequently, when Korinth took over,
the sanctuary according to de Polignac performatigame function for the latter. However,
the history and archaeology of the Perachora pelains rather complex and subject to
varying interpretations of individual scholars. Tdfere, the case of Hera Akraia on the
Perachora peninsula is re-examined here, to denadpmshat de Polignac’s model cannot be
applicable.

4.1 The site

The temple complex at the tip of the Perachora praory had probably been hidden from
view for almost 20 centuries before Payne in 1988kta chance at finding the elusive
sanctuary of Hera Akraia as it was described byoyaon®*® The latter related how the
people of the promontory fled into the Heraion, whbey were attacked by the Spartan
general Agesilaos at the beginning of tiecéntury BC. Although the landscape did not seem
a suitable location for a sacred precinct largeughoto hold the ancient population of the
entire peninsula, a more concentrated scatter efdshon the surface betrayed some of its
hidden contents underneath. Indeed, preliminagy éxcavations revealed extensive remains
of several buildings, along with large amounts oftg@ry, architectural elements and portable
items belonging to a cultic settiny. Not before long, inscriptions were found which
identified the sanctuary as Hera’s, a few of whaclditionally bore the first letters of what
might be reconstructed as the epithet AkfafaDver the course of the 30 to '33 excavation
seasons, Payne laid bare the remains of sevelldirtgs on a terrace around the small bay.
He discovered a second and a third terrace of taathral remains above and to the west of
the first, which he identified as belonging to teme temenos. Survey of the surrounding
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area, extending as far as Lake Vouliagmeni, redetilzces of settlements and roads. The
material found in the archaeological campaign rdrfgem Early Helladic to Roman.

Understandably, the focus of Payne’s excavatiojeptavas on the area of the sanctuary
itself. He even had a modern chapel moved fronptheeipal site, and it was rebuilt only 100
metres to the west, where it still stands. Thedmgs he found are here presented in order of
chronological appearance, according to the datgsmePassigned to them. The earliest
building was found on the exact spot from wheredapel had been removed. One course of
the stone foundation was preserved for part afigtshern wall, and for part of an apse at its
western end. The building had been built in a Helanly Helladic pottery sherds® Near the
building however, an extensive deposit of Geomedhierds and other small items was found
as well. There was no material datable betweerE#ry Helladic and Geometric perioth.
The Early Helladic pottery was of a domestic natuvbereas the Geometric material was
clearly connected to cult practice. It containedstiyo pottery for drinking and eating,
associated with ritual dining, and votive gifts.

The deposit also produced several fragments ofitaotbral models depicting apsidal
buildings, comparable to a model found at ArgosatTimodel was generally regarded as
representing the architecture of the earliest maniai temples, first appearing around the
Early Geometric period. Given the fact that thenidations of the actual building showed that
it was apsidal, Payne linked the Geometric degositand identified the building as the first
temple of Hera Akraid>® The Geometric deposit appeared to be neatly ¢w@tasome date in
the last quarter of thé"&entury, leading Payne to the conclusion thatehgple had to have
been abandoned around that date, probably bectuseick walls had collapsed through
rainwater washing down the hifi® Unfortunately, shortly after he had unearthedutiéding,
those same summer rains in their course disrugtedekposed rubble foundations, now
leaving only the northern walt’ Today, even this wall is no longer visible, ais ibnce again
covered by earth, and a path leading down to tsteofethe site.

On the eastern edge of the temenos, at the faoktite upper terraces, Payne excavated a
building he ascribed to the second half of tfec@ntury. The building contained a hearth,
built from reused dedicatory inscriptions to Hebat here her epithet was specified as
‘Leukolenos’. A number of pottery sherds, foundward this building, were also inscribed as
belonging to Hera, this time designated as ‘Limeridese additional epithets have caused
considerable confusion with regard to the functadnthe building. Payne thought it was
another temple, as extensive votive deposits wanad especially between its eastern wall
and what was subsequently identified as the temesadls running parallel to that eastern
wall at a few metres’ distancé® The earliest sherds in this area dated to therlhtilf of the

8" century and the beginning of th&, 7and Payne assessed that the Geometric deposit and
this later one showed only the slightest of oveitapate®>® Therefore he assumed that cult
activity had suddenly ceased at the Geometric terfgsl Hera Akraia by the last quarter of
the 8" century, and around the same time, probably $figkarlier, a new cult was installed
for Hera Limenia on the upper terrace, where tmepte was erectetf® Additionally, he
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found decorated roof tiles which he linked to airkbishing of the building around the middle
of the 7" century*®*

To the west of the Geometric temple, extensivesraire visible. Within these ruins, Payne
located foundations he labelled @sandy, and several reused building blocks. He judged
these as not belonging to the rest of the buildawgording to their style and workmanship.
He thought they might have belonged to an earlyhAic temple, more specifically of the
early 7' century, which would have been a successor to@hemetric temple of Hera
Akraia®? However, this temple was evidently also destroyasielements of it had been
reused in the temple of which the principal ruinsrevthe remains. The latter was a Doric
temple of unusual proportions, as it was ratheg loompared to its width. This was probably
due to the space that was available on the teremseyming that the commissioner of the
temple probably wanted it to be as large as pas¥ibl

A thin layer of pottery and other items was spreadr the area to the south-west of these
temples, including the area of the ‘Agora’, to whiwe will return shortly. Payne connected
this layer to the temples as their respective eotileposits, and termed it the Akraia-
deposit:® He remarked that the pottery found in this depasis of much poorer quality than
that found around the Limenia-temple. He theressumed that the latter temple had taken
precedence over the temple of Hera Akraia, exattthe time when Corinth first emerged as
a wealthy trading nation, around the last quartehe 8" century. As Payne considered, this
could happen only because the Geometric templepthdfell out of use and gave way to the
rise of the temple of Hera Limenia, before a nempke for Akraia could have been built.
After that new temple had been finished, the fgmaht of the sanctuary never fully returned
to the temple of Hera Akraia by the harbdtr.

A long altar was built to the east of th&-6entury temple, which on the grounds of its

alignment with the eastern wall of the temple asdstyle presumably belonged to the same
building phase. It partly covered the Geometricgkrand the Geometric deposit, and Payne
had had to remove it to investigate those earknains. Only its foundations are now

preserved on site. Related to the altar, on itsheon end, was a flight of seven stone steps,
forming a staircase from which any activity at thkar could be attended by a modest
audience?®

Also contemporary with the"6century temple are the remains found to the soeshwside of
the bay, just beyond the temple complex. Payne vethparts of a Roman house built on this
terrace, to reach the late Archaic foundations btigding he termed ‘Agora’. He found the
building had a colonnade on two sides, in whichnmagined shops might have been located,
or else an open marketplace in its courtyard, wéé¢he name he gave'ft At the south-east
side of this Agora, an isolated deposit of poteas found, dating between 650-600 BC, but
no further investigations were done y&t.

Because Payne died before he could proceed witinistigations, the ‘Agora’ remained
largely unexplored, until J.J. Coulton in 1967 tagk that task. He identified the now so-
called South-East deposit as part of the founddtemch for the earliest building activity. He
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also re-examined the pottery, lowering its clositage to around 575. Given the location of
the deposit beneath the architectural remainspotitery thus provided that as a terminus post
quem for the earliest building phase. Coulton détiat the function of the building could be
identified conclusively by its architectural featar and consequently called it the ‘West
Court’**® Alternatively, in 1985, G. Kuhn reassessed thexeated building and identified it
as a stoa, and assigned it a more central roladrctltic practices as pompeiorn’® This
interpretation is mostly regarded as speculativedwer, and Coulton’s reference to it as the
West Court is often maintained.

Coulton also took a closer look at the L-shaped stcthe east of thé"écentury altar, the last

of the series of buildings on the lower terraceyrigahad excavated part of it, but devoted
little attention to it:"* Coulton pointed out that it was special becaudedtured a second
storey. He dated it to end of th8 dentury*’ Ulrich Sinn however thought it belonged to the
early 4" century, according to its style. He also recogitteat the B-century altar had been
embellished with four ionic columns, probably bejog to the same building project as the
stoa, and other finds from the upper terracescaiutig that investments had been made in the
early 4" century to renovate the entire sanctudry.

On the middle terrace, Payne found a deep depoaitdepression he called the ‘Sacred Pool'.
He was convinced this depression was manmade lectohinwater, and had been used for
ritual purposes. Among this very diverse and riepasit, he found the impressive amount of
200 bronzephialai in the pool:”* Thomas Dunbabin elaborated on the function opth, as

he thought these phialai might be related to tteewar function of the sanctuary of Hera
Akraia, that was briefly alluded to by Strabo. Heagined that ghiale was thrown in the
pool, after which an interpreter would ‘read’ theywthe vessel floated and subsequently
sank, as a sign of things to com@The fill of the Sacred Pool was dated between &i5®
the late &' century BC, therefore Payne suggested the poobkad dug out at the same time
when the temple to Hera Limenia was built, and diniglly closed in the late"scentury "

Close to the Sacred Pool, foundations were foutahbéng to a building with two rooms and
a portico. Payne referred to it as a Hellenistizud® Subsequent commentators have
identified it as ahestiatorion the ritual banqueting hall closely related to thdt. Richard
Tomlinson connected its building date to that afoable apsidal cistern, not far awdy.No
finds are reported between Hellenistic and Romaioge This indicates that the sanctuary
was probably abandoned somewhere in the Hellenmgitod. The Roman material all
pertains to houses and other settlement archiecsuiggesting that nothing was reminiscent
of the former function of the locality as a sacptace'’®

The excavations conducted by Payne were to be ghddliin several volumes. During the
preparations for publication however, Payne suddand unexpectedly died. He left much
unfinished work, and moreover, he was the onlywhe had consistently been present at all
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the excavating work. The task of finishing the wavis taken up by Dunbabin, but he had
not been present at all at the digging in Perachamd Payne’s notebooks were far from
complete!”® The resulting publication ofPerachora I, discussing the main sacred
architectural elements and the items from the Géoengeposit, which appeared in 1942 has
often been criticized for inconsistencies and mgsnformation.Perachorall discussed the
items from the deposits of the upper terrd€®sA third publication, which was to be
specifically on the Agora and the L-shaped stoa aiter remaining material, was never
accomplished. Instead, in the 1960’s, Tomlinson @udilton initiated a number of new
excavations, and reconsidered some of the condsigrom the original excavation reports.
Some of these reconsiderations are important ®utiderstanding of the history of the site,
and therefore will be discussed later on. Firstmuest look into the account of that history as
it developed over time.

4.2 Relations with early Megara

Although in later times the Heraion was very clhgaal Korinthian sanctuary, de Polignac
believed that it had a Megarian origin, and he natsthe only one who did so. The occasion
to assume that Megara originally controlled theaaoé the Perachora Heraion lies in a
passage in PloutarchoQuaestiones Graecdkr:

What is the ‘spear-friend’?

In days of old the Megarid used to be settled ilage communities with the
citizens divided into five groups. They were calléeraeis, Piraeis, Megareis,
Cynosureis, and Tripodiscioi. ***

According to many scholars, this passage referoednt early period of Megarian history,
when the polis was in the making, and moreover #esume that it reveals that Megara in
that early period included the promontory where erndPerachora is situatéd. Neatly in
accord with Aristotle’s model, the passage evokegraup of scattered communities that
gradually grew closer together. Eventually one nrbare developed which became the polis
of Megara, whereas the remaining villages becarpert#encies in the territory.

In reading this passage, scholars for convenieage honflated the two statements Plutarch
made in the first line. As a result, they assuna¢ thiginally, the Megarian territory consisted
of five villages. The people would have been didideto five sections corresponding to their
location in the area of one of those villag&sMegara, where the Megareis lived, turned out
to be dominant and became the urban centre of ¢he. @ he village of the Tripodiskioi,
Tripodiskos, has occurred in several other contarts since long has been identified to the
north-west of Megar& In a textual fragment the"écentury BC poet Sousarion is indeed
mentioned as a Megarian from Tripodiskos, indicatihe dependent status of the village
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from Megara®® For the Heraeis, Piraeis and Kynosoureis howeecertifiable location can
be determined. Of these three, the Heraeis foptesent discussion are the most interesting.
It is inferenced that the Heraeis lived in theagk of Heraia. Its name would have been
derived from the predominance of the worship ofaHarthe area of that villag&®

However, in the entire Megarid as we know it histalty, no cult or sanctuary of Hera is
attested, neither archeologically nor in literatufdne abundance of theophoric personal
names derived from Hera in funerary inscriptioranfrMegard®’, and the fact that Hera’s
worship was popular in Megara’s colori&son the other hand do suggest that an important
cult for Hera existed in the metropolis, at ledsth& time when the colonies were founded.
One solution to this problem is to look for impatddera-cults in the vicinity, and this is the
point where the Heraion at Perachora enters theusison. On the single mention of the
Heraeis as a subdivision of the Megarian populabp®lutarch, it has been argued that their
village must have been situated in the Peracharapela, around the Heraion. Consequently
the entire peninsula had to have been part of tlegavid before Megara became a polis
throughsynoikismos®®

Several arguments have been subsequently adduceshipjoort this rather speculative
conclusion, and to prove that Plutarch was trudfwyoas a source in this case. That the five
villages were indeed the constituent elements @f plolis is to be confirmed by the
persistence of a fivefold division of the body @izens, expressed in yearly colleges of five
members for botlstratégoi and damiourgoi attested in several inscriptions from Megara
itself.*° Additionally, a late inscription from Epidauros mi®ns a certain Megarian
Dionysios who was a member of thekatostysf Kynosourd™, hekatostyedeing widely
attested as civic subdivisions of poleis in servidemilitary recruitment® Perhaps the
original villages orkomaihad lost their sense of locality by the Hellemigieriod and had
developed into subdivisions of the polis alongdiré civic membership. Nonetheless, these
very few scraps of information might be the renmgeisce of an original composition of the
Megarid of five part$?®

Additionally, supposing that the promontory inddeglonged to Megara, the early ceramic
that has been found at the Heraion might be takerohfirm Megarian control of it in the
early Archaic period. First it must be conceded tlmaevidence exists of a typically Megarian
style of pottery for the Geometric peribt.Either the polis did not produce her own pottery,
and used imported wares instead, or she meticylomstated the style of another region,
making it unrecognizable as typically Megarian. Bpbssibilities have been explored for a
way to prove the dominance of Megara in the Heraiban early stage of its existence. One
possibility is that Megara used Korinthian ware,ichhhas been found in abundance at the
Heraion. This possibility is very much conceivalds,we know that Korinthian pottery was
indeed popular in Megara in earlier and later m13® The second possibility is that Megara
imitated the pottery style of Argos. Some Argiveareic has been found at the Heraion,

1% Robu,La cité de Mégare20.

18| egon,Megara 49.

" Hanell,Megarische Studierv6.

188 |dem, 207-218; Hammond, “The Heraeum at Perach®fand n.12, 98 and n. 24; Salmon, “The Heraeum at
Perachora”, 194 n. 213.

1% See n. 180 supra.

195 Strategoi: IG VII 8-14 and R.M Heath, “Proxeny s from MegaraBSA19 (1912-1913), 82-88, no’s 1 and
2. 5 Damiourgoi: IG VII 41.

PG Iv? 42.

192 gmith, Hellenistic and Roman Megarig15.

19 Hammond, “The Heraeum at Perachora”, 95.

% 1dem, 99.

19 salmon, “The Heraeum at Perachora”, 201.

39



Simke Kamphorst MA 18-06-2012 Final version

including several temple models for which the mddahd at the Heraion in Argos is seen as
archetypal®® Hanell already perceived a strong influence fromyos in Megara, judging
from the similarity of several of their cults andstims, and this influence might as well have
included pottery style¥’ Finds from Syracuse, near the earliest Megaridongoon Sicily,
Megara Hyblaia, which also looked rather Argiveghti confirm this influence. Thus the
Argive ware at the Heraion may actually be Megarmaitations, and as such it would attest
to the early Megarian presence at the sancttfary.

4.3 Korinthian encroachment

We know that at least from the late Archaic peraydvards, the Perachora peninsula was
under Korinthian rule. Therefore, if Megarians iadevere the original occupants of the area,
at some point, Korinth must have taken over thatoey, including the sanctuary. For the
Heraeis to be lastingly incorporated in the pofisMegara however requires their village in
the peninsula to have gone through the entire kigmbs before the region was 10%t.
W. Halliday dated the partition into five villagas a pre-Doric situation, thereby placing it at
some point before the Tocentury BC?® The existence of the Dorians as an ethnically
distinguishable group and the reality of their isie& in Greece however nowadays are
severely doubted, and any dating reconstructedndrthis ‘invention of tradition’ should be
dismissed®* Effectively, Ronald Legon rejected Halliday’s awegj but he left intact the
assumption of a Dorian invasion, which accordinghtm resulted in the foundation of
Megara in five villages by those very Dorians, aftee 10" century BC. The synoikismos
subsequently took place between th& a0d the early '8 century?®? If we assume that in
general synoikismos of poleis is a phenomenon Ipitgnto the 8 century, we might as well
accept this date. As a consequence, we shouldoiengpfor a conflict between Korinth and
Megara that could have been about the Perachartomer and which occurred shortly after
the synoikismos.

Indeed, in the next part duaestiones Graecag7, Plutarch relates how Korinth tried to
interfere between the communities of the Megarml,tisat any of them might be easily
annexed by Korinth instead:

... Although the Corinthians brought about a civil mvamong them, for the
Corinthians were ever plotting to get Megara untlegir control, none the less,
because of their fair-mindedness, they [the Megajiaonducted their wars in a
civilized and a kinsmanly way.?%

This passage suggests that conflicts with Korinterewalready simmering during the
synoikismos, and the actual takeover of the Peragbeninsula is supposed not to have taken
place very long afterwards. Therefore, we mighedaat event to the second half of tie 8
century at the latest. In support of that date, rdmonstruction, as far as possible, of the
history of the Heraion has been adduced. ThetBraple, dedicated to Hera Akraia, has been
dated to the first quarter of th& 8entury. Then, for some reason, a new temple wiisdn

the upper terrace of the site, so in another lonatind this time apparently dedicated to Hera
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Limenia. According to Nicholas Hammond, this magkgliscontinuity in the life of the
sanctuary, possibly caused by the Korinthian tageoun his view, the Korinthians
abandoned the original cult on the lower terrace started a new one to emphasize the
imposition of their control in the aré&:

There is one indication from Megara itself thatersfto a territorial conflict in this period.
Among the few inscriptions from Megara is an epigiar the hero OrsippdS> The text of
this epigram was paraphrased by Pausanias wheriobd ever the hero’'s tomb on the
Megarian agord”® According to the text, Orsippos was famed for teasons. The most
important reason (as it is stated first) was his es a general in the recovery of land that had
been taken by an unnamed neighbouring power. T¢wnde which certainly chronologically
comes before the first, was his victory in the Qbyam footrace, which he won because he
was the first ever to run naked. This event is @btwlatable, as Orsippos appears as victor
during the 1% Olympiad, dated to 720 BC, in the list of Olympitampions. If Orsippos had
been a young man at that time, his career as aaenast have taken off afterwards, placing
his most important military achievement between @R6é perhaps 680 at the lat&tThis
accords surprisingly well with the date at which twed assumed Korinthian takeover of
Perachora.

In both the inscription and in Pausanias, the itderdf the rivalling neighbours is not
revealed. However, we have only few possibiliteschoose from. For Boiotia, there is no
evidence of any kind for conflicts with Megara hist period. For Attica on the other hand,
two conflicts may be relevant. The first is the omg conflict with Athens over Salamis,
which also originally belonged to Megara in the Aac period. However, this conflict was at
its height only about a century later, when Solaswn power. Another option is a conflict
between the two about Eleusis, which is also a&ttest later periods. In this period, Athens
consolidated her power over Eleusis, and it isdocekpected from her geographic position
that Megara had an interest in the region. Therapigor Orsippos seems to speak however
of a considerable stretch of land, a qualificatisa hardly may give to Eleusis and its
surrounding area. It is improbable therefore thicA is the neighbour meant. That leaves us
with only one option, which is Korintff® And as we have seen before, this would also be the
most likely candidate.

In this respect Pausanias refers to a conflict eetmkKorinth and Megara that was resolved by
Megarian victory at a time when in Athens the ardtop was not yet instated as an annually
rotating office. This means that it occurred eithefore 752, when the term of the archonship
was limited to ten years instead of lifelong, oll siefore 682, when the term was shortened
to one year. The Megarian treasury at Olympia atingrto Pausanias was built to display the
spoils of this war, which could be the war we areking for. The treasury however dates
from the ' century, and even though Pausanias concedeshthapbil were dedicated long
after the victory, P. Bol discards the possibilityt the treasury was connected to a war at
such an early daf@? Still, this does not mean that we should ruletbatpossibility that such

a war took place in that period all together. Rgths Legon proposes, we may presume that
Pausanias confused two stories, but the fact thatdéntioned the war to Legon means that at
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least a tradition existed about it, which he usedaasourcé'® The treasury however can
unfortunately not be of any help in elucidating thgstery of that war.

Although there is not much evidence to draw orseims that the pieces of the puzzle fit
together to form a picture of the early historytloé Perachora peninsula. The sequence of
events can be reconstructed as follows: in they @adhaic period, at least in the first half of
the 8" century the Perachora peninsula belonged togetitar the Megarid. In this very
period, the polis of Megara developed through skisoios of five villages in the territory, of
which the promontory held one. As presumed by dgRac, the first temple for Hera Akraia
was built, to emphasize and consolidate Megaravg identity as a polis. Korinth however
continuously interfered in the process, trying toest some borderlands from Megarian
control. In the last quarter of th& 8entury, this resulted in an outbreak of hostifitbetween
Megara and Korinth. Judging by the epigram for ges, Korinth apparently initially was
successful in capturing some territory, which sgosatly was, probably partly, recovered by
Orsippos and his troops. Whether this was the Rerageninsula or some other tract of land
to the west of Megara we may never know. We do krowa fact that Perachora later
belonged to Korinth, and the most likely occasiond takeover to have happened is indeed
this war towards the end of th& 8entury, for the existence of which significandizations
seem to exist.

4.4 Puzzling evidence

However, this entire reconstruction is built onaasumption, that Perachora once belonged to
Megara, based on a single implicit and late literaference, for which no direct support can
be adduced. First, we do not know what source Rllataad for his account of early Megarian
history, but it seems inconceivable that he regb#gehistorically trustworthy tradition that
came down unchanged all the way from the Archariogeo the ' century AD, when he
wrote it down. It is much more likely that he qubt® more recent or even a contemporary
source whose account may have contained some lithvas also influenced by all kinds of
both personal and communal interéstsThe evidence adduced to prove the reliability of
Ploutarchos’s account is the fact that several Magagovernmental bodies were composed
of five members. These however were only attestetthe Hellenistic period, when Megara
entered the Achaean league, where this organizatitive polis into five civic units was more
or less standard. Significant in this respect & the council of strategoi was according to the
relevant inscriptions either composed of 5 annuadtating members, or 6 members whose
term is not clear, but which was at least longantbne year. It has been generally assumed
that the inscriptions referring to 6 strategoi paated those registering only 5 members of the
council. However, the inscriptions are very hardiaé*? and according to present standards
their order might as well be reversed, supporthmg guggestion that the fivefold division of
Megara was a consequence of%c@ntury BC reform upon entering the Achaean leddue

Second, even if it would be reliable as a histérasacount, Ploutarchos’ passage does not
explicitly state that Perachora belonged to MegHre. through association and speculation
that this conclusion is reached, whereas none @fatiguments used renders it inevitable.
Plutarch does not state that Megara had five \elagf which that of the Heraeis was one. He
states that the Heraeis were one of the five guiedivisions, but these were not necessarily
connected to a localif?* Moreover, the name Heraeis may or may not refex tgoup of

1% egon,Megara 64.

2 Robu,La cité de Mégare31.

12 5mith, Hellenistic and Roman Megari$09-110.
13 Robu,La cité de Mégare36.

2% 1dem, 18.
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worshippers of Hera, but even if it does, it does mean that this group controlled the
Heraion on the peninsula, or even that they atiérnllis specific sanctuary for Hera. For the
absence of attestations of a Hera-cult in the hestly known Megarid does not prove

absence of such a cult all together. There is aveossibility that the name of the Heraeis did
not have anything to do with the worship of Hexa, the presumed importance of Hera in
Megara is not necessarily supported by the pralifen of personal names derived from Hera.

Thus, in the absence of any explicit and decisihdication that the Perachora peninsula
belonged to Megara, we should reject it as an agsam For the arguments that point in the
direction of a war between Megara and Korinth dbet territory have all been wrested from
the source material because that very assumptiogsaated to assume such a conflict in that
period. In some cases such circular arguing magym® a valid point, when the material used
as confirmation is indeed best explained with thigal conjecture as a starting point. In this
case however, the confirming sources may be exgiaim several other ways, which are just
as plausible. First of all, Ploutarchos’ remark toe Korinthian intrigue in Megara is not
surprising in the light of ongoing rivalry betwetire two. It might have occurred at any time,
as the period to which Plutarch refers is not ¢lead it might as well lie in some mythical
past, partly made up at some point as an explanat@avice for contemporary
circumstance$™®

Orsippos’ exploits are another case in point. Saloabts have been raised against the
authenticity of the story related in the inscripticAs the original inscription was set up
centuries after the event to which it supposedigrse the story may have been conveniently
manipulated or even entirely made up. Judging Isytbmb being placed centrally on the
Megarian agora, and the renewed setup of the pigamiat such a late date, Orsippos was an
important element in Megara’s public appearancs.hilitary achievements were clearly of
major importance, perhaps to back up claims to sm#ory, of even generally to military
prowess:*® The Olympic victory may have conferred more cregempon Orsippos as a hero.
Moreover, connecting this victory to the initiatiafi the henceforth traditional practice of
competing naked, an invention for which severatptieroes were credited by their different
places of origin as well, situated Orsippos’ carieea rather remote past, lending higher
antiquity and thus greater weight to whatever clawas supported by it. For that matter,
Orsippos’ appearance in the list of Olympic victaray be part of that manipulative scheme
as well, for we do not know how and at what poiwatly that list was drawf’

If the date of Orsippos’ career cannot be known,cae certainly not exclude some of the
possibilities that were rejected relating to ther Wwes epigram refers to. The conflict with
Athens over Salamis which according to the traditveas initiated by Solon was in fact,
according to that same tradition a continuatioraajuarrel in which Megara had initially
gained the upper hand. We only know when the gquase decided in favour of Athens, but
we cannot pinpoint when it started. Orsippos cdwdde accomplished his victory both in the
early stages, perhaps during tH2 éentury, or at a later point, in the final phaset ttook
place in the early'®century?® But the war designated in the inscription may @i wave
been over Eleusis, for no reference whatsoeveiadenm it that allows conclusions about the
amount of land that is recovered. We do not hadeations for such a war with Eleusis for
that period, but effectively, such indications for 8™-century war with Korinth prove to be
just as elusivé®®

215K J. Rigsby, “Megara and Tripodiscu$€RBS28 (1987), 93-102, 101.

?® salmon, “The Heraeum at Perachora”, 199.

27T J. Figueira and G. Nagy (edsTheognis of Megara, Poetry and the pgBsltimore and London 1985), 271-273.
18 A French, “Solon and the Megarian questiafiS77 (1957), 238-246.

219 5almon, “The Heraeum at Perachora”, 199.
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Still, the discontinuity of cult at the Heraion wse further explanation. The original
suggestion by Payne was that the temple for HenaiAkwas not immediately abandoned
when the temple for Hera Limenia was built. He saggul that the two cults were briefly
maintained side by side in the same temenos. Thaese been much debate over this
suggestion. The pottery deposits connected torelthidding as described by Payne did not
overlap in date, or only very little, suggestingttthe Akraia temple was indeed abandoned
when that for Limenia was taken into use, but théngy of the pottery too is a matter of
dispute. Moreover, the respective epithets forgthedess seem to be rather misplaced. Akraia
refers to a location on a promontory or a hillteynich would be most appropriate for Hera’s
location in the older temple, on the promontorynénia refers to a position on the coast,
which arguably can be said of the location of tieatple in itself. It is odd however if one
considers it in combination with the temple thasvadready there, which was much closer to
the coast than the new off@ Finally, it would be strange for Korinth to abandite cult of
Hera Akraia as a statement in th® &ntury, to revert back to it in thé"6and possibly
already in the 7, when the temples in the harbour area were agalitated to Hera Akraia.

A radical assumption was made by Tomlinson. He ssiggl that the Hera Limenia temple
was not a temple at all. He argued that the arctoite was not typical for a temple, and the
presence of a centrally placed hearth also strunkas odd. He rather identified the building
as a banqueting hall, connected to the existingofiiera Akraia. It was apparently also used
to put up dedications and store sacred items. Tikgikdition of functions over several

buildings seems to be an answer to the growing lpopu of the sanctuary, which may be
gleaned from the steady increase in the numbeptver gifts. The name Limenia, found on
two inscriptions, may be explained as a referendié cult to which the building belonged,
namely ‘the cult of Hera whose temple is on thestda' The supposed discontinuity of the
cult is thus greatly reduced and consequently doessity to explain it by a change of owner,
from Megara to Korinth.

Finally, the arguments drawn from the pottery-tydeand at the Heraion against this
background seem artificial and farfetched. The dbaane of Korinthian pottery only leaves
open the possibility that Megarians were among \iséors of the Heraion, and for that
matter may have been the dominant group thereit lolgies not prove the latter point in any
way. The ‘Argive’ pottery does not prove to be da@ either. This argument was first put
forward by Hammond, drawing on the excavation refomyr Payne, which catalogued a
considerable amount of Argive pottery from the HmmaOn second examination by Salmon
however, much of the characteristics of the pottarged out to be less prominently Argive,
but instead rather general for the region arouraisthmus. This would also explain the
presence of this type of pottery on Si&%

Additionally, in other places, more temple modasébeen found, many of them much older
than the model from Argos, including those from deapora itself. Therefore, the Argive
model is untenable as an archetype and it is navotfid whether it should be considered as a
typical Argive dedication at aff® Possibly the model originally did not depict a menbut
rather a house. That in turn may render it appad@ras a dedication to Hera, who after all
was the goddess who protected the homestéathe model should then be explained as

2| egon,Megara 67.
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typical to Hera, and not indicative of Argive indiace in the Perachora Heraion, directed
there through Megarian control of it.

45 The Korinthian Heraion

Generally, scholars treating the Perachora peransulthe Heraion in any detail have now
adopted the view that the region had never beenopahe Megarid®® Thus the role of the
Heraion as an extra-urban sanctuary to the ememphg of Megara cannot be maintained.
Indeed, de Polignac recognized this in the revieamd translated edition of his dissertation
in 1995, and in his introductory article Rdacing the godsa collection of articles critically
reviewing his theory, edited by Susan Alcock anchiRoOsborné?® However, now he
retained the second part of the argument. NowttieaHeraion appeared to have belonged to
Korinth from an early period onwards, he assigriebe role of extra-urban sanctuary to that
polis??’ Korinth even seems to meet de Polignac’s critedbthe central pole, opposite to
the outlying pole of the bi-polar city, for it seeththat a small sanctuary for Hera Akraia was
situated within the walls of Korinth in the samemar as the small sanctuary for Artemis
Brauronia, installed on the Akropolis in Athensattmirrored the larger cult for Artemis at

Brauron??®

The existence of this small sanctuary has beerrenéed by several scholars from a
combination of two literary references. In the tfidace, a passage in Euripides’ Medea,
situated in Korinth, relates how Medea, after kdliher children takes their bodies with her
on the chariot of her grandfather Helios, to bumym in the sanctuary of Hera Akrafd.No
specification is given here for the location of ttheanctuary. Next, Pausanias, in his
description of the area around the road to SikyoKarinth, refers to the fountain of Glauke,
and next to it annemafor Medea’s childred® In this contextmnemamay mean either
monument or tomb, but it is often assumed that &sdas here means a tofib.
Consequently, it must be inferenced that the samngtwf Hera Akraia designated by
Euripides should be located right there as well.axthaeological remains of this sanctuary
have been found, but with regard to the destructibthe city in 146 BC, that does not
necessarily negate its previous existefite.

Such departments in the centre according to degiamdi symbolized the belonging of the
main cult and especially the locality of that ctifte boundary lands of polis-territory, to the
polis at large. A procession from the central sasgt to the main cult might have
strengthened that symbolic connection. There isxdation that such a procession was held
from Korinth to Perachora but that does not havehamper de Polignac’s conclusion:
conceivably, a procession could have been conduatgdly by sea, the obvious approach to
Perachora from Korinth’s point of view, in whichsesit will not have left any tracé&®

228 Notably: Tomlinson, “Perachora”; Morgan, “The evidn of a sacral ‘landscape’ .

225 F_ de Polignac, “Mediation, competition and soignsy: The evolution of rural sanctuaries in GeoticeBreece”,
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4.6 Female fecundity and kourotropheia

As we have seen, de Polignac assigned specifidifunscto the deities worshipped in the
eschatia in relation to their role in integrating the commnity. Protection of women and
adolescents, and their respective integration amidtion in the polis especially stand out. De
Polignac asserted that both these functions wegtcithy performed by Hera in Perachdr¥.

An indication of her special role in women'’s liviesto be found in the story of Herodotos on
the Korinthian tyrant Periandros. He called upoe #omen of Korinth to gather in the
(unnamed) sanctuary of Hera outside the walls, &herstripped them bare and subsequently
burnt all their belongings to appease the spirithsf wife Melissa, whom he had killed
himself?®* The story allegedly proves that the women weresnspicious of Periandros’ bad
intentions when they were convened, thus that dmgregation at the sanctuary, identified as
that of ggra Akraia, was a regular event, probdblipwing a procession as part of a yearly
festival:

The kourotrophic character of the sanctuary andois in initiatory practices is supposedly
reflected in different strands of the myth arounddda’s children and the ritual that appears
to have emanated from?3t’ The fact that Medea buried her children in thecgaary in
Euripides’ tragedy may or may not bear symbolicngigance in this respect but other,
perhaps older versions of the myth may give sonwtiadal clues. Pausanias reports two
stories in relation to the mnema of Medea’s childieor the first he paraphrases Eumelos, a
Korinthian poet whose work has been variably déteiveen the '8and 6" centuries BG®
From the few fragments that we have, this poet agpt have written a verse history of
Korinth, probably commissioned by members of theikthian elite. This history circulated
in several versions before being rewritten in priosm.

Pausanias almost certainly used this prose vemsoa source for Medea’s histdfy. He
relates how Helios owned the land of Korinth ankly8n, when the combined land was still
called Ephyraea. He gave the part that was to becBikyon to his son Aloeus, and the
Korinthian part to his son Aietes, who for somesmahad to leave Korinth for Kolchis.
Upon his departure he gave the land in custodyawnBs. When Bounos died, the land was
ruled by Epopeus, son of Aloeus, and after him byifthos, who eventually gave the region
its name. Korinthos died childless and the Koriaisi decided to call in a descendant of
Aietes as hegemon. They chose Medea, Aietes’ daygahd we may suppose that the
Argonautic episode had already taken place, forvgae together with Jason. She became
queen, and Jason consequently became king of Kdftht

This genealogy is an obvious invention by Eumeimsthe purpose of connecting Korinth to
the great epic of the Argonauts, a conclusion tackviwe will return latef** The next
passage in Pausanias story may not be Eumelodaasanias does not explicitly refer to his
source here. He relates how Medea, when in Korbebpt several children, and each time on
their birth brought them to the (unnamed) sanctadiyiera, where she either concealed them
or buried them, in order to make them immoffalThe scholia to Pindaro©lympic odes
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relate that she might have expected Hera to asstbis procedure out of gratitude because
Medea had resisted Zeus’ amorous advafitasle may conclude that the children died as a
result of this action, for when Jason discoveregtwtedea had done to the children, he
returned to lolkos in anger, and Medea subsequéetlyfrom Korinth?** Although no ritual
was said to be derived, either from the act itsmlfas a retribution for the dead children, the
story has often been interpreted as an allegonyitirition. >*°

The figure of Medea in this respect may be conekivkas a primeval Mother-goddess of
fertility, who can be compared to Hera, or everardgd as her predecessor, and who may or
may not have been known under the name of Mé&ffeBhe act of concealing the children
then would reflect the isolation of adolescentsaainemote place as part of their initiation,
which was probably part of the ritual for this gedd. Immortalization symbolizes the
perpetuation of the community through continuouggration of the younger generations.
The death of the infants in was inserted into ttugysonly after the goddess Medea was
gradually superseded by Hera in that function. éghsgt symbolized Medea'’s ultimate failure
in her role as protectress of the young. The irsef Medea'’s flight in the myth served as
anaition, so to speak, for the resulting absence of heririorinth 4’

In the other version reported by Pausanias, thiereini were killed by the Korinthians, to
avenge Medea’s murder of the king’s daughter, balled Glauké. Subsequently all newborn
babies in Korinth died of mysterious causes. Tlaelerin Delphi summoned the Korinthians
to sacrifice to Medea’s children yearly to ward tifis disaster. Given that they were buried
in Hera’s sanctuary, it may be assumed that thisif&® was to take place in that same
sanctuary. Pausanias remarks that for the occasithis sacrifice, the children of Korinth cut
their hair and wore black clothes as if they wemiming®*® More details about such a ritual
are given by another source, the scholia to Ewegit¥ledea, citing Parmeniskos. According
to his story, Medea’s children had sought refugdlmaia’s sanctuary, fleeing for an angry
mob of Korinthian women, dissatisfied with Medeaggn of the city. Despite the rule of
inviolability of suppliants in sanctuaries, theldnén, seven boys and seven girls, were killed
in the temple. Subsequently the city was struckheyplague as divine punishment for that
sacrilegious act. Henceforth the Korinthians ewergr sent seven boys and seven girls to do
service in the sanctuary as a propitiatory fte.

Both the funerary character of the rite reportedPaysanias, and adolescents serving in a
sanctuary, resemble initiatory rites in other saakdes. The staging of the initiation as a
funeral may be symbolic for the abandonment ofdttubd conceived of as death, and the
subsequent assumption of adulthood as (re-)birtie Jervice in the sanctuary physically
isolates representatives of a generation of adefsdrom their initial status as children, to
enable them to shake off that status and retuadaks. The rite is mythologically grounded
as a means to protect the city, by securing eitherhealth of the youngest generation of
citizens, or that of the community as a whole, Wwhagain is symbolic for the integration of
the young with the purpose of securing the presienwaf the city as a community° Against

this background, this ritual, situated in the reensainctuary of Hera Akraia fits into de
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Polignac’'s model as an example next in excellenty to the complex of the Argive
Heraion®! Today however, both new material and reinterpiaiadf the original sources

threaten to shatter de Polignac’s neat picture.

4.7 The urban Heraion

In the first place, the urban Heraion, allegediaed on the road to Sikyon, poses a problem,
for it never existed. In the excavation reportloé area, Robert Scranton made an attempt at
identifying traces of a superstructure on the fahe fountain of Glauke as the sanctuary of
Hera Akraia®®? Additionally, C. Williams assumed that it had dniglly been located near the
fountain, from where it was moved in the Roman gebto the area known as Templé®€.
The fountain itself however is now dated to the ldellenistic or even to the Roman period,
so no Archaic or Classical sanctuary could havenbkeated on top>* No other
archaeological remains have been found, despitefutaand targeted research on the
designated spot. This may not be decisive, beddwesarea has been thoroughly destroyed in
146 BC by the Roman general Mummius, and intengineduilt afterwards.

In that case however, it seems odd that Pausan@sieters the mnema in that area, but not
the temenos of Hera Akraia, when both supposediggied the destruction by Mummius.
Pausanias does not mention a sanctuary for Heall, a&uggesting that there was none. We
may conclude that the mnema he reports did notapeethe destruction, and therefore we
have no reason to assume that it stood in theiposithere the burial of Medea’s children
according to Euripides took place. To the contr&yripides’ text rather suggests that the
burial took place outside Korinth, as Medea is yetadflee the city, taking the bodies of the
children with her. Considering that she fled to &k, the Perachoran Heraion was
conveniently on the way, and it is more naturab$sume that this was the sanctuary she
envisioned for the burial, at safe distance fromahildren’s enemies?

Pausanias’ account indicates that by his time, glo¢ of Medea’s story had developed

considerably since the performance of the tragad4B3il BC. He reports that the fountain of
Glauke was named after Kreon’s daughter, who uporiving the poisoned gifts of Medea

threw herself in the well to stop the burning of lilesh. In none of the literary sources

Kreon’s daughter is given a name, and Euripides duet have her die from drowning in a

well. Additionally, Pausanias alludes to the ritt@l Medea'’s children only in passing, and he
does not give any details on its location, whichnfay not have known, as the performance of
the ritual had ceased since the second centur§?B@.turn, the scholiast to Euripides clearly

was at a loss when trying to locate the cult ofaH&kraia, associated with the burial of the

children, according to her epithet: he interprebed name as ‘Hera of the Heights’, and
therefore positioned her sanctuary on the Akrokbrir/

Obviously, no actual reminiscence of the cult remadiat the time he wrote his comments.
On this account, the absence of the Perachoraniddeflom Pausanias’ account, and the
archaeological record from this sanctuary may confihat it fell into disuse around the
middle of the second century BC, and thus was pgb@cluded in Mummius’ targeted
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demolitions?®® On this account, it is very well possible that theema of Pausanias’ report
had been built after the re-foundation of Korinthtle first century BC, as a result of a late
interpretation of the variety of traditions on Madand her children’s death, at a time when
the ‘facts’ about the myth, the ritual and its lbea had been forgotte?i® There is no reason
therefore to suppose that a Heraion existed incédmdre of Korinth as an urban pendant to
Hera’s extra-urban sanctuary at Perachora.

4.8 The kourotrophic rituals

However, de Polignac did not assume that the fitesMedea’s children as reported by
several sources took place in Korinth at the urdaraion. He could have supposed that the
procession, which was clearly included in the ridsparted from this small sanctuary and
headed for the Heraion on the Perachora promonButeven if the urban Heraion did not
exist, it may be remembered that one of the impon@asons for de Polignac for adducing
the rite of Medea’s children in the context of theraion of Perachora, was in support of the
kourotrophic character of this sanctudty/From the outset however, there is one significant
reason why this ritual can be no part of the foramabdf Korinth as a polis: if it existed at all,

it was too late to have been of importance in pinatess.

For Eumelos was the very first to connect Mede&dwointh, and he does it in a very
conspicuously artificial manner, indicating that mmest probably made the whole story up
himself. Eumelos’ work traditionally was dated het8" century BC, which plausibly makes
this story a convenient aition for a ritual thathmgs was in turn devised in order to promote
the developing sense of community. Recently howewemew studies of the fragments
attributed to Eumelos, West has suggested that Bsmmay have been perceived
retrospectively in the Classical period as a simgithor, whereas his texts seem to be written
by several different authors. Most importantly, Wesnsiders all fragments by contents and
style to date from the middle of th& @entury BC at the earlie§t* Any relation therefore
between reports from these fragments and theeBitury reality of rites for Medea’s children
must be seriously doubted.

For that matter, we might doubt the existence oteafor Medea’s children located in the
Perachora Heraion all together. Traditions on Meithe#éhe Korinthia diverge on several
points, the most important being the death of Iélden. Besides Euripides’ story that she
deliberately killed the children herself, two otheaditions exist. The first, recorded by
Pausanias as one of two alternative stories, eelatev Medea ‘hid’ the children in the
sanctuary of Hera, hoping that they would becommamtal*®*> According to the scholiast to
Pindaros, she had good reason to suppose Hera wamlddd grant the children immortality,
for she had promised to do so out of gratitudesrdfiedea had resisted amorous advances
from Zeus’*® Now the scholiast does not explain how the childiied, and Pausanias does
not explicitly say they did, but after piecing theo stories together, the resulting account
seems to fit together most plausibly. In both thkofiast and Pausanias, the pieces of the
story are preceded by information that is saideioveé from Eumelos, perhaps suggesting that
this sequel was also part of Eumelos’ account. Tiesins at least that this tradition existed
before Euripides wrote his tragedy. However, thisreno way to know how popular or
widespread it was.

28 Menadier, “The sanctuary of Hera Akraia”, 90.

29 |hidem; Harrauer, “Kindermord”, 5.
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The other account related by Pausanias has thetiiamns figure as the children’s killef%.
This story is also reported by other sources, bay tdiffer on the motive attributed to the
Korinthians for their deed, and the details of tmerder. Parmeniskos, adduced in the scholia
to Euripides, clearly drew on part of Eumelos’ agtp for in his version Medea was queen of
Korinth, as she had become through Eumelos’ geggaldhe Korinthian women in
particular grew dissatisfied with her reign, and &orinthians, without further specification
of gender, went after her children. They chasethtinto the sanctuary of Hera Akraia, where
they were slaughtered on the aft¥rAelianus does not give as much detail, but he seem
follow Parmeniskos in that Medea was queen of Kbrff Pausanias represents the other
motive, which probably derived partly from Euripgd@ccount, for here Medea is not queen
of Korinth, as Kreon is king. Medea’s murder of Bneand/or Kreon’s daughter infuriates the
Korinthians and they avenge their ruler by killiedea’s children. In Didymos, as in
Parmeniskos, the killing takes place in the Heraiomt he speaks only of sons, without
numbers®” Pausanias has the two children, both boys, stobedthe location remains
unspecified. Philostraté® and Aelianus give no details either on the methiothe location

of the murder. Number and gender of the childrena¢égo unknown.

Every one of these sources gives a sequel to thdanuParmeniskos and Pausanias relate
how the Korinthians were punished for their deed diyine intervention; according to
Parmeniskos Korinth was struck by a plague, serthbygods and causing numerous deaths
among the entire population, whereas Pausaniasvislit was a mysterious fatal infliction
that affected all Korinthian newborns, and was edusy the spirits of Medea’s children. In
both cases, the evil is eventually averted by gipatory rite. In Parmeniskos’ case seven
boys and seven girls are sent yearly to the Herao service in the sanctuary. Pausanias
only alludes to the rite in passing, mentioning tkarinthian youths used to cut their hair and
wear black clothing in honour of Medea’s childrém.Philostratos and Aelianus the rite is
only named as of a propitiatory character. Didynwghe only source that gives a very
different account of what happened: after the myridhe Korinthians spread the rumour that
Medea had killed her children herself. No subsetud#wine punishment and thus no
propitiatory ritual are reported.

It is uncertain whether the version in which therikthians were the killers was earlier than
the Euripidean. Eumelos is the only source predaBnripides, and we have to trust the
sources that quote him that they did so accuratelgyven that their sources did so. The other
sources, including all those that name the Korariki as the Kkillers postdate Euripides’
tragedy. Some scholars claim that it should berpldecause it offers a more acceptable
aition for the cult in the eyes of ancient Greekiis conclusion depends on a number of
assumptions. The first is that Euripides’ playsalisuincluded an aition for an existing cult,
either taken at face value as an explanation oftite or as a means to provide the rest of the
story with a connection to the real world, makihmbre crediblé®®

The second assumption, related to the first, is daheult of Medea’s children already existed
in the Heraion before Euripides wrote the tragetlyirdly, it is assumed that Euripides
himself invented the plot that Medea killed her oginildren. The story could not previously
have been connected to a cult that was situateldinviiera’s temenos, as Scott Scullion
argues that it would be a ritual perversion if ardemess of her own children would
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commission a ritual in their honour in the sancguaf the protectress of marriage and
childrearing, while she herself remained unpunisfedthe deed’® Both Scullion and
Francis Dunn characterize this lack of atonemerat gpical Euripidean irony, created in this
case by the invention of Medea as the murderesselily turning the cult into a perversfty.

Conversely, it would be much more plausible if #arinthians usually adduced a ‘violent
and illegal death of the children’, as they didadmng to Pausanias, to explain why they did
penance in the ritudl? That the Korinthians were the children’s killeeftre Medea became
the murderess may be confirmed by a further quaim fParmeniskos, elsewhere in the
scholia to Euripides’ play, where he states thatigtiles was paid five talents by the
Korinthians to change the story in such a way thatblame for the murder no longer fell on
them?”® Aelianus’ comments have a similar purport, althong explicit bribing is involved.
Concerning this matter, Christine Harrauer considée version of the Korinthians as the
killers to be even older than Eumelos’ story, oa pinemise that Eumelos introduced Medea
in Korinth especially in order to shift respongiyil for the children’s death from the
Korinthians to Medea. She maintains that Parmesiskistakenly took allegations of bribery
to be directed to Euripides, whereas they most ghalybconcerned the account of Eumelos
instead. Aelianus simply copied the mistdkKeHowever, Harrauer fails to explain why
Eumelos would have chosen Medea for the task, dndhe first made a considerable effort
to turn her into a Korinthian before he infamousiyher kill her children by accident. On that
account, the reconstruction seems far-fetchedaadspeculative possibility at the most.

Instead of being the earlier tradition, the storyh® Korinthians as the killers may also have
sprouted from Euripides’ play itself. Judith Mossmexplores this possibility, assuming that
the murder of the children by Medea was indeedddes’ invention, and that it did not go
back on an earlier traditicd> To create a suspenseful preamble to the murderatielason
express his fear for his children’s safety, presbhignavith regard to the vengeful rage of the
Korinthians after Medea’s murder of Kreon and hasighter. This would seem to be a most
plausible course of action in the eyes of his autke who would however soon find out that
Jason’s fear was justified, but in an unexpected @agically ironic way. According to
Mossman, vengeance by the Korinthians and subsegites of atonement in the Heraion
could well have become a tradition of its own, oafier they had been suggested for the first
time by Euripides. Indeed, she implicitly concludibsit no rites whatsoever existed for
Medea’s children in Korinth, either before or aftee staging of the tragedy, and they only
survived in literature as a consequence of the lpgippof the play?’®

Harrauer’'s reconstruction may seem unlikely, whNM®ossman’'s is tempting, but the
possibility that the Korinthians were the killereftre Euripides is not excluded. Perhaps a
third alternative may be introduced here. It isgiole that Eumelos’ account of Medea’s
murder by accident, and that of the Korinthianstres culprits existed simultaneously. It
seems that both traditions had their own particigsr The involvement of Hera and her
sanctuary apparently belonged to Eumelos’ accaaltitough Parmeniskos and Didymos
have the Korinthians kill the children in the Hemai However, in Parmeniskos the children
flee from the Korinthian mob to the sanctuary. dems odd that they chose to flee to a
sanctuary as far away as the Perachora Heraiogestigg that the Heraion did not originally
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belong to the story. A similar case can be madeDidlymos, where the children are left

behind in the Heraion by Medea, so that their fathay look after them. It seems hardly

likely that she left them so far away from the aiyd in the wild, if Jason was supposed to
find them shortly afterwards to be able to protaem.

Conversely, the ritual atonement clearly belongedthe account of the murder by the
Korinthians, as its consequence. Only the schot@m®indaros reports subsequent rites that
were performed by the Korinthians, but it is noatet why they did so. It may be
remembered that above we assumed that the infamgtven there belongs together with
Pausanias’ account of the accidental murder by lslellat that does not provide us with any
explanation why the Korinthians and not Medea Hedwould honour the children. Both
traditions thus separated, there is little reasosuppose that the rites of atonement were held
in the Heraion. The two accounts only got mixedwlpen Euripides deliberately conflated
them to serve his ironic plot. Subsequent authook tthe resulting aition for a cult of
Medea’s children in the Heraion to be authenticilevim the case of Parmeniskos his physical
distance, and in the case of Pausanias, Philosteaitd Aelianus their distance in time to the
subject, cast doubts on the possibilities theytbatheck its veracit§’’

This is also true for the details they give abdwt titual. Most of them appear to be not very
precise in the first place. Aelianus refers torites asenagizousimeaning that some chtonic
sacrifice was performed in the children’s honoue. &tlds that the character of the rites was
penal, as if the Korinthians were paying a delihtan. No mention is made of the location of
the rites, nor of any involvement of Hera. This rst&l somewhat similar to Philostratos’
comment. He specifies that laments were sung, buby whom or where. The fact that he
mentions revenge for the death of Glauke as thasiaa of the murder of Medea’s children
suggests however that Philostratos either usedaRemssas a source, or that they both had
access to the same source for the story. Neithmesdhe Heraion as the location of the rites.
Perhaps, if Mossman is right to rule out the existeof any rites for the children, the ritual as
reported by these three late sources was a litdictign, upon which the restoration of the
mnema in the re-founded city of Korinth was alsiiated, in the manner explained above.
The fact that these descriptions remain vague mdged suggest that these authors merely
guessed at the most probable nature of the rimidlwas adduced by Euripides and left it at
that.

Parmeniskos however gives some specific detailggesting that he may have had actual
knowledge about the ritual. The number of 14 ckidParmeniskos reports for Medea is
nowhere else attested and he almost certainly ntagehimself. It could be argued that he
derived that number from the ritual itself, if hadhassumed that some correspondence
between the commemorated event and the rite wousd. €©n second inspection however,
even this information may be modelled on familitories that had some similarities to the
situation of Medea’s children at Korinth. In Sikyactcording to an aetiological myth, seven
boys and seven girls were sent as suppliants taiviee Sythas, to persuade Apollo and
Artemis to come back to the city. They had beensed admittance to Sikyon after they had
slain the Python at Delphi. The twin gods consetiyenflicted a plague on the city and left
for Crete. The suppliants were successful and ldbigue was averted, and ever since, a ritual
echoing these events in commemoration existedkgtoBf’®

The most well-known ritual involving seven boys aselen girls however is the mythical
sacrifice of that number of young Athenians to tManotauros of Crete, that had to be

2"1dem, 7, n.23.
2’8 pausanias, 2.7.
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repeated every nine yedrs.King Minos had confined that beast in a specialgsigned
labyrinth, where it had to be fed. Around the sdamee, the king's son, Androgeos, died in
Attika, the causes for his death varying in différsources® To avenge his death, King
Minos successfully besieged Athens and bid the godsunish the city for him. The gods
complied and inflicted a plague on the Atheniansese turned remorsefully to king Minos
and asked him what they could do as a retributtnrequired of them fourteen youths every
nine years, who were fed to the Minotauros as al loh sacrifice. Fortunately for the
Athenians, the sacrifice soon came to an end, Wiheiseus joined the youths, and succeeded
both in killing the Minotauros, and in finding higay out of the labyrinth, thanks to the help
of Minos’ daughter Ariadne.

In both myths, an entire city is punished by thegfor some wrong that had been done, the
punishment being a plague. Parmeniskos may havevrikrthese stories, and possibly
fashioned the ritual for Medea’s children in a $anivay. Admittedly, important differences
also exist between the stories, such as the cdube punishment, or the subsequent fate of
the 14 children that had been chosen for thekitavever, the fact that Parmeniskos lived and
worked in Alexandria, and in the lat&°Zentury BC, leaves room to doubt the existence of
the ritual he describes, let alone whether thisatihad existed at all, and in a similar way, in
the 8" century BC. Therefore, even if our sources coutd ibterpreted to suggest a
kourotrophic ritual, we should seriously doubt thestence of such a ritual at any time, and
especially in the Bcentury BC.

4.9 Votive deposits

The archaeological finds from the Heraion at Peveecimay support the conclusion that the
sanctuary did not have an especially kourotrophiaracter. Apart from a layer of pottery
sherds scattered all over the temenos area ornrtineoptory, two significant votive deposits
were distinguished as belonging to cult buildingse earliest of the two was found at the east
end of the Hera temple of which the remains caaydze seen. This temple dates to the 6
century BC by its architecture and had an altaerding over its full width. The deposit was
found beneath the remains of this altar, which eqoently have had to be temporarily
moved for excavatioff* The pottery in this deposit was dated by Paynmftbe early 8
century to around 700 BC. Additionally, beneath tioethern wall of the &-century temple,
parts of the foundation of a geometric apsidal ding were found. This building was
designated by the excavator, Payne, as the finsplee of Hera, and he related the votive
deposit to this building as the earliest phase wf activity at this location visible in the
archaeological record. This conclusion has beerrgdly accepted, although Payne’s initial
dating of the votive deposit as far back as tieéntury, and the temple accordingly, have
been considerably adjusted sifte.

The majority of the deposit consisted of potteggfnents with Geometric decorations. Payne
considered a considerable part to be of Argiveiyiput Salmon demonstrated that the

" The story apparently was very popular from an eaeljod onwards. Sappho is the earliest sourcthéostory,

with many more fragmentary occurences in otherditeworks, whereas a variety of artistic represemtatranges
back to the middle of thé"tentury BC as well. (T. Gantgarly Greek myti{Baltimore and London 1993), 262).

28 pausanias 1.27.10 reports that Androgeos was kitleidlentally by a bull at Marathon, and that kinmds

wrongly accused the Athenians of the murder. In Bgli#ths, Dith.17, Androgeos is actually killed by the Athenians
because of his victory in the Panathenaean gamesewain Diodoros, his death is ordered by Aigeusaime he
feared that Androgeos would threaten the Atheniamthr8till more variants exist. A summary of all sms for the
story and its divergent details is given by Gakgrly Greek myth262-268.
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pottery concerned was Korinthian in origffi. The fragments mainly belonged to smaller
pots, and accordingly were of simple decorationly@nfew fragments belonged to larger
vases, which were undecorated as is considered fasube fabric of which they were made.
Only one terracotta figurine fragment was foundhis deposit, the upper body of a naked
female figure with prominent breasts. Two other aekable types of figurative ceramic
objects were however found: fragments of at leaat imodel buildings, and a number of
decorated flat clay rings, which through compariappear to represent votive cakes.

Thesekoulouria as well as the model buildings are relativelyerar the Greek world and
thus may be considered specific for this sanctuditye deposit further contained a
considerable amount of bronze objects, althougm®apes not give exact numbers. Most of
the bronze objects were either dress pins, or taagi¢s. The remainder were a few fibulae or
pieces of fibulae and jewellery. There were somaytipieces of gold, mostly thin bands
folded together at the ends to form a small ringhas been suggested that these rings held
together locks of hair that were dedicated. Theee aso small thin gold disks, used to
decorate clothing. Gold jewellery, silver and irobjects were found in minor amounts, as
were stone beads, seals, and spindle whorls. Huagabs and a small number of glass beads
are alzr&ost certainly imports, and truly singulanis were one amber pendant and an obsidian
knife.

The second deposit, known as the Limenia-depositally extended over the entire area of
the upper terraces. In the excavation report howaelrstinctions are made within this large
collection of material along somewhat unclear lin@se subdivision is characterized as a
purely Protocorinthian deposit. This part of thepakat was apparently located between the
eastern wall of the Limenia-building and the tensenall. The position of the material
indicates that both the building and the temenobwere in place before the deposit began
to accumulate. According to Payne the oldest Iapanned from the laté"&entury to the
middle of the ¥ century BC?®® However, this does not provide a certain termiani® quem
for the building, as the stratification of this @sft is not at all clear from the repéft.Sinn
suggested that construction of the Limenia-buildimgw convincingly identified as a dining-
building, was perhaps part of a reorganizatiorhefganctuary, intended to move some of the
cult activity away from the harbour ar&4.In this process, all votive dedications standing
about in this area may have been cleared out,Hayt had to be kept within the temenos,
hence the deposit. At least part of it originallyst have been in the harbour area, as
fragments of the same pots have been found in loattions*®® The construction of the
Limenia-building, and the occasion for the reorgahon can therefore not be precisely dated
according to SinA®°

The second deposit was much larger than the &rst,in addition to pottery intended for use
in banquets, it contained a much larger varietplgects. An important part of the deposit
consists of votive terracotta’s, mainly depictingmen. Most of these may be identified as
depictions of Hera herself, but some could alsoesgnt other goddesses, such as Aphrodite,
Isis, Eleithyia, or perhaps also the women dedigathe terracotta’s. A very small minority
of the votive terracotta’s depict animals, child@nmen, among these also a considerable
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number of depictions of the Egyptian god B¥sThe votive koulouria are also represented,
but no models of buildings can be identified instldeposit. The deposit contains large
quantities of jewellery, dress-pins and spits, Ilydsimale personal belongings, but also some
pieces of armour, writing gear and flufés.

According to Morgan, the types of pottery represdrin the first deposit indicate that it was
mainly used for drinking and dinirf§? Indeed Payne already remarked the preponderance of
cups among the pottery fragmefitsOther types found may as well have been usedtfoere
cooking, eating or drinking, whereas relatively feakge vases were found that would have
been exclusively brought to the sanctuary as dédica Ceremonial banqueting seems to
have been part of the cult for Hera Akraia fronstharly period onwards already. That it
certainly was in later periods is confirmed by ithentification of the building associated with
the Limenia-inscriptions as a dining-room. No itemthe early deposit however indicates a
specifically kourotrophic character of the sancgu&ome items do relate to Hera’s character
in general as protectress of women, in the cadbeofiress pins and perhaps the gold rings
presumably used to dedicate women’s Air.

The models of buildings that were reported elsee/rethe Greek world also related to Hera-
cults, suggesting that they were appropriate déditsafor the goddess. They have long been
thought to represent temples, but today are suggdieéstdepict private houses, and as such are
dedicated to ask Hera’s protection over the houdelooe of her traditional concerns, closely
related to the otherS® The koulouria may have represented real votiveesalhich were
perhaps cast into the sea. They are not uniquilteceto Hera-cults, as other examples have
been found in Korinth dedicated to Demeter and K8t&he votive terracotta’s in the later
deposit seem to refer to Hera’s role in women’'sdivDe Polignac also attached great
importance to the integration of women in the comity) especially through rituals in extra-
urban sanctuaries, but the dedications at Peraehmermostly of a personal nature, indicating
that thez)é?were offered at significant points iniindual lives, and not as part of a communal
festival:

It may be argued that the kourotrophic charactethef sanctuary was not revealed in the
dedications themselves, nonetheless the ceremumamauet may have been part of the annual
initiatory festival designated by our sources. kdi¢his would be just the kind of festival de
Polignac envisaged to promote the integration efabmmunity, and as such it would signify
the birth of that community as a concept. Howefara festival to function as such, it needs
first to be organized by some power central to ttmetmunity, which perceives a benefit in
further integration. Anachronistically, we may cHiis central power the state. As Morgan
emphasizes, both the Geometric temple and theesbdobttery associated with the sanctuary
were dated to the early"&entury, before even anything comparable to ammedtary state
was in existence yet at Korintff

Second, such a festival is supposed to be celebtatehe entire community, whereas the
space available at the Perachora sanctuary fokidgrand banqueting must always have been
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extremely limited. The harbour area, where the Gatimtemple and the"6century temple
were built, was cramped in itself. The Limenia-Hiriby, dating to the late™8century was also
rather small, giving room to only 11 diners, judyiny the available space for couches, even
though enough space seems to have been availaltigiltba bigger hestiatoriofi® This
appears to indicate that no more room was neetledgfore that the cult attracted a small
number of worshippers at the same time.

This audience presumably initially consisted ohecindividuals or family groups, as the cost
of building a temple was apparently met. Moreowke more exotic dedications from the
deposit are of relatively high value and again adrenpersonal nature, as compared to
dedications from other, more accessible sanctudness early years, the quantity of votive
dedications and pottery at the sanctuary seems tather modest, but it rapidly increased by
the end of the'8century. As a conclusion, far from being a comrhusanctuary, the temple
of Hera Akraia seems to have started out as rakeusive instead. By the end of the 8
century, it gained in popularity, and Morgan indésathat during the"7century the sanctuary
received more, and more valuable gifts than contearg Delphi>®

4.10 The window to the west

Therefore, Morgan suggests a different role forghectuary at Perachora, although she does
not explicitly renounce the possibility of initiagopractices. In her article on the evolution of
the Korinthian sacred landscape, her main focumishe sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia,
which in de Polignac’s view also constituted an ami@nt extra-urban sanctuary that helped
construct for the Korinthians the concept of Kdriis a poli§®* Indeed, the archaeological
record of the sanctuary indicates, contrary to ey, that Isthmia formed a regional
meeting place. The early evidence of drinking amihgd here indicates that larger groups of
more diverse nature were involved. Both men and soattended, and they originated from
a wider region. Dedications at Isthmia were rekiiplain and low in value, suggesting that

offering was a communal rather than a competitiaetce®*

This would fit de Polignac’s model nicely, onlyMorgan would not have reconsidered the
dating of the Isthmia sanctuary. She shows howgtssities stretch much further back, into
the Protogeometric period at the earli@tThe sanctuary seems to have been the central
point of the region, with Korinth not yet developleelyond settlement status. Indeed, Korinth
perhaps only emerged as the upcoming politicalreasftthe region during thé"&entury®*
Thus, according to Morgan, the sanctuary at Isthdniapromote integration of a regional
community, but the polis of Korinth as the urbamtoe of that community developed only
after such a community had already been forffied@here is no question of the central polis
installing a sanctuary on the borders of its teryitto demarcate both physically and
symbolically the limits of its extents.

Rather, Korinth’s development was based in thetivelly safe environment of regional
coherence, established mainly through cultic comtyuat Isthmia. Korinth’s growing
importance and expanding trade are probably reitert an increase of activity at Isthmia by
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the end of the 8 century®® As we have seen, this same increase is visibResdchora,
which had only been founded shortly before, by Kitiians. Morgan asserts that this parallel
development at both sanctuaries was in fact comgaiéany. Isthmia had long been the
location for communal cult, and Korinth, far fronyihg to dominate the region, participated
in that cult as it saw fi®’ On the other hand, as a centre of upcoming poveereed was
apparently felt by the elite of Korinth to exprebgir individual achievements. It may have
seemed inappropriate to do so at Isthmia, andftveréney chose the Perachora sanctdry.

However, this is not how the sanctuary of Hera Akrstarted out, for its activities had
already started about half a century previouslyl988, Morgan already argued that it must
have been Korinth’s window to the wé&t.She reviewed the evidence for Korinthian trade
activity in the early 8 century, explicitly distinguishing colonial mataii from that
originating from the north-western parts of Greeésbe asserted that Korinthian trade with
Phokis and Epiros were important in themselves, wede not preliminaries to colonial
activity, as was generally assumed. Instead, Kloraxported pottery to selected points of
exchange in those regions, from where the potteag urther distributed along local
networks of trade reaching into the northern regioh In return, Korinth most probably
received metals, mostly copper, tin and iron, whigre available at those points through the
same local networks. Korinth’s orientation towatlle north may have been the result of a
monopolisation of the access to southern tradeesolar these metals, leading to the Middle
East, by Argos and Attikd! Morgan admits that no archaeological remains priha
Korinth imported metals in quantity in this peridut this is what the north probably had to
offer. It also seems plausible from parallel depetents elsewhere, that in an atmosphere of
developing competition between aristocratic farsiliebjects of valuable metals could be
used as display to underscore one’s pedigree tarsddemands for raw material rose.

In the second half of the™8century, Korinth diverted her attention from nerth trade
towards colonial activity. There may be many reastnestablish colonies, but the fact that
they were not founded in Epiros until a much latate in the 7 century shows that securing
trade was not the main function of colonie$Nonetheless, trade may have been a convenient
by-product of their establishment, as we witnesshdt of Korinthian trade from north-
western Greece to the colonies. In both cases hewwaud therefore from a very early period
onwards, the Korinthian gulf was extremely impottas a passageway for Korinthian traders,
with the island of Ithaka as a port of c#ff Given this situation, the Perachora peninsula bent
itself around the gulf as a protective arm. Arouhé tip, winds could and still can be
unpredictable and tricky, making it a dangerousptm sail around. Morgan imagines sailors
to have sought shelter from fierce weather in thmalsbay on the south side of the tip,
awaiting better winds. She implicitly suggests ttiety would have been the ones who first
pleaded to Hera to grant them a safe passage, ratitew way back, offered her thanks for
the safe returf*®> The Heraion on the tip op the promontory then, $tadted out as the last
point on familiar ground, before the journey to tiweth or to the west really began.
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The first traders must have been adventurous iddals of the lower classes, who had
nothing to lose. The amount of Korinthian exchaggeds indicates that no more than a few
ships a year could have been involved in overseek tin the first half of the"8century?®

As Morgan already showed, in the course of thatturgn competition among the elite
increased, reflected in an increase in conspicofesings intended to display ones statt/s.
This shift in ritual behaviour may have raised dadsafor precious metals, causing a higher
frequency of ships passing the Perachora Heraibthédsame time, Morgan contends that
the sanctuary at Perachora may have been considesesl suitable as a place to display
personal wealth, in contrast to the sanctuary afeRlmn at Isthmia, because the latter had
such a long tradition in the expression of commiaynal® Those of the elite who wished to
show off their possessions and power may have deresi it perverse to perform such a
polarizing act in a place where for centuries pedphd gathered as equals of sorts. The
tradition of the Heraion was much shorter and ttmsd more easily be interpreted to ones
own advantage. Thus it could happen that the sanctoon became very popular among
Korinthians of all classes, exactly as a placepfmsonal dedicatiord?

4.11 Chronology: the temples

In her 1988 article, Morgan stressed that the sramfeKorinthian trade in north-western
Greece indicated a rather early start of such etiprd®?® She conceded that these
expeditions were quite small, but nonetheless veggaificant as a starting point for the
importance of Korinth as a trading polis in lateripds. However, although we may accept
that monumental temples do not need to have be#irbgustates’, it seems hardly likely that
those few sailors actually built the Geometric téamp Hera Akraia, as it was identified by
Payne. He claimed that it belonged to the Geomegiteicod, and Morgan specifies that,
assuming that the pottery of the Geometric depmeddnged to the building of the temple, the
temple must have been built before 750 BtMoreover, the expansion of the sanctuary,
which she attributes to elite competition, she slate the second half of thé"&entury,
implying that the building of the temple precedked €lite involvement in the sanctudfy.

On the other hand, she seems to concur with Pdyatethie sheer calibre of the precinct
suggests the involvement of Korinth as a polistsneistablishment® Still, she also asserts
that before the colonizing enterprises, aroundl#ise quarter of the"™8century, we cannot
‘realistically think in terms of organization andrainistration of external activity on anything
like a ‘state’ or collective leveP?* Such a perspective excludes polis involvementhin t
monumentalization of a sanctuary that was apparemtiportant in early 8-century
Korinthian trade. So, although Morgan has offered explanation for the origin of the
sanctuary that is well worth considering, she lsavgat a loss with regard to her views about
who actually built the first temple.

Alternatively, we may wonder whether the Geometample was ever a temple at all.
Blanche Menadier re-examined the entire site of Hegaion for her dissertation which
focused on the ®century temple. The subject presented her howeutr considerable
difficulties. A lot of material uncovered and intigated by Payne was displaced on the site
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by erosion from the rain or by careless visitors. éven greater proportion had been either
removed from the site to unknown and inaccessiblseum depositories, or it had been
looted by local people, in which case mostly buigdblocks of modest size were taken away
to be reused. Moreover, Menadier assessed thegepart ofPerachora Icannot be accurate
with regard to the course of the excavation andgegbent finds. She also complained that
Payne’s notebooks on the excavation, to which shé ftull access, were sometimes
vexatiously imprecise on key characteristics ofcfgefinds, such as stratigraphy, number of
items or even exact location of the discovéRyTherefore re-interpretation of the material
was sometimes difficult but necessary at the same t

The so-called Geometric temple is a case in pB&ayne associated the apsidal building with
the Geometric deposit, and therefore identifiedsitthe first temple, dating to the Geometric
period. The exact connection between the depodittlaa building however is most unclear
from both the report ilPerachora | and from Payne’s notes, because he only givest exa
locations for specific parts of the deposit, sustire sample beneath th&gentury altar. For
that matter, the deposit may not be connected eobtiilding after alf*® The excavation
drawings of the sanctuary, made by Piet de Jormy shcross-section of the area where the
Geometric temple was found (fig.4). Payne assdtiatithe builders of the temple had cut
through a layer of Early Helladic sherds, a mor&ess even layer deposited over a small area
that had been used for habitation. The thickestraodt undisturbed part of this deposit lay
between the northern wall of the Geometric tempid #he hill sloping upwards shortly
behind it. However, the cross-section shows howger level of the layer of EH-sherds lay
above the upper level of the foundation of the Getoim temple. If indeed the builders had
cut through this layer, one would not have expetiedresult to be as neat and the layer as
undisturbed as the drawing by de Jong and the igésar by Payne suggest. Indeed, the
situation as presented could only have occurreithdf building had been built before the
deposit had started to accumulifte.

Although Menadier is cautious about the accuracthefdrawings as well, she does remark
that based on this cross section the apsidal Ingiloiay not date to the Geometric period, and
therefore probably never was a tempfeShe does not explicitly assume that the building
then must date to the Early Helladic period, butnasitioned, no material datable between the
EH and Geometric periods has been found on thessiteo other choice remains. Effectively,
apsidal houses are known to have been built alreathe Early Helladic period, such as for
example those found at Lerffd. Moreover, close to the Heraion, on the shores alfel
Vouliagmeni, small Early Helladic settlements hakeen explored, which produced
foundations of houses. These excavations were eaot &laborate, and focused more on
pottery than on house shap@STherefore, it cannot be said whether apsidal rousere
featured in this location too, but at least thenstiundations show that more or less durable
architecture from the Early Helladic period was matommon in the vicinity of the later
Heraion. Therefore the apsidal building on the sitgy as well be an Early Helladic house.

The earliest temple on the site would then be tieehwilt on the foundations labell@cdindy
by Payne. The scholars who published on the PeradHeraion do not agree as to whether
this temple has ever existed. Dunbabin, who prep#re publication oPerachoral from
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Payne’s notebooks, mentioned Payne’s view thataaly &"-century temple preceded the
visible structure of the ™century one, but he added his own doubts aboutetréier
building3*! He thought thex andy blocks perhaps belonged to a store room or sonethfi
the like, a purely functional building within tharsctuary. Hammond agreed with Dunbabin,
because he himself posited that the harbour arsaaandoned in the latd' &entury, in
favour of what he considered to be a temple foraHemenia, as we have se&nf.
Subsequently, John Salmon convincingly decompdsedbtter argument, and he also argued
against Dunbabin’s views. Assuming that the Geamé&mple was in fact the first temple,
he asserted that it would be most improbable therethad been no temple between that one
and the 8-century temple, particularly because the depositid votive offerings was
continuous throughout this peridtf.

If we accept that the apsidal building was notragke, this argument of continuity can no
longer be adduced to suggest the existence Bfefitury temple. However, it is hard to see
why the foundations x and y should represent aidiang building, as Dunbabin argued,
when no temple as a principal building was presenthe harbour area. Moreover, the
location of these foundations within the foundasiari the later temple, strongly suggest its
identification as a predecessor, as it was commmaatipe to build a new temple close to or
over the old one. In addition, Payne found roestiin the harbour area, that belonged t8-a 7
century building™* Menadier is careful not to suggest any preciséngatithin the 7'
century, but she agrees with the interpretatiothefroof tiles as belonging to a monumental
building, most probably a temple, that may be dategvhere in the range from halfway the
7™ century to its end® Thus, this leaves us with a succession of two tespmne from the
second half of the™century, the second built in the latét éentury. Any assumptions of
other temples on the upper terraces have alreagty d&fectively eliminated.

4.12 Chronology: other buildings

To reconstruct the history of the sanctuary, ndy ¢ine dating of the temples is important.
The building phases of other architectural remaane illustrative as well. Tomlinson
suggested that the building called the Limenia-tentyy Payne, which he himself identified
as a dining-room, was functionally connected tosbealled Sacred Podf Assuming that
the dining-room and the pool were built at the samme, and the phialai were cast into the
pool from the beginning of its existence, that vebiridicate that the building is slightly
younger than Payne initially thought. However, Tosbn did not take into account that the
phialai were not the only material deposited in poel>*’ Moreover, his connection between
the dining-building, and the Sacred Pool as itsewaupply, does not appear to be
inevitable?®® Therefore, Tomlinson’s argument cannot be usethte the construction of the
dining-building.

Payne thought that the deposit around his allegetthia-temple had started only when the
Geometric deposit had already been closed. Thidoreled his interpretation of the building
as a temple. However, Coldstream down-dated thmbieg of the Geometric deposit to 800
BC, and he considered the later fragments in itasa contamination, but as belonging to the
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deposit, thereby lowering the closing date of tlepasit to around 720 BE? Menadier
agrees with this date pertaining to the pottery, dhe also remarks that other items in the
Geometric deposit may date to tHe century®* The closing date of the so-called Geometric
deposit thus has become considerably lower thanetite of the Geometric period, and
consequently, an overlap with the Limenia-deposi tloes occur.

Additionally, Payne noted how the oldest layer It deposit of votive material around his
Limenia-temple did not extend below the floor lewa the building, and no sign of
disturbance of the layer was visible. He concluftech this that the building had to predate
the earliest sherds in the deposit, thus produeindate around 725. Instead, Menadier
examined Payne’s sketches of the deposit, and stegbehat the oldest layer had been
brought into the area from elsewhere to level ttoeigd, but only after the building had been
erected. She argues that the strange occurrenearlyf Korinthian pottery at much lower
levels than a lot of the Protocorinthian sherdghis deposit, also noted by Payne, may thus
be explained. Given that the latest pottery in taier of the deposit then must predate the
building, Menadier asserts that the dining room twitt in the last quarter of thé"&entury.
Such a date also provides a better explanatiorthier@-century roof tiles, which Payne
ascribed to a renovation phase, and the date ofid¢ldkécatory inscriptions that had been
reused to line the stone hearth within the builditig

The oldest layer of the Protocorinthian subdivisiointhe Limenia-deposit does pose a
problem though, as its provenance is unclear. énaiisence of a temple, it seems odd that
votive deposits as large as those found could feeeimulated in this area. Tomlinson
thought that most of the material on the upperatas was either directly placed there, or
periodically cleared out of the harbour area, & dpace there was rather cramped. In the
latter case, the votives had to stay within theckary, and were thus moved to the higher
terraces. He suggested that the deposit arounditiveg-room was such a dump that had
originated from the area of the Geometric depdsit, represented mostly post-Geometric
layers from that area, which are thus no longecetisble in that location now? However,
even if there is an overlap between the Geometictae early Limenia-deposits, the starting
date of the Limenia-deposit is later than Geomeivioreover, the Geometric deposit has a
clear closing date, earlier than the closing détin® Limenia-deposit. It seems very unlikely
that those executing this procedure made sucham aat in the material, that virtually no
post-Geometric sherds remained on the spot, angdecsgly, that no pre-Protocorinthian
sherds were moved to the upper terrace.

Therefore, it is assumed here that the oldest l&pen the Limenia-deposit did not come
from the harbour area directly. Rather, in the sewf the early existence of the sanctuary, it
was probably acknowledged that the harbour areaa@zasmall to accommodate the growing
number of votive dedications from an equally inereg group of worshippers. Therefore, the
area where votives could be put up was perhaps@adeto some place higher up the Heraion
valley. The area of the Hellenistic dining roomdahat of Payne’s Hellenistic houses may
well have had that function, as they were closéheoharbour area. When the dining-room
was built, the material used for levelling the upparace could have come from this area.
Given that the earliest material in this fill datweund 750, this must also be the date around
which the area appropriate for votive dedicatiores vextended. In this early period, the
extension must have received dedications side dy with the Geometric deposit, but no
material was moved up from the harbour yet. Submetty) the Geometric deposit was
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apparently sealed around the time tfec@ntury temple was built, as no later sherds are
found in that sample. This suggests that the tenaplets altar or some other related
construction was built over most of the Geometapaskit. Dedications however continued to
be put up in both the harbour area and the exterasterwards.

After some time, it seems to have become necegsadegd to clear out the excessive amount
of dedications from the harbour area, for this mreaplain why Payne thought the Akraia-
deposit so much poorer than the Limenia-depositddatly, the most conspicuous, durable
and large items had been transported to the highesas, leaving mostly dull items and
smaller pottery fragments behind. The Akraia-depogwever also contained late-Geometric
ware, probably representing the remains of the G&&eendeposit that were not covered by
the 7"-century constructions in the temple at&aSuch clearing out therefore cannot have
occurred before the dining room-building had beerit tby the end of the "7 century.
Effectively, the area designated earlier as theresibn did produce sporadic Geometric finds,
mixed up with Protocorinthian td"scentury pottery throughout the middle terratés.

However, as Payne remarked, the area had beesivegnquarried and levelled. He thought
the buildings he excavated here were Hellenistieshe, but Menadier was right to question
this identification, for houses are unlikely withim temeno&?® They also may not be
Hellenistic, as the latest pottery representedasfthe &' century BC3*® However that may
be, it is clear that intensive building activityastly after the B century, disturbed beyond
recognition any possible successive layers of delperhaps originating from the harbour
area, mixed with dedications made in situ. Theefdhe chronology and location of the
depositions in the sanctuary presented here mostinetentative, but it should be borne in
mind that any explanation for the pattern of théwsodeposits as it can be reconstructed from
Payne’s confusing report inevitably rests on cosrsitlle conjecture.

4.13 The history of the sanctuary revisited

We will attempt to summarize a new outline for thstory of the sanctuary. The worship of
Hera Akraia at Perachora started out without a terimpthe early 8 century BC. Votives and
remains of ritual dining from this early stage ancilated in the centre of the harbour area. It
remains a matter of conjecture whether the apsidase was visible at the time. If it was, the
building may have been important in the appropratf the site as a sacred precinct, because
of its antiquity, but this is by no means necessayan explanation for the choice of the
location. Such a type of worship corresponds wethwlorgan’s picture of a handful of
sailors dedicating to Hera out of gratitude for peatection on their journeys. In the course of
the 8" century, the number of worshippers increasedecestl in the amount and the value of
offerings made at the Heraion. The increment applrevas large enough to warrant
extension of the sacred area to the upper teraxcesd 750 BC, where initially no quarrying
was needed to make room. Again, this neatly fitthwhe observed increase in trading
activity and the social changes partly generativag trade, as observed by Morgan.

Around the middle of the™century, the first monumental temple appears. €octions for
this temple covered the Geometric deposit, whick subsequently sealed by the successive
6"-century altar and layers of earth washed in byrdie, until it was excavated by Payne.
The construction of the first temple coincides wiitle rule of the Bacchiads at Korinth, and
may indeed be commissioned by them, as the ultlynatgerior dedication. Significantly,
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this temple is roughly contemporary with the firebnumental temples at both Isthmia, and at
Korinth itself*’, perhaps indicating that it was part of a broattempt of the ruling class to
establish a principal position for Korinth in thegron. In the specific case of the Heraion, the
appropriation of the sanctuary was important fer Korinthians to secure an open passage to
the west. In the "7 century the Saronic gulf to the south of the istemvas increasingly
dominated by Athens, Argos and Aigina. Korinth thmsuld have had to consolidate her
possession of the Perachora promontory, both asysout for her own sailors, and to protect
the polis from invaders on the way’.Still, as the scale of thé"%entury temple cannot be
assessed, it is also possible that the first tem@e built by private worshippers whose
personal business was dependent on the sanctualg/is Korinthian trade.

The scale of the"century temple however almost certainly was aardesnly through polis
involvement, particularly because several constacprojects seem to have been initiated
around the same time. According to its new dating,dining-room was built around the first
quarter of the century, presumably involving theedepment and levelling of the uppermost
terrace, which may not have belonged to the sanchefore that date. Additionally the first
architectural remains in the West Court must datihis period, as there is no reason to doubt
the terminus post quem which Coulton asserted,basethe contents of the South East
deposit. The material from this deposit is almostoly contemporaneous with the early fill
around the dining-room, and therefore it possibtiginated from the same intermediate
depositions on the middle terraces. To top off #densive reorganization, finally the
harbour area was cleaned out, probably as a prelmito the construction of the temple
itself.

4.14 Conclusion

It has become clear that the Heraion on the Peragitomontory was not in any way what de
Polignac imagined it to be. It was not initially ertra-urban sanctuary to Megara, as it never
even belonged to Megara in the first place. Neithas it a border sanctuary to Korinth, as it
was not located on a clear border with its neighpMegara. Moreover, Megara does not
seem to have had a particular interest in the @aheamountain range of the Gerania was the
most natural boundary to Megara’s territory andveosely, the Perachora peninsula was
much more accessible from Korinth’s side. Evenaltgient name as given by Xenophon,
Peraia, implies a Korinthian perspective. Most imgatly, if the function de Polignac
assigned to such extra-urban sanctuaries were axdepted, the sanctuary of Hera Akraia
which he uses as an example, lacks significanufeathe ascribed to such sanctuaries to
qualify for that function.

In the first place, the first signs of worship a&r&chora occurred some time before the polis
of Korinth existed to any institutional extent. Aglohally, the monumental temple de
Polignac associated with an early rise of that Kibiean polis does not appear to have existed.
When a monumental temple did arise, it may be asdutmat the polis had developed in the
meantime, as this temple was built at least haHrgury after the first colonizing expeditions.
Finally, although cult characteristics are not lgagiade out, the patchy literary sources do
not necessitate a concern with initiation, andvibigve offerings do even less so. Effectively,
female worshippers seem to have been increasimghyreéant in the dedication of votives, but
as Hera generally was concerned with the well-b@hgvomen, this does not indicate a
particularly kourotrophic or initiatory nature. Rat, the material remains in the sanctuary in
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general reveal more individual interests, as areshtto the more communal nature of the
sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia.

It may still be doubted whether the first templeswuilt in the # century BC by the
Korinthian polis as an institution. The size of thalding is a matter of conjecture, therefore
it is possible that it was built by private investoHowever, its simultaneous appearance with
the monumental temple at Isthmia and the firstgacable place of cult in Korinth itself, the
temple of Apollo, may suggest that more than peakooncerns were involved. The building
projects occurred together with the rule of the d#ads at Korinth, creating the impression
that they could have financed these constructidhss could be interpreted as a personal
investment, but its ultimate goal for the Bacchiggsesumably was to consolidate their
position of power, as rulers of Korinth, but alsbKworinth as the political centre of the
region. Lastly, construction of thé"@entury temple seems to have been part of a larger
building programme, which was of a scale that couidy have been initiated, as Payne
observed, by an agent of the calibre of the pdlisarinth.
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Conclusion

This thesis has attempted to assess two theoretp@mioaches to the interaction between
religion and politics in ancient Greece. Both apgtees in a similar way have taken the polis
as the central political unit around which religgaaction was organized, a choice that may be
considered only natural, given the primary positidthe polis in Greek life from the Archaic
period onwards. On the one hand, Francois de Raifimcused on religion as a device used
by early communities to push their development tolwadhe integrated polis of the Classical
period. The symbolic connotations of particulartidsiin particular locations in his view were
instrumental with regard to the integration of ttieic body. As such, de Polignac in his
theory seems to assume that these symbolic valaes vwented on purpose, and constitute
massive manipulation on the side of the early ldkdeveloping poleis. On the other hand,
Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood described the intestalcture and mechanisms of religion in
the polis as polis religion. The polis in this mbd@s central to the organization of religion,
but at the same time it was bound to rules wherame to making changes to the religious
discourse.

Both models are restricted in their explanatorycéorbecause of their background in
Structuralist theories. Especially the dynamicsolagd in subtle changes that may be
identified as manipulation, in both approachesdiffecult to explain: de Polignac can only
adduce sharp discontinuities to explain developmenthereas Sourvinou-Inwood asserts that
changes may occur in religious practice, but notthe underlying worldview. As a
consequence of his inability to account for sulatt@nges, the symbolism of extra-urban
sanctuaries claimed by de Polignac must be disnhisseit is related to a complex of such
discontinuities. Moreover, several of his examplasluding his most poignant one, Argos,
have, since the publication of the model, been detnated to function differently. The
significance of the location of sanctuaries, in #pecific case of de Polignac’s model on
borders, may indeed be retained, but instead ommibre general assumption that a temple
represented the appropriation of a certain arelaraf by the group that worshipped in the
temple, which could be, and in practice often veagolis.

Conversely, the model of polis religion offers adatarting point to approach the structural
organization of Greek religion around political aoomities. To mitigate the implied static
character of the polis, the strictly Structurabsickground of the model has been nuanced, so
as to allow for a considerable diversity of worlkelws within a community, and a continuous
change of the prevailing worldview in the commuratylarge, due to interaction among its
own members, but also with individuals and grougmsnf outside. With the dynamics of
religion envisioned as such, there is no need tlueel lying and downright manipulation as
an explanation for changes, for these occur ratheoticed. However, there is also ample
room for individuals or groups to influence the dgmic to suit their own interests best. With
these adaptations, the interaction between religirmhpolitics may now be described without
having to adduce either the political elite as adbuof cynics, or the masses as naively
faithful.

Finally, the case of Perachora shows how the fancéind importance of a sanctuary may
have shifted over time. In its early stages thecwemy was rather small and its few visitors
were purely individually concerned with a safe gmeferably profitable journey. Soon
however it became a place where individuals cogpr@priately display their wealth and
status, sometimes with imported products, but afgoely independent from the sanctuary’s
position within a trade route. With Korinth devellog as a polis and a regional centre, it
seems that its ruling elite took pride of placdha subsequent organization of the sanctuary,
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to appropriate it as specifically Korinthian. Tlois the one hand confirmed Korinth’s primacy
in the region, and on the other secured the pelsingthich otherwise would have been an
easy access point to the polis for any enemy o$tsnkial power. Finally, in the"6century,
there can be no doubt that the rituals at the sangthad become part of the central polis
cults, even though they were located at a far énldeoterritory.
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Fig. 2: The Perachora peninsula.
Source: Google earth 2012.
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Fig. 3: The sanctuary of Hera Akraia: The sacredaby the harbour according to H. Payne

Source: PayneéRerachora |
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